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PREFACE

KEesKS fume of late bave takem upon them
W, Y80 difpute the propriety of chriftian
B o™ Churcbes and States adopting the pro-
WERH Liitions in the writings of Mafes re-
[pecling marriages as a Rule for New Teflament
Churches 3 while others who bave not tbe effron-
tery Lo vejedd theje prokibitions, yet alledge they
are to be reflricicd entirely 1o the perjons named.
I, apprebending that both thefz optmions were
very wrong 5 axd that in propovtion as they pre-
vaird would Fave confequences infurisus to both
Clurch and State, thought it my duty to publifh
tbe following pages, in crd:r to vindicate the juf
Sentitisents of cur wirtly Fere-fetbers, and in-
Serm my fellews chrifiians of what may prove to
be enly an intrcdnilicns to f3ill more dangerous ai-
tempts s that beinr foreccarned they may ufe their
endeacurs to prezent the evil. I [ball only far-
tker obferve, that altho® I am net at all deubtful
with regard to the Truth of what I bave written,
yety bilieving svielf and all mankind to be fallible,
1/en'd, and 1 bope cver will, corfider myjelf as
obliged to the perfon who convinces e of @ miflake
in judzment in any particular,
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A

Brief ATTEMPT, &c.

QUESTION 1. Wbetber it be right for a man;
after the death of bis auife, to marry ber fifler ?

QUES TION of the like natare, viz. ¢« Whe-
A ¢¢ ther it was agreeable to the law of God for a
¢« man to marry his brother’s wife 2*” was once propofed
to the principal ‘niverfities of Europe, who all anfwer-
ed in the negative ; as did alfo many very learned men,
who were applied to for their judgment.® And this very
queition now to be confidered has been different times dif-
puted in Germany by both clergy-men and lawyers, who
nerally condemned fuch marniages. Arnd we alfo muit
ighly condemn them, if we admit only of two things;
Firit, That the prohibitions in the book of Leviticus do
belong to us, as well as to the Ifraelites. Secondly,
That the cafe in queftion comes under thofe prohibitions.
By denying either of thefe we would contradiét the fen-
timents of by far the majority of the moft pious and
learned men, the confeffions of the Proteftant churches in
general, and of the Prefbyterian church in particular.
But not refting on the featiments of men, I thall endea-
vour to prove the above particulars by fcriptural arga-
ments,

* See Neal's biffory qf tbe Puritans, wil. I, inthe cafe of
king Henry the viiith, and other biflories upon that period.
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men's. And as to the firft, I am fully perfuaded that
the aforefaid prohibitions of carnal intercourfe, and con-
fequently of marriage with perfons within the dogrees
mentioned, were not defigned for the lfraclites alone,

but belong to wus alfo, for the following reafons, viz.
1it, Becaufe the reafon given in the fcriptures, and
articularly io the books of Mofes, againft fuch ca:nal
intercourfe, is fuch as did not refpelt that people alone,
but equally concerns others. [t is taken from the intrin-
fick bafenefs of fuch intercoutfe and marriage in the pre-
fent ftate of things, or condition of the world. Some
aftions were to be accounted wrong purely becanie Gud
had forbidden them, as eating the forbidden fruit. O-
ther actions are fimplv and abfolutely wrong, and no
circumitances will juflify them; fuch is the hating of
God. And other acticns are improper and wrong in the
prefent flate of thirgs. Their bacaefs arifes not bare'y
from the divine prohibition ; but alfo fiom our fituation,
or the condition of the things we are verfant about; they
become dangerous as things are circumitanced in a de-
eneiate weild, Now, if that which renders an a&ion
gafc equally refpeils all, the prohibition of that aétion
muft alio refer to all.  But fuch is the caf: with refpet
to the prohibited intercourfe. Breimg wery mear of hinis
shat which rerders it fingolarly odious; and for which
God calls it avickednels, an unciean and ticked thing 3 and
in one inftance confufion ; by which an intrinfick bafenefs
feems to be held out: And kindred being the fame in all
pations, the crime muft alfo be the fame. Aprceable
hereto, the fcriptures elfewhere affure us, thatb.ieg ve-
ry near related, greaily apgravates the fin of carnalin-
timacy. Thus in Amos hi. 7. where Ged, in repre-
fenting the great degeneracy of Ifizel, gives this as a
glaring evidence of it, that A man and his father avcald
g0 into the jams maid. Had one been guilty with one wo-
man, and the other with another, it had bcen bad ; but
jor fuch near relations to lie with the fame woman was
extreamly wicked. Thus alfo in the firft epifile to the
Corintbians, chap. v. 1. the apoftie fays, Ir avas reporied
there was fuch fornication aming them-as awas net fo much as

namd
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named among the Gentiles, that aman fbould bave bis father's.
avife. [der being fo nearly related to him was what rea.
dered it peculiarly fhocking. We find, thatas carly a3
Abraham’s time the marriage of a futer was thought a
caie jo abfurd that it could fcarcely happen : Hence A-
brakam corncluded that, if he called Sarah his fifter, none
wouid fufpeét her to be his wife. And, if we may be
allowed to add an inftance from human hiftory, we may
find thatin later times the heathens abhorred fuch marri-
ages. We are informed that when a certain woman a-.
mong the Romaas married her daughter’s huofband, (the
daughter being put away) Cicero called it ** An incre.
s dible wickednefs, fuch as he had never hieard of in all
« his life befides.” It would (zem that the light of na-
ture taught them that fuch marriazes were abominsble,
And | fuppofe there are few among us who would not
own it to be quite bafe for fome ot thofe prohibited in
the writings of Mofes to marry ; and that, 1f fuch mar-
siages werc made, they ought to be diffolved ; and that
purely for this reafon, That fuch were too nearly related.
1t 1s abfurd for any to allcdge that the prohibited marri-
ages are not fimply and zbloiutely evil ; and that there.
fore they may be tolerated. [t is enough to us that God
reprcfents them as evil in the prefert ftate of things ; and
therefore foibids them. There are comparatively but
few things fimply evil. Killing a man is not fo. Itof-
ten beconmes a duty ; but knowingly and deliberately to
kill an innocent man is a great evil, itis. murder. The
profanation of the fabbath by laborious work was dee.n-
ed a great crime, and firi€tly forbidden; yet we are told
that the priefls in the temple prefuned the fabbath and were
blamelefs. Circumflances alter the very nature of cafes,
fo as to makea fa&t a great crime, a lefs crime, or no
crime at all, according as it is circumftanced. Thuos it
was neceflary for Adam’s children to intermarry, God
having for wife reafons fo ordered that they had none
befides to join with, and yet commanded them to mulii-
ply. But this receflity being foon removed, fo that all
might have a choice among more remote relations,
the tolerating mairiages aficrwards among thofe very

i
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nearly related would not have been proper; yes, it
would have had bad confequences in our degenerate
world. For, _

1ft, It would have encouraged fallen men greatly ad-
dited to luft; and likely increafing in their propenfity
to it as they multiplied; I fay, it would have rucon-
raged them- in criminal afls, which the familiarity and
neceflary interccurie among {uch near relations, efpecial-
ly in early life, pave the way to, by affordiag a varicty
of opportunities.

2d, It would have led to many inftances whereby the
order of nature would have been fubverted, and the re-
verence and refpet due from an inferior by nature to a2
fuperior deftroy- d ; fince an aunt, who by naiure is a
fuperior, in cale of marriage, would be fubjefted to a
nephew who is an inferior, a:.d be obliged to reverence
and obey him.

3dly, As an extenfive love and friendly intercourfe a-
mong mankind are what God requires, and are of great
importance to the welfare of men ; and as we fee thefe
are generally in proportion to our conneions and inte-
sefts, therefore marriages by which our conneétions and
interefts are enlarged ought to be widely extended ;
but the allowing of perfons very nearly related to marsy
would lead to the reltrilting and limiting our connelions
to a very narrow circle ; o that every family would ina
fort become a little world, disjoined from the reft of
mankind through the want of a proper regard ; which
would be a very great evil. Thefe may be fome of the
reafons why in the prefent ftate of things the wife Go-
vernor of the world accounts carnal intercourfe and
marriages among near relations an evil thing, and for-
bids them. And fome think that in his providence he
has alfo wrought in the nature ot man an averfion to
fuch kind of marriages, fo that he fhrinks from them,
until nature be overpowered by the fophiftical arguings of
evil men, the devil and a corrupt heart, and he be left
to wile affellion;.

A fecond reafon why I think thofe prohibitions in
Leviticus belong to us as well as to the Ifraclites is,

becaufe
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becaufe fuch intercourfe is h,igbly biazaed in the Canasn.
ites, chapter xviii. 24. 25. where, after the prohi

bitions, 1t is added, Defiie mot yeurfelves in amy of thele
things ; for in all thefe the nations are defiled wbich 1 caff
ou: before yon, and the land is defile s therefore 1 do wvifst
the iniquity therecf upen it ; arnd the land iijelf vomiteth ont
ber inbabitants. 1 know fome have fuppofed that this.
blame only refpeéted idolatry, beaftiality, and fodomy
mentioned immediately before. But, befides, that this:
general ceclaration, Iz all thefe things the mations are de-
Sled, {cems to refer to all the foregoing particulars, ac-
cording to a known rule of interpreting fcripture, **That
¢« a word or phrafe is to be taken in a large fenfe, unlefs
“¢ there are evident reafons for reftriting it :** Befides:
this, I fay, we find in the xxth chapter, where we have
a repetition of the fame things, the order is changed as
if with a defign to prevent fuch a fuppofition, and thefe
very unnaiural aéls are placed among the firll things for-
bidden, and the prohibited marsiages clofe the catalogue,
particulariy this under confideration ; and then follows
God’s caution againft all, and his abhorring the nations:
of Canaan on accoent of them, ver. 22. 23. Now as
fuch marriages were criminal in other nations, and be-
fore the laws of Mofes were given, this fhews plainly
that the prohibitions were not to be reftrited to the If«
raclites, but concerwr all others. The nations of Canaan
might have known by the light of nature, or inttruitions
handed down from the antient patriarchs, that({uch mar-
riages, as well as the other things blamed, were difpleaf-
ing to God : But a corrupt nature, that likes not re-
ftraints, led them to difregard thefe; and fo it would
have led Iftrael, and us alfo; God therefore, in order to
revive and perpetuate the knowledge of his wiil herein,
allows the prohibitions to be recorded.

A third reafon is that, if thofe prohibitions do not be-
long to us as well as to the Ifraelites, then we are lcft
without any certain rulz with regrard to the marriage of our
relations. In the law of Mofes we are forbidden 10 approach
10 any that are mear of kin; and particularly told where to
flop; but we are not elfewhere in the fcriptares forbid-

den
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den to marry an aunt, a fitter, a daughter, a grand-
mother, &c. if we chufe it ; and fome have chofen the
like. We bhave no certain rule to dire® us but the
fcriptures ; they are reprefented as a compleat direc-
tory to the man of God. But, 1 fay, laying afide the
prohibitions in the writings of Mofes, we are left with-
out fuch a direory refpcfling the perfons we may or
may not marry. Canwethink the blefled God has lett his
church fo much without rule in one of the firit inflitutions
ever he gave to mankind ? for marriage is fuch ; left all
at this day to follow the diates of nature; which the
Jearned as well as illiterate differ fo widely about ? for
thefe diflates are greatly mifunderflood in our lapfed
flate; and as much difiegarded as mifunderflood ; left
them to herd like the bealls of the field with reatly
whom they pleafe, if they but marry one who is not ano-
ther man’s wife? O genera, O mores ! Men of a fliange
mind indeed! and as frarge morals !'—With regard 10
thofe who reje& the prohibitions in the book of Leviti-
eus, and yct grant that fome of the marriages there pro-
hibited are quite bafe; ard if made ought to be diffolv-
ed purely becaufe the perfons are too near of hin, fuch
jufliy deferve to be delpifed; for they teil us we ocght
to flop, but give us po dirc&tion where, They would
have usto leave a fure direQory, ard follow a Will-with.
a-wifp. For they leave us cither to follow our own will,
while we know not what we ought to do, or the will
of other corrupt creatures; one of whom tells us
one thing, aud ‘anoiher the dise@ contrary. As the
arguments | have offcred appear to me to prove fuf.
ficiently that the aforefaid pronibitions in Leviticus be-
long to us as well as to the liraelites, 1 fhall henceforth
take it for granted, that we are bound by, and ought to
pay the ftrictelt regard to every ome of them. 1 now

proceed,
2dly, To thew that the cale of a man’s marrying his
wife’s filter comes under the faid prohibitions. I know
there are fome who diiregard all the Wrguments offered,
unleis you thew them in fo many words that God for-
bids a man to marry his wife’s filter. Such gentlemea
furely
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furely fhould not content themfclves with inferences from
fcripture in other weighty matiers. Where have they ex-
prefls feripture for Infanc-Baptif, the Firit-day- Sabbath,
and diverfe other things | might mention, which they
firenuoufly hold ?  Buc as it appears from the articles,
canons and ie ‘s of the diffirent protettant churches and
ftates, that thofe churches and ftates concluded that the
faid prohibitions ought to be underftood as extending, to
degrees, i. e. to all who are equally near of kin, and
not reftri@cd to the perfons named, fo that fuch as are
as near of kin as thofe exprel:ly mentioned are equally
forbidden; therefore, if this judgment of proteftants be
right, it will follow that a wife’s fifler is included under
thefe prohibitions, and therefore not to be married ; be-
caufe the is as nearly relaicd a3 a brother’s wife, who is
exprelsly forbidden. But thefe are very fufficient rea-
fons for underflanding thofe prohibitions as referring to
degrees, . ¢. to all who are as nearly related as thofe

mentioned.  For confider,
1ft, The rcafon of the prohibition taken from the
intrinfick bafenefs of marrying thofe very nearly related.
It, as 1 have oblerved, is called inigiity, awickednefs, a
avicked wind unclean thing 3 and in one inftance confufion. 1f
it was {0 wicked for fome to marry purely becaule they
were too near of kin, and therefore forbidden ; it mutt
be cjaaliy wrong for others who arc as near, altho’ not
mentioned ; Lecaufe there is the fame reafoa againft the
laft as apgainf the firt. 1 cannot reconcile a man’s being
forbidden his brother’s wife becaufe too near, with his
being allowed his wife’s fifter who is equally near, while
there is no reafon given for making a difference. Nor
can [ think that even amorg the Jews themfelves it was
quite innocent for perfons equally near of kin with thofe
forbidden to mairy. If ro :eafon had been given for
the p-ohibition, the fovereign will of God fhould then
b: ta'.ca for a rule ; but where there is a reaton given,
it ousat o operate alike where the cales are fimilar, [
mu't thercfore conclude that the wifc’s fifter, altho’ not
men-ioned, is equally intended in the prohibition with
she brother’s wife who is, even as Eve who was included
in
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n the prohibition of eating the forbidden fruit, altho’
.not expreisly mentioned ; becaufe there was the fame rea-
fon why the fhould abftsin from it as there was why her
hufband thould. [ therefore upon the wliole conclude
that the prohibizions refpet degrees, and not barcly the
perfons mentiored.
2dly, Confider the doom of fuch offendcrs. Againft
fome the wrath of God was 10 be publickly denounced,
Deut. xxvii. zo.—22, 23. Of fcme it was faid they
fhould die ckildlefs ; of others that they fhould bear
" their iniquity. Some were to be put to death ; and o-
thers even burned with fire. The Canaanites were difin-
herited, and cut off from the world for {uch condu&.
And with reipect to all in general, itis faid in Leviticas
xviit, 29. that ioeever fhail commit any of thefe alomina-
tions, eventhe [zuls that commit them. [ball be cut off from a-
s g their prople 5 i. e. deprived of the privileges of the
Church of God here ; which feems to be the leaft that
can be meant. Some think it fignifies being deprived of
bath civil and religious privileges; fuch peifons being
unfit for memberthip in church or flate. Were the
crimes deemed fo deteftable, and the doom made fo .
heavy on thole exprefsly mentioned, and others, whofe
condition was quite fimilar, to be treated as innocent ?
This feems inadmiflible according to God’s dealings with
men in other cafes; or according to the rules of equity
among men. Itis a general maxim in law, and what
patoral equity teaches, ¢¢ That the law fhould be confi-
¢¢ dered as having a like refpeét to thofe who are in the
¢¢ like fituation.* But, according to our opponents, aman
may not marry his grand-daughter, becaufe that is men-
tioned in the prohibitions; but a woman may marry her
grand-fon, becaufe that is not mentioned ; which feems
very abfurd arguing, the relation being the fame; and
more apparent reafon againft what is not exprefsly for-
bidden than againtt what is; for the grand-mother is
the grand.fon’s fuperior by n2iuie, and by marriage is
made his inferior, and biought into fubjection to him;
where-

¢ Ulicadimratis, ibi eacin qu-sue ft kgis eilfojitios
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whereby the order of nature3is, fubverted. Wherefore [
conclude that the prohibitions refpzét degrees, and not
barely the perfons named ; or that whofoever are ex-
preisly forbidden ; others who are as nearly related are
as rcally forbidden, although not exprefsly mentioned.
Ard fin.ce a man may not marry his brother’s wife, be-
caufe the 1s too ncar of kin, and thercfore forbidden 3
neithe: may he marry his witc’s fifter, becaufe the is equal-
ly near, and therefore muit be underftood to be forbid-
den allo. ‘The crime appears equally as bad in the onz
as in the other ; and no confequences can follow mar-
rying the orne that may not equally follow marrying the
other.

I wotld now make two obfervations, and anfwer fome
objeltions, before I conclude this particular, And 1ft, I
obferve that the proximity, or nearnefs of kin, feems
cqually to refer to atfinity as confanguinity ; fo that *¢a
*“ man may not marry any of his wife’s kindred nearer
¢ in blood than he may of his own; nor the woman of
¢ her hutband’s kindred nearer in blood than of her
own”.| This has been, and yesis, the general opini-
on of proteftants, and [ think agizeable to the fgrip-
turcs ; for there we find that man and wife being ac.
counted but one flefh, the fame degrees of aflinity are
forbidden as of confanguinity, and as remote. Thus, in
Lev. xviii. 7. a man is forbidden to uncover the na-
kednefs of his mother by blood ; and ver. 8. of his
ftep- mother by marriage. Ver. 9. of his fifter by blood;
and ver. 16. of his brother’s wite, who is his fifter by
marriage. Ver. 10. he is forbidden his grand-daugh-
ter by blood ; and ver. 17. his grand-daughter by mar-
riage. He is forbidden ver. 12. 13. to uncover the na-
kednefs of his aunt by blood ; and ver. 14. of his un-
cle’s wife, who is his aunt by marriage, or affinity.

zdly, I obferve that the crime of carnally ailociating
with thofe too near of kin has ufually, and 1 chink juftly,
been reckoned a breach of the feventh command, and

B ) called

| See ihe WWeflminjhr Confelfiom of Faith, ckbap. xxiv.

14
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called inceff, becaufe witgnin t‘l*zc grohibited degrees.  But
altho’ I contend not about the name, yet it would be ve-
ry wrong to diminifh the crime, c¢ven in our thoughts,
which we fhould have in abhorrerce; fince God czils it
an unclean and avicked t+:nz, and furbade the Jews to defile
themfelves thercin, ana cqually forbids us, as I have
thewn,

_As to the obj . (tions made againft this chriftian doc-
trine I am vincicatieg, [ {ay chriitian do&irine, for it is
not the cpinicn of Proteftants alone, the Roman Catho-
licks extead it farther than we co, and perhaps farther
than they oucht.  We are wiliing to be limited by the
degrees menticned in the feripteres; they go much far-
ther. I fay as to the objedlions mrade agamft this doc-
trine, ‘T'here are fome who wis! tell ycu in their lax
way that deaih ciffolves every rclation among men, fo
that a man may mairy any (2t leatt of his wife’s) rela-
tions. A fentiinent contrary to the opinion of all chrif-
tian nations we are acquainted with; who agree, that
however the relation may ceafe among the dead it re-
mains among the living. Thefe will alfo tell you, that
nearnefs of kin is a firong argument for fuch perions to
marry : For, fay thev, ¢¢none are fo likely to take fpe-
¢¢ cial cate of our aftairs, particulirly of our children,
s¢ as pear relations.” 1lately heard a gertlamnan aflertin
& publick company that, ¢ for this reafon, if his wife
¢ was dead, he would chufe to marry her fifter rather
¢¢ than any other woman ; for who, faid he, would be
¢ {o likely to take care of my firft wife’s children as her
fifter, or their aunt.” One might properly reply that,
according to this reafoning, a man fhould chufe rather
, to marry a mother, or grand-mother; for fuch would
be fiill rearer of kin ; and whatfoever children he had,
" or would have, would be all hers: And as wwomen are
~ gencrally fond of grand-children, fhe would be moft
- likely to take fpecizl care of all. But this arguing 1s
. falfe; it is contrary to numberlcfs falts ; it 1s deiftical.
Deilts fpeak in the fame manner, and alledge that the
" fcriptores are not of God, nor fit for a rule, becaufe,
fay thcy, they prohibit what reafon urges usto. But as

my
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my defign is not to refute deifts ; and as I have already
fpoken of the propricty of the prohibitions we are treat-
ing of in the preieat flate of things, I fhall therefore
lcave the objeéticn with the author of it to be more care-
fally digefted, and procesd to confider others that have
more fceming weight with them. And
1, Some alicde that as fuch marriages as that gne
der confideration were made by the beli of men before the
law was given br Aaics, and that v.ithoat apparen: blame;
therefore thev ought not to bz thought criminal in
their nature, [ gramc that fuch marriages were then
made by godd men, and that it does not appear the Al
mighty exprefely faul'ed them at the iime; but it no
more foliows that the'r conduct herein was blamelefs,
than that polyzamy and concabinape were [0; for little
appears to have been faid azaicit tacn for a lony time;
fo little that even pious meaiecmn 10 have thought them
right ; whereas one of thz later prophets, and the a-
poftles, aflurc us they were even contrury to tie defign
of marriage. God in former times winked at the igno-
rance of mankind, and leit them 1a fome meafure to
follow their own notions and inclinations ; roc that we
might plead thcir conduct as a good precedent; bur,
doubtlefs, in order to difcover the depravity of man, and
the infufficiency of nature’s light, altho’ highly extolled,
to dire& and fway him in his fallen Raie; yea, to thew
us into what extravagancies the beft would run when
left to that light, even with the additional helps then
afforded, and to make us thankful for a better guide.
2dly, Some alfo allzdge that the very kind of marri.
age under confideration was allowed of among the If~
raclites, and thcrefore conclude we oupght not to blame
it. ‘T'hus when it is faid, Thox fbalt not ta¥e a avife td her
Sider to vex ber all the days of ber Iife; they fuppofe this im-
piies that a man might take a fecond iiiter atter the death
of the fir: To which fome havereplied, that this was
only a permiffion, like the liberty given thein of divorc-
ing their wives. The Ifraclites were fo addited to the
putting away their wives on trivial occafions, or abufing
them, that they would noi be refrained ; thercivre they
viciS
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were tolerated during that dark and infantile fate of the
church to give them a divorce and put them away. This
is the fartneft can be faid of it. None can alledge that it
was agreeable to the inftitution of marriage, finze Chriil
{ays otherwife. And, fay they, the cafe was the fame
with regard to the marriage of two fillers. The law
forbade a man’s taking his broither’s wife, and confe-
quently a wife’s fiter; bu: the [fraclites, perhaps
trom the example of jacob, and the pradlice of
the Egyptians, became fo fond of fuch kind of
marriages, that they would not be rellraired ;
God therefore permits them, under this reftri€lion;
or virtually tells them, that if they would not be re-
ftrained by his prohibition, but would marry own filters,
they muit not have the fecond in the lifc-time of the
fitft to vex her. But I rather agrce with others, who
take the woyd fifter in a large fenie for another woman,
who by marriage becomes a titer in a firilter fenfe ; and
fo confider this as a prohibition of pelygamy and con-
cubinage. Many have been of this mind, and tranflate
the words thus, Theu fhalt not take cre voman to anctber,
or 10 her fillowv, as the original werd often fignifies.t
Upon the whole it appears our opponents have litiie to

build upon from the above place. But,
3dly, They alledge that the marriage of a brother’s
wite is recommended in Deut. xxv. 8. &c. and fuppofe
this fhews that the prohibitions only refpeéted the ge-
neral conduét of the lfraelites, but not that of others.:
‘The anfwer generzlly gicen is that, fuppofing we are
there to take bLrethren in a firi fenfe for brother-ger-
mans, there were very fingular reafons for the difpenfa-
tion. It was not only for perpetuating the memory of
the decad, who left no iffue, but cut of mercy to the
oor widow, who otherwife muit havc been turned out
of houfe and heme. For according to the agrarian law
among the Ifraelites, it would feem that, if fhe marri-

ed out of the famiiy of the tribe, fhe would lofe her
fhare
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fhare in the inheritance, wh?ch was to remain in the fa-
mily, or branch of that tribe, to prevent confufion in
their eftates, Num. xxxvi. 7. 8. 9. But by this allow-
ance mercy was triumphant, aad the lands keptin their
proper dire&tion. Circumilances, as I have thewn, alter
the very nature of cales ; but where theic are na circum-
flances obliging to a different conduét, the general rule
fhculd carefully be obferved. Lug, aitho’ the above be
the anfwer generally given by divines, vet the follow-
ing is what I can more readily acquieice in, viz. That
the word brethren there is to be underftood of fuch near
relations as according to the law might marry, and not
of brother-gcermans; becaufe 1t does not appear that c-
ver God difpenfed with his law but in cafes of great im-
portance and neceflity ; as to fave the life of a man we
may do that which ctherwile we cught not to do upon
the fabbath.dav; buat fuch necefiity does not appear
here for the brother-german’s marrving his brother’s wi-
dow. If fhe only married fuch a near relation as the
law in Lceviticas would permit, not only would the in-
heritance remain in the tamily, or branch of that tribe;
but the firft born might be cailed gfier the dead to keep
up the remembrance of him. DPlidcs, we have no ex-
ample recorded in the fcriptures after the law was given
of two fuch brothers marrying the fame woman. [
grant that fome of the Ifraelites feem to have underfiood
the above place as a recommendation of fuch marriages,
as appears from the words of Naomi to her daughters-
in-law, Ruthi. 12. 13. and alfo from the fuppofition of
the Sadducees, of feven brothers marrying the fame wo-
man fucceflively, Mat. 22. 23. &c. But, aitho’ the Hrael-
ites had generally underitood it fo, and pruflifed accord-
ingly, this would not have fixed the true meaning of the
place ; fince we find they mifunderftood the fcriptures in
many things, and alted agrecable to their miftakes.
Both good and bad among them mifapprehended the im-
portant docirines concerning the perfon and fufferings of
Chritt, and the nature of his kingdom. It may appear
however frcm what has been faid, that the above placeis

no help to our apponents.--I now proceed {0 comiider the
114
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Iid QUESTION propofed in the beginning, vis,
That fuppofirg the marriage to be wrong, whether they,
conziauing to cohabit, may be admitted to church pri-
vileges ? Were lin the fentiments of thofe who admit
perions to the fpecial priviieges of the church witkout
regard had to their do&rines or praflices, I would fay
they ought to be admitted : Dut as I join with the body
of the proteftant churches in a contrary fentiment, and
refer to them in my writing, I mult fay they ought not,
without repentance and a change of conduét. Yet here
I muft allow that the confequeaces of feparation would
likely be very grievous to the parties ; and that if they
could beindulged in living together withoat neccflarily
iavolving thenfelves and thote who indulged them in
farther guilt, it ought to be granted ; according to that
old maxim, viz. ‘¢ That a thing being dore which
¢ yet ought not to have bzen done may be allowed to
‘¢ ftand good”.® This maxim is worthy cfattentionin va-
sious cafes ; asin that of rath promifes in temporal af-
fairs. An upright man fhould not change in thefe, al.
tho’ he had fworn to his hurt. Or as in the cafe of the
marriage of the godly with the prophane, or even with
infidels ; of whicp the apoftle fpeaks: For there is
danger of making thefe cafes worfe, much worfe by a
revocation. Where no evil can be prevented, bat the
matter made worfe, the maxim is good : But then the
cafe is not fo here ; it is vaftly different, and the reme-
dy is worfe than the difeafe. The crime of a godly
perfon’s marrying even an infidel lies in the marriage of
fuch an one, not in cchabiting atterwards; tut the
crime here lies in both ; and it feems the difpenfing
with the marriage would be allowing the perfons to go
on in a feries of tranfgreflions. For confider it is not
barely the marriage that is forbidden, but urcovering 1he
- makedarfs ¢ fuch an one. The prohibition is, Thou fhale
not uncover the nakednefs of thy brotber’s vife, and confe-
quently not of thy wife’s filler ; therefore, not only is
tne martiage virtually forbiden, but every inflance of
' carnal

-l e

® Qutd fiori nun dibet,  factum walet,



19 .

earnal intercourfe either before or after the marriage.
1t one had been guilty once, we fhould fay that he
ought to repent and do fo no more : But by our deem-
ing fuch a - marriage valid, we would allow thc perfons
to proceed in ore att after another; each of which is
forbidden : And by admitting fuch to fcaling crdinances,
without their repenting of and forfaking the fin, we
wouid centemn the injun&ion, Lev. xvii. 29. which
is added to the prohibiticns we are fpeakiug of,
and runs thus, Wheofoewer fhall commit any of thefe abimira.
tions, even the Suals that commit them foall be cut off from a.
mong their poogle.  Altho’ God fays this, yet we would
admit them in:o the bofom of his church ; yes, to his
own altar, with their moral uncleannefs opon them ;
and like the degenerate priefts of old, prephane God’s
boly things, putting no differcnce beteween the kely and propbane,
Ezekiel xxii. 26. We would encourage them in impeni-
tence, when we fhould urge them to repentance : And
what God calls an unclean thing, we would cail clean;
as if the unjuftifiable marriage had purged it. This
would be to make ufe of an ordinance of God to patro-
nize a conftant fcene of wickednels, and prottitute to
the bafeft purpofes what was defigned for the beft ends.
If ary fay that, ¢ Altho’ it would not be right to
¢ countenance fuch marriages in general, and without
¢¢ diftinction admit to church privileges, yet, as general
* rules admit of exceptions, fo, the allowing fpecial
¢ privileges to fome who marry as above on account of
¢t certain circumftances, would be no viclation of the
general rule :” I anfwer, that, as in this cafe, there can-
not, we {uppofe, be fuch fingular circumftances among
us az would juftify a marriage of that kind, fo the admit-
ting {uch without a change of condu&, would be equal
to judging that any maa migat marry twe fillers fuc-
cefiively, and be received to fpecial privileges in the
church notwithRlanding ; and therefore a condemning
of the gencral rule. Nor do I fee how fuch asdo can
julify the condud, unlefs by proving that they really

have a power of difpenfing with the beft rules.
Should any proteflant flate countenance fuch marri-
N y ages,
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ages, they might expeét this would encourage perions to
multiply them. It would encourage in criminal ais
which the conneétion and ncceflary iatimacy betwcen
thofe nearly related pave the way to. It would opena
door for men of libertine principles, and dificlute prac-
tices: And in fhort, lay open a gap, which the prefent
# perhaps the next generation would nat be able to

p. And need [ add, that it would expofe them to
the divine difpleafure, from which they mignt dicad beirg
dealt with as the degenerate Canaanites were.  Or fhould
any denomination of proteftants favour fuch marriages,
they might not only expeé the above confequences, bug
farther, they wouid give great offence to other churches,
as well as to thofe of a tender confcicace among them-
felves ; would be obiiged to receive into communion
thole rejeclea by other focieties; and thus make the
breach wider, expofe themfelves to contempt, and per-
haps promote divifions in their own body.

But altho’ fome individuals in a fociety fhould attempt
to patronize that kind of marriage 1 have been mainly
arguiag againit, ashas been the cafe, 1caanot yet think
that the body o the pious and judicious of any church
in this land would, upon due deliberation, concur. For
fuppofing a man’s marrying his firlt wife’s fiter were
not fo evidently contrary to the fcriptures asit is; yet,
even upon that fuppofition, can any in reafon imagine
that men of true wifdom, piety and prudence, would de-
liberately plead for what cannot be fupported by the
word of God ? what would be produtive of many evils
in church and ftate, fhould it prevail? for what is re.
probated by moft, if not all denominations of chrifti-
ans? what every one knows to be of ill report; and
maltitudes believe to be quite bafe.
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