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PART THE FIRST:

CONTAINING PARTICULARLY

\

REMARKS
onN
Thelyphthora and its Scheme ;

INCLUDING HINTS FOR THE

PREVENTION of PROSTITUTION.

WITH OTHER

Matters incidental to the main Subje,



INTRODUCTION.

BOUT ayear ago THELYPHTHORA
A was recommended to the Author’s
reading, as a book that contained, in feve~
ral parts of it, fuch plaufible arguments, as
did not appear to be eafily confuted. From
thefe fuggeftions he read over carefully that
Treatife, and gave it as his opinion, that

there was not that ftrength of argument

which people feemed to apprchcnd In con-

fequence of this declaration, he was prcﬁi:d -

with fome earneftnefs, to commit to wrmng
thofe reafons that induced him to think fo.

Impelled, not only by this, but by an anxious.

concern for the welfare of the prefent and
future generations, the writer publi'thes thofe
reafons, in hopes. that they will be found
genetally ufeful, which ‘may apologize for

a3 troubling
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troubling thé public with his fcnfiments on
a {ubjec, concerning which fo mugh has
been alrcady faid,

Tue above.mentioned elaborate work,
with the edditional confeguence of & fecand
edision, whigh qalled intn the Literary world
this' produétinn, it w3s fuppefed at firfk,
would bave bsen univer(@lly condemped i
bus egperience has already thewn the (ippeh
- §4ian tn b ill-founded,  Its dodbrincs, fupy
posted. by-48 .apprarance af great learning,
#nd taa well adapted to.the tafte of 2 licen,
. tiRys qg:c, though generally, are far from b«

ing ngivesflly explodsd, The advocates fox
this wark, cxcepting thafe who admire it
. quly fax. the liceptionlnels of its principles,
 mwy be fuppoftd, regadlefs of the means,
%o lonk. forwazd to the defirable end pro-
pofd. ef proventing feduction ;—to which
and, hewewar, it is greatly inadequate, and
T muft
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muft certainly miflead them, if no Friendly
information intervenes. For thefe reafons
the author of the following fhects has at-
tempted to adminifter an antidote to its poi-
fon. He is fenfible that it has been an-
fwered in fome points of view, very ably.—
But even fuppofing it fully anfwered before
this book is fubmitted to public infpection ;
yet it may be ufeful to many, fince amongft
mankind there are varieties of tempers, dif-
pofitions and geniufes; and great difference
as eo the magnitude of natural and acquired
abilities ; as alfo different perceptions and
ideas in the fame, as well as unequal degrees
of improvement of the mental faculties ;—
confequently there is a heceffity- for writers ‘
of various abilities to demonftrate truths to
communities, compofed of different orders
of men. And as writers of humble abilities
may by fome happy thoughts very much re-
commend and fupport a good caufe, every

a4 author
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~ author fhould have at leaft a candid hearing,"
and particularly thofe whofe real intention.
can be no other than ta encreafe or fecure:
the happinefs of mankind.—~Such is the {cope
of the prefent undertaking—fuch the 'defign
of its author ;. for he has no lucrative views,:
nor has he vanity gnough. to {uppofe he thall
receive any pecuniary advantage from a work
of this naturc. He is fenfible. of many
faults in point of compofition ; but itis not
. high founding words, or round periods, thag
he has ftudied; he has endeavoured tq fay
what, - ag a lover of truth and a friend ta
mankind, he ought to fay, in familiar-lan-
guage.—He feels. himfelf totally uninflu-
enced by any human authority, except fuch
as .is clearly founded upon the diving law
but if in any interpretation thereof he has
fallen into-miftakes, which however he has
been anxious to avoid, all candid information

ﬁJlno@Only be attepded to, but moft grate-
fully
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fully received.—It is only by the true fland-.
ard that we canrightly judge of corruptions ;-
therefore it is highly neceffary that the Scrip-‘
tures thould be exhibited in a true light,’
and particularly the do&rines of CHR1ST.—
None are fo likely to know thofe docrines
as the Apoﬁlcs themfelves, and thofe who
lived, and converfed with, and were in-
firu@ted by, them.—The primitive Fathers,
if they were not infallible expofitors, at leaft
deliveged the traditional fenfe and i mterpre-
tation of the Holy Scriptares. If this doc.

trine is admiflible, then we may fafely dcpcnd
on what they fay

- BuT, with refpet to Thelyphthora, it can<
not but be evident to every difcerning reader;
that a grofs miftake runs threugh the whole; -
from not diftinguithing principles and laws
of maral duty, from outward particular in-
dependent a&s, But though the author of
that book has fallen into thofe fundamental

. errors
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erors as a reafoner, he is cebtainly moré
happy as 2 writer ; for he has great merit in
the management of the controverfy, in regard
~ to acutenefs, beauty, and energy of expref~
fion. Yeotif we examine accurately his em- -
bellithed arguments, nothing appears but
~ fplendid ¢olourings, arfully contrived to var-
pifh over the deformities of error. .

In this anfwer to Thelyphthora, though
internal evidence has not been wholly ne-
gle@ed, yet more attention has been paid ta
external ; becaufe the former hasbeen already
. much attended to by fome learned gentle~
men. In the remarks, which this book con-
tains on certain paffages—which paffages
confifted only of bold aflertions, without
gny proof, or notice of former replies to the °
fame principles, it has been thought necef-
fary only to oppofe pofitive affertions with
fome references to authors, if of material

" ‘confequence in the controverfy, where the
' fub-
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fukje@ might be found difcuffed at large,
And 25 to general affertions, they deferve na-
more than general anfwers, and they have
been treated in this manner, except whea
the accafion particularly demandéd to de~ .
feend to particulars,—Indeed. without de-.
fmndmg to parnculars, tbcre is o probabx-
lity of convincing' an mgulﬁtwe reader

'Tue writer of the folldwing pages has
been careful to obviate every fuggeftion
againft the evidence of t;a‘ditidnal teftiinohy,

- by which the do&rines of CHRr1sT are con-

vcycd to fucceeding ages. And, he flatters
himfelf, that a fatisfactory vindication of the
primitive Fathers, will be met with in this
treatife—a vindication from the cenfures of a.
certain writer, cqually untrue as ungcnemus
chg a man of 7o ceremony, he has involved
them all i in the general accufation of lymg,
ypon many occafions.~—But who does not
fee the falfity and defign of fuch charges ?
A he
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Alye is to ftate fomething as matter of fad,
which is not fuch, with an intention to de--
ceive.~Where is there, in the writings of
the antient Fathets, any thing of this defcrip-
tion ?—Where do they mifreprefent facts—
where do they thew the leaft inclination to
deceive ? Though thofe excellent men have
moft faithfully bore their teftimony to the-
truth, yet they have becn treated, as might
be expelted from a determined oppofer of
our ecclefiaftical eftablithment, with the

greateft fcurrility. From what is faid in

anfwer, relative to the firft Saints of Chrif-

tianity, if it does not make the author of |
Thclyphthora blufh, it may probably make

men of mare wmodefly blufh for him, '

It is moft aftonithing to conceive how
the author under confideration, could have
the aflurance to quote Puffendorf, Grotius,’
and other writers of authority, who are all -
declared monegams, _/f.r and. ofpofers of all his

leading
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' leading pofitions.—In reality his quotations
in general are extremely partial—they are fo

detached that they quite mifreprefent the
meaning and intention of the author, in al-

moft every important point.

BuT quitting Thelyphthora fora moment,
to confider the fate of this anfwer to it.—It
may be objected that this book only oppofes
an expiring caufe.—This is not an objec-
tion of weight, becaufe other replies have
been partial—this treats the Afubjcﬂ: more at
larges and befides, as it is not written fo.
much from a defire of éngag_ing in contro-
v'etfy,- as to convey general information, on
thc matters about which it treats, it is to be
hoped that it will always be a work of utility,
and that the latenefs of its appearance will be
no objegtion to the reading of it. Many de-
cline reading controverfial books, mcrclyl.
from an idea that the fubjed is trite; but
there may be. no impropriety in reminding

' them
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Theprejudicesthoughtlefsly contratted theres
by, may not cafily be done away.—That it
will be acceptable to the licentious needs no
proof ; but as it is artfully difguifed in the
fober drefs of Refigion, it is much to be
feared that it may debauch the pringiples of
better men, and, of courfe, their morals ;
and in its confequénces be dangerous to
chriftian purity in general, as well as domef-~
tic peace.—Moft certainly it is the duty, and -
it is hoped will be the endeavour of every
good citizen to oppofe thofe pernicious ef-
fe@s, which if oppofed effectually, the me-
mories of men of fuch hondfty and benevo- .
~ lence, will be revered by grateful genera-
tions yet unborn., - -

PART

f /’

e —
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THOUGHTS

. ON : v
POLYGAMY.
PART the FIRST.

Of THELYPHTHORA and its SCHEME.

CHAP L

GeNERAL REFLECTIONS.

not the leaft perfonal diflike for the Rev.

Martin Madan ; on the contrary, I have
the higheft refpect for him as a man of learn-~
ing and ability: but notwithftanding I do,
and moft fincerely too, difclaim all enmity
towards the writer; yet, the goodwill that I
have for mankind in general, produive of
a defire to promote their happinefs, and that

of the fermale part in particular, naturally
B - leads

I'DO aver, upon my honour, that I have
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leads me to cenfure his writingé entitled
TueLYPHTHORA. I do not fay that this
publication has fprung from the dregs of
libertine principles, which Law and Divinity
. umited cammot remeve, or indeed from any
bad motive; its declared defign is of a con~
trary complexion, and I do'not call in quef-
tion, but readily {ubfcribe to, its fincerity.
I fuppofe that Madan, as well as many other
good men, lamenting the profligacy of the
‘times, and efpecially that fhameful proftitu-
tion, which obtains fo much among the
abandoned part of the female world, turned
his thoughts to 2 mode for its preven-
tion ; but unfortunately in purfuit of this
benevolent fcheme, he fixed upon a very
wrong expedient, big with mifchiefs the moft
fatal to fociety, and eventually productive of
as great evils as it was intended to remedy.
“That this has not yet been acknowledged by
a difcerning man, may be attributed to the
imperioufnefs of temper, and the predorm-
nancy of human pride. But let us with can-
dour examine the work itfelf. Before I pro-
ceed, I will fay of it in general, that it is
Fudaifin modernized, and a fecond edition of
Polygamia
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Polygamia Triumphatrix * with large addi-
tions and emeéndations. In my Remarks
upon it, as well as in the fubfequent thoughts,
11hall not ** blufh to reafon upon principles,
* which are grown unfathionable among
“ men,” whofe narrow views, in a public
capacity, extend only to the purpofe of feed-
ing their vanity and their avarice, without
paying any attention to thofe duties they owe
to God and Man. 1 fhall alfo acquaint my
réaders, that, regardlefs of the Critic’s
rige, or the Libertine’s fneer; as well as
equally uninfluenced by, oraverfe to, human
fyftems, T thall proceed with that confidence
which the fove of ¢ruth infpires: and I more
readily engage in this bufinefs, becaufe I muft
ufe fuch arguments as cannot be very remote
from that Holy Profeffion, and thofe ftudies,
which I am in a particular manner obliged
to dedicate myfelf to.

. * Publifhed at London by 2 Native of Saxoay.

Bz  CHAP

.
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€ H A P. IL

REMARKS on the INTRODUCTION and .
" PREFACES.:

HEN there are faults in any inftitu-

tion, human or divine, they can only

be removed, I admit, by reverting to firft
principles : but it is common with weak and
defigning men, who fee thofe faults, or ima-
gine they fee them, (for theyarefometimes in-
vented, when they cannot be found) to point
cut their Prevention and Remedy by a fa-
sourite {cheme, the obje@ of whxch is often
far from being commendable. Hence many
abfurd Hypothefes are induftrioufly propa-
gated and laborioufly defended. If thefe were
acknowledged to be, what they really are,
the offspring of fancy and imagination, they
~would have more claim to our pardon, and
be lefs injurious to the uninformed part of
mankind ; but to father them on the Holy
Scriptures is really unpardonable, and fhock-
ing to refle®tion. The author before us, at
his firft fetting out, gravely and modeftly tells
: us
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us that his treatife is ‘¢ on the authority
«¢ of the Holy + Scriptures.” Such affertions
thould be proved before advanced, and till
this is done confiftently, fully, and fatisfac-
torily, they deferve no credit. Many have
abufed the Gofpel-difpenfation to fanctify
wile fthemes, and the learned, as well as the.
unlearned, have fometimes Wrc;ﬁcd the Scrxp—
tures to their own. fanciful ideas : whether
or not this is applicable in the prefent cafe,
is an énquiry of fome importance, and will
meet in thefe Rcmarks full difcuffion,

I am glad to find in the author’ s preface to
his fecond edition of Thelyphthora, which
edition is the obje&t of my animadverfions,
that he is fenfible of the abufe of § partia/
quotations, and that the confequence is mz/~
reprefentation. He fays heisa Freethinker,
and I believe him, according to the common
acceptation of the word ; and from his con-
tempt of rational cuftoms, human fyftems,
‘councils, writings of the Primitive Fathers,
Chriftians, &c. I fhould not wonder at his
difclaiming all authority but his own.

4 Pref. p. 5. § Page 20,
B3 In
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IT is afferted that the evils, which The-
lyphthora is deﬁgrfed to prevent and remedy,
¢¢ arife from the neglect and contempt of the
¢¢ divine lJaw, and the fubftitution of human
¢ Jaws in i’ts"i ftead.”~ When marriage, ac-
cording to its fcriptural defcription, ceafes
ta have the fan&ion of human laws, and
- when adultery and fornication do not call
down the refentment of courts; then, but
not till then, this obfervation will be literally
‘true. But at prefent this is not the cafe, as
will appear hereafter ; therefore in dire& op-
pofition to Madan, I affert that the * laws
¢ of Heaven™ are the foundation of -our
municipal laws., When I contemplate this
. idea, I canpot but be fhocked at hearing

~.them called “ a fyftem of bafenefs and bar-
barity* This is an unbecoming warmth,
and deferves cenfure, Probably they may
want a Revifion and Amendment; but I
am confident, that neither Holy Scripture,
nar Reafon, nor Neceflity, warrant fuch ap
alteration of our national fyftem of laws, as.
is here recommended. '

1 Page 7, Intred.
| I ax
l
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I AM by no means weddeéd to any fyftem,
as I have already declared, any further than
it is fcriptural and rational ; and though
human Legiﬂatdrs thould determine other-
wife, it is my firm refolve to retain thofa
moral xq/htute: of divine wifdom that refpeét
marriage in particular, and are evidently cal«
culated to promote conjugal bappinefs, And
I cannot but admit that the moral law, de
livered by Mofes to the Ifrachtes, fo far as ig
has for its objec the good of focicty, and
is not merely local, is unchangcablc as its
Author ; and therefore ftill in force: but
the Jewifh morality is not all of that defcrip-
tion, as muft be evident to every perfon
of difcernment, and in particular with re-
fpe& to Matrimony; therefore arguments -
lrawn from thence do not deferve much at-
tention.

I HAVE only to add i in this chapter, what
I have omitted in courfe, that Madan’s afcrib-
ing the rapid fale of his book_ to its own,
merit, and {uppofing ¢ that it hath made its,
« way by dint of that intrinfic truth that
¢ it contains ; the importance of the fub-

’ . By “ jedts
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¢ jeQs treated; the important ends pro«
¢¢ pofed ; and the conformity to the oracles
“ of God which it profefiedly makes the
¢ bafis of its contents ;™ difcover at once
his weaknefs and his vanity. But thefe ap-
pear flill more ftriking, and I may add more
difgufting, in his affuming the awful confe-
quéncc of a meffenger from Heaven, and
affe@ing to draw a parallel between the cha-
raéters of the firft Reformers, and his own,
the oppofition to cach, and their obje@s.

CHAP,
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.C H A P. IIL

©OBsErRVATIONs on Chap. I. about MAR«
RIAGE, as2 Divine INsTITUTION.

HAT Marriage is a Divine Inftitution,
L is not controverted; but it is not
likely to be eafily fettled about the mode,
or in other words, in what it confifts. Ma-
da.n fays that the very effence of marriage
“ ﬁmply conﬁﬁ's in the union of the man
“ and. woman as one 4 body:” and the
nature of thc union’ is before defined to
be mere “¢ perfonal knowledge of each other.”
So the Reverend Abettor of Polygamy makes
marnagc to confift in its folemnization, bond,
and notonety, barcly in carnal knowledge ;
an idea at which even Libertinifm itfelf red-
dens! The author will prove for me what
I have faid: ¢ I cannot fuppofe that the
“ matrzmqmal fervice, in our church, orany
¢ other, can make the parties more one fleth
“ in the fight of God, fuppofing them to
¢ have been united,” that is by carnal know-
kedge, *¢ than the burial fervice ean make

4 Page 21,
- ¢ the
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«¢_the corpfe over which it is read more dead
¢ than it was * before.” We aye told that
the command, ¢ be fruitful and multiply,”
was to be carried into execution in ‘¢ the
*¢ way of God’s own - appointment.” There
is no neceflity to be reminded of this, nor
. does it tend any thing to the main queftion.
But I think it worth npotice, that though
there is not on record any cercmomal ‘of
Adam and Eve’s conlugal union, yct we are
not to conclude that there was none. - Pre-
vious to the confummation of their n man;nagc,t
God gave Eve to Adam for awife : this con~ .
veys .to me an idea of fomcthmg ﬂrmal
Splemn, and, motorious, 1f, He only barely
onounced them hufband and wife, the
ncccﬁity of a formulary is evidently dcdum-
ble ; becaufe it was moft certam]y before
gerfonal knowlcdgc befides, Infinite Wifdona,
cannot be fuppofed to do any thing in vain, og
-wnworthy our imitation ; therefore we feg
+ here a fufficient, apology fox; the folemmtx of™
eur marriage ferviee, where the prieft repres.
fents the Deity folemnly joining the man and,
woman, and without which union, agrees

® Page 22, + Page 18,
‘ able
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able to the firft pattern of marriage, they
cannot be one flefh in the way.of God’s own
appointment, Suppofing masriage, inall its
conftituent parts, to take in what is called
the confummation, confifting in perfonal
knowledge ; yet, at moft, it can but be called
# fecondary requifite. .

As I would not omit any thing very mate~
rial either for or againft me, fo here I wilk
obferve, that if there is inability, incapacity,
or impotency in cither party to confummate,
the law allows a.divorce; becaufe a greag
national obje&, population, would be other-
wife loft fight of, as alfo the primary com-
mand,  be fruitful and multxply. But
this, though upon a fuperficial view it may
feem to favour, by no means proves, what
Madan advances. From a moft impartial
confideration of the whole matter, I am led
to advance this as a luminous truth: <€ In.
¢ creafe and multiply” is the law of God
and Nature ; but as God has not revealed a
form, the mode by which this fhall be car-
ried into exccution, with the greateft advan-
tage to focxety, is the rational Law of Man,

founded
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founded on the firff example of the marriage
ordinance, But Madan fuppofes, that if
“ they (thc man and the woman) have not
* been united,” in his way, ¢ they arenot
s one fleth in the fight of God by any vir-
#¢ tue in the words of the * fervice:” Yet,
after much learning, wit, and mgemnty,
which he feems anxious to dlfplay ; after
many pompous quotations to defend a fa-
vourite Hypotheﬁs, and much dependence

““““

been defplfcd after a laborious argumen-
tation, that has left the fubject darker than,
i*was before, bewildered by hisown foPhlﬁry,
he makes moft unlooked for conceﬁions,
whlch tumble down the whole fabric of his
reafonmg ; or, in other words, he urg/hy: all -
that he had faid before. ¢ Some fervice
$¢ or ceremony is expedient,” fays § Mr., Ma-
dan, very juftly, ¢ for many good and laud-
. %¢ able purpofes:* and alfo further obferves,
shat buman ordinances < have excellent ufe ;*
and herein he comprehends that of marriage,
To which I readily aflent, not only becaufe
it folls in with my way of thinking, but

* Pagezs,  §Pagegr,
. | becaufe,
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becaufe eonfonant to truth. Then, as the
Divine Law affords no marriage ceremony,
and as fome ceremony or fervice is expedient,
as is admitted, for many good purpofes, fuch
as the publxc recognition of the mutual en-
gagements of the parties, tracing genealogies,
fettling queftions about inheritances, and
many other laudable ends of fociety and
religion, in a fecurity of the duties of
marriage, and the education of youth ;
we ought to fubmit to the ordinance of
man for the Lord’s fake, (i Peter, ii. 13.)
And this humble demeanour is more incum-
" bent ftill upon us, if that ordinance is not
repugnant to, or inconfiftent with, the law
of God. Among all civilized nations, an-
tient and modern, fome rites and ceremonies
have always been ufed in marriage ; this uni-
_verfality points to the antiquity, and the
neceflity of them.

Berore I conclude this chapter, I have
to obferve that marriage is a contract of a
“civil and religious nature, publicly recog-
sized, between a man and a woman, by
which they folemnly engage to live together

in
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in mutual love and friendthip for the happis
nefs of each other, and that they may bring
up their children in the fear of God, to be
ufeful membersof fociety. I may add alfo,
that marriage is a Divine Inftitution, for
the purpofes of mutual affiftance, and mutual
_ happinefs, (I repeat thefe again becaufe moft
neceflary to be known) ; alfo for propagating
the fpecies, and educating the in the prin-
ciples of religion and virtue; looking for="
ward to focicty, that when formed, men
might know the relation they ftand in to -
cach other and to God. ‘Thefe two views
of marriage may ferve to thew the fimilarity
of interition between what, for diftinction’s
fake, we will call a human ordinance, and
the Divine appointment. When we con-
template thefe things, we cannot but be a
little furprifed at hearing ¢ the accidental
“ living together of a man and woman, if
‘¢ they agree upon matters themfelves,” pro=
nounced ¢“avalid § marriage ;” the children
legitimate in confequence of this fortuitous
connection ; that it comes the neareft ¢ to
‘¢ the fimplicity of the Divine Inftitution ;”

§ Page 34.
and
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ahd that it is the difgrace of us Chriftians
that we do not conform * hereto. I have
only to obferve on this, that it looks more
like the language of a profeffed debauchee,
than that of a grave Divine: it evidently
tends, let the defign be what it will, to
give a fanion to the fafhionable vice of
Keeping. For admitting this, a man may
take into %eepimg as many miftrefles as he
pleafes, give way to the moft uncontrouled
luft, and wanton enjoyment of the fex;
all which, we are folemnly told, is agrecable
to the word of God. Indignant ! every fober
chriftian ftarts back at pofitions fo anti-
fcriptural, horrid, and blafphemous!!

* This conne&ion is dire@ly oppofite to the do&rines
of the Apoflolical fathers. Ignatius, in an Epiftle inferibed
to Polycarp, fpeaks of marriage with the greateft refpet,

and advifes the intervention of a bithop—including fome
~ public and religious ordinance, that marriage may.be en-
gaged in Kara xvpor—according to the Lord ; from principles
of religion, xas pn el swibopiar—and not ﬁ'am 11_1/1 H Whic}_)
chgfle maxim muft appear *“ borrid fluff ”’ to the author
of the licentious fyftem of Thelyphthora.

CHAP,
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C H A P 1V

On FornNicaTioN and WHOREDOM:

EFORE I proceed to any comment, it

will not be improper to enquire into

the fcriptural notion of the two terms,
Fornication and Whoredom.

THE Scripture notion of a whore is,---a
common proftitute ; the bafeft of thefe
were fuch as devoted themfelves, or were
devoted by their parents, to the fervice of
thofe heathen filthy deities, as were then
worthipped, fuch as Venus, &c. by a&s of
lewdnefs in their temples. Both men and |
women were kept there as perfons confecrated
to fueh ufes. Againft this practice Lev. xix.
29. is directly levelled, ¢ Do not proftitute
‘¢ thy daughter, to caufe her to be a whore.”
It can hardly be fuppofed that parents would
be fo unfeeling and abandoned as to caufe a
* daughter to dothis, except it had the appeat-
ance of fomething religious ; and. it was a

part
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ANoTHER [pecies of whoredom was when
an Ifraelitith woman was debauched by a
man, whom the law forbad her to marry ;
and an Ifraelitith man, who had perfonal

knowledge of a woman, in the fame predica-

ment, was guilty of the fame crime. Then,
if I am mot wrong informed, the odious
mame of whoredom, according to its true
feriptural import, -cannot be applied to po-
lygamous contra&ts among the Jews ; but,
notwithftanding, it is a {pecies of adultery,
as thall be proved ; and a moral offence againft
the feventh commandment,

As to Fornication, its defcription has in
fome meafure been anticipated ; I mean as
to the general notion of it; fo fhall only fay,

_at prefent, that on the part either of a man
or woman, it is fimilar. As to the general
notion of it, Ilook upon that to be wrong ;
for I think seuis fhould not be tranflated

Fornication, but Whoredom ; otherwife the -

diftin&tion is deftroyed. = Whoredom is
proftitution for gain, as the word mymia im-
ports, and Fornication is the accidental
criminal conne&@ion of the different fexes,
: C2 without
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without the formalities of marriage, and pro-
perly comes under the idea of icatapta.

ArTER thefe definitions, and incidental
remarks, I cannot refrain calling to mind,
and lamenting, the prevalency of thofe vices
I have been defcribing : the thameful profti-
tution, that prevails at prefent in the aban-
doned part of the female world, certainly
calls aloud for fome prevention and remedy.
It is the profligacy of the times that makes
this fcandalous practice feem trifling. Many
caufes may be affigned for the prefent great
number of proftitutes. The national dege-
neracy is one great mover of their enormities,
as alfo luxury and indolence, procdudive of
an infolent contempt of all law, human and
divine. That a national degeneracy does
exift in a high degree, and is difcoverable in
our religion, morality, and politics, in their
prefent form among us, has been convinc-
ingly proved in -a moft elegant fermon,
preached before the Houfe of Lords on the
13th of December, 1776, by a learned
Prelate.* '

- #® Dr, Hurd, now Bifhop of Worcefter. v

THERE
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THERE is another principal reafon, which
‘deferves notice; a fault in education. The
daughters of tradefmen, and others in ordi-
nary and narrow circumftances, are educated
for the higheft {pheres in life; they are
_trained to formal politenefs and high breed-.
ing; they are taught mufic and drawing, in~
ftead of induftry and ceconomy; high notions
are inftilled into them, and they dream and
doat upon equipage, parade, and drefs : and
though they have nothing to fupport thefe
gaities, they are determined to have them,
at all events : fo in purfuit of their favourite
obje®, they prefer a difbonourable connec-
tion, where thefe are to be had, to an honour-
able one, without them ; and therefore chufe
vather to be M; ﬁrg[é: of lords, than Wives
gf mechanics,

- WHETHER a more fevere law ought to be
ena@ed againft the crimes we are {peaking of,
which, as experience fhews, are inconvenient
to civil fociety, and as holy writ affures us,
of a very malignant nature in regard toa
future ftate, I leave to the wifdom aof Par-
liament to determine. I-muft confefs, I have -

C3 no
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no great hopes of amendment, while thofe
crimes_gre left fo much to the ¢ feeble co~
< ercion of theecclefiaftical goust.” There
are, moft certainly, in the Bible, many pro-
vifions for female fecurity and protedtiosn;
and Legiflators ought to adopt at leatt their
moral intention. But in thofe cafes; at~
tention ought td be paid to the due regula-
tion of thofe defires, not finful in themf{elves,
but in their abufes, which the Creator has
implanted in us -for the grand purpefc. of
carrying into execution his primary commend,
“ be fruitful and maultiply.” Toa great
- liberty might lead to uncentrouled liceny
tioufnefs, and undue reftraint to all the
enarmitics recorded. in the hiflory of popsk
celibacy; a fubje& too indeheate to be pars
ticular on. ‘Therefore, it is highly probable
that very fevere laws, as well as thofe of a .
contrary.defeription, would be an injury to
Society: but whether the dread of foture
punithment, with the laws in being, are the
only juftifiable reftraints frem: whoredom
and fornication, at prefeat, I have \mdetc:v
mincd.

- ) ’ | In
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In the fecond chapter of Thelyphthora,
the auther fays, ** I readily confefs that the
revivdl of God’s antient laws againft whore-
dém, ameriglt us, would be very dreadful,
amd indeed unjuft; anlefs the whole con~
fiftent fcheme which God has kid down,
was a/l to be revivéd * together.” But, Bro~
ther, what do you mean by this ¢ whole
confiftent {cheme ?” Notwithftanding your
learned definitions, I tannot with my eyes
open, call it any thing but the Code of
Laws given by Mofes to the Jews; a code,
fering afide the divine fanckion, troublefome
afid imperfe®; though well enough adapted
to th_e eircumftances of a certain time and

. What is the revival of thefs, but
the tcvwal of Judaifm, and in effe& to bring
ourfclves back from a perfe law, to thofe.
kggx{y elements which were only prepara~
tives for the introdu@ion of that Law, and
whick a great apoftle feverely condemns ?
Tafluersoed by fisch an authority, it will not -
be woadeeed at, if I with-hold my affent.
Wudeed E do think that the reviving thofe
atiens lows wouhd be inconvenient to So~

.. ® Page ¢z,
H3 C 4 ciety 3
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ciety ; that their confequences, to many in-
dividuals, would be dreadful, and needleflly
fevere. Befides, a change of circumftances
has virtually repealed many of them, to fay
nothing of a better difpenfation than that of
Mofes. The abolition of the Ceremonial
Law is admitted on both fides, . I believe ;
but there are feveral of the Mofaic laws,
befides thofe, abolithed; becaufe now they
want - their foundation, their reafon, and
their ufe.

But exclufive of fome wrong ideas, and
equally wrong conclufions, - the Reverend
Polygamift, in the fecond chapter of his
book, has many learned. diftin¢tions, defi-
nitions, and accurate remarks; he has alfo
-given proof of his knowledge of the He~
brew: but in regard to the words in that
language, which he has very. learnedly
brought forward and explained, it may very
juftly be faid that they do not prove the
point in queftion; they fhew his abilities,
and perhaps, he intended no.more; I am
fenfible of them, and the -inferiority of
mine; yet I have ventured to oppofe a fyf-

tem
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tem deﬁruét‘ivc,‘ wild, and extravagant, and
not adequate to the Remedy of the Mifchief
juftly complained of.

“ WHERE the peace and well-being of
¢ Society are concerned; where diforders of
¢ the moft malignant kind, have infeGed
¢¢ the general mafs, to the deftruction of mil-
¢ lions down to this moment, and threaten
¢ the deftru@ion of millions yet unborn,
‘¢ and thofe chiefly from among the defence-
‘¢ lefs part of the human fpecies,” viz. the
women ; certainly every man of feeling muft
be led to enquire the caufe, and to look for .
aremedy. Whether the caufe proceeds from
a deficiency of our laws, or the remiflnefs
of thofe who ought to carry them into exe-
cution, will beft appear by a difcuffion of
our laws, fo far as they relate to the matters
under contemplation. ~

.- In antient times the Kings Courts, and
alfo the Leets, had the fole cognizance of
Fornication and Adultery, and punithed them
by fines, 2 Inft. 488. But now by23 Ed. L.

Stat. 4.. the Courg-chriftian fhall have
« power
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s« power to take knowledge of 2befe crimes,”
¢« notwithflanding the king’s prohibition;
and in confequence hereof, by Can. 109,
whofoever offends in thofe, or any other
fpecies of lewdnefs, ¢ the churchwardens,
¢ or queftmen, and fidefien, in their next
e¢ prefentment to their Ordinaties, fhall pre-
¢ fent the fame, that they may be punithed
« by the feverity of the laws, according fo
«¢ their deferts; and fuch notorious offen-
¢¢ ders fhall not be admiitted to the Holy
¢ Communion till they be reformed.”---
Yewdnefs, when groffly fcandalous, is an
offence againft the peace of the realm; fo
confequently is a femporal, as well as a fpia
ritual, offence ; and the Juftices of the Pedce
may take cognizance thereof, fee Godb. 474.
And Mr. Hawkins fays, “* Allopen lewd
¢ nefs groffly fcandalous, as it tendeth ta
« fubvert religion and morality, which aré
¢ the foundation of government, are punith~
¢¢ able by the temporal judges by fine and im-~
« prifonment,and alfo fuch corporalinfamous
« punifhment, as to the Court in difcretion
‘¢ fhall feem meet, according. to the hicinoufs
¢ nefs of the crime.” 1 Hawk. 7. Nota

withftanding
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withftanding fornication and adultery are
punithable by the eeclefiattical court, which,
by the 23 Ed. I. Stat. 4. feems to have no
more than a concurrent jurifdiction with the
temporal courts in thofe cafes, yet the keep«-
ing a Brothel is ftill punithable at Common
Law upon Indifiment, by fineand imprifon«
- ment; and the reafon affigned is, becaufe
‘¢ a common nufance,” and ‘¢ the caufe of
‘¢ many mifchiefs, not only to the over-
* throw of mens bodies, and wafting of
‘¢ their livelihoods, but to the endangering
“ their fouls.” 3 Inft. 205. And for this
offence the wife may be indi®ed, together
with her hufband, and condemned to the
pillory with him. 1 Hawk. 2. By the
18 Eliz. ch. 3. in the cafe of Baftardy, the
Juftices of the Peace are directed to take
order for the punifbment of the mother and
reputed father. Alfo, by 7 James, ch. 4.

every lewd woman, who fhall have a baftard,

which may be chargeable to the parifh, the
Juttices of the Peace fhall commit fuch,
lewd woman to the boufe éf correéfzon, thcre
to be Pum{hed and fet on work.

WHEN
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WHEN the reader attentively confiders
the laws recited, I will venture to affirm,
that he will declare their fufficiency to
prevent the evils complained of in The-
lyphthora, if duly enforced. However, it
would certainly be beft and moft prudent to
try what thofe laws can do, before any
alteration is attempted in our national fyf-
tem. Ileave it to the public to determine
whether Madan would not have a&ted more
the part of a good citizen, by an affeCtionate
addrefs to the Magiftrates, recommending a
firi@ attention to the particular duties of
their office, painting in a mafterly manner
thofe enormities, which they, as conferva-
tors of the peace, and guardians of the law,
are vefted with powers to prevent? And
whether, if they hereby fhould be roufed
to that a&tivity they owe to Government and
the Laws, the metropolis would not exhibit
_ avery different appearance, and the feveral
ftreets, now the fink of proftitution, become
the abodes of wirfuous inhabitants? But,
~inftead of this fober and cammendable
fcheme, we are entertained with the. moft
“illiberal inve&ives againft our laws; they

arg
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are reprefented as not founded on the Divine
Law, but a ftrange mixture of heterogeneous
matter ; on thefe points, Madan dwells and
raves with all the fury and mad enthufiafm
of a Methodift. This reminds me of the
furious enthufiafm of the illiterate George
Fox, who made his appearance in, or about,
the year of the chriftian zra 1650, the firft
oppofer of water-baptifm. He was sm-
perious and felf-important : he damned as
apoflates all ages fince the Apoftles; and
upon the. authority of this ignorant me-
chantc, who could fcarce write a fentence
of fenfe in his own native tongue, the
Quakers ftill continue to reje& water-bap-
tifm, becaufe he pronounced it a human
invention.

BurT let us now foberly enquire whether
of no Madan’s charge, of human invention
being the bafis of our laws, is ill or well
founded. In order to this, I muft refer
again to the 21ft Ed. Stat. 4. which law,
appears to-me, in the fpirit of it, to be
generally declaratory of what had been the
cuftom of the ng s Courts and the Leet,

with
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' with {ome amendments s and giving a cone
current jurifdi¢tion to the Ecclefiaftical
Courts. By this flatute, corporal penance
was made a punifhment for the crimes it re-
cites, or elfe a pecuniary one, either of which

" a freeman, convicted of fuch things, might
chufe : which fuggefts to me this conclu-
fion, that perfons of fortune might ftill be
fined; but where a fine could not be levied
for want of property, then agreeable to the-
Common Law, fome infamous éorporal
punithment was to be inflited at the dif-
éretion of the Court. Now I affert, that
this law is confonant to the Divine Law in
Exod. xxii. 16, 17. which ena&s, that « if
“ a man entice 2 maid that is not betrothed,
« and lie with her, he fhall furely endow
her to be his wife.” ¢ If her father utterly
“ refufe to give her, he fhall pay money ac-
% cording to the dowry of virgins,” that is
at leaft pay the ufual dower, if he did not
marry her ; the fifty pieces of filver money,

i =% Sgws, the dowry of wives, as a
a@ion for her reproach. The Jewith
rs agree, that this js the import
: words; for they fay that if the
. . man,
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man, woman, or her father, refufed, and
as it was in thc power of any of thefe,
as they affert, to hinder the marriage, fo to
fay it would not he hindered, is afalﬁty, then
the feducer paid this mulé to the virgin’s
father.~—See Patrick’s Com. Vol. 1. p. 282.
and alfo Selden’s Ux. Heb. Lib. 1. ch. 16.
Jtappears by Exod. xxii. 17. that though
matters had geneas far as defcribed, ver. 16,
yet the father conld srvalidate the contrad
for here there is a refervation of the father’s
authority : ¢ If her father utterly refufe to
¢¢ give her unto him, he {hall pay money
“¢ according to the dowry of virgins;” that
is pay, as I have before defcribed, This exy
ception is fufficient to thew the falfity of
thofe pofitions defigned to prove that mar-
riage always muft be the recompence of fe-
du@ion under the law of Mofes. Alfo,
when we refle® on this referuation of the
Jather's authority, it muft neceflarily fuggeft
to us, contrary t0 what Madan advances,
that taking paffefion of @ woman’s perfon could
pot confitute the contrafl, or marriages
ebkigation. As to the others having a power
of refufal, I can truﬁ the Hebrew Dottors, .
who,
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who, in this.cafe, muft certainly be beft
acquainted with the truth’ of the matter 3
for which reafon I fhall pay very little at-
“tention to Madan’s rath affertions, that their -
interpretation isan arbitrary expofition, robs
¢¢ the text of its plain meaning, and leaves
¢ us to the uncertainty of human imagina-
“ tion.”* According to the fenfe now laid
before the reader, which is agreeable to the
beft Commentators, there will eaﬁly be dif-
covered traces of this divine law in ours;
nay, a ftriking likenefs, if not an exa&
fimilarity. Here let us take our ftand, and
we fhake to the very foundation the Scheme
of Thelyphthora. .

Burt if our laws, when enforced, thotild
be found inadequate to the good purpofes
of preventing female proftitution, and all
its train of confequent evils---~thofe horrid
appendages which fhocks me to name, I
thould recommend a more ftri& conformity
to the letter of the Mofaic law; and if fo
humble an individual had any weight in
recommending any hints for the improve-

# Vol. I, Page 389,
ment
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ment of our Eftablithment, I would advife
a law to the following purport ;-~to compel
the fingle man, be his rank what it will, to
marry the woman he feduces, upon pain of

forfeiture of all his property, and imprifon.

ment for life ; and the married man, in this
cafe, to have inflicted upon him fome fevere
infamous corporail punithment; to give fe-
curity for the maintenance of the woman,

-which maintenance fhould be at leaft one-

third of the income of his real eftate; or
if no real eftate, then one third part

of the perfonal ; if no perfonal eftate, then .

a greater portion of corporal punifhment;
and alfo to give fecurity to marry her if his
matrimonial engagement thould ceafe during
her life. As to the punithment of the
woman, I would let that remain as the law
at prefent dire&s; but men being defigned
by God and Nature, for the proteGors of
the weaker fex, certainly they deferve very
fevere punithment when they a& the dire&
contrary parts of {educers and deftroyers.’

IN regard to what I have recommended,
wpon a fuppofition of the infufficiency of
D _our
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our laws, which I'do not think will be the
€afe upon a fair trial; whether it would be
@ dire® conformity to that Heavenly fyfiest
which has not omitted provifions for the
Security of the @eaker fox, is foreign to my
purpole to determine ; however, I will dare
to pronounce it more confonant to that fyfw
tem than Palygamy, more for the good of
fociety, and more produdtive of domeftic
peace ; I alfo think it a better fecurity foe
female chaftity, and better. calculated - to
check the. licentioufnefs. of mankind:. but
whether or fo it is preferable to our prefent
laws, is a confideration that I leave for the
determination of the Legiflature.
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“ CHAPR V.
On ADUL'.‘I"ERY

AGREE Wlth Madan, in pronouncmg

" Adultery *“ an offence agamﬂ: the pofitive
Prcccpts of * God,” and the moff malignant
kind of commerce between the fexes; and it
would bé wrong to deny that by the Law of
Mafes it was pumfhablc by death. Though J
haye the greateft abhorrence of it; yet fuch
fevcnty does not, at prefent, appear to me
Jufhﬁable even whcn I confider all jts evil
temporal copfequenccs, I do not find them
of wcxght cnough to make me alter my
opinion. This is not any impeachment of
the divine veracity, wifdom, or uncbarzgeaé/e-
nefss” by no means! Indeed it would be ab-
furd to fuppofe, that, a Being infinitely wife,
, would pay no attention, in the infancy of
inﬁig@tibn's and things, to the genius df a
people, or local circymftances. I prefume

# Ch. 3. page 57. ~
D2 . the
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the reafon of that Divine Law, which
_punithed Adultery with death, has ceafed ;

and of courfe, under a new and more perfet
difpenfation, its obligation alfo. It appears
to me, particularly defigned, to prevent the
corruption and uncertainty of the iffues of
the feveral diftin& tribes and families, and
above all, to render certain the defcent and
genealogy of the Mefliah ; and in order to-
effe@® this, fo very material to that more
rational fyftem God had in view, no law
could be too fevere. In the year of the
Chriftian zra, 16350, adultery was made 2
capital offence in this kingdom; but what
was the motive? I have by me a great .
authority which informs me, that ¢ when
“ the ruling powers found it for #besr in-
“ tereff to put on the femblance of a very -
¢ extraordinary ftri¢nefs and purity of
*¢ morals, not. only inceft and wilful adul-
“ tery were made capital crimes; but alfg
“ the repeated a& of keeping a brathel, or
““ committing fornication, were, upon 3
¢¢ fecond convition, made felony without
‘¢ benefit of * clergy.” And I have it from

* Blackftone's Comment. B.IV, Ch. 4. .
. e
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the fame authority, that there was at the
Reftoration an abhorrence of this &ypocrify,
and tonfequently the aforefaid rigorous law
" was not renewed.

 NorwiTnsTANDING much depended
upon the prevention of adultery among the
Jews, much more than ever can again; yet,
even in contemplation of their law, it was
not the moft malignant of crimes; which
! attempt. to prove thus : The Jews, in an-
tient times, had four forts of capital punifth-
ment, ftoning, burning, beheading, and
firangling. I have mentioned them in their

order of magnitude, according to the Jewith |

notxon therefore ftrangling is the eafieft of
all, at leaft fo accounted. Now when the
law only mentioned deat4 as the punithment,
by a favousable expofition, it was underftood
always to mean this laft fort ;~--Omnis mors
qua abfoluté in'lege ufurpatur, firangulatio
¢ff.---R. Solomen. Exod. xxi. 16. Then
this is the death of an adulterer. Lev. xx. 10.
Therefore adultery does notappear to be the
greateft of crimes, even under the difpenfa-
tion of Mofes. I am confcious, that in
D j . after
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after times, when many mﬂ'reprcfv'enta‘twhs
of the law p’revall'ed through the¢ 1gnoram:¢
br defign of the then rulers, adultery was
fometimes punifhed by ftofiihg ; for which
reafon I pay no attention to the fuggeftions
of thofe men, who brought the woran
taken in adultcry, befote our Saviour, thit,
agreeable to the law of Mofes, fhe thoutd Bk
ftoned. As that was not carried 4nitd exé:
cution, we indy conclude, thatin a jik-efti:
thate of things,’ exclufive of the pecn’l‘iat‘
circumitances of the Jews, it did not de-
ferve that pumfhmcnt, ‘but that The ‘was
: cntlrc‘ly pardoncd upoti-condition of ﬁnnina‘
‘fio more 'in"‘that way, we muft ateritrute- to
the forgmng temper of t‘hc Lord of Lj’e

" TuE law m this cale, at prl:fent 1h force,
as it ftands in our books, 1s, "fhat the
injured hufband may bring an affion for
damages  Indeed, “our code conﬁder& it but
as a privaté wrong, (except in fome few in<
ftances’ refpe&mg the royal fa;m]y) a wrong
~ done to the hufband, and fo gives him da-
mages. The Eccleﬁafhcal Court alfo takes

cognizance of the crime of adultery, but
‘ L the
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the punifhment is only penance, which may
be commuted for a fum of money, It is
much to be withed, that this fum was alarge
one, that it might operate in the nature of
a heavy fine, and not appear fo very like a
Romify indulgence.

WHETHER or no it is expedient to punith
. adultery with greater feverity than our ftatute
law directs, whether that law ought to con-
fider marriage in any other light than a civil
contra&, and whether the holinefs of the
marriage ftate is properly left to the Ecclefi-
aftical Court ;--are queftions of importance,
and deferve the attention of ftatefmen. As
to myfelf, I thould vote but very little altera-
tion in our fyftem, except what I have be-
fore hinted ; to which I humbly beg leave
to add, that as I conceive adultery to diffolve
the marriage-obligation to all intents and
purpofes, I would recommend a power to be
vefted in the Ecclefiaftical Court, upon due
proof in that cafe, of pronouncing adivorce
a vinculo matrimonii from that time,—not
ab injtir—and alfo leave to the parties to
marry dgain. As to the objection of its be-

D 4 ing
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ing left out of the mumber of our ;'a‘pita‘l
punifoments, and confidered only as a private
wrong, I look upon thatas trifling ; becaufe I
can fee no impropriety in fuch a proceeding.
But enough of this :—we will proceed now
to confider it in another point of view,

MaApAN, inceflantly attempting to accom-
modate Scripture to his own fyftem, fays,
*¢ Ifin reading the Hebrew Bible, wereftrain
-« the word AN3—adultery—to the married -
¢ woman only, and to the man who defiles
¢¢ her, we do not leave the man, who, have~
¢ ing one wife, takes another, out of its#*
¢ reach?” Inanfwer to which, Ifay, theidea
‘is too confined, irrational, ineonfiftent, and’
unferiptural ; for adultery is ¢ a erime com-
“ mitted by married perfons, againft the
“¢ faith pledged to each other in marriagc, by
¢ having carnal commerce with fome other;
““ or even by a perfon not married, who
¢ has the fame intercourfe with another
¢ that is,” Chambers’s Di&. Dz, Rees’s
-Edit. Tit. .Adultery. This is a true and
-feriptural definition, as will appear by con- -
-ﬁdcring fome of the fpecies of adultery.—~

: Yol. 1, Page 69,
Firtk
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Firft double, where both the parties are
married, and about which there can be'no
doubt. Secondly, where one only is married;
becaufe there exifts the natural bafenefs and
turpitude of the thing, and a violation of
conjugal faith. Thirdly, where the woman
only was efpoufed, and not aGtually married,
as a modern would exprefs himfelf : here
‘we fce at one view, what conftitutes marriage
in the fight' of Gop~—<¢ plighted faith ;"
4 defe@tion from which, by either party,
muft, in the reafon and nature of things, '
be adulterous. If Scripture be confidered
in a liberal and confiftent way, the violation
of the marriage-obligation muft be equally
criminal in the man as the woman, becaufe
equally a dire@® violation of the command
~—they fhall be one flefb; but if either or
both of them have criminal converfation
with another, they ceafe to be fo, -become
adulterers, and their marriage is virtually
difiolved. The calling the man, who mar-
ried, has earnal commerce with an unmarried
woman, only a fornicator ; and the fingle
man, an adulterer, who is in this predica- -
ment with a married woman, is 3 diftin&ion
which
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, IT is fuggefted, that the only means of
getting rid of the crime of adultery, is-to
punith it with death. 1In order to thew the
folly of this notion, I only with for a
moment to call the attention of my readers
to the Hiftory of Ceylon, Adultery is faid
to be fo frequentat Ceylon, that there is not
a woman but what pratices it, notwithftand-
ing their laws punifh it with: death. - Bibl.
Univ. tom. 23. p. 237. Among the an-
tients it was varioufly punithed. In moft
agés and nations, punithments have been
inflicted for the commiffion of this crime,
which fhews, that though they differ in
the quantity of the punithment, yet they
all agree that it really deferves fome; and
hence we' may conclude from this general
fuffrage of mankind, that it is an offence
againft reafon, and inconvenient to fociety.
Of thefe punithments, fome were capital,
others cruel, others flight pccuniary mulés,
* fome whipping, others cuttifig off nofes, -
&c. In the great Commonwealth of Rome
we find it.vary in different ages: Jufti.
nian mitigated the Julian law in favour of.
the femalg fex, by changing banithment intq
: whipping,
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whipping, -and fhutting up in a convent
two yeats, and for life, if the hufband did
not take his wife back in that time; in re-
gard to the men, he made no alteration that
I have heard of. But from the wifdom of
antiquity, little in this cafe is to be colle@ed
worth our attention : if there was much, it
would not be ufelefs to recite the different
punithments of the antients, with thcn'
caufes and effe@s. I fhall only beg my
reader’s patience, on the {ubje& of antient
wxfdom, while I fay a few words more about
that dlfccrmng and virtuous people, the Ro-

. 'Under the Roman laws, the mfcﬁ.
whlch anthunty ‘boafts, adultery was a pri-
vate injury, and mxght be avenged as fuch
by the injured party in various ways: but
where the hufband made a trade of his wife’s
mfamy, or, having feen her fhame with’ his
own eyes, patiently fuffered the affront:
then adultery became a crime of public
concern; and the Julian Law provided a
puyiﬂxméxit for fiich hufbands as well as for
their wives.” -'Among fome the wonien only
are punithable for adultery, as the Japanefe;
among others only the men, and fevercly

too,
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09, as in the Masian Mlands. But die
wifeft and moft rational peaple have drawn
2 ling between thofe, and have denomipated
both parties’ adnltctera, and pumlhed thom
as fuch. . A ,

- T canvoT ﬁniﬂx tbis chaptcr, withqg,t
taking natice of . Madan’s grept contempt
of Ecelefiatical Courts :---Je calls them
¢ Religues of the Pope’s tyranny ;” feems
g0 rejoice at their fechle pawer, and hints ob,
liguely theig non-peqcflity. Jafk him whag'
he Galls tha concurrent jurifdiction of Aaron,

the prigft of the Lord. with Mofes, as alfg
that of the Priefts and Levites with the Elders
a.fterwards ? As there was in that governs
ment, which was jmmedjately under the
jnfpe@tion of the Deity, an ecclefiaftical a
well as 3 civil Junfdxéhon. not for gemporary
or Joeal purpodes, but for the good of focipty 5

Y.am therefore an advocate for the exiftence
of ecclefiaftical. cgurts .---As to the want
of fomc new tegulat;ons m thg que of
© their proccedxngsg that is ,quite. a.pothc;
thmg . ’

e CHAP,
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On CoNCUBINAGE,

ONCUBINAGE is a criminal and pro.
hibited commerce between the two .
fcxcs. in themoft general acceptation of the
word, and nearly fimilar to what modern
refinement has dénominated Kesping. If it
cannot be properly denominated whoredom,
yet moft certainly it is a fpecies of lewdnefs
that is antiferiptural, and repugnant to the
feventh commandment ; which I conceive
virtually to prohibit alk unchaftene(s. This
idea of its moral intent is moft rational and
liberal, and -I may add, agreeable to the
tpinions -of our beft and moft learned di-
vines, But when the man has a wife too,
1 denominate it Adultery, for reafons already
afligned. Concubsnage, in a more reftrained
fonfe, is thé cchabitation of 2 man and
.w‘oman in the tway of marriage, without its
ceremonies-and folemnity,---the marriege of

nature ; .but‘below that of pofitive  Inftitu-
txon
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tion in dignity and civil effe®. This
natural conne@®ion, between one man and
one woman, as there- was a probability of
real, marriage in the way of God’s ap-
pointment, and that of civil fociety, had
feveral privileges, and was antiently tole-
rated ; but was of perpetual obligation. The
Roman Law. denominates this fort /icita can-
Juetudo---an allowed cufiom ; but then it was
only licita---allowed to fingle perfons; nor
did its privileges extend to a plurality of
concubines ; however, their iflue, though
not legitimate, were capable of donations.
In this predicament were the concubines of
- the Patriarchs, whom we improperly call
wives ;--thofe that are wrongly denominated
wives, moft Probably were taken with fome
ceremonies, but not fuch as conftituted real
marriage ; ‘but others without. Martin Bue
~cer, oneof our Reformers, has fpoken very
indiftin&ly of the Jewifh concubines, in-
deed contradi®orily ;---Concubine erant le-

- gitime uxores ;---this is a contradi@ion in
terms, and he immediately corre@s himfelf
by faying, -that_they were not real wives;
Sed khoc a matronis differebant, quod fine dote,
et
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et fine folenni fanétificatione recipiebantur ;'
which may be paraphrafed thus, ¢ They dif-
fered from real and legal wives in this, that
they had not the dowry of virgins efpoufed
or betrothed, and their being taken without
the facred folemnitics of marriage.” Here
you mark a fpécific difference between a wife
and a concubine among the Jews ; they were
taken fine dete, et fine folenni fanélificatione,
which by divine appointment conftituted the
validity of marriage. Th1s moft probably
was the fituation of the e concubines of
~ the patriarchs. They have been denomi-
nated wives of the fecond rank : (See Univ.
Hift, Vol. 3. p. 141.)—but thisis only by
way of diftin&tion from concubines of a
lower order. But to proceed in diftinguifth-
ing minutely, the difference between a wife
and a concubine, and the inferiority of the
latter ; they were bumiliore loco—in a lower
Jpbere, as to the management of domeftic
matters, and the fucceffion of their fons;
and they were not adjutoria—belp-mates, of
a degree fo fuperior as to enjoy a communion

* In Enar. ad. Cap. 19, Lib. Jud.
E of
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of all things with their hufbands, s mifs
trefles of the family. See Bucer. enar. ad
¢éap. 19, Lib. Judicum. Therefore they wére
hot wives. They do notanfwer the defcrip~
tion of the firft wife, for fhe was a *¢ belp
#neet” for Adam, and was to enjoy a com~
marion of all things, Yet though inferior
fo a real wife, they were rather more
reputable than’ miftreffes among us. This
fort of Coﬁcubinage was, by Mofes’s au«
thority, and before him, by patriarchal ex-
érhple; legstimum genus, as Bucer denominates
it,—an allowed fort; which- will account
for its lafting obligation, and alfo for con-
cubines bemg otherwife denominated in the
Hebrew Bible than harlots ; and I will juft
add, of this defcription were all the women
of the patriarchs, except one, who was a
real and legal wife. The want of fpecific
fames in the Hebrew, as well as the Greek'
language, fot hufband and wife, has rendered
this matter lefs clear, and left room for end-
lefs quibbling difputation, The indefinite
term iwn—Ais women,—tranflated wife,
implies no more than merely taking poflef-
fion of 2 woman ; fo for want of fpecific
names
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pames for married perfons, as I have already
faid, we may be led into errors, and call a
concubine a wife; -and alfo fuppofe thofe
wives, who were in a flato of ¥ vafialage.

Uron the whole, it appears that there was
among the Iiraclites, a very material difference
botween wives and concubines, that thofe
wemen of each particular man, whom we
call wives, wese all taken without the ufue/
caremenids, except one, who was the matron, ot
real wife, and who was in dignity equal to her
hufband, miftrefs.of the family, enjoyed all
things in common with her hufband, and in
whofe childsen only was the right of ficw
ceflion to the inhetitanee and honours of the
family.

- ErEre was an allowed concubinage
among othey nations, 2s I hawe inftanced of
the Romans; in addition to which, Fhave
to fay, that the fpecies, dmoininam_:d licita
aonfiuetude, wag only seally fa to one man with
oRe woman, whom: the feverity of the laws

* The only preventative is the im'ariab‘le ufe of words
&F this forts
. E 2 i had
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had rendered incapable of contrating mar-
riage.

But the Germanic concubinage, taken
from the allowed among the Romans, is the
moft honourable of any. The Princes and
great Lords, take women under the title of
half-marriage---morgengabic-marriage : but
without folemnity, they are alfo excluded the
common rights of a wife; and the iffue are
baftards as to inheritance, nor can they bear
the name or arms of the family. The Uni-
verfities of Leipfic and Jena have declared
againft the validity of thefe contracs, which,
if it proves no more, proves their abhor-
rence of them. As to other conne&ions of
this kind, where the man has but a tempo-
rary property in the woman, they are too
licentious to deferve a moments attention.
Indeed thofe of a fuperior degree have their
origin in licentioufnefs. The conne®ions
of Nature for propagating the f{pecies, are
by pairs ; two of a kind were firt formed:
for this bufinefs, and in general, in the ir-
rational part of the creation, fwo only af-
fociate for this purpofe but man, difobe-~

dient
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-dient to the voice of nature, and hurried on
by the violence of too eager a defire for the
propagation of his kind,--or to fpeak more
.properly; by ungoverned luft, courts the em-
braces of many females.

- I THOUGHT it neceffary, previous to any
Remarks on Madan's Chapter of Polygamy,
.to come to fome determinate meaning of the
.word Concubine ;---to which, except we
annex a {criptural and proper idea, we may
be led into very wrong conclufions. Inmy
.attempt to mark the fpecific difference be-
.tween a4 wife and a concubine, I have been
totally uninfluenced by the vague defcrip-
tions of diGionary-writers, who annex ideas
o words; juft as fancy or imagination dic-
‘tate, without any regard to their fcriptural
or radical import:----my helps. have been
from Holy Scripture, and the writings of
learned men. If Iam notwrong in the pre-
ceding obfervations, there can be no.diffi-
cultyindetermining whatiffue of thedifferent
kinds of conneions in the way of marriage
is legitimate, and what not fo ;---indeed, if

would be infulting the underftanding of my
E 3 - readers
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readers tb come to any further explanation ;
becaufe they are very confcious that the iffue,
to which inheritances casinot pafs, is not
@ri@ly legitimate ; ‘but yet that of the al-
lowed concubinage was not fo far in a flate
of baftardy, according to its true fcriptural
notion, as to exclude them the Jewith éon-
‘gregation, and therefore I fuppofe capable
of donations; and in'a certain intermediate
- civil condition between legitimacy to all in-
tents and purpofes, and the loweft degree of
baftardy : for in regard to-the term =0ty ---
Spurius, alienus a legitima familia, (Deutero-
nomy xxiii. 2.)---the Hebrews do not un-
derftand it of one begotten out of the fiate
of marriage, but begotten of fuch perfons
as the rigour of their law prohibited them
. ‘to intermarry with, or to have any perf{onal
knowledge of by confent, violence, or any
other way, See Patrick’s Comment. vol. I.
p- 804.* And this {purious offspring was
excluded the Iraelitith fociety, and all its
privileges, Fromall which it appears, that -
there was among the Jews, as well as other
nations, different degrees of baftardy.

~ % Ed, 3. which is always referred to in this work.

CHAP,



_POLYGAMY. 55
C HAZ®P VI

RemaRrKks on the Chapter of PoLycAaMY.

N Porvcamy, Madan has {aid many
ingenious things; but who does not -
fee the futility of his reafoning ? At prefent
I fhall content myfelf with fome curfory
Remarks, and putting a negative on his
pofitions ; becaufe Iintend hereafter to take
an extenfive view of the fubject.

OuRr author is undoubtedly cunning enough
not to try this important cafe by the Law
of Nature and Reafon, in.conjun&ion with
the Divine Law ; not that I think it right
to give theém a preference, but that a con-
templation of them fhould by no means be
excluded ; becaufe in general they are the
foundations of the divine law, and therefore
may be explanatory of the fpirit of it.---I
fay, he is cunning enough in declining a
contemplation of the diZates of nature and
reafon ; for Polygamy is repugnant to both,
as fhall be proved in a fubfequent part of

E 4 this
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this work. Butis the word of God abhor-
rent from them ? The cafe is, thata favourite
hypothefis cannot have proof from any other
quarter that is certain and clear ; therefore,
as has often been the cafe before, the Scrip-
tures are to be tortured, mutilated, and ex-
plained away to meanings they never meant.

I pECLARE my affent to the pofition that
¢ Polygamy, ftri¢tly {peaking, is of } two
“ forts ;” .one is when a woman has feveral
hufbands cohabiting with her at the fame
time: this is admitted to be ¢ abhorrent
“s’ from nature, reafon, and fcripture.” But
why is it fo? Itis ftri¢tly opponent to the
great command, the Rev. Polygamift is fo
fond of, increafe and multiply ; for it is well
known that thofe promifcuous amours, on
the fide of the woman, are deftru@ive of the
principles of “generation.  Experience, it
ftrikes me, has made this fo evident, that it
needs no proof. Now, in regard to the other
{pecies, a man being joined, in the way of
marriage, to feveral women at the fame time,
that the effeéts will not, in fome meafure,

Vol. L. Page 75. N.
be



be the fame, cannot be denied on any rational
grounds. But confidered as a moral offence,
exclufive of the notion of population, I can-
not conceive of them different ideas. ‘As
the former is given.up, I fhall confine my-
felf of courfe wholly to the latter.

It is afferted, that the * profligate Jews
¢¢ abufed the liberty of divorce, permitted
« by Mofes in certain cafes, to the moft
< licentious purpofes, foas to make marriage
«¢ little better than a pretence for gratifying
“ their ¢ lufts.” I fuppofe this was-the
cafe earlier than the period alluded to, and
I imagine that-the prevalence of Polygamy -
had no other obje¢t in general than the gra-
tifying of licentious defires ; therefore the
fame obfervations may juftly be applied to it ;
indeed, they are in many refpecs in the fame
predicament. Mofes permitted them, not
by choice, but neceflity, arifing from the
temper and difpofition of his Egyptian co-
lony. ‘They are both monfirous praétices,
agamﬁ which Chrift’s difcourfe, in Matt. xix.
is evidently levelled ;---firft and principally

+ Vol. I, Page 56. .
’ againft
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sgainft the abufes of divorce aé they then
exifted, and even againft divorce itfelf in
that latitude, which the law of Mofes ex-
preflly allowed ; ---and fecondarily, conftruc-
tively, and intentionally againft Polygamy,
by an appeal to the peradifaic pattern of
marriage.  Certainly here we may view
Chrift as oppofed to Mofes in the capacity
of a law-giver. But it is denied that there
was any new faw enatted here, and it is faid
that it was only * an explanation of God’s
¢« law from the beginning, revealed firft to
“ Adam.” Admitting this, and alfo that
God atted confiftently with his 1aw asrevealed
to the firft man in' his marriage to Ewve, it
will make dire@ly againft a plurality of wives.
Was Adam a Polygamift, or had he any fuch
fcheme in orders from the Deity ? And as to
the law from the beginning being recorded
by Mofes, I afk whether Mofes recorded .
Polygamy ‘as a pofitive divine precept? If
he did not, then hedid not mifreprefent the
Yaw from the beginning ; and as this law is
evidently for the good of fociety and do-
meftic happinefs, if he did, I cannot fup-
pofe a change of the aature of things, but

that
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that he was for fome wile reafons accommo-
dating himfelf to fome inveterate prejudices,
or other femparary and local circumflamces. It
may be faid that there are no pofitive pre-
cepts in the Mofwic Law againft Polygamy;
fuppofing it fo, there is no deficiency ; be-
caufe the firft marriage is a permanent exam-
‘ple,—-—ax{ everlatting law. After ages violated
it, is certain ; but are the corruptions of lat-
ter times to have the (an@®ion of laws?
Indeed it is abhorrent from feripture, reafon,
and common fenfe, that the old Polygamifts
thould be patterns of our imitation : as well
might Madan propofe the condu of David,
an Yfraelitith king, towards Bethiheba and
her hufband, for our example, as his in~
genuity would be able to explain away the
reproof of the Prophet, with as great facility
as he has other matters equally evident,

Because Abraham, Jacob, David, &c.
were Polygamifts, and in the eyes of a chrif-
tian, adulterers, I do not confign them to
‘¢ Satan’s * kingdom :—But why ?—let a
grest authority fpeak for me, * the times of

® Vel, 1, Page 77, ¢ thi
18
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.¢¢ this ignorance. God winked 4 at,”—con-
‘nived at, and confequently pardoned errors
_that were the confequence of ignorance.
.Thearguments drawn ftom hence, have not
Jbeen confuted, though that has been at-
tempted. I have allo to. opferve, that the
eextending to all fucceeding generations, not
‘the immutable moral law, but the -practices
‘under the Mofaic difpenfation, unwarranted
" by that law, as an invariable rule of life, and
unapphcable appeals to its unchangeablenefs,
as well as its author, has led this * forewd man
into very dangerous errors... The very fame
reafons that juftify the Mofaic indulgence
of Divorce for trivial caufes, - will juftify his
pcrmlﬁion of - Polygamy, notwithftanding
what is faid againft it. Puffendorf faith,

(b. vi. ch. 1.) that the Mofaical indulgence
doth not amount to an approbation, but fig-
nifies only a bare toleration, or connivance;
" exempting from civil punithment. And Dr.
Clarke learnedly thews that Mofes did it to
« prevent a greater civil mifchief.;” and
though exempt from civil punithment, it

+ A@&s ch. xvii; ver. 30.-—Thts is not inapplicable to

th
e Jews. * Madan.
* way
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¢¢ was a tranfgreffion of the moral * law:”
The very fame, for the fame reafons, may be
faid of Polygamy. That this kind of reafon-
ing involves in it ¢ the idea of Jehovah’s
¢¢ .allowance of fin,” is an affertion as abfurd
as it is impertinent. Thefe- were not times
for perfe@t inftitutions either civil or reli-
gious : reafon was not.mature, learning had
made but little progrefs, and minds were
uncultivated, and not able to difcover the
real fitnefs and unfitnefs of things, or the
unchangeable diftin&tions of good and evil ;

- it was therefore neceffary to entice fuch, to a

ftate of fociety by eftablithments, not the
moft perfe&t in the -eye of matured reafon,

_ but, beft fuited to their circumftances ; and -

thus by gradual improvements, wifely and
cautioufly to lead them on to perfe&ion in re-
ligion and morality. 'That this reafoning is
well founded, experience teaches, from the
reception of our laws in the Eaft. That the
laws of England are preferable to the laws of
Indoftan, is a truth that is felf-evident :—
but yet thofe laws were ill received there ;
and the reafon is, that they were too preai-

# See his Paraphrafe on Matt. xix, 8.
pitately
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pitately introduced,—introduced before pre«
judices had been done away by the people
being gently civilized, or any advances made
in learning, or the arts and fciences, or in-
decd in any thing teading to a greater li-
herality of fentiment.

I nuave made both by cheice, and ¢x
efficio, the Scriptures my fludy, and I agree
thus far with the learned author of the Hif~
torical Library, that Polygamy as nos expreffy
allowed by the Law of Mafes: but anathen
writer * fays it was exprefly allowed, and
by God bimfzlf. Now to this I fubfcribg
myfelf diflentignt, becaufe the Bible fpeaks
no fuch language, nor have I fatisfaCtory
proof from any other quarter. In fuppors
of the lawfulnefs of a plurality of wives, the
legitimacy of a polygamous offspring is at-
. tempted to be proved, and is much isfifted,
*on. Arguments drawn from the legitimacy
of a polygamous iflue, are founded i error..
~ For the Jews, notwith{fanding all that has
been faid to the contracy, had but owe reaf
wife, the other women with whom they ¢o-

* Madan. Th, Vol I Page97
, habited,
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habited, were only ina ftate of concubinage 3
they received no gifts, nor prefents, from
the hafband, as Rebecca did from Ifaac ; not
matrimonial writings, as the real wife did ;
nor could their children inherit, but receive
gifts only, Thus Abraham dealt with the
fons of his concubines, Gen, xxv. Ses
Rofs’s View of all Religions.

IN regard to Deut. xxi. 15. I donot with
the authors of 4 Antient Univerfal Hiftory,
call it <“ a Law, tacitly implied at leaft, for
a man to have two wives,” nor do I with
Madan, rafhly call it, ¢ a demonftration of

¢¢ God’s allowance of § polygamy ;" becaufe -

it may very well be underftood of, and i
tqually applicable to, two fuccefive wives,

In fuppott of this opinion, I have the autho= -

rity of the learned Dean Delany.—~See Rea

flect. on Pol. p. 56, and alfo that of Dr,.

Rutherford, a man' of profound learning,

who was honoured with, or rather, did .

honour to, a Profeflor’s chair in the Uni«
verfity of Cambridge, In his lectures on
Grotius de Jure, he fuppofes the two wives

+ Vol IIL. Page r41;  § Vol. L. Page 109.
' - to
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to have been in fucceffion, and that the firft
born was the fon of the firft wife; the trud
‘import of which fuppofition, he fully and
fatisfaGorily evinces. Sec Inft. Fat. Law.
~ b.i.c. 15. Thisconclufive evidence in fa<
vour of monogamy, the author of Thelyph«
thora has laboured hard, but without effet;
to get rid of. I here intentionally omit any
remarks on feveral paffages, becaufe I fhall
have occafion Hereafter to tnention thofe
Sctiptutes, which ate the j‘uppq/éd founda&

tion of them.
[

BuT fays the leatned aiid kko«iving.Madan,

** God’s law is his will, and his will is { his.

law:” This is fomething like the deferip~
tion of a tyrant, and is a very dogmatical
miethod: of reafoning :=-after which follows
a great deal, little to the purpofe, and there
fore not neeeflary to be attended te, con-
cluding with ¢ Not a word againft Po-

*¢ lygamy:” to which I rejoin~~not a
word for it, but in the arbitrary expofi-

~ tion of thofe. Scriptures commented . on,
merely to accommodate them to his.own fyf.

1 Page 127,
: tem
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tem. " But.in ‘regard to prophetic reproof,
which Madan in the above words, refers to,.

that is evidently levelled againft adultery,
whoredom, all lewdnefs and violation of the
Jeventh commandment, and cenfequently Po-
lygamy itfelf. - But he fays that it is not a
violation of that command, snd I as fire-

nuoufly contend, that it is a moral offence.
againft the foventh compandment, and _the
original marriage-inflitution.—After hearing.
all my arguments, the candid judges of lite-

rature and truth, I doubt not, will bring the

controverfy to a fair iffue, and declare ¢ with.
“ whom truth 1s, and - wherc, and with

¢ whom error is.”

I'r is dked if Bxod. ch: xxii. 16 ‘and-’

Deut. ch. xxii. 29. were not laws,’ in t.helr
moral intendment, to “ confirm the mar~
“ riage-ordinance in the fullnefs of its obli-
‘ gation,”* that is' Polygamy? I fay, it is
aﬂzed ¢ if this be not the - cafe, why we

“ wafte the time of public worthip in caufing

“ thefe chapters to be read over to the peo-

“ ple?” This que&mn is impertinent, and,

® Vol. I Paggt60. . 4 Viol. 1. Page 161,
s :F : \ © in

.
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it its fulleft latitude dangerous 5 for the fame -

might be faid of much of the hiftorieal part
of the Bible, and that refpelting the Jewith
ceremonies, and the diftinQions of  clean and
unclean beefts-in particular.” All Beripture
i8 ealeulated for inftruction of enc kind or.

other, and there is 2 neceflity for Chriftians to'

retain andhear every partof the Bible; tﬂmrgh-
fome ‘particuler- parts may #iot meedrately-'
. concern them.—If it was ncqeﬁ’ary, I woulds
cniter ypon particulars, and difcufs this mat-:
ter minutely ;- but as 'thaé does-hot appear-to!
tie to be -the eafe, I am unwilhng caufe~’
leflly to wander fo far from: m‘y" &eﬁgn\
Our Author fays, * vnth refpe& to the
% New Teftament, the fubjelticf Pobygamy,
« fmply confidered, is not fo-much 2s meni
« tioned, either as good or * bad:’” By @t
declaration, ‘it is evident that its warmeft
advocate: can bring nothing from that quar:’
ter in favour of it. . But how does he fup-

ply this fuppsfed fllence of the New-fFefta’

ment about his faveutite do@rine ? Well—
becaufe it was “¢.amply exphined and dottr-

1%Vl 1, Pagc 161, SO
- “ minedly
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¢ mincdly ‘fetthed- im the law—which wes
% given by - Mofes :"'~—mhich hd preteads
toprove. Butwhait does thisamoenst to, mare
than 2 leofe affextinn; that the laie of Mofes
is Al in foll force without liitation, that
is, in the very ldtter of it, snd dot in its
woral #mtention. # - Bot' ¢ the:New Tefta- -
* ‘men¥ was.notrto introdiiee a new law gone
s¢ derming :this, (Polpgamy) nor any thing
f¢.alfe.  Nothing is to befound there which
© was not in the Old Teflamemt, only es to
** thte: 'sianner : the matter is ono-and 1 the
* fame.” Thefe may ferve as fpecimens in
general.of thofe zafb and wngxarded affrtions
with which. Thelyphthora zbounds ;—and
of .the: fame defcription is the following :—
o Whep our Saviour preached on the mouns,
“ he did not make, or publith, any new law,
* nor did he maka the haw mare fwritual
*.than when publithed at Mownt Sinas.” F
wilk here juft remind Madan, as well 28 my
sesdiers, that it does not appeas that thefe laws-
of Mofs, on which he (Madan) founds his:
do@ririe of a plurality of. wives, wera pub-
liflied at Mount Sinai, any more than the law:

+ Vol. L. Page62; - ‘ Lbev«'L Page 121.
. F 2 of
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of divorce—a law difpenfing with the mara
Tiage-ordinance in its fulleft obligation ; bat
. in this, as well as with refpect to Polygamy;
Mofes aéted more the part of a pelitician than
alawgiver—ay permiffon, and not by commagd-
ment.. . And it would be abfurd and blafphe-
mous to affert thit God cannot,. or has not;
difpenfed with hislaws; he may, for weighty
reafons, is rational to fuppofe; - and -that
he has on certain occafions, is indifputable:
- David’s eating the fhew-breail is an undeni-
able inftance; and feveral others might be
produced. It is contended that there is no
inftance of reproof -in-the Bible, of Poly-
gimy, as pra&ifed by fome eminent men
. among the Jews. An argument of this kind
I.-have confidered already ; and with refpe
to what follows againft- Celibacy, being am
advocate for marriage, I obje@ not. - It is
further alledged, that ¢ the indifcriminate
¢ arid total -prohibition of Polygamy, asit-
"¢ has no warrant from the word of God,:
*_may alfo be the means of plunging many-
¢ into the mifchiefs of uncommanded celi-.
* bacy.”* But this is by .no means 3 né=.

. ‘®'Vol, I pagesygy . . . -
. . ceﬁ'ary
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reeffary “or. natural confequence; indeed T
-cannot perceive any tendency thereto. Madan
argues for the truth of his fuppofition thus :
The wife may be of a violent. temper, re-
fraltory, or 2 woman.of levity; and, he fays,
. by. thefe :means, . notwithftanding the innate
-defire of intimate connetion with the fex,
which he has taken fome pains to prove,
"% a hufband may be reduced to the fituation
.4¢ ‘of an unmarried man,” and in that ftate
iremain—which I confefs would be very
-extraordinary, becaufe he is debarred the
.-remedy which God hath provided, that js’
-Polyganty, ¢ by the lies and forgeries: of
-¢¢ fathers and 4 councils, &c.” This &ec.
I fuppofe may be filled up with the wife
Jaws of this country and other monogamous
flates. -1 do not wonder at his anger againft
the fatbers and councils, becanfe they are con-
-chgfive againft him, and overturn his hypo-
-thefis, which is fupported by prejudice, fojly,
:and a-wilful perverfion of the Scriptures,

. AFTER mentioning ap inftance of foolith
fuperftition of the -Jews in the days of

4 Vol. 1. Page 178, . | -
| O Mattathias,
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‘Mattathias, he goes on to fay,  The modemn
¢ Jewsare wifer, for they .in goneral coin-
. cide with the government where their lot

¢ happens to be caft, as they are polygamous

¢ or monogamous, accordisg to the laws of
¢ the country they live * in,” This reafoning
is founded -on error, and fets out witha
falfity ; for to my certain knowledge, they
are as foolithly fuperfhitious, as temaciowus of

their ceremonies, and as obfervant of their

lawes as. ever: f{o the enly. proper conclufion
that can bt drawn, is, the modern Jews con-

ceive. that the lawof Mofes contains no pofi-

tive precept for or againft Polygamy; other-
wife they would nat conform 2s abave de-
foribed.  In reality the modern Jews forbid
Polygamy among the people, as. Mitlan ad-
myits ; hutchen, fayshe, thisis * from the
authority of fome pafiage of the + Talmued.”
- ‘That the. Takmudifts bave erred in fome it~
ters gannot be dondad; but it wonld be ridicis-
lous ta fugpole thoy had erred in all ;. and bhat
they have not erred in this, will appear pre-
fently. It -is veally ridiculous to oppéfe a
tlo&ririe merely becayle the Talmudifs affent

® Vol.I.Pxgers.  +Phgez64. N. .
: : o



POLYGAMY, 71
to it, or bring proof of it ;—it is fomething
like our mad diffenters, who with to reject
every do&rine of the Church of Rome, for -
no other reafon, but becaufe it is a do&rine
" of that church ; or like the virtue run mad

of modern patriots, oppofing every thing,
whether good or bad, that comes from: the
minifters of flate, for no other reafon, but
becaufe it is miniflerial. ‘The argumeat
brought from the * extinéion of families,”
is of no weight, becaufe the reafons of
Deut. xxv. 5. for its pteveation among the
Ifraelites has ceafed, and of courfe its obli-
gation. Alfo, the argument taken from.a
man’s having a barren wife, and thereby his
. nobility, titles, honours, and family. be-
.*¢ ing 4 annihilated,” for want of Being in-
dulged in Polygamy, is dire¢ted to human
pride, and muft go for nothing. But I muft
aot omit taking notice of a aote here; in-
deed, fuch as I did not expeét from a liberal-
minded man : ¢ It is to be feared, that there
are not a few females, who, like other mono-
polifes, take the advantage of the poor huf-
band’s fituation to ufe him as they pleafe ; and

+ Page 182, . .
F 4 this
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“this for pretty much the fame reafon why the -
afs in the fable, infulted and kicked the poor
o/d lion—becaufe it is not in their power to
refent it as they * ought.” Whether this is not
an unmerited refletion on the fex, the mar-’

-ried only can determine. I muft confefs it
appears to me unpardenably s//-natured : un-
doubtedly Madan’s fcheme would afford an
opportunity to retaliate with a vengeance !

Our author, as he preceeds, feems to pay
lefs and lefs regard to truth, and to fpeak
quite at random, as the following obferva-
tion will fhew: ¢ As for the pratice af
‘¢ Polygamy among the firft Chriftians, it
¢ was prebably very frequent+.” This
is founded on an Ordonnance of Pipe Sil-
vefler, made about the year 335, That every
Pricft fhould be the Hufband of one Wife only :
Which contained neither lefs nor more than

a prohibition of a fecond W1fc after the death
. of the firft,

As to Dr. Hammond’s Note, queted at
p- 194> on.r Tim. iii, 2. ¢ What is the

* Vol. L. Page 175. + Page 185.
' " ¢ meaning
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. ¢« ‘meaning of was ywands am—the hufband of
-«¢ one wife, both here.and verfe 12, and
¢ Titus, ch. i. 6. and of i adec yui—the
<« wife of one hufband, ch. v. ver. g9, will
“ not eafily be refolved.” I thould fuppofe .
. thefe expreflions, l\>y implication, to prohi-
bit Polygamy on both the man and woman’s
fide ; and every unprejudiced perfonwill view
this matter in the fame light. But though
Dr. Hammond finds a difficulty in deter-
mining the precife meaning of thofe ferip-
ture paffages, yet, Madan, admitting his
. own paraphrafe, which I muft declire is
not to my fatisfattion, refolves it without
- any difficulty at all ;—~and this may eafily be
accounted for. When a man comes preju-
" diced to the reading of the Holy Scriptures,
-every chapter feems to {peak the language of
his hypothefis ; of - the truth of which the
following is no mean proof: ¢ When St.
-¢¢ Paul fays that a Bithop or Deacon is to
¢ be the bufband of one wife, it certainly
¢¢ carries with it a tacit allowance of Poly-
€ gamy, as to the lawfulnefs of it with re-
¢ gard to all other men *.” This is upen
' * Val, I, Page 187, '

the
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the authority of Cardinal Cajetan, a violent
‘oppofer of Luther, who writes thus: Pla-
ralitatem uxorum nufquam a Deo probibers ;
adeoque Paulum cum Epifcopum wvetet babere
Plures uxores, reliquis concedere +.—Without
making any apology, I will dare to fay that
this is the moft puerile reafoning that ever
-difgraced aman of fenfe. It is muchto be
lamented that men will make the Scriptures
chime in with their fanciful ideas, however
abfurd ; it is from this perverfion of Sctip-
ture and wilful obftinacy, that Hersfes have
their beginning. But a certain reverend
gentleman is {o far from any compundion of
wmind on his own account, that his attention
.when turned that way, is wholly employed
. in endeavours to frighten timorous fouls on
" the other fide of the queftion; to which pur-
pofe he infinuates that .when once the
“ Word of God is left for the inventions
“ and traditions of men,” they may ¢ be-
“ lieve things which are contrary to Scrip-
. ture to be right and good, and things
¢« agreeable thereto, wrong and abomiaable;™
4and it is further obferved, that ¢ this may

+ Raincld.-de Lib., Apoc. tom. i prel. 4
: : ¢¢ become
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-%¢ become the, creed-of a whale aatjon, nay
“ of a whole charch including many nations,
“¢ -foms to-gain the YanGtion of pudlic fatutes,
¢ the fokmn opinien sf Lawyers, the molt
“ awful determinations of Courts of Faj~
“ tee{,” This may be true when applied
to particular cafes, and Madan introduces it
well enough ;—but confidering it more'in
‘the light of a- general caution with refpe&
0 {yftems, I cannot but fincerely with him
.confcientionfly - to confider his device, not
confonant to Scripture, but merely human ;
left, through the prejudices of men, it thould
have that folemn fanction mentioned above,
and be thedane of fociety. That ¢ the con-
“ demmation of Polygamy is equally a hu-
¢ man device” as 31ft Henry VIII. I at pre-
foat content myfelf with barely denying,—e
and I read with abhorrence that ¢ thefe
“ things are equally the inventions of men,
* ot rather of.Satan transformed into an
- angel-of light.” This teflection on the
-framers of the laws of monogamous ftates is
.ancandid,  unbecoming, uncharitable, amd
anchriftian, and I may add, ill fuited to the

3 Val, 1. Pagezog, . .
‘ : ' fober
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fober difcuffion of religious truths. Thefe
.is a geperal want of candour through the
.whole work; and if the reader will lgok
_back to the 144th page of * Thelyphthora,
-in the Notes, he will fee how uncandidly
Mr. Henry, a Commentator on the Bible, is
-treated ; but it is not here only, for upon
the whole, we fee very frequently, torrents
“of abufe wantonly lavithed upon the moft
refpeftable charaters. But let us attend to
fomething more rational : ¢¢ No human au-
“¢ therity can decide upon the ‘matter, as

- ¢¢ this has evidently given its fuffrages both

*¢ ways upon the fame queftions 4.” Iam
willing, and intend, to contemplate zbe mat- -
-ter upon the footing of the divine law : but
~-yet I think the main queftion may receive
great elucidation from the opinions of well
-informed and learned men, as well.as from
.the pra&ices of the moft civilized ftates,
whofe religious and civil polity is rational,
confiftent, and profefledly feriptural : not
but Iadmit the fole competency of Scripture
to decide in this .and all other«cafes. If
then. the fcheme of Thelyphthora:is :ferip-

* Vol. I, ¢ Vol. 1. Page z04.
tural,
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#yral, though not confonant to'human fyf{-
tems, it ought to be embraced ; but if it is
‘entiferiptural, whatever authority it may
have befides, it is only a human device, and
ought fo. be rejected. Becaufe human au~
thority cannot decide, the auther of The-
lypbthora profefies to lay no ftrefs *“ on the
¢¢ decifions of our chief reformers, Luther,
¢ Melan&hon, Bucer, Zuinglius, &¢.” in
the cafe of Philip the Landgrave of Hefle..
The queftion in this’ famous cafe was,—
*“ Whegher for # man to have two wives at
“ once wis contrary to the divine low."—
Their anfwer was, ¢ that it was not.” Per-
baps we may draw a line of diftinction here,
even if. their ,competency of judgment was.
adntitted ;- - theysdid. not fay that it was a
part of, confiftent with, or. agreeable to the
divine Iaw, but only that it was not contrary
to it; which by no means proves that their
anfwer was founded upon any pofitive pre-
cept of the divime law, but only upon its
fuppofed filence on that head ; for it appears
that' no, precept of the Bible occurred to
them for or againft the point in quefhon,~
’ ’ *® Vol L Pagesos. N. . . :
. which
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which led them to decide as thicy did. . But
I' do not allaw the competericy af thefe men
to decide, not becaufe of theix other orrors,
and a glaring one of Zuinglius in particulag,
well. known in the learned world, but be-
esofe I am perfuaded their anfwer has no
warrant from Holy ®rir. 1am fenfible of
' the advantage that is fecretly intended, and
hoped, on the other fide, to operate fromi
this bufinefs, notwithflanding the mdiffe-
rence exprefled about it. Ihave no objection
5 its having its due weight, and no more,
vntb the Mc.

. As to the woes pronounced on thofy whu
all gosd, evil,  and on thofe who call tvi/,
290d, -they alarm not me :—1 only with they'
may beattende&tobythoﬁ:whomthcymay

concern.

TuaT the fubftance of 1 Cor. vii. ‘was
occafioned by a letter from the Corinthian
converts is indifputable. But an igrorance of'
its contents will be produdive of conjec-
tures. As that letter is not recorded with the
meﬁl‘: I humbly fuppofe we are not to ap-

- Ply
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ply that anfwer to one cafe only, but to take.
it in as general a {enfe as poffible. *Madan’s
learned difiertation on this fubje@ I admire,
and many parts of it approve; for it is’
highly probablé that St. Paul did- here re-
probate the cufton of the Gentiles in hav~
ing a commenity of women, and lending of.
wives, both of which having-received the’
fan@ion- of Plato, were probably prevalent:
at Corinth ; and it is eqmally probable, if
we may judge from the anfwerer, as well as
‘the manners and difpofitions of the writers’
of this letter, that it'was defigned againft
the cuftom of 4 -plurality of wives, which
prevailed mueh in thofe days, and was at-
tended with many eivil inconveniences and
private mifchiefs, or, perhaps, againft all’
thefe, which is; I-tkink, the moft probable
of all; for certainly the anfwer is fo Ihapcd
that it dire@ly militates againft 2 community
of women, lendmg wives, and Polygamy.
But let us attend more immediately to the'
an{wer n{élf Atk d 1Xs woprlasg, with rg’}e& fo.
the Fornications or- Adulteries,  touso- oo D -
mike bei—lo? every man retain bis own proper
Wife: wdi is very emphatxcal s==his own pro+-

pers
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per, peculiar, appropriated wife. But if
only lending of wives had been prohibited,
without regard to any thing elfe, what fol-
lows would. have had no obje& and-been un-
ncccﬂ'ary 3 xal oearn Tov v drdpa ingiTe ;—let cvery A
woman have her own proper, pécukiar, ap-
propriated hufband, to which fhe has an ex-
clufive right.. . In both thefe expreflions-
there is fuch a mutual appropriation, fucha
ftrong idea of exciufive right<—for ians in the.
firft inftance, being equally exprefliveof ex-
clufive property as % in"the'laft, neither-of.
them can poffibly be conftrued otherwife.
The diftintion that Madan makes between -
iavst and o is S/ ;.thcy both do, or do not.
convey an idea of property: Now, if they.
do here convey an idea of property, it muft:
be exclufive on both fides, otherwife the force
of St. Paul’s reafoning would be wholly,
eluded. - I contend then, that a plurality of
wives is here forbidden, and verfe iv. is full
to the purpofe, which verfe will be the fub-
jet of future difcuffion : and further, when. .
we confider the chara&er, fituation, and office.
of St. Paul, we cannot think that this in-
fpired Apoftle was writing enly to fhapean
T anfwer
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an anfwer to the queftion propounded ; .for
then the fubje of the letter that contained
it, moft probably, would have been pre-
ferved, ‘but alfo for the good and infiruction
of future ages; certainly then he intended
not his infiru@ion to be abftra& and con-
fined. From-a]l which 1 conclude, that
we are to put that conftru®tion upon the
words which they fimply import, and to

apply them to as many cafes as.they are ap-
plicable ¢ they do import .the-hufband’s ex-
clufive right to_ his 'wife, and the wife’s
exclyfive right to her hufband ; therefore
they imply a probibition of a plurality on
either fide.  Madan,: :ﬁnding himfelf hard
prefied-here, has recourfe to quibbling about

' words, and varying the meanjngs and pur-

pofea for which they were fpoken, juft as
fuits his defign ;—in fhort, -this fort of cri-
ticifm will prove-any. thing from hely writ,
that the vain and loofe imaginations of men

. may lead them to advance. . Thiscondu@ is

.more to be wondered at, ﬁnce he condemns
wprd‘ﬂﬂfcbmg, and fa.ys that itis ¢ far below
‘¢ the dignity of fair* argument, and deferves

+* Vol, L. Page 223. - .
G ¢ nothing
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*¢ nothing but contemipt.” I will ‘here
only juft obferve, ‘that if Madan was not
fupported by this contemptible {pecies of argu-
ment, he would be fupported by nothing.

Dr. Wm‘rn‘v, a learned Commentaton
and, as a human authority, very great and
deéifive, urifortunately for Madan, has anti-
cipited many of ‘his arguments, and refuted
them, and particularly His ‘comiment on
“oriatu, With ‘refpeét to the'hufbend, 1 Cor.
ch. vii. 4. To which'he replies, *¢ Preju-
*¢ -dice and not judgment ‘dickated:the *:com<
¢ ment ;”~a ftale obje&ion, introdited on
all occafions when he is ;gravelled, asalfoa
refererice to fome of ‘the:Jewith ‘practices.
This feives but to convince wie ‘the ntore/of
‘the obftiiiacy of -prejiidice snd preconceived
opinion. That Madan here-is at a Jofs:for
argtimient, -is evident from his 'going o ‘the
ftory of 3 Whittington-and the chiming of

‘the bells: But I am not furptifed acit; for

‘the eviderice fiaturally and ﬂeccﬁ'anly dedu=
"cible from §:Cor. ch. vii. 4. is'gs conelulive
againft him-as words c¢an be. . However, in

® Vol I'Page 2315 - - 1 Page 236,
: regard
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regard to the ftory of Whittington, -t is very -
applicable to the abettors of Poly]gamy ; for
the advocates Qf fanciful do&rines, as well
as of vulgar crrors, accuftomed to a certam
train of ;hmlgmg, « have but to mcgt wul;
¢ gtextin Scnplure which feems toecho to
¢ their ﬁrg/é of thmgs, that fcnfe will im-
L mcdxatel,y chime in ngh the. found and
$¢ both together, almoﬁ bcyond the power
€ of conv1éhon to thc contrary, confirm
A thcm {hll more ftrangly in their fenti-
¢ ments.” As the fool thinks, the ﬁe_ll
¢elinks. Eng. Prov.—a proverb, in our opi-
nion, appIicable to all arguments founded on
the jbzmd and arbitrary meanmg of Words
London Review, 1778, page 75:

T am as much a frjend to free enquiry
and liberality of fentiment, as Madan but
why will he, under pretence of thefe privi-
leges, * act towards the Scriptures as tht-‘
tmgton did w1th the bells ¥’

It is not the introduéﬁqn of fories that
can give any fupport to an anti-fcriptural
hypothefis; po, not even the formidable ong

G2 - of
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of “Koltben’s Rhinoceros; but quibbles,
founded upon the found and arbitrary mean-
ing of words. That a certain author has
long been qualified for this bufinefs, can
hardly admit of a doubt, ‘that he is at pre-
fent is evident; therefore I fhould recom-
mend the reaﬂ'ixmptidn of the long robe, left
he fhould fucceed in ftamping. on the Lavi'
of God bis glorious uncertainty. Indeed
quibbles, if not detected and expofed, might
have more weight with the uninfluenced part
of mankind, than we are aware of ; for, moft
certainly, every herefy would find a {upport
from this fuppofed conclufive reafoning. But
as to do@rines of this ftamp, I would as
foon give my affent to the Koran of Mako-
met, the Zend-avefla of Confucius, or the
. Sbafter of the Bramins, as to them.

LET us now examine fome famous pro-
pofitions, on which the doétrine of Poly-
gamy is fuppofed to have no fmall fupport.
¢ When I hear of a doGrine as taught in
¢ the New Teftament, I am certain, if it
¢¢ be true, it muft accord with the Scriptures
“¢ of the Old Teftament. Thither I carry

it:
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« it: if I find-it dogs not exacly tally with
¢« what I find there, Iam certain it is falfe,
¢ and muft arife from fome mifconception ;
‘“ and, of courfe, fome mifinterpretation
“ of the paffage where it is fuppofed to be
¢ found. Iamtold that finisa tranfgreffon
¢ of the law ; when I hear it afferted that
¢ Polygamy is finful, I confult the law;
¢ if it be forbidden there, I agree to the
¢ finfulnefs of it; if not forbidden there,
¢ butallowed, I find myfelf reduced to this
¢¢ dilemma--either the afferter of fuch a pro<
‘¢ pofition, who fays he takes it from the .
¢ New Teftament, is miftaken, which is
¢ probable, or.the New Teftament muft
¢ contradi& the law, which is 4 impoflible.”
The writer here' fets out on wrong premifes
~ and inadmiffible principles : but, though it
cannot be denied that there is a confiftency
of defign in a]l the divine difpenfations—all
tending to 2 certain point, and we may view
the law as gradually unfolding its {pirituality,
and difburthening itfelf of that foreign and

heterogencous matter, which certain local
and zemporary circumftances had made necef-

,+ Vol. L. Page 239.
G 3 - fary,
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fary; with advancing ages, till it appéared,
tinder thé difpenfition of Chrift; in its ge-
ntine luftre ahd full pérfedtion; yet it éan-
hot be admitted that the Old and New Tefta-
ment accord and exaétly tally in the lititade
tontended for, that is, without limitation or .
exception : for this, if it provcd any thihg,
would prove to much :—in fhort, it ¥ould
lead to pofitions abfurd and dangerous. If
-+ we affent to the preferit advanced do&trine,
nothing in the New Teftament eould be .
* admitted Which was not explicitly exprefied
in the Old;;—it Would be fEtting the i imper-
fect difpenfation of Mofes above the perfedt
oneof Clirift, and eventually tending to fiih-
Jugate us, nay; rivet our chains, undér thé
oppreflion of antient Jewith rites dand cere-
monies. From what has been fald, it might
be expected, of courle, thit Jefus Chrift, the
adorable Febovab, would bé deried to be 2
LDaw-gsver under the gofpel difpenfition-t
this, I fay, was but fatter of courfe, afte?
the preceding affertions, and ifter deno-
iminating, the dfferting that Chrift was 2 te<
- pealer of the old law 16 ¥at as it was ritimal,
~ ceremonial, local, apd temporary, and the
giver
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giver of a new law, that is in its manner,
or in other words, divefted of thofe ingre- -
dients juft -mentioned,— ¢ a horrid pofi- .
« ¢ion !”

Now, as to the moral law of Mofes, (for
the ceremonial law has undoubtedly had
its abelition) it is evident he did not let it
remain in_flatu quo ;—no ! he differently mo-
dified, refined, exPlained, added to, and al-
tered it :—Prefaced with the importance of
I fay ugto you, after mentjoning what Mofes
had f3id, (fee his fpeech on the Mount,
Matt. ch. v. vi. vii.) which fhewed him to
. be greater than Mofes, and in the capacity
ofa lawgwcr ; for he taught Sc'ibvotar fyor—as
having autharity, and pot as the Scribes,
whao were anly interpreters of the law of
Mofes: had He only aflumed the bumble
ofice of an interpreter, what St. Matthew
fays, ch. vii. v. 29, could not be true. * I
am aware that it may be faid, that our Sa-
viour’s office in regard to_the law was only
to corre& the abufes and corruptions of it
by the Jews of his time: This would be in
cffe@ to level him with the prophets, and

G 4 would
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would alfo take away that confolation we
have in the Crofs of Chrif. -But with refpeét
to the point in queftion, I only beg leave
to afk in what light Chrift confidered the law
of Divorce; whether as the law of God or
Mofes ; and whether for a true defcription
of the marriage-obligation, he appealed to
~ the Mofzic or Adamic difpenfation ? When
I confider all thefe matters, I do not think
it ““ a horrid pofition,” that Polygamy,
¢ though allowed under the difpenfation of
¢ Mofes, is yet forbidden by the law of
« Chrift.” But, fays Mr. Madan, ¢ Had
“¢ Polygamy been intended to have been
¢¢ condemned under the New Teftament dif-
¢« penfation, I fhould humbly fuppofe that
«¢ our Lord would have put the matter out
¢ of queftion by words too plain to admit
"¢ of the leaft difpute *.” This is talking
very deiffically ; for he might as well fuppofe -
the neceflity of Chrift’s fpeaking, not as he
did, in parables, but in plain and unequi-
vocal terms, to the Scribes, Pharifees, and
the reft of the people; and becaufe he did
not fpeak in diret terms, deny ‘that he

* Vol. 1. Page 243.
taught
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taught any confiructive doétrine contrary to
whiat the Scribes themfelves taught. In re-
gard to the admiffibility of implication and
conftru&ion, with refpc& to Scripture doc-
trines in particular, it would be wicked to
entertain a- doubt. If they were not ad-
miflible, how could what our Saviour faid
to the Sadducees, be any proof of the refur-
rection of the dead :—¢¢ Now that the dead
“¢ are raifed, even Mofes thewed at the bufh,
¢ when he calleth the Lord the God of
¢¢ Abraham, and the God of Ifaac, and the
““ God of Jacob.” Luke xx. 37. And as
appears at verfe 39, the Scribes allowed this
to be a good proof. I will alfo juft mention
the do@rine-of our Church, as contained
and declared in her fixth Article. ¢ Holy
“ Scripture containeth all things neceflary
¢« to falvation: fo that whatfoever is not
s¢ read therein, nor may be proved thereby,”
that is not evidently deducible from it, * is

¢« not to be required of any man that it
¢ hould be believed as an article of the
¢« Faith.” When we contemplate this ne-
gative pofition, we evidently fee it implying
a pofitive one to the followmg purport :—

Holy
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Holy Seripture containeth all things necef-
fary to falvation : fo that whatfoever is read
_therein, and may be deduced therefrom, is
required of every man that it theuld be be-
lieved as an Article of the Faith, and be
thought requifite and neceffary to falvation,

As to the Scriptures themfelves, it is im«
pofiible to fay what will, or will not, be
plain enough to fatisfy the quibbling difpu-
tants of our times: their plainnefs in gene-
ral is very great, and that they are not fa in
every particular, praoves nothing but our
ignorance.——That we do not knaw them as
we ought, arifes from a negle@ of inform-
ing ourfclves about cuftoms and their caufes,
the manners, difpofitions, and chara&ers of
the people immediately written or fpoken to,
and the charatter, fituation, and intention
of the writer or {peaker. We fhould be well
informed in thofe particulars befare we at-
tempt to. mtcrprct Holy Writ ;—but as no
Scripture is of private interpretation, we
thould apply it not only to a particular cafe,
but to as many cafes as the nature of the thing
and procefs of argu.ment are ncccﬂ‘anly appli-

cable.
Wite
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Wirs refpéét to the argument * in favour
6f Polygamiy, deawn fromi its.not appearing
in the New Teftament that John the Baptift
er our Saviour, in patticular, reproved tha
Jews to whom they were immediately fent,
for this pradtice; that proves nothing at all,
except it had firft been thewn from indifput-
able authority, that fuch a: practice prevailed -
a¢ that time, and particularly among the
¢onverts themfelves :—But as no fuch proof
has been ddduced, it is moft probable, that
the matter of fa& is, that no fuch pracice
prévailéd then ; which muft be the cafe, if
what Dr. Hurd fays, in his View of all Re-
ligions, be true: ¢¢ The Jewith antient cuf-
‘¢ tom of a.plurality of wives feeins to have
¢ been difufed ever fince their return from
¢ the Babylonifh captivity.” p. 20.

As to thofe laws, mentioned by Madan +
recorded in Exod. xxii. 16. and Deut. xxii.
28. 29. dpon which his fcheme of Polygamy
depends, they will be confidered hereafter;
and if it thould appear that théy are fubordi-
nate to the firlt marriage-inRitatiod, and its

* Vol. I Pages 245, 246. t Page 255, '
laws,



92 THOUGHTS ON

laws, which appears to me at prefent moft
probable, then they can in no cafe command
Polygamy, nor make it a duty. Butif even
they thould be found, in fome cafes, con-
trary to the primary inftitution of marriage,
to command Polygamy; yet the command
concerns not us :—Becaufe Chrift when dif-
courfing of the marriage-obligation, appeals
not to thefe laws, but to the law of marri-
age as cftablithed sn Paradife, and St. Paul
does the fame when he defcribes the relative
duties of hufband and wife ; from whence I
conclude, as every impartial man ought, that
whatever is the import: of thofe laws, the
firft pattern of marriage was.defigned for the
rule of our condu&. _If they were laws that
concerned all mankind, and made ¢ for the
¢ prefervation of the female fex from ruin
“ and proftitution,” they either did difannul
the firft law of marriage, or elfe were {ub-
ordinate to it; that they did not difannul it,
is evident by the appeals thereto hinted at
above, When I confider thefe things, the
faid laws being ena@ed in indefinite; terms,
alters not my fentiments. ‘The Hebrew
word g% is moft certainly very unlimited

' ' and

8
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and comprehenfive ; it may fignify every one
of the fpecies, or only fome one; in the cafe
before us we muit reftrain it to the male
fex ; now -of them it may imply every ome;
or may have a -more confined fignification,
and only mean fome one; if then we put this
latter fenfe upon it, which it'will ‘bear, the
laws under contemplation do not command
Polygamy : and I am ‘the more inclined -to
adopt this fenfe, becaufe it makes the ferip-
tures confiftent with themfelves; to dehy
this, and fay they are not confiftent, is falfe;
or fomethmg that deferves a‘feverer appéllil-
tion. * It is ftrongly contended on the other
fide, that the expreffion is indefinite ; this _
muft not be given up by the abéttors of Po-
- lygamy, except they mean to give up their
point at once ;—tlte reafon of their obftinacy
on this point is’ therefore obvious. To fay
that the aforefaid expreffion is-always inde-
finite, becaufe fometimes fo, is equally in:
confiftent as to maintain that fomo always
implies one of the female fex, becaufe a
great authority, Virgil * ufes it in that fenfe.
From all whxch I conclude, that though

‘ JEnexd, Lib.i. 1. 332
there
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there 35 Do exception as to the fituation of
she snan immediately exprefled, - yet moft
céntaindy it is implied. ‘Theze is a reftriive
epithet in the defcription .of the damfel—-
pot hetrotbed - it-was neceflary to afcertain
thas, becanfe it would alter the mode of pu-,
pithment, which is-the reafop of the gpithet $
baut in segard tp the man, no diftinQiong
!e\neccﬂ'ary when madeon the ather fide,
withrefpe to punithment ;-but it wopld
be wrong. to-fay geperally that none were
jnmended or implied. After all it muft be
admitted, -that;laws. refpeting communities,
in.feveral parts, are couched in general terms,
though afterwards exceptions and limitations
arecto be found in-them; and .yet thofe parts
that appear general and unrefricted, muft be
admitted to be reftrained. -We cannqt, from
detached paffages of daw, dmmme what.
is the lawof .the land, 3nd the cafe -is. the
fame with refpe& to the law of God—we
muft form.our judgment from a confidera-
tion of the whole. If thenany, ﬁngle fcrip-
ture-paffage- fhould feem to us contradn&ory
to the reft of .the fcripture, it is a plaip
proof that it is either ambiguous, or we do
not
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not underftand it, er both j~—thus circum-
ftanced, It is. moft advifeable to confider the
whole tenor ‘of Scripture, and particulacly
to.carry it to other pafiages that are plain and
declaratory of the fame-thing, and there
read itsimeaning ;-—thus, byicomparing i+
retud] ‘things deith [rirituel, we (bell form
a right judgment in all things. But the
contrdry 1nethod .of ;picking ont particiiar
palinges, andrinterpreting them not by Scrips
ture, but our own-prejudiaces, .is making the
word of God dpeak uny zhing dudevery 2bing
whmh thofapngudmes may fuggdl:

,Bu'r it would bewrang to- dcny, t}ut the
Taws in gueflion; in their moral - intentsom,
are for.the .good ef fociety, and. paxtxcularly
for female fecurity ;—then this moru/ inten-
tion muft be of lafting obligation ;—bnt ia
order to carry it into execution, there is no
xegeflity for-introducing into- o wmunicipal
Jaw the very identical verbal precept that:is
contained in thelaw of Mofes it is fufli-
cient if there. exift a.law, to prevent female
rain and. proftitution, confonant to the fpi-
rit.of .the: Mofaic. fyftem. -

I TNk
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+ I Tmink the pra@ice of . the modern Jews
affords a very good explanation of the famous
controverted texts of Exod. and Deut. They
oblige a fingle man, if he debauches a vir-
gin, to marry bers but if a married man,
they oblige him'to maintain ber.  If ‘thefe
people are acquainted with their own laws;
which 'we. may reafonably: fuppofe to be the
cafe with refpe@ to marriage ;—then here is
the moft conclufive evidence againft Poly-
gamy, and from  that quarter too, from
whence it has been attempted-to bring proof.
Then I humbly aflert, that upon the autho-
rity of Exod. xxii. 16.and Deut, xxii. 28,
'29. human legiflators, in their fyftems for
fecuring the obligation:and refponfibility-of
" men to women, thould go no farther than
the recited-pradtice of the *Jewb whlch ap-
pears to me to be j&rxptural :

" Tue Author of Thelyphthora takes notice
of> two fermons (page 262.) preached, and
afterwards printed, on pafling the marriages
aft ; but only ufes the fame reafoning that
‘has been already anfwered ;~he urges the
general praéhce from certam Scnpture paf-
- fages,
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fages, the purport of which will be fully
confidered,  in oppofition to the affertion,
that ‘¢ Polygamy was partly indulged, but
only upon certain typical occafions, and then
only atnong the Patriarchs and fome of the
K.mgs ~This is ingenious, though inaccu-
rateds to, the matter of fa& ; and I cannot but
.obferve, that Madan controverts it ftrange-
ly, by. refting his oppofition chiefly on the
Judges + of Ifrael, who iz ¢ffec? were Kings, -
for he only inftances befides, Elkanah the
Levite. But quitting this controver{y, where
.trmth appears to be on neither fide, let us
come-to the cafe ‘of Abimelech and Sarah,
which is looked upon as conclufive * againit

. So-far from viewing it in that light am
I that it does not ‘appear to me to have the
leaft tendency to prove God’s approbation of.
Polygamy :—ind¢ed, Madan’s conclufions
from it muft appear to every impartial man
fur-fetched conceits, and they are marked
with that unfajrpefs in argumentation,.
which depu‘.ts prejudice in thc Pcrongeﬁ co-
lours. ,

- '-r Vol. 1. Page 26 3. N: * Page 165---262,
H T_mi
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THE reafon efligned why the King of
Gerar :mght- ntot take Sarah, is recorded iy
the Bible : :—¢¢ She is a min’s wife,” Gen.
eh. xx. ver. 3.—or, 23 the original may be
tranflated,—married 2o abag/band and there~
fore the indifputable and unalienable propertg
ef that hufband, in exclufion of Abimelech,
and every body elfe. This holds equally’
frong againft Polygamy as Adultery, extept
we fuppofe the wife to have lefs property in
her hufband; than the hufband has in-her
which is abfurd, abhorrent from the nature
and- reaforr of things, and contradi®ory to
God’s primary command, as alfo to cur
Saviour and St. Paul’s- reafoning upon the
marriage-obligation. How-then can any man
-in his fenfes think of finding here any acgue~
ment in favour of a plumlity of wives at
ance?’ In reality, if any inferenceg is mada
at all, it muft be the vory reverfe ;. and witht
regard to what follows in the hiftory of. this
tranfa@ion, as it relates to the particniar
fitmation of Abimelech with refpe@ to. A
knowledge of right or wrong, that will prova
nothing in favourof Madan. As to.thein-

tcgrxty of Abxmelech s heart, which the
Scripture
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. 85 110 proof has been, oréan be, adduced of
the approbation of the contra& itfelf, or the
iffue,—confidered as the iffuc of that parti-
cular contra&, exclufive of other circum-
ftances, I pay no attention to it. If a wicked
man had done a very commendable thing,
and was praifed for it, it would be wrong
to fuppofe that praife, though unreftrictive,
to imply a general apprabation of his con-
du& ;—this is fo notorious, that it need nat
be infifted on’; and I will only further ob-
ferve, that to make general conclufions from
particular premifes, tend to confound right
and wrong, and all the diftin&ions of things ;
and is ‘contraty to the rulés of logic ;—for
ex pramiffa particulari nthil fequitur.

-~ AMoNG the antient Jews. barrenne/s was
difgraceful, which will account, among a
religious people, for thefe words of Leah :
*¢ Happy am I, for the daughters will call
““ me blefled,” and will alfo take off the
force of many deducions that might other-
" wife unthinkingly bé made from Madan’s
paradigma, (p. 269—273.) * The conclu-
*¢ fien.of all which,” (paradigm.) he fays,
5 . ‘¢ appears
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«¢'appears to be, that either we do not wor-
¢¢ fhip the fame God which the Jews did,
¢ or the God we worthip doth not difallow
‘¢ nor difapprove. Polygamy.” To this I
reply, that as the paradigma contain no evi-
dent approbations. of Polygamy, I cannot
fee upon what this conclufion is grounded.
' To make certain conclufions from doubtful
premifes, is certainly very wrong, and tends
to lead men into error ;—but much more fo
when made without any warrantat all. To
which I add, that we worthip the fame God
as the Jews did, but under a different dif-
penfation. And in a note (page 273) it is
afferted, that ‘¢ to fay that he once did not
¢ difallow or difapprove it, but that he has
¢ changed bis mind on the fubje&, is one of
¢ thofe affertions which are diametrically
‘¢ oppofite to the. attribute of unchange--
_ ¢ ablenefs, fo firongly marked out’ in the
‘¢ Scripture, ‘and which is, and muft be, of
‘¢ the very eflence of an all-perfeii Being.” .
I beg leave here to obferve, and particularly
to remind my opponent, that his ringing
fuch a variety of cbanges on, and by his bor-
rid and monfirous metamorphofes.of, the un-
H 3 * change-
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ehangeablenefs of the Deity, he leads him-
felf, ‘and others, if they will be blindly ledt
by him, into many errors : for if we admit
his docrine in.the latitude contended for, it
would neceffarily lead us to conclude that
the Deity never did make but one revelation
of his will; fo that this de&rine, if it
proves any thing, proves too much. Iam
fenfible that the Deity is unchangeable, but
at the fame time I do not forget that he is.ins
Sinitely wife ; and I fee nothing derogatory ta
- élther in. the permiffion even of evils that
ate eventually productive.of  greater good.;—
temporary evils may be producive of fomaq
greater temporary good ; and -that they are
fo inthe naryral warldis evidént, and I think
no lefs {o in the wora/ :«~then why may not
- God permit, confiftently with his uncharige-
ablenefs and wifdom, an:iinperfeét fyftem,
which is defignedly preparative of a better ?
It is from making one divine attribute
. predominant, that mankind are .led intt
the moft pernicious. miftakes :~~thus feve«
ral men, arguing from the goodnefs of
the Deity, excluding his juftice, and-every
other attribute, have been induced to con-
~ clude
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clude againft the eternity of future punith-
ments.

Bor then, fays Madan, itis ‘¢ abhotrrent
« from every generous, bonourable, and * bu~
“ mane principle,” that the treachery of man
towards the other fex, * which was fo pofi-
“ tively forbidden, and fo amply provided
« againft among the Jews, fhould be allowed
¢ tq Chriftians.” This, was it true, would
be very wrong : but I am naturally led to -
afk, Mave our laws made no provifion a-
gainft this ? They have, it has been proved ;
and I afk whether they are not more rational
and fcriptural, and more replete with civif
advantages, as well as private bappinefi, than
Polygamy ? : :

1 'arTRIBUTE the reafons given (dt pape
‘275) for the reprobation of Polygamy by
Chriftians, to the ingenious zeal of its abet-
tor. ‘That it was reprobated in the firft ages
of Chriftienity, before ahy of theabfurdities
obtained about the unlawfulsefs of marriage

& Vol. I, page 274.
H 4 in
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in general, or fecond marriages, is paft a
doubt, and is no fmall argument againit it.

THE inferéority of women is affigned as =
reafon why they may not be polygamous ;
. (page 278) but this is trifling :—let us goon
to fomething more confequential. ¢ As the
““ woman had the bufinefs of parturition
¢ allotted to her, fhe muft neceflarily be
‘¢ looked upon as the repofitory of thofe
“ bonds and cements of human fociety,
¢ without which it cannot fubfift ; fuch as
<« family defcents, pedigrees, genealogies,
- % inheritances, and all communications and
«« diftin@ions of relationthip 5 therefore the
¢ Creator did, in his infinite wifdom, fet
 bounds to the commerce of the fexes, on
¢¢ the part of the woman, which could not
¢ be paffed under pain of * death.” " This
‘is really ftrong reafoning againft Polygamy
~ -and Adultery on the fide of the woman ; and
:I doubt not-but the ingenuity and ability -
which produced this, were they unprejus
‘diced, could bring- reafons equally ftrohg
on the other ﬁde I agree alfo with Madan

B Vol, I Page 280,

in
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in declaring that ‘“ Whoredom and Forni-
‘¢ cation are, for the fame reafons, alfo ini-
¢ mical to-thofe bonds of human fociety
“ above-mientioned, introduory of all
< manner of confufion and 4 wickednefs:”
but I difagree with him in the mode of pre-
vention and remedy ;—which of us isin the
right remains to be determined. Alfo, I
deny not that there is a harmony fubfifting
petween the Old and New Teéftaments; and
I have admitted before, and ftill do, the
literal obligation of the moral law—1I mean
the decalogue—and its immutability; and
am as willing as Madan to reft this whole
matter on the feventh article of our chuych. +

¢ Tue Old Teftament is not contrary to
¢¢ the New; for both in the Old and New
* Teftament - everlafting life is offered to
#¢ mankind by Chrift, who is the only me-
s¢ _diator between God and man, being both
¢ God and man. Wherefore they are not
¢ to be heard which feign that the old Fa-
£¢ thers did look only for tranfitory promifes.
#¢ Although thc law given from God by

-t.,Vol I. Pagea8s.-
¢¢ Mofes,
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¢ Mofes, as toucking cefemonies and rites,
s¢- do not bind Chriftian men, nor the civil
. t¢ precepts thereof ought df necefity to be
#¢ received in any commonwealth : yet not-
¢ withftanding no Chriftian man what{o-
¢ ever is free from the obedience of the
¢ commandments which are called Moral.”

I suprose it is agreed on both fides, that
marriage is a divine inftitution, founded on
the nature and reafan of things, and an.ob-
je& of the moral law ;—as it is an obje&t of
this law, it is argued on the other fide, that
t¢ the laws concerning marriage cannot be
. ¢« geckoned a mere ebjed of thofe rites and
¢¢ ceremonies which were to vanith * away.”
But feveral of the Jewith laws relative to the
miatrimonial connexion of the fexes, are in
part, or wholly, of ¢ #dofe civil precepts;”
which ought not of neceflity to be received
in any Chriftian commonwealth. There-
fore; upon the teftimony of our. Church,
which i¢ declaratory of the word of God,
_ alt the laws relative to masrisge among the
JeWws ought not to be received by Chriftians

' Val. I. Pago 283, .
. - The
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The »‘eaﬁm is obvious ; they had. ingredieyts
which were objects only of the Mofaic eivil
polity, 4nd in #4ar form were calculated only
for g particular people, under pasticular cir-
cumftances ; dnd laws of this defcription do
not-bind ¢¢ Chrifian men,” notwlthﬁandmg
they might be very well digefted to fuit the
fituation of perfons and things in the days
of Mofes.

" Ta infer that Polygamy had a finful ides
annexed to it.{fee'vol. I. ch. iv, page 285.)
by the lies in¥ented through the ignorant
geal of the firft profeflors of Chriftiamity, and
fathers of the Church,—to involve them all
in the accufation of lying, upon many-ocs
cafions, are fuggeftions that proceed eithep
from confummate ignorance, or fomething
worfs. That the fathers in general do not
deferve any fuch imputation, is evident from
theic” writings that afe admitted to be ge
nuine :—in pdrticulat, the apgflalical fathers
(I'mean thofe of the firft century) writ no-
thing upon marriage, but what is ftridly
confénant to: the New Teftament. Madaq
daes not fccm to haye attended to their writ-

: - ings
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ings ‘at all, but to fome ignorant fecond-
band teftimony ; in confequence of which
they are very much mifreprefented. - That
Polygamy had no exiftence among the pro-
feflors of Chriftianity in the firft century, is
evident from the apoftolical fathers never
cenfuring it in Chriftian focieties. In the
fecond centurya feG arofe that contended for
the lawfulnefs of Polygamy, led on by Bafi- |
lides and Carpocrates ; and another fect foon
fprung up, in the dire@ contrary extreme,*
condemning ‘tharriage .itfelf, with the apof-
tate -Tatian at their head ; ‘but the Catbolic
fathers condemned both ;—they purfued a
middle path, al condemning Polygamy, but
recommending - Monogamy upon pr1nc1plcs
of piety. '

. 1 ATTRIBUTE to. mifguided zeal, and the
malevolence of prejudice, the pofition that
itis ¢ horrible blafphemy againft the holi-
nefs and pérfection of God's 4 law’” to repre-
fent Chrift ¢ as a new law-giver,™ and the
" ® Ttis probab}e both thefe fes had fome followers.

To the latter we owe Monafiic feventx& ,~~-t0 the former-
Madan s new light.

+‘Vol. L. Page 187 .
intro-
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introducer of. a2 more pure and perfe&t fy{~
tem.of morality, than of the law which wag
given by Mofes ; ‘as alfo the oblique hints that
thefe gew fpecies of blalphemers are much
in the fame predicament .with, and in many
refpe@s followers.of, the heretic Socinus,
and that their.liberal fentiments are o/d dark-
xefs, not new light. I'may:fay ‘here very
juftly, light comes from Heaven, but funous
zeal from hell

. | ﬁVIL‘Ll juft remark, at the end of “thefe:

obfervations and animadverﬁons»on-the»chap.: -

ter of Polygamy, which have exterided them-
felves to a greater length than I at firft in-’
tended, or was aware of, that Madan’s in-
troduion of fo many Hebrew words has
been the caufe why numbers have been led
away with an idea, that he has incontro-
vertibly proved his hypothefis of the lawful- .
nefs of Polygamy—by quotations from the
Hebrew Bible ;=~I with to undeceive the
public in this refpet, and do affure my rea-
_ ders that Polygamy is only {upported by the
ingenuity of Madan’s reafoning, and theart-
ful and prejudiced interpretation of certain
fcripture
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feriptufe paflages ;—all highly finifhiod i
" point of compefition and ¢legance of lan<
guage :—error courts -thofe giudy appear-
ances; to hide ifs pative deformity; but
truth dréads not to make its appearinca
plain and vnornamentéd. TFo quote He«
btew to people that do not underftand ity
reminds me of a pompous pulpit orator:
(who fhalt be namelefs) quating Greek to
thofe who never learned it :—As the learned
St. Jerome fays, in reccommendation of cha-
Eity, Miw Znk X paiade Agwe Homer’s I1.
b. 1. 1. 5. And the cloquent St. Bafil in
favour of necighbourhood, kyewds speue xdfin,
Ka} tixyen vixlay o

) Kas Fluyls sloge @lorins, xds codd; dodw. HCﬁO,d.*—— .

 Rifum tencatis amici 2

- # Opera ¢t Dies, 1. 25, 26,

CHAP,
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C H- A P. VIL

A ConsIDERATION of the PosiTion,—
¢ Chrift not tbe_ Giver of a new Law.”#

“HE unlimited pofition that Chrift § 1s

not the giver of a new law, is by no
means confonant to the fentiments of the
gemerakity of Chriflians; but diametrically
oppoﬁte tq the Fatbers, . But noththi’cand-
ing thofe authosities, if it is feriptural, we
muftadmit it ; butif exzs fc'rzptural it mug}
be rejefted. Madan, in favour of the re-
cited pofition, -has with great labour in-
trenched himfelf fo deep in artful reafoning,
that he feems to dareany attack, and in order
to bring them over to him, he continually
attempts to alarm his- opponents with the
danger of falling in with the Antinomians,
or fome fuch heretical fet; and with the
fame vicws he talks- of Arianifm, Socinia-~
mfm, Mahometamfm and feveral other #fias

. ® Vol. I, Page 3005
having
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having fprung from the oppofition of -his
favourite do&rine :—as to the illiberal abufe
of thofe who differ from him, I will call it,
as it deferves to be called, ungentlemanhke
conduct.

I revERE the Law of Mofes, and parti-
cularly that part of it called the Ten Com-
mandments, delivered with the méft awful
folemnity immediately by Gop to Mofes,
written upon two tables of ftone, expreflive

"of their duration, and containing the duty of
mankind to God and to one another. Thefe
being evidently calculated for the good of
fociety, are immutable, and_ il ‘really and’
I:teral{y in force; and to fay otherwife is:
folly and ignorance, or perhaps fomething
worfe : For from the law of the two tables,’
¢¢ till heaven and earth fhall pafs away” one
jod—the fmalleft Hebrew letter, or s
born—(Heb. mp)~little projections diftin-
guithing fimilar letters, ¢¢ fhall in no wife
pafs :”—then if nota letter, or bit of a letter,
may pafs away from the Ten Commandments
till time fhall be no more, which omiffions

would alter the fenfe, certainly then not
words
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words and fentences. But Scripture docs
not warrant us to fay the fame of the rltua}
and judicial parts of the law of Mofes: I
do not lay ﬁny ftrefs on their being delivered,
or rather communicated, with lefs folemnity
than ‘what has been mentioned; but they
arc different from the others in their nature
and tendency ;—and as they prefigured holy
and 'fpir,i't'ua't'l thihgs, the law in this point of
view may be faid to be ¢ holy, juft, and
“ 'good » (Rom. vii. 12.) and alfo fpiritual,
ver. 14. However, if we contemplate the
law of Mofes, we fhall find a great part of
it political, rather than religious, as the dif-
tin&tion between clean and unclean animals,
the prevention of intermarriages between the
Jews and. Heathens, and feveral other laws
relating to marriage, with many others. Yet
fuch a fyftem was not inconfiftent with the
divine attributes,—becaufe fuited to the ge-
nius and interefts of the people who were
the 1mmed1ate obje&s of it. But with re-
fpe& to ‘the laws of marriage in particular,
thofe in Lev. xviii. having no temporary or
Jocal ingredients, ought to be retained accord-
ing to their true literal import by all Chrif
: ' I tian
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. tian ftates; becaufe they are calculated for
the prefervation of decency, and thofe fevea
ral duties of relationthip, which cannot be
violated without caiifing the greateft difordet
in families and fociety :—for if the fon was
to marry his mother, to fiy nothing of the
indecency of the thing, whit would become
of filial obedience and parental authbority,
which fcripture and reafon hold fa¢red; and
reafons of a fimilar kind may be given for
all the prohibitions of marriage within eer-
tain degrees of confanguinity and affinity,
ealled emphatically the Levitical degrees.
But with regard to others, as they have local
and temporary ingredients, we ought to adopt
only their moral intention ; that is, fo faras
they concern and promote the good and‘h'ap»-
pinefs of mankind, divefted of all confideta~ -
tions about the circumftances of perfons,

time, or place.
P

TI-I’EV fmperfc&ions of fyftems are very -
rarely to be attributed to the authors of them,
but to the then ftate of miankind :—the pre-
judices of men muft be atténded to, and it
is the part of wifdom fo do it till thofe pre2

judices
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Judices éeafé; and fyftems that do, fo far
only as are neceflary to bring about fome
fiiture good, can only be called imperfect
compatatively :~—and we may apply this to-
the Jewith {yfiem. The Jews refided fo
long im Bgypt, that they not only learned,.
butt viere prejudiced in favour of, many of
the guftoms of that hation, which necefli-
tated Mofes, in his political and religious
imfEitutions, to attend to thofe preéjudices :—
hence we may socount for the law of di-
varce for frivial caufds, and a commivance as
the pradice of Polygamy s~both contradic-
tory fothe Dsity’s primary inflitution of mar
riags.  In thofe matters we muit view Mofes
as alting - by permiffion—not by commands -
ment, and for weighty reafons difpenfing
with the divine law. That Mofes did do
this, in regard to divorce, our Saviour him-
felf has witnefled, and declared the neceflity
for fuch 2 procedure ; but as the Jewith go- .
vernmeént was then #beocratical, we are ne-
ceffarily lod to this conclufion, that the Deity
tmay, and fometimes does, for important
¢ads, difpenfe with his laws. Polygamy
had mot the fan@ion of law ;—it was only,
. Iz as
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as Jofephus reprefents it, when he calls it
walpor—rtbe cuiftom of their country :—to which.
I will add, and particularly the cuftom of
thofe Heathen countries, that were guilty of
the moft flagrant violations of decency and
. the law of nature :——then, as it had no other.
fan&ion- but practice, we may fuppofe the
condemnation of it by our Saviour only
implied, in his reafoning againft divorce,
(Mat. xix.) in the fame manner as other.
corrupt pra&ices—I mean the condemnation:
of them—was left to be collected from pa-
rables. 'That our Saviour did reprove cor-:
rupt.praétices, according to the natural im--
port of the gofpel-hiftory, is .evident from
the anger of .the. Jews; and that. he aGed
authboritatively, and differently from a mere
interpreter of the law, is evident alfo fromr
the Jews demanding his authority for aGing:
as he did; and bringing him before the San~
hedrim—that council to which the trial .of
prophets and their doétrines did of right
belong. St. Mark’s defcription of Chrift,
as a teacher.of the people,: militates againft
the idea of his being only an interpreter of
the law : for he reprefents him teaching in

: the
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the fynagogue isitsoiar ixor—as baving power,’
authority, and not as the Scribes ~—then, as
he had a power and authority fuperior to the
Scribes, the real interpreters of- the law,. I
afk what that authority could be lefs than
that of legiflation? From all which we
may conclude, that to fay the laws of Mofes
were calculated for all perfons, times, and
places of the world, isaglaring falfity.

THE moral law, except the Ten Com-
mandments, our Saviour fpiritualized, ex-
plained, amended, particularized, added to,
and in part ahrogated,—as the law of reta-
liation :—and- in this light I call Chrift a
law-giver—though not a deftroyer of the
law. Butin oppofition to this it is alledged
that Chrift moft folemnly declared, ¢ think
‘ not that I am come to deftroy— xararvoi—
¢ diffolve the law and the prophets—but to
¢ fulfil” the intentions and declarations of
both. This may be true in a certain quali-
fied fenfe of the ritual and ceremonial law;
becaufe Chrift exhibited the antitype and
fubftance of which the Jewifh ceremonies

and rites were types, and were to have their
I3 ‘ fulfil-
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fulfilment ia him; nor could the law.and
the prophets ceafe to have their force till this
great end, and the whole economy ef re-
demption, were difplayed and accomplithed ;.
and hence occurs e wéds yinla, importing
the performance of what was typified and
foretold, So §t, Luke, ch. xxi, ver. 32.—"
«¢ this generation fhall not pafs away,” i
& warra yomles, Then thodfe things ha“ CC@&d,
at leaft in their original form, and fome en-
tirely :~—<¢ The law and the prophets were
until Johh,” Luke xvi. 16. OQur Savipur
afferts, that the law and the prophets, that
is the moral law and the meral precepts of the
prophets, are comprehended in thefe two
precepts : *“ Thou fhalt love the Lord thy
“ God with all thy heart,” Mat. xxii. 37.—
- and, ¢ Thou fhalt love thy neighbour as
“ thyfelf,” ver. 39. Thefe two gmat pre-
cepts of the law our Saviour branched ous
into a vaft number of {ubordinate particular
duties, feveral of which were uaknowa ig
the Jewifh morality ;~~{fuch as nniverfal be-
nevolence, and particularly the love of our
enemies, with feveral others that are new in
their })rz}:cx;ﬂal watter, ay well as in their

manner 3
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m}w j=—for they are new in example, obli-
gation, and motive. That I am arguing

upon right principles, appears from St. Paul’s

faying, that he who loves his neighbour as
himfelf, nuor morwes—batd fulfilled the law,
Rom. xiii. 8.—and thys the whole mora}
1aw waplai—is fulfilled, Gal.v. 14.—Dby this
vipor nxihe—ye perfeit the law, James ii. 8,—
Hence it may be fafely concluded, that Chrifk
having folemnly recited and explained the
Ten Commandments, and keeping them in
view, as alfo this principle of morality, in
his legiflative capacity, fulfilled and perfected
to all iritents and purpofes the law and the
. prophets. But if he was under the neceflity -
of paying attention to the ritual,.ceremonial,
judicial, or any law thatwas local and tem..
porary, what muft become of the following
do@rines of Scripture ;—the law was only
given ¢ ill the promifed feed fhould
« come,” Gal.iii. 19, ¢ The law was
“ our pedagogue,” verfe.25. ~All which
implies, at leaft, an abrogation in part; and
further, “ ftand faft therefore ia the liberty
¢ wherewith Chrift hath made us free,”
" Gal. v. 1. Chriftians are “ become dead
) 14 “to
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« to the law,” Rom. vii..4.—loofed from
the 1aW sarnpyitmpr—difengaged from its works,
ver. 6.—which confirms me in the above
opinion. Here, reader, fix your foot, and
you fweep away at a ftroke all the ﬁlmfcy
fophifms of Madan.

Anp with refpe@ to the love of God,
Chrift founded it on purer motives, and
taught 2 more pure and fpiritual worfhip of
him than the liw of Mofes. Our Saviour
foretold the diffolution of the temple and
Jewith polity, as alfo afuture more fpiritual
woarfbip of God. agreeable to his fpiritual
nature ;—I fay, he foretold this in.his con.
verfation with the Samaritan woman, John
ch. iv. 21, 23, 24. ‘Then it appears, from
the clear evidence of Scripture, that Chrift
‘was a Jawgiver, and in fome partjcular cafes
did exercife that power ;" but as the yery con-
trary .is contended for by Madan, he muft
have afferted fomething un{criptural ; and I
will beg leave to remind him of thefe words
of St. Paul, ufed upon almoft a fimilar oc-
‘cafion, ¢ A little leaven leaveneth the whole
¢ lump,” Gal. v, 9, Indeed, in his ze3l

for
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for a favourite deCrine, he has gone too far ;.
and if his reafoning proved any thing, it
would prove too much ;—he has fet out upon
wrong premifes, as is evident, and of courfe
the fubfequent conclufions are wrong ; hav-
ing difcovered this, it will be quite unne-~
ceflary to follow him through his whole
track of labonous reafoning.

. For the fatisfaction of my readers, I will
advert to a few human authorities. If I have
not reprefented this matter right, -what
would become of the following pofition of
that great and good man Hugo Grotius ?—
Chriftianam Religionem prafiare aliis omnibus,
Pe Ver. Rel. Chrift. Lib. ii. Se&. 10.—
¢« that the Chriftian Religion excels all
¢¢ others.” And this is proved in feveral par-
ticulars,- fome of which it will not- -be
impertinent to notice. Having inftanced
the -excellency of the propafed reward, he
proceeds to fay, Secundum, quo Chriftiana

-Religio, ‘omnes alias, quz aut funt, aut

fuerunt, aut fingi poffunt, exfuperat, eft
fumma fan&itas preceptorum, cum in-iis,

quz ad Dej cultum, tum que ad res cateras

pertinent‘
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pertinent. Lib. ii. Sedt. 33— a fecond
s¢ particular, in which the Chriftian Reli-~
# gion exceeds all others that are, or have
#¢ been, or can be thought of, is the great
& fan@ity of its precepts, both in thofe
s¢ things which concern the worfhip of Ged,
s¢ and alfo in all other things,”—which is
proved in the fubfequeént feGions to be true
in its morality, and particularly circa con-
Junttionem maris et famine, (fe&. 13.)—
¢ sbout the conjun&ion of male and fe-
¢ male ;”——whereby it is proved alfo, that
Monogamy is more confiftent with a law that
prohibits all uncleannefs and inordinate luft,
than polygamy. Therefore, with refpe ta
¢his matter, we may conclude with the
words of Grotius: Chrifi lex, ut res alias, ‘
ita et hanc conjugii inter Chriftianos ad per-
FECTIOREM redegit NorRMAM. De Jure,
Lib, . ch. 5. fe&. 2.—* The low of Chrif
reduced this particular matter, (marriage)
a8 well as other things, to a more PERFECT
RUYLE.” S

T wirr beg leave only to quote a fentence
or twe more from that learned man Hugo
' Grotius,
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Grotius, where the Jewith morality, and
that of Chriftians, fag@ioned by law, are
firikingly contrafted. ‘* Apud Hebregos
fane lex melior (id eft quam inter Paganes)
fan&tior difcipling ; fed tamen in populo im-
'potentis ire difimnlata quedam, aut etiam
ipfis conceffa: nt vis in populos feptem id
_meritos ; qua non contenti, omnes a fe dif-
fidentes crudeli odio funt perfecuti ; cujus
figna nunc etiam in ipforum precibus adver~
fus Chriftianos conceptis apparent. At do-
lorem fuum talionis judicio exfequi, homi-
cidam propinqui fui privata manu occidere,
lege ipfa permittebatur. Chrifti vero lex
omnino prohibet injuriam five verbis, five
rebus faGam reponere, ne, quam in aliis
improbamus malitiam, rurfom probemus
imitando : bene fieri vult bonis quidem
przcipue, fed et malis, ad Dei exemplum.”
De Verit. Chrift. Rel. Lib. ii, Se&. 12.—
“ Among the Hebrews indeed there was 3
¢ better law, a more holy difcipline; (than
¢ gmong the Heathens) but yet in that
s¢ people, whofe anger was ungovernable,
*« fome things were overlooked or allowed:s
! fuch 45 the power ovey feven nations de-
| o ' ferving
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“ ferving.it; with which not content, they
‘¢ perfecuted all that differed from them
« with cruel hatred : marks of which even
‘¢ now appear in their prayers uttered againft
¢¢ Chriftians. ‘The ‘law itfelf allowed a
% man to revenge an injury by the punith~
¢ ment of retaliation, and that a man-flayer -
*“ might be killed by the private "hand of
¢¢ the next relation. But thelaw of Chrift
« wholly prohibits us from repaying an in-
“ jury done us, either by words or actions,
¢¢ left by imitating that malice we blame in
¢¢ others, we fhould, on the contrary, ap-
« prove it. It would have us do good, in
« the firft place, to thofe that are good; |
¢¢ and then to the bad alfo, according to the
¢ example of God.” !
" Bur to proceed with my human teftimo-
nies :—Eufebius, bithop of Cafarea, about
the fourth century, and a man of great learn-
ing and abilities, fays, in Demon. Evang.
Lib. i. cap. 1. * The law of Mofes was
«¢ givenonly to the fewsfb nation, and that
¢¢ only whileit remainedinits own country,”
he means the ritual, ceremonijal, and judicial
o parts
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parts of it, whence he concludes o Maren
ixtpe wpopile ivipe vépe mpordino—-2¢ that on this ac-
¢ count there was a neceffity for another
¢ prophet, and ‘another law.” And the
bithop advances here ‘nothing new, .for.it.
was faid before by the author of the Epiftle.
to the Hebrews: ¢ The pricfthood being.
changed, there is made of neceffity a change
alfo of the law,” ch. vii. 12.. The reafon
for difannulling the law appears at ver. 18..
32 73 doriis boSuvic val dwpinic—bdecaufe of its weaknefs
and unprofitadlene(s ;—which reminds me of.
the appellation given by 5t. Paul'to that part.
of the Jewith law which I conceive to be
abolithed,—é soxsia 55 ious—elements of the.
world ;—that is, in matter the fame as ob-
tained in the Heathen world, but different in
manner ; in other words, direGed toa bettcr~
ob_]eét and a better end.

Since I writ theabove; I have looked into
Dr. Whitby’s Commentary on the New
Teftament, and -am not ‘a little pleafed to
find ‘that I have agréed much in fentiment *
and mode of argument with that learned
man, and thereby feel a fuperior degree of

confidence
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cenfidence that they are feriptural, and cone
fequently & am more tenacious of them,

DAR. WHITRY, im his Conmment on Gal.-
ch. iii. rg. (vol. I page 281.*) obferves,
thiat ““ Maimonides, in his More-Nevochus,
acknowbedges, that the Ceteniondal law was
given for the extirpation of ideletry;”—on-
the fame fide he inflances Cedvériug, and thie
ledsned Dr. Spencer :—to which he adds,
“ Ft is well known that all the aatient Fae
thers were of this opinion, that God gave
the Jews ouly the Decalogued, i1l they had
eade the golden calf;, and that afterwards
he laid this yoke of ceremonies upon them,:
to tefitdin them: from idolatry. Thus when
God firfk brought them out of Egypt, and
‘commanded them not to defile themfelves
with the idols of Egypt, (Ezek. xx. 7) he
is faid to have ¢ given them his ftatutes,
and {Hewed them his judgments, which if

# Third Edition.

4 Irentmus has writ 2 whole chapter fo afeerfain thé
difference between the Decalogue and the other precepts
of the Bible. Vide Lib. iv. cap. 3. adver[us Heres. Ed.
Grab: Ouxon. : .

. a man
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a man do, he fhall live in them,” ver. 15,
But, faith he, ftill their hearts were afeer
their fathers idols, the Egyptian Apis, &c,
*s wherefore I gave them ftatutes which wete
““ not good, and judgments whereby they
. *¢ -fhould not live,” (ver. 24. 25.) that is,
the law of carnal commandsrents, which the
Apoftle faith wis abolifhed, for the ¢ weake
% nefs and unprdﬁtablenefs of ,” ch.
€h. vii. 26, 14, :

Uron axi impartial review of the whole
matter, there appears to be fufficient ferip-
tural reafons for altedging a pertial, though
not total, abolition of the lew of Mofes;
and that Chrift was a lawgiver ;—it appears
alo that the law of Mofes flill in force is
the Decalogue, and thofe other Ratutes
formed immediately upon its principles,
without any foreign mixture, I mean of any
* thing local ot temiporary. B

Dz. Crarrk aflerts, that ¢ the Scfipturé,
or the known open public books of the New
Tcﬁament, are the real and only tule of truth

among Chriftians,” Introduék. Serip. Dece
of
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of thie Trinity, page 4. I fhould fuppofe
this is carried rather too far ; as a.feparation
of . the two Teftaments,. and the treating
them as diffinét and indepéndent fyfiems, ppuft
eventually be .producive of - many errors,
and even big with mifchief to Chriftianity
itfelf :—there may be drawn a line between
him and Madan, on either fide of which
reitude cannot exift. I might add many
more authorities, as the learned in general
are on this fide; but I decline 1t, becaufe it
appeats to fne unneccflary.

: FROM what has peen fald thc rcad;r W;ll
eafily know. how to difpofe. of thlS conclu-
fion :_ ¢ Chrift was not a dgfirayer of the o/d
law, nor'a giver of a new ane—that there—
fore the bufinefs of Polygamy, ‘and all. other '
points relative to the commerce of the fcxes,
were fully adjufted and fettled by the divine
law, fubje to no alteration or change what-~
foever, by any power in earth or heaven.”
Here appears the u/timatum of his reafoning—
every argument is intended to fan&ify the
adulterous pra&ice of Polygamy. Itis for
this purpofe that the author of Thelypht.bora
has
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has vigoroufly oppofed himfelf not only to -
the writings of the Fathers, and thofe of
our beft divines; but even the Scriptures
themfelves. The confideration of this con-
du@ of aman, who pretends to be fpeaking
the language of Scripture, leads me to an
obfervation that has been made more than
once on different occafions, that ¢ iznova-
“ tirs and reformers often fet out with a
« great thew of religion,—begin with the
« Gofpel according to St. Matthew, and
« end in the - Gofpel accotdmg to Mr.

o Hobbes

I canNoT conclwde thefe Remarks with«
vut obferving, that, from a view of The-
iyphthora, it ftrikes me, the conceffions
and inconfiftencies of it are fatal to its
fcheme. The writer firft objects againft
marriage-ceremony, upon which objeion
his fyftem leans ; but prefently fays marriage-
ceremony is expedient. He one while raves
againft Socinianifm, another againft Ariani{m,
at the fame time that he holds and main-
tains do&rines compatible with both. Add

to thxs, that in one p]ace he afferts that mar- -
K C riage
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riage is the moft fucred of obligations; but
in another, that it is nothing but the acci-
dental living together of 2 man and 2 woman 3 °
with many other contradi®ory aflertions no
lefs notorious. Amidft fuch a labyrinth of
contradiions, little is to be made out bes
fides his being @ friend to Polygamy ;—which
fpecies of marriage is the chief obje& of my
oppofition, as, on the contrary, the defence
of it is on the other fide. :

Having, I flatter myfelf, divefted thie
fubje of a heap of abfurdities, with which
fophiftry had enveloped it; I now, after
having firft fettled fome previous bufinefs,
proceed to the -fecond part of this work——
the full difcuflion of the famous do&rine of
Polygamy. - Having, I fay, divefted this of
a heap of abfurdities, with which it had been
loaded, and, as I fuppofe, the prejudices con=
tracted from the reading of Thelyphthora,
the reader will pay mare attention to what I
have to'fay, and I fhall be enabled to reafon

more fyftematically.

1 mAvE* further to obferve, that though

this work is only levelled direitly againt the
‘ : firft
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firft volume of Thelyphthora, confidered as
the moft dangerous gnd delufive in its prin-
ciples and tendency; yet it inay eontain
matter that may difprove fome leading pofi-.
tions in the others :- But if, upon mature con-
fideration, that appears not to be the cafe,
and if * there fhould be a real neceflity, which
I do not fuppofe that there will, I may make
another attack, having colle@ed all my forces,

‘and make zbem furrender at difcrétion.

Ir in any part of the above Remarks, my
language has been warm and iridignant, the
public, 1 doubt not, will attribute-it not to
ill-natured malevolence, but to its true’
caufe—an honeft abhorrence of a fcheme
which I cannot in confcience approve or
adopt. ' ' s

K 2 " APPEN-



TO

PART the FIRST.

CHAUP L

$ 1 am cqually unwilling o mload
others, as to be mifed myidf, {for
1 am ready to embrace TRCTH, 2nd to in-
culcate it, on which fide focver it may be
found) 1 hall attend to fome particulars re-
lative to Exod. ch. xxii. 16, 17. and Deut.
ch, xxii. 28, 29. which, upon examination
of my papers, I find are either partially; or
not at all, attended to.

‘TuaT thofe texts of Scripture lay an obli-
gation of marriage on perfons of all defcrip-
tions, cannot be admitted ; becaufe, in the
firft place, this militates againft the har-
mony and confiftency of the Scriptures ;
and, in the next place, although gy may,
: o moft
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moft frequently, be confidered as an indefinite
“word, and therefore may properly enough
be tranflated unufquifque—every one ; as it is
often, or rather moft commonly, in the Bible,
defcriptive of the whole {pecies ; yet it has
a limited-fignification, and may be rendered
unus*—yfome one ;—quidam+—a certain man ;
therefore, as I am not inclined to interpret
the Scriptures by the found inftead of the
JSenfe, but am willing to preferve their ana-
logy, I do not think that here they make
Polygamy a duty, by compelling the married
man to wed publicly the woman he feduces ;
though we may, confiftently enough with
the Bible, where the father’s refufal does not
oppofe, lay all others under that neceflity,
and fuppofe them included in the command—
" endowing, be fhall endow ber—rpund —
Sfibi in uxorem—for & wife to bimfelf. But it
may he afked, if what I fay be true, what
would become of thefe laws in feveral in-
flances ?—laws which are calculated for the
fecurity of the female fex, and for the pre+
vention of wheredom. To which I anfwer,
juft the fame that would be the confequence

® Calafio’s Hebrew Concord. 4 BuxtorPs Heb, Lex..
K 3 - of



13 THOUGHTS ON

of the father’s refufal. But that thefe laws
are obfolete or dntiquated, as to their moral
intendment, Iam as averfe to aflerting as thé
author of Thelyphthota; but whether I
have a right view of that matter—I mean
the moral intention—J leave to the deters
mination of the learned.

" IT may tend, probably, to the better un-
derftanding of the Scripture-paflages men.
.tioned above, if we can determine whether
the payment of the “M% wis, among the
antient Jews, iffum matrimonium. _Froman
united view of the Sctiptures, it clearly
appears, that the confent of the parties, in«
cluding that of thé father, was the effence
of marriage :—hence the defilenient of abes
trothed wornan was punithed by death, fhe
being confidered, in the fight of God, a
man’s wife*. But we do not find, among
the Jews, ih early times, anyctremony be«
fides making a marrisge fealt; though in
later days they invented many. The pays
ment of the déwer, not only among thofe
‘people, but alfo among the. Heathen, was

. '® Deut. sxii. 28y 34,
very
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- wery common ;—it had its erigin with the
latter, and fometimes preceded marriage.
. However, among the people of God, this
beathen rite—] mean originally—was not
neceflarily ceremonsal to a treaty of marriage,
or effential to its completion. Yet, though
undoubtedly not univerfal, it was a cuftom,
and as fuch might, or might not, be com-
plied with ; and fo it continues to this day
_among feveral of the eaftern nations, and
among the Algerines in particular ; among
whom, the only ceremony ufed in marriage
is. drinking out of each others bands—the
cuftom of plighting their troth. The '
contra& is previoufly made between the.
parents, (asamong the Jews) in which men-
tion is snade of the faddoc, (as they call the
dowry) and alfo of fuch babits and orna.
ments 2s were given to the bride in the days
of Abraham ;—upon forfeiture of the fad-
dic, the hufband is releafed from all obliga-
tions to his real or intended wife. Sec Shaw’s
Travels, 2d edit. quarto, page 239. Butif
it was a ceremony of marriage, and payable
only a5 an acknowledgment of the contract,
what will become of the father’s agthority,
' K 4 , of
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of which there is an evident refervation P
Exod. xxii. 17. ‘That this authority was
abfolute, I fhall not pretend to prove by. bu-
man wifdom ; but thall let the Scripture {peak
for itfelf. < If awomanalfo” (the fame be-
fore having been related of a man) ¢ vow a
‘¢ vow unto the Lord, and bind herfelf by
¢ a bond, being in her fatber’s boufe in her
‘¢ youth, and her father hear her vow, and
¢ her bond wherewith fhe hath bound her
~ “ foul, and her father fhall hold his peaceat
¢¢ her; then all her vows fhall fland. But
‘¢ if her father difallow her in the'day that
¢ he heareth; not any of her vows, or.of
¢ her bonds wherewith fhe hath bound her
¢¢ foul, fhall ftand; and the Lord (hall for-
¢ give her, becaufe ber fatber difallawed’
¢ ber,” Numb. xxx. 3—5. :If. thena vow
to the Lord, ratified by a folemn bond, was
void, becaufe the father difallawed it,; fo &
JSortiori muft any promife .or engagement-ta
man. Paternal _powér, among all the antient
nations, - was 'very great ;—it was carried fo
far, that the obftinate difobedience of chil-
dren could be punithed with death, which
was then Jooked upon as a natural. right,
. without
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syithout any procefs at all before a magiftrate,
as was once_the cafe among the antient Ro-
mans¥*. And it was the fame among the
Jews themfelves, with .this difference, that
the power, which other nations lodged with
parents, was transferred to the public judges,
who punifhed this crime, agreeable to the
Jaw, by ftoning ; which was the punithment
for blafphemers of God ;—next to whom
parents ought to be reverenced by their chil-
dren ; which .accounts for an obftinate and

a rebellious condu& being pumfhed alike in

both. cafes. However, the authority of
parents was ftill {0 much preferved, that
their teftimony was fufficient to convi& a

. fon, who continued difobedient after repeated

reprehenfions and correGtions :—they were
to give in evidence the overs ai#—<¢ heis a |

" ®1TIn the better ages of the Republic, this power was
‘taken fram parents, and the cenfure of filial difobedience
cammitted very judicioufly to the magiitrates. Among
the Athenians, difobedient children were accounted infa-
mous. Lyfias, in his oration-againft Agoratus, fays of the
fon, that beats his parents, or is otherwife unnatural and
refraltory . in not providing them neceﬂ'anes,-—-uzu; in
Sariizw Sopiwbirar—deferves to be put to death ; ;—although the
law only faid—&mipos trw—1let him be mﬁmau: See Patnck’

¢ glutton
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¢« gluttonand a drunkard.” Not that thefe
were capital crimes by the law, but it was
neceffary to fthew in what evil pratices the
eontinued difobedience confifted. I have no
doubt but this extended to both fexes, be-
caufe both are capable of being obfinately
difobedient to their fathers and mothers ;
which is the effence of the crime :—in what
particular cafe this difobedience thewed it-
felf, does not feem material. See Deut.
ch. xxi. 18—21. It was alfo-death among
the Jews to ftrike a father or mother, (Exod.
ch. xxi. 15.) or to curfe them, verfe 17.—
which feems to prove the truth of what I
have juft afferted—that the manner of the
contumacy is immaterial, and that it was
. fufficient if it exifted at all. '

Whasn I confider thofe feveral circum-
ftances, I can by no means think that Exod.
ch. xxii. 17. difpences with the power of
fathers, or is explanatory of what goes be-
fore ; therefore I conclude that oo fhould
not be tranflated guamvis—although,—or
atrum—whether or nmot ;—but f—if,—by
way of exception. Then the fenfe will be,
A but
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but if the father abfolutely refufe to give
his daughter to the man that has debauched
her, he fhall pay AR>—/ifver—according to
the dowry of.virgins, as a fatisfaltion for
her reproach, as has been already obferved.
And that this was the cafe, is confirmed by
the teftimony of Jofephus and the Hebrew
Do&ors. The reafon affigned in the Bible
is, becaufe be bath bumbled—nyy—afflicied
her ;—on this account the f/ver was paid;
which faét, xipon a purview of the Bible,
does not feem an offence to be only compen-
fated by marriage. And Deut. xxi. 13. 14.
confirms me in this opinion : whenee it ap-
pears that 2 man might take a beautiful cap-
tive woman to wife ; but if he did nor delighe
_in her afterwards, he might put her away—
@ liberty of divorce allowable on other * ac-
cafions ; but he was not to make mercbandife
of her, becaufe he had bumbied ber. 1am
uware, that it may be objeGed that the was
w ftranger. To which I anfwer, then the
Jaw forbad the marriage :—for the muft be
entirely free, before the could be married to
a Jew—that is, enjoy allfhe privileges of &
. & Deut, xxiv, 3 ‘

Jewith
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Jewifh citizen. Thefe feveral matters, in
their united view, militate againft the idea
of the necefity of marriage, under all cir-
cumftances, in confequence of fedu&ion or
rape ; as alfo againft the idea of pofleflion
being marriage. Therefore the filver paid
cannot be faid, in all cafes, to be.an acknow-
ledgment of the contra® of marriage, any
more than a communication of perfons between
two of the different fexes, always neceffitated
cohabitation for life; or, in other words,
matrimony : Neither could the poffeflion of
awoman’s perfon, any more than the promife
of it, conftitute the marriage-ordinance, and
caufe it to be publicly recognized, when the
law forbad the banns. In the Hebréw Bible,
T know, a pronoun pofeffive, joined with the
indefinite terms, man and woman, denote
the marriage-relation, as mun—=ais woman ;
nerR—ber man. Alfo Syn—=bufband, which
implies poffeflion, orauthority over, is read
in the Hebrew Bible; and befides, the word
bw denotes a wife, and radically fignifies
‘perfonal knowledge of a woman. But though
‘thefe words are defcriptive of the effects of
the marriage-relation, they by no means give

us
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us any determinate ideas bow that relation is
to be entered into fo as to be indiffoluble :
therefore, to determine that matter from thefe
words only, without contemplating the reft
of the Bible, muft be produtive of error.
Befides, men, confining their ideas to the im-
port of ‘thefe words, might be led to con-
fider marriage as calculated only for the pur-
pofe of gratifying their lufts ; and they would
not only alfo be induced to look upon thofe
cwdmes, which the polite nations of Eu-
rope pay to the weaker fex, as extravagancies
and infringements on their prerdgative of
pre-eminence, of which undoubtedly they
would be very tenadious ; but becaufe there
isa word in the Bible, which we tranflate.
hufband, that radically imports autbority,'-
they might take upon them to ufe their wives:
as they pleafed, *¢ regardlefs.of the duties of
marriage, Whlch SCI‘lthl‘C has clearly enough
painted out, under the pretence of maintain-
ing that authonty which nature has affigned:
them, in rcahty to gratify their prxde and.
their vanity.” :

BuTt.
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BuTt as pofieflion does not-conflitute the
matrimonial bond, {o neither does cohabi~
tation fimply of itfelf. I am not for laying
down the Lefian rule, that ¢ that thould be
“f eﬁcemed right, which is commonly re-
‘¢ ceived ;” which in fa@t would be giving
up onr undpubted privilege of enquiring and
judging for ourfelves; but Iaffert this in
confequence of having ufed - that privilege ;.
and as I am clear that this matter can have
no conclufive proof from the fuffrages of
men, I will not, therefore, argue it at all,
but will leave the reader to form his own,
judgment from what the Bible teaches, ancl _
particulacly to attend tothe circumftance of.
* Abraham’s difisiffien of his concubine Ha-
gar ;—as alfo to the converfation between .
Chrift and the Samaritan woman, recorded

Joha iv. 17, 18.

- From this Appendix, the reader will view,
in a fmall compafs, the tottering foundation®
" on which-thie arguments of Thelyphthora
are founded. He will glfo take into the ac-
count the Jewith example, an argument as

delufive as the reft ;—pot forgetting the great
ftrefs
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@refs that is laid on the multiplication of the
{eed of polygamous contraéts, which amounts
to no approbation of thofe contraéts in par-
ticular, becaufe common to mankind in the
then ages of the world :—the wives of Cain

wereas prolific as thofe of better men ;—
therefore he will know what judgment to

pafs on Thelyphthora and its arguments.—
He will clearly fee that that book has not for

. its bafis that beavenly fyflemn, which is cal+

culated for the good of fociety; but cir-
cumitances unconne@ed with it, and’ the

~ fubftitution. of gffeits for the caufe. Asa

fr;cere believer of Divine Revelation, I have -
endeavoured to defcribe the rights of man-
kind, as they are eftablithed and fecured by
this Revelation. If in this defcription I
have vindicated what. the Scriptures teach,
and confequently refuted error—for the vin-' ,
dication of -truth is the refutation of error,
without any particular application ;—then
my time will not be ufeleflly {pent; and,
segardle(s of every other confideration, I
fhall fit down pleafed with having done that
duty which 1 prefeffonally awe to God and’
my country. A
SINCE
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SincE writing the above, I have confis:
dered that it may be thought incomplete, ad
I have not particularly inveftigated dsvorce;
Sfuperfiition, and God's Jealoufy over bis laws,
concerning which Madan has written wholé
cha_ptcrs I will therefore fay a few words
morc upon each

) IN regard to the firft, it is clear from the
law of the New Teftament, that incontinence
is a caufe, and indeed the * only caufe, of
divorce ; not from cohabitation only, which
appears to be nothing but an invention of
the Canonifts, but 2 vinculo matrimonsi—
from the bond of marriage. And this was
the cafe with the Jewith divorces, for the
libellum excidii—bill of cutting off—vacated
the obligation itfelf. Thofedivorces, which
were peculiar and temporary with refpeé to
their obje@s, our Saviour annulled; and upon
the defcription of the obligations of the
original marriage-inftitution, declared divorce
for wegwia—adultery—to be enforcing the law
of marriage, confonant to the Adamic taw, in
the fullnefs of its obligations. Other pre-

* Matt. xix. g.
‘tences
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Yances for feparation, as they are without, fo
. they areagainft, the divine law. Nor does
it know any fuch. diftinQion 2s a feparation
from cohabitation only, without a diflo-
{ution: of - the  bond sy=—which diftin&ioa
feems to.owe its origin to Monkith jargon,
the idea of. marriage being a facrament, and
a fuperftitious' reverence of a human cere-
mony. Our multiplication of the caufes of
divorce, appeass to have proceeded from
foHowing too implicitly the inftitutesof the
sivil Jaw. In my opinion, a facility of
matrimenidl feparations, 'is not only repug-
nadit to the law of heaven, but inconfifteny
with the good of fociety; for under a free
government, thofe feparations, as they always
have bten, will cantinue to be, the fource
of the worft corruptions, and eventually be
turned to the pu:pofes of mcrely gratifying
mens lufls.
As to fuperftition, its reign has long
ceafed in this kingdom ; indeed the prefent
age, from an utter deteftation of it, has
rather run into the contrary extreme; and
with refpc& to the pradice of monogamy, its
. . L prevalency
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prevalency is not owing to the influence’of
~ fuperftition' in any of its ftages or fhapes,
on government or individuals; but'to the
Taw of God and ctvil convenmience. - Indeed,
1 do not fee, cxcept it be to amufe and Wivert
the attention of mankind, what fuperftition
has to do with the-lawfulnefs or unlawful-
hefs of Polygamy s—it is neither a topic of
argument under that fubje®, nor incidental
toit. Juftin the fame predicament is the
impertinent mtroduétxon “of a chapter about
God’s jealoufy over his laws. Who, thatis
not atheiftical or deiftical, denies the pofition;
that God is jealous over his-laws? But this has
nothing at’all to do with the main queftion 3

it decides no controverfy ; it  confirms ‘no
partxcular opinion ; therefore I think it quite

inneceffary to fay any thing more upon'the
fubje&, than that it eught to be inculcited
for the fecurity of God’s laws ; but we can~
not form ary judgment from it as to what is
lewful or-unlawful in ivfelf.: SR

- 1

<

CHAP.
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c H Az-P-.-ml-.'- :

REMARKS on the THIRD VOLUME of
THELYPHTH ORA;

Shewing that its LEADING Position is
founded in ErRROR.
HIS volume is only a continpation of
that #/liberal imvective againtt the Fa-
thers, which had bezen begun,: with great
acrimony, in the former volumes. . :The
author’s hatred of thofe primitive-Saints is
not to be wondered at :—their united voice
againft Thelyphthora has proveked.-his re-
fentment; and as he cannot find wae friend
among them, he furioufly attacks them a//.
* Indeed the cafe was critical j—the only-alter-
native left was to difcredit them, or to give
up the caufe of Thelyphthora :—who, then,
wﬂl be furpnfed ‘at the part he has taken!

IT was Jnl’dy obfervcd by a great Phxlo—

fophaer ““-when reafon’is. againt a man, 2
L2 | “ man
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¢ man will be againft reafon.” This obfer-
vation is upon no occafion more ftrikingly
applicable thah to Madan’s contempt of| the
primitive Fathers. In the courfe of things
it might be expe@ed, thathe would attempt .
to invalidate a teftimony that was conclufive
againft him :—but even if he could difcard
it, he would not have advanced one ftep in
proof of his fyftem, while he admits the
authority and genuinenefs of the books of
the New Teftament. It does not excite
furprize, sthat thofe boly men, who were con-
verfant with the Apoftfes themfelves, and
taught no dther do@rines but what they had
learned from them, as will appear from a
candid com'parxfon of their wntmgs, fhould,

fo far from being high .in the eftimgtion of
aman who teaches docirines repugnant to
both, become the objeds of refentment,

hatred, #nd abufe. But it is fhocking to

refle@ion te find, that this refentment and =

sbufe are carried to [uch lengths as to
be injurious tothe caunfe of Chrittisnity, by
‘throwing contempt upon the writers and "
writings of the New Teftament izflf.

has beea already obferved that “ina fur:-.

¢¢ ous
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¢ s onfet on the Fathers, he (Madaa)fo:«
‘< geth how nearly they are conpetted with
“ the Apaftles; for, in thooting indifcri
. inipately among the former, his arrow
<« frequently glances on thelatter.  But tg
“ caver Mofes, a zeslous Polygamift would
“ maike no feruplg of leaving $t. Paul ex-
“ pofed; and to enjoy a laugh at the-ex-
“ pence of primitive virginity, wquld not
“ be foliciteus te keep a chapter i the
< Bpiftle to the Corinthians cler of the
“ jeft®.? As to the relations of this. Ma-
dan,” akout the apoftolical Fathers and pri-
mitive Chriftisns, they are juft as myuch tn
be depended on as the hiftory. of Fom Thymb,
or that of Yack tke. Gza.nt-é_xller.

- WxosvER reags the obfervations. eon-
tained in Thelyphthara relative to the Fa-
‘thers, cannot but feel horror for its author.
%5 3 Divine, aSchalar, and an Hlﬁo.ﬂan He
feems to have no clear knovrled.g: af the
fontiments of the primitive Chriftian writers:
he confounds ong father with another,. and
bereby charges a venerable one of. ':thg’ firft
e % Month, Rev. far September, 1781, _
St L3 century
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ceﬁtuty with the efttdvagancies of the third,

4Hd"hé ‘whé writ with apoftolical implicity,
is iade: theé 'author of Monkith jargon ;—<
idedd,* ‘it is evident to a demonftration that
hé -néver read the writings of this Father;
4nd without reading them he can be but
ill 'qualified to difcufs o fubje@ relative
fo the opinions and practices of the firft cen-
: fﬁry ‘“Befides, his quotations are partial;
and éonfcquently his conclufions erroneous,
and 2 heap of mifreprefentations :—his tranf<
lations-ate- often faulty, -and his hiftory is
teplete with wrong information. Indeed,

the whole evidence—I mean-in particular
with refpe@ to the firft and fecond centuries,
—is acompound of malice or iguorance.

“PrE “writer whom Madan has almoft
thlly ‘copied is Du Pin; a French Eccleﬁa
altical Hiftorian. But why, even if hé was
content with fecond-hand evidence, follow
a'Dottor of - the Sorbonne ?- Why not attend
to Cavé, Lardner, and other learned and im- -
i;la'f"tiél;w_‘riters? ‘But if heis alover of truth,
arid willih to inculcate ‘it in a difcuffion of
thc opmxons and pra@ices ‘of the primitive

‘ - AChriftians,
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Chsiftians, T thall recommend him (which_

is certainly the only fafe method) to refer,

immediately to-the writings of thofe men,

themielves ; I mean fuch only.as are admitted

by ‘the.-antient Chriftians to- be gemuine ;

whence conclufve evidence may moft certainly

~be deduced. And I think this abfolutely
neceflary, when I refle®, that later writers,

attempting to accommodate them to their.

own fyftems, and viewing them through the

thickeft mifts of :prejudice, have totally

mifreprefented them ; which is no uncom-

mon cafe with prejuadiced and angry difpu--

tangs. - But perhaps the evidence of a Ro-,

manift reprefenting the fentiments of the

" easly Fathers ina detached and partial light,,
probably with' a view of giving a fanction
to clerical celibacy, might be the moft agrec-
able to our author, becaufe beft calculated’
for his ‘purpofe. However this be, I have.
ne doubt but that he had infarmation enough
relative to the apoftolical Fathers, to be con-
vinced, they would be found no friends to
his fyftem upon clofer acquaintance. In-
deed he has evidently confidered them as.
ﬁrm:dable encmics, as appears from hxs vio-.
L 4 lent
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- lent attack upon them smin- which; agreea)
able to his’ gcncral caution, he has endeas
voured to cover himfelf frequently with:
fome re{peétablc authority, which oftcn,

upon the particular occafion that it-is ealléd’
to his aid, "is'ne authonty at all. S

" THE' author of Thclypbthora tcl&s the
world he ¢ was in great hopes, that, when:
he had ﬁmfhcd the. fccond volume, his'la-

bours were at an end.” "I fHaH beg leave to'’
inform him, that thc #hird has dene more
injury to 4is caufe than he will ever be able
toremedy. His having recoutfe, st thevery
beginning of his enterprife againft the Fau-
thers, to a fhurious te{hmeny, and net haw'
ing a fingle Father of the firft century to.
grace the triumph of Thelyphthora :—his’
erroneoufly charging the eathelic Pathers of
the fecond century with the opinicds of
fbme Heretics, fhake to tlie foundation his'
fyftem. Te which add, that his farcafms:
on continence, confonant to the principles’
of piety, and not incompatible with mar.: .
. riage ; the laugh that he infultingly indulges-
at the expence of cvery- cbaﬂe ‘charaéter thaty
: fallc
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- Ms-in his way, .to foch 2 dégree, that the
New Teftament is not-kept-&leir of the jeft 5:
are circumftances that place him in no very
favourable hght even in tHe eyes-of ‘thele
mhen. who othetwife might be rather preju-
diced in favour -of fome of ‘his apinions.:<:
Thefe general ebfesvations will be demonfi:
trated in the fabfequent particular ones.

In this third volume the suthor-pretendst
to thew ¢ by what means, and by what de-
“- grees, the<laws of Jehovah, concerning
< marriage, - Were oppofed ‘and” abrogated,
“-and'a new fyftem’invented and eftablifhed
@by Chriftan churchmen.”- - © . )

S .

He begins with the firft ccntury, and
P’mﬁ:&c his enqitiry down to the reférmation :
the obje®t of whieh is to prove the Fathery
wduchers for ‘celibaty, and corifdquently to
invalidate their teftimony relative. to- every?
Kind of marriage :—and ‘that, as they weré:
oppe!’ers of a man’s having -even: ene wifo;;
. they muft & fortvors be.oppofers of his hav-:
ing two at a time. But as we conteft their: .
authority in one particular, concerning mar-
€. riage,
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riage, we ought; confiftently. vuth eurfelvcs,
‘todifcard it in another.. S e

Tms leading pofition of the third volume,
of Thelyphthora, which-I have attempted.
to place in a proper point of view, by 2 con-,
templation of its motives, I declare againtt,
and fhall give my reafons to the public on.
which my oppofition is founded, that the.
(ohdxty of them may be- afccr;amed.

IN fupport of thls poﬁtxon, the author ,

Abcgms with producing what he calls the.
teftimony of St. Clement of Rome, thedif+,
ciple of Peter, and the aflociate of the,
Apoftles.
. ¢ A the end of Wetftein’s New Tefta~.
ment, vol. I1, are:to be found two epitles of
§t. Clement, the Roman difcipje of -St. Peter,,
teken from the hook of the Syriac MS of
the New Teftament. Wetftein, inorder to,
prove that they are genuine, . cites two tefti-,
monies, one of St. Jerome; the other oﬁ
prphamus . :

Tﬁg.
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.- Tue epiftles themfelves appear in Syriac,
with a Latin tranflation'; by which it feems
evident, that this Saint was as great an ads
votate. for -virginity . as Jerome was -him<
fejf” : 0

« As for the genuinenefs of thofe two' ep:f«
tles, the reader may find what is faid on that
fubje& by Wetftein, vol. II. N. T. Proleg. -
at the end of the volume; who feems td
éntertain little doubt of the matter.” .~ )
. Berorz I proceed to a clofe examinatiom
of this evidence, I will:fuggeft to my reades
the improbability of any fuch doétrine be=
ing taught by St. Clement, asis putinto-hig
mouth by Wetftein. The' chara@er given
of him by St. Paul, and the primitive Fa-
thers, militates againft theidea. - 'If he had;

" inthat Apoftle’s time, preached up virginity

in the manner reprefented, inftead of being
denominated by the Holy Ghoft St. Paul’s
affociate in the labours of the Gofpel—inftead
of its being afferted that his name was writs
ten in the book of life, ((Phil. iv. 3.)—he
would, moft certainly, have been configned
< ' | to
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to the company of thefe heretics, who, |
liftening to feducing:{pirits, forbid to marry,
3 Tim. iv. 3. - But that he did not apoftatize
from the faith, after St. Paul writ his epiftle
to the Philippians, is evident from the tofti-
mony of the antients, and the honourable
- miention they make of him; particularly
Irenzus, (lib. iii. cap. 3.) Clemens Alexan~
drinus, (lib. iv. firom.) Eufebius, (Hift.
Brolefiaft. lib. iii. cap. 12.) Jérome, (in
Cat. III. Scrip.) and Ignatius, of the firfd
century, and difciple of St. John the Apoftle
and Evangeliff, whom I ought ta have named
fivft; :in eneof his epiftles, has almoft wholly
eopied from him, (vid. Epift. ad Philip.)
which I take for 2 convincing poof of :ap~
probation.. If I was to mention all thofa
who refer ta hissutharity as facred, I thould
be. under the neceflity af making auta cata~
. logue of the mamesof all the fubfoquent -
cathalic Fathers, with a Lft ef heretica;
who perverted bis meaning te make it chime
" in with their delufions, st fome later here
tica have ferved the Scriptures themfelves fop
ths fume purpofes. . This, however, farves
ﬁbihcw baw high. lus writings were in the

eftimation
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eftimation of the primitive Chriftians, Ia
fatt, they were read publicly in fonie placisee
I mean St. Clement’s firft Epiftle to the
Corinthians——which Jerome . denominates
valde utilem——uvery edifying;—and adds, i
nonnulls locés publice legitur. But to come
nearer to the immediate matter of debate,
Madan refts his arguments for the genuine-
ntfs of the two epiftles, publithed by Wet-
fléin at'the end of his New Teftament,
principally ‘upon what Wetftein himfelf hagd
faid, intimating thathe ¢ fzess to entertain
¢ little doubt of the matter.” Cautionand
referve in the excefs! But had not other
learned men fbesr doubts P=<Who, from
Madan’s reprefentation of this'matter, un
. acquainted with the hiftory of the literary
world, would imagine that Dr. Lardner, to
‘the fatisfaion of - the /earned, had confuted
all Wetftein’s arguments, in a critical tresw
tife written prafefledly for that purpofe?
Who, only from looking iato Thelyphthora,
would think of this? It was for its intereft
to keep this. evidence from the public.—If
it had been adduced, the confequence would:
khave been the overthrow of the ¢ ﬁrﬁtdh-
¢ mony,” -
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« mony,” which, in effe®, would have
fhook all the reft. I will not be fo uncere-
monious as to fay that this difingenuous con-
dn@. carries upon the face of it an evident
iitention fo decerve mankind ; but, 1 think,
even politene(s itfelf would aver that it has
very much the appearance of it. .

. 'THE only genuine epiftle of St. Clement,
Bithop of Rome, is that addrefled to the -
Ceorinthians ; which was difcovered at the
end of the Alexandrian Manufeript of the
New Teftament, and publifhed firft by order
of that pious King, Charles I. to whom it
was made a prefent of by Cyril the Greek
Patriarch. This is the only epiftle that the
moft antient Fathers admitted to be genuine.:
 They all refer only to this. Eufebius ex-
preflly fays, that. it was the only one that
was authentic, and of its authenticity there
was no doubt:—he fays of it—dinioriymelsy
. wiph wdaw—il was unanimoufly received by alli

This. .writer, as alfo Jerome and Photius,
mention a fecond epiftle to the Corinthians,
attributed to St. Clement ; but they all agree
that it was 2’ doubtful one, and rejecied oyl
: the
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‘the antient:Chriftians *. Jerome fays, {peak«
- ing of St. Clement,—Scripfit ex perfona
: Romane Ecclefiz ad Ecclefiam Corinthio-
rum valde utilem epiftolam :—*¢ ‘he writ in
¢ the name of the church of Rome to the
¢ church. of Corinth a very edifying epif-
¢ tle.” But as to the fecond, reported to be
written by him, this writer fays ¢ veferibus
reprobatur—it is rejeéted by the antients. Of
courfe the adduced teftimony of Jerome,
- concerning thefe. two epiftles .publithed by
Wetftein, can be of no value. . As-to what
this writer fays in his reply to Jovinian, we
cannot admit it.as literally true;=~Clemens,
fucceflor Apoftoli Petri, cujus Paujus Apof-
tolus meminit, fcribit epiftolas, omnem pené
fermonem fuum de virginitatis puritate con-
texuit : —That ¢ Clement,: the fucceffor
¢ .of St. Peter; wham . Paul, the Apoftle
“« mcnuom, ‘writes ep:ﬁ:lcs, and akmoft- his

"'l;bv a ws xah hv'npu ™ HI) Afynm L KM,uﬂQ' ixirors
&b o Spvin; 5 wporipe 2as radh grmpspor ‘emiciuda, ot uAdl
a8 Spyedve adli xmepnpbsers: 1@5] "Eufsle. Hift. Ecclefiatt:
Lib: iii, cap, g8.~Fertur et fecunda qusmmm epiftola,
qu a veteribus reprobatur. Hieronymus in Cat. Scrip.
n.’ cap. 1 s. --n ¥ Asyoutin’ )tv’r:pa wpls !ruc &uTods ws vilo¢
ahupa;;m leiﬂmm&d xuwirgg. .. ¢

~ ¢ whole
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¢ whole difcourft is about the purity of
¢¢ virginity,” lib. i. coatsa. Jovi Thek epifs
¢les, we are informed, were written to cus
nuchs, who hed voluatarily made them{elves
eunachs for the kingdom of Heaven’s fake:
Jeromp makes ufe of the word cafraoi—s
a ftrong expreffion—but I cannot fuppefc it
to imply any thing more than that they go
vetned fo much the paffions of human naturc;
g8 to abftain from matrinvomy, in order to
purfuc the intercits of . the Gofpel with
greater abfiraednefs from the cares of thé
world :—a refolution' which the reader will
not be inclined to blame, if he happens to
recolle@® what is recorded Mm. xix. 11, za,
and I Cot vii, 7

'Tnoss aﬁ‘emom of Jerdme, which I have
juft quoted, on which both Wetftein an
Madan chiefly reft their proof of the genwine’
nefs of the Synac Epiftles, as I have hinted
already, cannot be literally true: becaufe.
the epiftle, .which Jerome himfelf owns
to be the only one that was  admitted to be
genuine by the antients, and as fuch acknow-
ledged by him, conains no {och do@rine..

, It
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It. contains many general exhortations to
purity, as well as the epiftles of. St. Paul to
the fame church, which the then flate of -
.Corinthian manners made abfolutely ne-
ceflary.  Dr. Lardner has well fuppofed
that_thofe frequent admonitions to purity,
«contained in this epiftle, might induce Je-
rome to magnify them much in favour of the
rigidnefs of his fyftem, and to rank Saint
Clement among the advocatés for virginity,
That learned writer has cited feveral paffages
out-of St. Clement’s Epiftle .to the Corin=
thians, which he fuppofes Jerome might
havc an eye to :—none of which can bear
any fuch conftrucion, if indecd they were
referred to, as has been’ put upon them.” It
feems evident, that this writer, from a ;o-
tive directly oppofite to that of Mr. Madan,
was violently bent on magnifying any thing
that appeared the leaft favourable to’his:
hypothefis, and ‘eonfequently muft have
viewed St. Clement’s writings with a very
prej judiced eye, and exalted, from mere fancy,
what fcarcely deferved ta be fet down for
conje&ure, into the place of evidence :—
whxch is no uncommon cafe with warm

) M - difputants,
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difputants, and will account for Jerome’s
_.byperbolical expreflions ; for which he was

notorious, and particularly in his writings
againft Jovinian.” Dr. Grabe remarks,—
‘¢ Hieronymus, acriter difputans contra erx
rorem Joviniani, HYPERBOLICE ait—Cle-
mentcm omnem pehe fermonem, &c. Ql_atds
ﬁ_yper&olme locytiones in ipfius feriptis, inque
ipfoillo contra Jovinianum, haud infrequen-
tes occurrint,” Vid. Grab. 8picel. Tom. 1,
page 264. And Dr. Cave makes fimilar ob-
fervations in his Hiftoria Literaria. From
alt which it muft appear, that the evidence
of Jerome, brought to prove the genuinenefs .
of t’he Syriac Epi‘ﬁlc‘s, is good for ‘nothiﬁg. '

Asto Eplphamus, the other and laft evi-
dence produced in proof of the authentmty
of the Epiftles publithedat the end of Wet-
ftein’s New Teftament, he only remarks, in
his book againﬁ the Ebionites, (Hzres 30.)
Alvris pip wagberiar M‘aa:m, naf adral & hxomu-—" He
‘¢ teaches vuglmty, which thefe men do nat -
“ admit.” But what has this to do with thé
genuinenefs of the epiftles under confidera-
tion 2 Itcannot be praduced as any teftimony
in
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in fapport of them. Ft muft refer to the firft
epiftle of St. Clement to the Corinthians,
which was reccived by the primitive Chrif~
tians as the only authentic predudion of
that exceMent Father, and to the fecond
‘which bore his name, but was generally re-
jeGted as fpurious.—I fay, it is probable that
Epiphanius referred to thefe epiftles. But
how do they teach virginity ? They teach it
no otherwife than as it had . been taught by
St. Paul before in 4is Epiftles to the Corin<
thians. In reality they do not recommenad
it m 'fu'cl'} ftrong terms as that Apoftle and
his'Lord had recommended it themfelves.
They do not teach it at all in the manmer
Madan has reprefented’; nor is there a
word in either againft marriage itfelf. The
ﬁ‘rongéft" expreflions that have occurred to
me, in reading the fecond epiftle; are papar
Mas—to be continent, cap. 4. and s odma sph
mgioaii—~Eeeping the flefb chafte, cap: 8. which
is no more than a recommendation of a ha-
bit of moderation and purity, and-is perfectly
confiftent with marriage. As to the firft
epiftie;-which is- the only one that can be
' rcfcrrcd to 28 evidence, ‘'we find the fame
M2 doltrine
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do@rine inculcated ; but-as admonitions are-
given to hufbands and wives, without even
a hint that marriage is a flate lefs holy than
that of celibacy, we cannot fuppofe St. Cle-
mentan oppofer of marriage : but it will be
beft, to fettle all difputes, to let him
fpeak for himfelf. o vi i apdpu xus oo af
&y cvm%cm whila swmiTiAly maplyilre, sigyloa; xabmbileg

73; ardpas indlar i 'n'm xarivs Thg vwo'lm; bwapyoloas, Ta xa'ls

Tor ciker crpImg onwpym iMaoxild, xai waw vuwawcc.

cap. 1.—Command ye wives to do all things in
a fpotlefs, bonefl, and chafte confecience—tbat
they love their bufbands according to their
duty ; and, conforming themfelves to the rule
of ocbedience, that they adminsfier domefiic af-
fairs decently, and conduét themfelves always
prudently. 'We can conclude nothing from
thefe precepts, but that the author was an
advocate for marriage ; every other idea is
prepoﬁerous. If he difapproved of marriage,
it is utterly unaccountable that he fhould
write about the dutics of wives, without
even giving a hint that might tend to the
cncouragcmént of celibacy, or. the difcou-

® Compare 1 Tim. V. 14. Ephef.v. 23, z Cor. vii. 1¢
and 1 Peter iii. 1,2, 3.

*

ragement
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ragement of ‘the oppofite ftate. That I re-
prefent rightly the fentiments of this excel-
lent primitive Father, further appears by
What he fays, cap. 2I. Tods riovs wasdidowpun tis
waidiics 78 QoCe 78 @uli, Tag ywrdas auds iwl 7§ aywlor Siogho:
oopsba” 76 afsa'yémﬂo; wig aywias F0os duléedvrar - Let
us bring up our youth under the difeiphne of
the fear of God; let us direft our wives in
the practice of what is good: and let them
Shew forth a commendable pattern of chaftity.
This not only confirms what has been al«
ready remarked ; * but proves, beyond all
difpute, that iymie—chaflity—does not relate
to'a ftate of virginity. Alfo in confirma=
tion of my general argament I may adduce
the following evidence : 'zire- amtrorfivors yayss
" iy wdpiy, nad SNolwow 15 by Swé 13 wampis Gper Adau®
 Tore sl brom,” 8cC. Cap. 6.—TU governed zeal
kath alienated the afféctians of bufbands from
their wives, and bath changrd what was [poken
by our fatber Adam—this is now bone of my -
bome, &c.' (See Gen. ii. 23.) This thews
" of itlélf how much’ St. Clement honoured
the original inflitution, and how careful he
was of preferving conjugal affeGtion; which
shilitates againft the idea of his difapproba-
M3 ,  tion
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tion of matrimony. It fhews that ire had

the greatest refped for this connexion of the
fexes, otherwife he would not have brought '
the argument he here has, againft a principle

which has done almoft irreparable injury to

the Church. He confidered marriage as 2
-divine inftitution, and noticeth the dlafing -
‘that was pronounced upon it at firft by the

Deity. (Vid. cap. 33.) 1alk whether this

was ®ot fecomumending the divine appoint-
ment a3 ““ honourable in ail ?” But like 8t.

Paul, whom he is ambitious of following,

sad whole epiftle to them be defires they

will vefer to for proof of what he faid, (vid.

¢2p. 47.) he 'wounld have marriage regulated

by religious principles, ‘that is, as a Father

of the fame centary {Ignatias) expreffes it,

wodte wip——vhich - are the words of S¢. Paul

himfelf. (See 1 Cor. vii. g9.) Heace e

curs the rocommendation of chafity amt

tontinence s which are kept perfe@ly cone

fiftent with matriage, daflowed by thofe nobie

and refined principles I have juft mentioned 5
" worthyof a religious people, and produtive
of domeftic happinefs. Who wrill then ob.
" je@ to the chafte maxims laid §own by a
’ difciple
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" difviple of St. Peter, which are confonant
ta what Chrift and his Apodtles taught, con-
ducive to: matrimonial happinefs, and to the .
honour of Chriftianity ? I cannot think
that any will obje@, except thofe who marry
from the groffer motives, which-influence
the abandoned, the vicious, and the lewd——
thafe who bave little of religion, and regard
women oxly. as the Qaves of érutal appetite.

- As this holy Father had the higheft refpect
_for marriage, fanftioned by the rules of the
Gefpel, {0 he had the greateft deteftation of
polluted and .lgfriwions connexions, which
he commands the Corinthians to avoid—
_ Qe . o . o pmpds 73 zal Aegaeds cvpaatords. Cﬁp. 30-
And that he was 2 Monogamift appears from
two dir¢@ references to the words of the
original infiitution itfelf, asutteted by Adam,
(Vid. cap. 6 & 3 3 )

The firongeft exprcﬁinn that has occurred
%0 me in reading this epiftle, i, Qv i» =&
eapri wn arafonvicde yivdorws, Ir Fripes isw § sxixopryir adre T
wgéraar. Cap. 38.—Let not bim that is chafte
in the flefb be puffed up with pride, knowing.

M4 ' that
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¢ foever -profefleth before the Lord, thae
% he will preferve his chaftity, ought to be
o« girt with every holy virtue; and if, in-
¢ deed, he hath crucified his body for the
* fake of picty, he prays againft the world,
¢ which faith, increafe and multiply, and
* the whole mind, and cogitation, and con-
« cupifcence of this world.” Vol. III,

page 5 6.

I NEED not now advertife the reader, 28
it muft evidently appear, that there is no
refemblance between the genuine produc-
tions of 8t. Clement, and thofe Epiftlcs
‘publifhed by Wetftein :—the fentiments are
not the {ame, nor the manner of writing ;——
befides, the latter bear no traces of the apof~
tolic times ; but they bear evident marks of
the corruptidn of later times, when, moft
cbriainly, they fir# made their appearance.

I mAvE been more diffufe on this farious
~teftimony, becaufe it is Madan’s frf, and
was intended togive a force to the deduction
Be meant to make in favour of his leading
pofition.  Befides, I had it in mind fully
o to
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to do juflioe to .the much-injured charaGer
of an apoftolical Father ; which, I am pere
{uaded, - canaot be done but by a diligeat
perufal of his writiogs, which I readily un-
dertook, not only for the reafons afligned,
but becaufe I know that all the catholic
Fathers highly re{pected him, and moft gene-
rally copied his fentiments ; {6 by afcertain-
ing his genuine do&rines relative to marriage,
we afcertain the doQurines of the generality
of the catholic Fathersin the primitive ages -
of Chriftianity,

It is worth resmarking, that, deprived of
St. Clement, Madan has not one apoftolical
Father in the aymber of his advocates for
virginity——not a fingle name in his partial
and erronecous hiftory of the firft century!
I am not 2 litle furprifed thaet the public
were aot prefented with an hiftery of Saiat
Paul—as well as not to fee him placed at
the head of the oppefition to marriage, to-
gether with Thecls, and:particularly Anna,
whote vontinence is recorded to her honour,
Luke ii. 36, g7. Thefe chafte charaGers,
38 they would often heve fuggefted to our
~ author
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author the idea of smpious piety,~fo they
would have afforded him moft delightful op-’
portunities for difplaying his wit, and inw
dulging his raillery—what fubje&s for a.
‘Thelyphthorite | ‘

THE author has faid nothing of the epiftles
of Ignatius and Polycarp, nor that of Bar-
nabas, and Hermas is not even mentioned.-
If Madan had looked into the works of thofe
venerable Fathers, he would have been fur-
nifhed with matter for a complete hiftory,
fo far as his fubjec required, of the firft
century. The reafon why he paffed them
over in filence, can only be this, that they
contain nothing that has even the remoteft
tendency to confirm what he contends for. -

* In the fecond volume (page 138. N.) the
author reférs to an epiftle of Ignatius to
Polycarp, under the appellation of korrid
JSuff, and informs us that this writer teaches
Chriftians, that ¢ their marriage, ‘'when
«¢ performed according to the will of God,
~ « ought to be folemnized in the prefence of
- ¢ the Bithop.” It feems, by this tranflation,

as
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as if he had never feen the original *. In
this fame epiftle occurs the following ex.
preflion, which is rational, and confiftent
with the New Teftament :—g$ s draras b éynls
ppaaua, sis wpnr g apels wov Kuple, brdsavymole pnve” ids saibycie
oilas awarere~—1If any man can remain in chaftity
to the bonour of the Lord and bis example of
purity, let bim do it without offentation, if be
boafis be is undone. - Irhmediately after this
the writer (Ignatius, -in my- opinion, not~
withftanding Ufher thinks otherwife). fpeaks
of marriage with great refpe&, and recom-
mends the intervention of the bithop.-—
Such doCrine as. this cannot but be yery
. ‘unpalatable to the author of Thelyphthora.
Indeed the very name of Bifthop, and that of
Chriftian Priefthood, feem to offend him 4,
(fee vol. II. page 194. and N.) although

. n,m. & 7ois yapdos xal Tai 'yqumug uira -ywﬁqg 75 Exmie—
sdwe ro0 bwow saticdas, ra § yaud 3 xera Kofm, xal ,m xate.
wmfydar sasla eis mgnr OsF yinidw.

4 All the Fathers contain ¢ high notions of cpgﬁopal
authority.” Madan tells us,_ that ¢ all Chriftian believers
are priefts’~this is modern Calvinifin. Calvin himfelf was
an advocate for epifcopacy~—it was referved for later He--
setics to oppofe an inftitution feriptural and apoftolical.

thefe
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thefc inflitutions arc apyfolical, 2nd have the
fan€lion of the uninterrupted nfageofthe
churdr

Ix 2 fragment of an épifile of Ignatius,
prefersed by Damafeenas of the eighth cen-
tury, and quoted by z writer of the rwelfeh,
(Antonius Meliffa)y we fimd fully the fenti-
ments of Ignatius, bd cxprefily charges the
chuirch of Antioch—thie charch to whons
it is addrefled—to impofe the yoke of vir<
gmity on no one, (rwplenas Soyte pedom e} and
reommends marriage to young men, before
they #arc corrupted by lewd women. Dr;
Grabe is pretty clearas to the genuinenefs of
thefe paflages ; (vide Spicel. Tom. ii. page
24, 25.) and for the paffages themfelves;
vide Damafe. Lib. ifi. Paral. cap. 25. and
Anton. Meliff. lib. i. ferm. 14.

THus it plainly appears, that in the write
ings of thofe Fathers, who were the imwe-
diate fucceffors of the Apoftles, the firff and

. greaseft lights of the church, there is no
injundtion of celibacy, nor any recommend.
ation
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. ‘ationof ;thually forcible with thcdo&nn;'
of 5t. Paul. .

Tugk later Fathers, though fome of them
had highideas of virginity, very highly re~
{pedted, and always recommended marriage,
cxcept when it was contraéted upon prinei-
ples that interfered with the effentials of
‘Religion. Origen, of the third century,
is of opinion, that married perfons may be
equally boly, and equally acceptable to God,
es thofe in a virgin-flate, if they are pure
and upright in-other refpets. (Vide Epift.
2d Rom. lib. ¢.) And Cyprian, netwith-
flanding the author of Fhelyphthora tells
us that he < fays much of the great advana
tages of virginity,” (vol. HI.page 12, r3.)
expreflly declares that ¢ it is no where com-
mended as adaty ; (vide Tra@. ii. dé Hab.
Virg.)} but that every ome has liberty of
choice,——Non jugum neceffitatis imponit
guando manet arbitrium liberum. I mighe
inffancealfo in the fourth century, and down-
wards through the whole fucceffion of ca-'
tholic Fathers ; * the refult of which would’
be, that, al'tha'ugh fome few had extrava-
PO \ " gant
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gant notions of virginity, yet they doof
blame marriage. I appeal to thofe who have
read the Fathers, whether or not thefe con-
clufions ought, or ought not, to be drdwn
from a ¢ontinuation of my enquiry? If I
do not mifunderftand the writings of thofe
Fathers; they do not blame marriage—they
‘only blame the principles of fome who-en-
tered into this ftate'merely to gratify druzal
appetite. They feem uniformly to teach,
that the married life fhould be engaged in
for the procreation of children—to prevent
incontinency—and for - mutual fociety and
fupport ; which is fcriptural, and is the doc-
trine of our church. See the Form of So-
lemnization of Matrimony in the Book of
€ommon Prayer.

_WaAT T have obferved, relative to the
primitive Fathers, is confirmed by the apof-
tolical Canons.—=! #is Evioxsn®: § Dpobiry®- 3 Adk-
nor05, B BAwg T8 u'la)\o-yu w8 lparind, ydus, xal xpwr xelolny, §
& doxngwr, ad da, Chrvplar axiyeras, u-mﬂy.n@- o warls
m e, xai I apa-u xal B3y imainoer § ©ulg 7r &b, M
Mpm haCaNm iy Smsspyiay, % ho,{ucSa, ) uﬂa&pw@v, s
el idnolas aroCaMwOu SoatrTag xad Aaings —Canon 5I.

- qu



.POLYGAMY.

¢ If any Bithop, Prefbyter, or-Deacon, or
“ any of the Sacerdotal Catalague, do abfain
s« from masriage, and fleth and wine, nat
¢ for mortification, but out of abhorrence,
«¢ as having forgotten thatall things are very
*¢ good, and that God made man, male and
¢ female, and blafphemoufly reproaching
¢ theworkmanthip of God ; let himamend,
. or clfe he depofcd, and caft out of the
¢ church: and fo alo fhalla Lay-man.”

As to the genuinenefs of thefe Canons,
the reader may fee what the learned Bifhop
Beveridge fays in hisCodex Canonum* Ecclefize
Primtive Vindicatus ac Illyfiratus, as alfo
what is faid in his Pandette Ganonum, &,

® Thefo Canons were the difcipline of the Apaftolical
Church, and there are many reafens to believe that fevera)
of them were drawn up by the Apoftles themfelves, and St.
Clement their affociate s many refpe®able authorities cons
wnd for this 3 and i general, in the writings of the 2t
tients, we read of them under the appellation:of ‘Arwine
Kasing. . The reft of them, probably, were compiled as
occafion demanded, fome abaut the latter 'end of the firft
century, and others in the fecond. That which I have
Quoted above. foenan to-have beep deawn up by the Cathelic
Rashers of she fecond century-—a thought fuggefied to me
ftom reading Irenzus Contra Hawes, . . :

N Prolc g,
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Proleg. et Annotat. From what this worthy
Prelate has afferted, to fay nothing of Cote-
“lerius and others, we have cvery reafon to
fubfcribe to the anthenttcuy of the apofto-

lical Canons.

It is decreed by the Canons compiled at

‘a fynod held at Gangra, a city of Afia Minor,

about the year 340, which Canons were made
part of the Code of the Univerfal Church,

B 35 1oy ydper pépPoro——drideua trw, Canon. 1 .—._If
any one reproach marriage, let bim be anatbema.

Balfamon and Zonaras have affigned very
good reafons for this Canon, viz. Becaufe
St. Paul faid “¢ marriage is honourable in
¢ all, and the bed undefiled,” Heb. xiii. 4.

And it is further decreed by-the fame fynod,

2 7is daxpirolle weps wpeoCodps yrympnndl®-, ds paxpivas, Aesrspd-
oarlos ;013, opooPopis ueraralin, amO'qu AN Can 4.~
If any one argue againft a married Priefl, as
if' be ought not to partake of the oblation when
be performs the Liturgy, let bim be anatbema.

- ® The pra&ice of the Church of Rome, and Can. 9.
8efs. 34 of the Council of Trent, are at irreconcileable
variance with this Canon. )

FroMm
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‘From all the above authoritfes; it will
plainly appear to every impartial reader, that
the author'6f “Thelyphthora has failed in his
principal==I may fay efléntial—part of his
argument from antiquity, and that his re-
prefentations of the primitive ‘Chriftians,
thofe that lived in, and neareft to, the apofto-
hcal times, are difin gcnuous aﬁd err oneom

THAT there aze no traces of Polygamy in
the Apoftolical Fathers~—no explicit rules
for its prehibition, (except thofe of Hermas)
is a circumftance that can only.be accounted
for by fuppofing that it had z4ex. no ex:ﬂ:encc '
among Chriftians. -

TxE fecond century produced fomc great
hcrctms, when Polygamy was firft vindicated:
and pra@ifed. T%ex the catholic Fathers ok
gave their dire¢t judgment agamﬂ: it. Oc=-

- cafion called for their teftimony in oppofition
to it; and they werenot wanting in their duty.

IRENZUS, who writ againft the herefies of
his time, names Tatian as the introducer of
a do&rine, which he juftly. denominates-
blafpbemy, relative to the unlawfulnefs of

N 2 marriage,
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marriage, which was afterwards more exten-
fively propagated by Saturninus and Marcion:
this he contrafts with the errors of Bafilides
and Carpocrates, who argued for the lawful-
nefs of Polygamy; and he condemns both
with the moft pointed deteftation. This
refpe@able author, before he mentions the
errors of the Continents, the followers of
Tatian, tells us, that, though they did not
acknowledge themfelves the difciples of Si--
mon Magus, yet, fays he, ditus fextentimin
docent,~1ib. i. cap. 30. Edit. Grab.eet¢ they
¢« teach his do&trine.” After feveral other
.obfervations, the reverend Father procteds
thus: ¢ They who are called Continents,
¢¢ from Saturninus and Marcion, pr&ched,
« up celibacy, annulling the primitive de-
« fign of ‘God, and obliquely-accufing him
“ who made male and female for the pro-
« pagation of mankind.” After noticing.
their abitinence from meats, -and the unjufti-
fiablenefs of it, he adds, ¢ 'Fatian was - the
¢ firft introducer of this blafphemy *.”
, L Ar&tnﬂpiﬂ xaf Mupximc'w' uh’uum yrpaTisg -iyqdcr
Sxpvéar, aberdrrag v dpxatar whdow 78 O, xal Hpipa umpmoc
o8 &ifur xaf Birv iag yinow dibpusan wiwomadlog —eTarimse 7inig

wpdre Yabrey boudyrarsos T Rraopnuer,  Lib. i. cap. 305315,
Edit. Grab, This
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'Thxs Tatian was the difciple of Juftin Mara
tyr ; acircumftance that the author of The-
lyphthora has taken care to inform his rea.
ders of ; but omits feveral others, which,
in an united view, place his chara&ter in
its true light. Indced, thofe who have
not read Irenzus, might be led to think
 that the difciple learned his tenets from his
mafter * ; and Madan feems endeavouring to
.1ead the reader into this error, by reprefenting
Juftin Martyr as an oppofer of marriage,
becaufe he faid, in his firft apology, accord-
ing to Thelyphthosa, ¢ that among the
¢ Chriftians, there were-a great -+ many of
~ %¢ cither fex, who, for fixty or feventy years,
“ had kept themfelves fingle and uncor-
“ rupt.” (Vol. I, page 113.) After fome
remarks, which do no credijt to the maker
of them, we aretold, * that fo early as thg
‘¢ focond century, there werea fet of people
* who called marriage 2 carnal thing, and

® Barbeyrac, who feems to be as ignorant of the writings
. ©of Irenzus as the author of Thelyphthora, has fallen into
the fame ervor.  See Traité de la marale des Peres, chap, ii.
: S 7
" 4 Great isan mterpolatnoa—]ufhn s words are naf woAAcs
e nei waras,  Vid. Apol. i. page 22, Edit. Thirlb.
N 3 /¢ unlaws
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¢ unlawful for Chriftians undcr the gofpel o
(page 114.) But this fet of people werg
not the Catholic Fathers, but the heretics .
who were in the eppofite elafs to thofe more
abandoned heretics—the Palygamifis, wha
were headed by Bafilides and Carpocrates—
whofe do&rine Thelyphthora defends, which
" contains only Primitive Herefy revivedt.
Of the truth of this the author himfelf muft
be convinced, if he will take the trouble of
reading Iremzus contra ommes Herefes. As
to Juftin Martyr, he was equally the enemy
of both the Continents and the Polygamifts.
Here we have a glaring inftance of Madan’s
mifreprefentation of the doétrines of the
primitive church in the fecond century, pro-
ceeding, probably, from his being wholly |
unacquainted with the writings of Ire-
n2US.

BuT to put the matter out of all doubt
that Tatian did not borrow his principles
from his mafter, which the author of The-,
lyphthora infinuates, Irenzus, in. immediate

+ Theauthor means fo far gs the do&rme of Rolygamy

js concerned,
con.-.
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conne&tion with his name, and his blzfpbemy.
of -teaching abftinence from. marriage and
mdats, informs us, that he ¢ was the hearer.
. of Juftin; bot that all the time he con-
“ tioued with him, he never narrated any.
¢ fuch thing: but after his martyrdom,
‘¢ apoftatizing from the church, he, haughty
“ dnd elated, from an arrogant opinion of
¢ hirhfelf as 2 mafter, as if he excelled others,
¢ exhibited the .proper charater of fuch a
¢ mifter, (teaching a doétrine of . his own)
¢ faying that marriage was a corrupt thing
¢¢ and fornication, as did Marcion and Sa~
¢ turninus *.”

~ IN dire¢t oppofition to thefe pernicious
principles of Tatian, Irenzus places the
licentiqus fyftem of Bafilides and Carpocrates,
who had fun into the contrary extreme, by
contending for Polygamy :. Ali autem rurfus
aBaﬁhde et Carpocrate Qccafiones accipientes,

% *0¢ hlrf!u &qoq:r%q yryorde, iPicon uiy curny ixsim, 3 iEignn
sadre’ pre 3 o il pafrvpfcu dms'&s_ 7 Ewnolag, olnpats
Ndapnars swaglele xal rupalsls dg &ag{pm Tiy Movgii, idhor ”pau-

wips Adaaradls curricailo’ sty ydyuor 71 Phopds xad xopuias
wapamario; Mapxion xal Zavopriw & daayopruoas, Lib. i. cap. 31.
Edlt Gtab¢ .
> N 4 indiffe«
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indifferentes coitus, et mulfas  nuptizs in-.
duxerunt, lib. i. cap. 32. Edit. Grab,—-
¢ Others, on the contrary, taking occafién
* from Bafilides and Carpocrates, have in-
“ troduced indiferiminate lewdnefs and poly~

< gamy.”

Bur the reader may think that mﬂm
nuptias——enyfamr—inay mean fecond and

" third marriages, efpecially if he thould hap-

pen to recolle® what Madan fays, (vol. L. .
page 12§.) that *“ a man’s having two wives
‘¢ at once, and a2 man’s marrying 2 fboont
«¢ after the death of his firft, however Dr,
¢¢ Cave, or any other of their apologifts may
¢ endeavour to abate the afperity of thejr
¢ genfures, they 50T were cfteemed by the
< antient Chriftians und primitive Fathers
¢« pquaLry unlawful.” ‘This is afferted

4+ It is moft probable that the word ufed by Ireﬁaeus,
which the old Latin tranflator has-rendered mdmm
was mmwpoaa-—Pobgmam—-Polygamy The word is
derived from weAds, mubtus, and yau®-, mtptm, therefore,
agreeable to its radical import, might very properly be
tranftated mwltas nuptias, as suptiss hus no fngwiar sumber,
Some have thought that the Greek compound nraft be
worvyapor, which is an adjefive, and ﬂxmfwe not likely

to be ufed here.
' agamﬁ
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againft the ftrongeft evidence. All thofe who
have read the Fathers, I am perfuaded, will
readily agree with me in affirming, that the
primitive Fathers freely allowed fecond mar-
tiages on the fame principles that St. Paul
himfelf did : the later Fathers were agreed as
to the lewfuluefs of them, but they differed
29 10 tho propriety.and decorum of the thing s
fo, confequently, fome allowed them readily,
others relullantly, and fome not at all. But
with refpe®t to Polygamy, they were aLL
agreed upon the unlawfulnefs of it. Now,
fince the moft antient Fathers did admit
freely of fecond marriages, and as the later
Fathers, who looked upon them ratherinan
tmfavonrable light, never pretended to bring
dny declaration of the Gofpel againft them,
but argued upon the grounds of pruderice,
domeftic peace, and the indelicacy of the
thing ;' it cannot even be fuppofed that Ire-
nzus ranked fecond marriages among the
moft abandoned conne&ions, (smdifferentes
eoitus ) and their defenders among the vileft
of blafphemous heretics. This is in the
higheft degree improbable :—indeed, the
contraft {peaks for itfelf. Tatian and his
B followers,
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followers, the . Continents, blafphenmiqufly
declared againft all marriage, and would not
even allow a man one wife. Bafilides, Carpo-;
crates, and their followers, fell into the op-
pofite error, and perxmttcd moya;mav-—multaﬂ-'
nuptias—many wives at the fome time. And.
I am confirmed in this opinion, by Ireneus
quoting, and appealing to, theShepherd of,
Hermas *, as facred authority, who.fpeaks
"of fecond marriages with great.refped, and,
pronounces thém mot finfil : Si vir vel mulieg
alicujus deceflerit et nupferit aliquis illorum,,
nunquid peccat? Qui nubit NoN PECCAT,
inquit. lib. ii. Mandat. 4.—If the bufband
ar-wife of any one fhoyld die, and the Sfurviv-
g party marry agas, is there any fin in ﬁc@(u .
(fecond) marriage? The. perfon. who marries
(in thiscafz) DOES NOT SIN,. faysithe Angel;
If this had been hegetical do@rine, Irenzus,
inftead of appealing te him op any occafion
as facred autbority, would have cenfuged his
opinion, and wquld have configned him tq .
the company of heretics; butas the qafe is,
it is plain to a dgmonftration that multag

" ® Compare Irenzus Contra ngi’es.'lis. 'iv. 'cap: 37
Edit. Grab. and Hermz Paftor, lib. ii, Mandat. 1.

' puptias
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puptias means a ‘plurality of wives at once,
and nothing elfe.

Mapan, by his unqualified aflertions,
dogmatically contends that fecond marriages
were genefally condemned by the Fathers s
and thus, by afferting too much, has proved:
nothing, Thetruth is, thatat an early pe-
riod thefe gloomy fanatics, the Montaniits,
did condemn fecond marriages ; and Tertul-
lian, after his * defection from the church
to the errors of this fe&; writ a book in de-
fence of his novel tenets, and exprefily con-
demned them—though he admits that they
were praitifed by the primitive Chriftians.
But what was the confequence?  He was
looked upon as an apoffate, and his baok was
rejected by all the orthodox. ‘

# At this time he loft his refpe& for Hermas; before,
he confidered him as a venerable author. (Comp. Tert. de,
Orat. cap, Xii. with his book, de Pudicitia, cap. x.) The
~ change is net to be wandered at : Hermas pleaded for the
lawfulnefs and snnocency of fecond marriages, which Tere:
tullian, when a Montanift, could not bear the thoughts of 5
therefore he hated the author of this do&rine.—O the fatal

prejudice of fiflem ! From this arifes Madan's hatred of all -
the Fathers. o

BUT
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BuT although the author of Thelyphthora,
if he had any inclination to know the truth,
might foon learn to whom the herefy of the
condemnation of fecond marriages fhould
be imputed ; yet he is inceffant in his at-
tempts to draw in fome of the Catholic Fa-
thers, and for this purpofe goes back to
a very early period, and names Clemens of
Alexandria. ¢ This Clemens of Alexan-
¢ dria, whatever he might write on behalf
“ of marriage itfelf, did not approve of
¢ fecond marriages. Du Pin, who reckons
¢ Clemens among the writers of the third
“ century, fays, though he does not entirely
¢¢ condemn fecond marriages, yet he blames
 them.” (Vol. IIl. page 10.) As to Du
Pin himfelf, he does not always ‘reprefent
rightly the mind -of the Fathers; and, be-
fides, his tranflations are fometimes faulty, .
as will appear to any of the learned, who
may chufe to read his' voluminous perfor-
mance. But with refpe@ to Clemens, I will
venture to affirm, that, if he had blamed
Polygamy in the fame way he has done fecond
marriages, Madan would have been upon
vcry frmzdly terms with him, and his tefti-

‘ mony
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mony would have been denominated firipe
tural and cogcluffve. He. teaches that the
apoftle (St. Paul) gives liberty to every ane
to contrat fecond marriages—that there is no
fin in them ralative to the former covenant-s
and any oNe 4 iy wmirvres wpl; v spi——is 0L Proe
bibited by the law. After thefe conceflions, -
this writar can'no way be ranked among the
oppofess of. {econd marriages, notwithftand.
ing what. folldws, that he, who does engage
‘i them, “ doth ‘not wrrive to the .bighel
« ftandard of perfe@ion which is propofed
“ m the Gofpel.” Vid. Clem, Strom. hh,

ui. page 336, Edit. Lng

Nexr in order comes Tertulhan, whom,
with the whole fe& of the Montanifts, I
readily give up.

. - ImmepiaTeLY follows the venerabla
neme of ‘Athenagoras, who clofes Madan's
hifiory of the fecond century ; and all tha¢
could be faid of him is—<¢ Athenagoras
© commends virginity—condemns ¢ fecond
# ¥ will beg leave to remind my readers, that this it
brought taprove that fecond marrisges and polygamy were
eftcemed «gaally unlawful by the primitivgFathers. Thow

lyph. val. I1. page 125. N.
¢¢ mar- .
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‘¢ .marriages, calling them honeft adul«
t¢ tery.”~w~FHoneft adultery is a very odd tranfu
Yation of tuwpienc paigsia '—But I~ will do the
author of Thelyphthora the juftice to fay,
that he is only anfwerable for it in the capa~
city of a copier. We find him here, - as

in many othier places, dealing in gencral
affertions, which may pafs-with a fuperficial
redder,” but are too vague and indeterminaté
to ftand the teft of criticifm, or to fatlhfy
the inquifitive mind. If he had deftended
to particulars, it would have ‘been rusmous
to his caufe: bul unlels we do defcénd to
particulars, it is .impoffible to determine
where the truth is. Then the only thing
to be determined is—upon what prihciple
Athenagoras condemned fecond marriages.
He condemned them upon the fame princi-
ple our Saviour did, that is, not when they
were entered into in confequence of death,
but from ceufelefs divorce. When this worthy
Father writ his apology, diverce, for trivial.
caufes, was vety common among both the
Jews and Heathens—one pleaded - the law
of Mofes, the other the law of the Romans."

But this apologift pleaded the laws of Chrif-:
tains,
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tiadls] relative to-marriage, which were, that
a man thould.hdve; but one wife at: the fame
Xime—that he fhould not puf.her away, ex-
cept for iricontigence: but'if he did put her
away without this reafon, -and married anos
ther, he muft be confidered as “ 4 mgfked
“ adulterer,” even after his wife, unlawfully
divorced, was dead. That Athenagoras {peaks
oply, with an-eye to ;unlawful divorce, is
eyident from, his making the map anfwerablg
for. the tranfgreffion voluntarily committed
by, the. putting away his wife. This is.ine
applicable ta Jofing her by death ; becaufein
ghis cafe he, could not be faid to put her
away, nof-r-—%vbv N iy vipea #ps wdors xava T iy
;,a,,..eunmﬁgma,w—&dtﬁlwg the unson -bes
. tapen flefb and flefo—the commwbmedg'um of
. generation.  1f we wiew : this as applied té
diverce, it is perféctly confiftent- with tbg
‘New Teftament, and the do&rine of Chrift,

to which it makes a dire& and formal__ap-:
peal. Contemplated in any other way,. it
48 impertinent, shfurd, and contradictory ;—
. indeed, this paffage of Athenagoras fpeaks
for itfelf :—if it is only rendered according

to the common acgeptation -of . the words, it
will
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will be found to fpeak the language I have
advanced: —the whole I fhall put in the
margin, for the infpe&tion of the learned
reader, who will have an immediate oppor-
tunity of judging of the folidity of what I
have advanced on this fubjet .

JusTin MARTYR, nearly a cotemporary
Apologift, ¢oncurs in the fame principle.
On Matt. v. 32. with fome other texts of
Scripture, he obferves, ¢ our mafter teaches
* that they are finners, who, under the
# fan&ion of buman lews, engage in fe-
% cond ‘marriages.” (Vid. Apolog. prim.)
On this paffage Dr. Thirlby has the follows
ing very pertinent and judicious note :me
‘Bunt qui PosT pIvorTIA, fecundas nuptiss,
Yegibus humanis non vetitas, contrahunt
que Grabii et Perionii fententia fuiffe-vide

4 B olog mig brigln phonw, %49 iof pdpwr 3 yidp Mdrapog bumplaong i
poxria’ & yap &y Gmodon, Puoly Ty yurdina vty nal yauion &AAm,
poxeras drv dwordur iwrmpizwr W ewaban Tic vim waplnier, du
Iwlyspair o by imvenpin invlor vic splleping yidmeg, rol i viSomi,
ponxgds bt waganindAvpparss, wapaBaiies wiv Ty xinga 15 Ol (34
b dpxch & Oul ira Zrdpas inrdot xal wiar yvrdina) Mwr X v odpre
o sdpea xdd T bucw, wps wWin 7 pinis xonwher,  Vid,
Athensg. Legat. Sad. 97, ' tur
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tur. ~ Hence it demonftrably -appears that"
Athenagoras and Juftin Martyr taught pre-
cifely the fame do&rine. They both evi-
dently apply our Saviour’s prohibition to the
man and the woman :—the man could not
divorce hjs -wife and marry another, with-
out committing adultery ; neither could the
divorced woman marry without being guilty
of the fame_crime. Human_laws allowed
fuch pra@ices, but they were repugnant to
the laws'of Chrift. 'This is what thofe an-
tient Apologifts ‘t'aught *, which is; in my
opinion, ftrictly conformable to the New ‘

Teﬁament.
i

, o . Upron

* From not attending to this diftin&ion, feveral writers'
of eminence have had very wrong ideas of the opinions of
the Fathiers, on the fubje® of feaond marriages. Hence
Barbeyrac fays, * Franchement le nombre des Péres de
Eglife, qui condamnént les Secondes Noces, eft trop grand,
feurs expreffions ont trop de rapport enfemble, pour ad-
mettre un fens. favorable, & pour ne pas donner lieu de
croire, que ceux qui fe font exprimeéz moins durément,
‘que les autres, n’ en etoient pas moins au fond dans les
mémesidées, qui fe font introduites de fort bonne heure,”
Truite de la Morale des Peres, chap. iv. § 14. ,

- This writer ranks Irenzus among the condemners of
fecond ‘marriages, only becaufe he bas faid ‘¢ Miferante
Domino ny 0 Jefu Chrifle Samaritane illi pravaricatriei, yue

-
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Uron this principle alfo. we find, in the
Code of the Univerfal Church, Canons againgt
Bigamifts and Trigamifts, whereby penance
was infli®ed. Many, taking occafion from
human laws, which allowed divorces for
trivial reafons, put away their wives, and

" contratted another marriage before the fore

mer was diffolved, in which cafe penance
was enjoined ;- for it does net appear from
any fatisfaGory evidence, that the primitive.
Church punithed the marrying 4 fecond wife
after the death of the firft. We have every
reafon to fuppofe the conttary from the writs |

in uny viro nom manfit, fed fornicata eft in multis nuptiss,* lib.
fii. cap. 19, Edit. Grab. It muft be evident to every intele
ligent reader, that this can have nething to do with facond
marriages—it is too plain even to be made a queftion of
Dr. Grabe has the following judicious gote upon it ;v
 NoN focundas vl tertias dasmnat nuptias; fed multorum

" adulteriorum ream Samaritidwm intelligit.” Barbeyrag,

it is evident, has viewed the writings of the Fathers in
detached and partial light, or rather, I may fay, like fome "
other authors, he has fat down to diftaat on their opinions
without reading the books that comtain them—that he
has never read Irenzus, is demondtrably certain from his
flatly contradiQing him concerning Tatian’s herefy, and

+ 'the origin of it.—~Compare Barbeyrac Fraité de la Morale

des P‘f“’ Chip. ik s 7o and lrm,c‘m M’ lib. iy

“ap-gt. L
; ings
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imgs of the primitive Fathers, which are the
beft evidence in this cafe, and fully prove
. What T am contcndmg for.

MAaNY more teftimonies might be brought
to prove the fallacy of Madan’s aflertions
relative to the do&rines of the church, in
carly times, concerning fecond marriages 3
I fhall prodace a few that are ﬁtxsfa&ory
and degifive.

 ErteuANivus, of the fourth century, in
bis book againft the herefies of the Cathari,
Bys, ¢ by no mians is that man to be con-
*“ demned, or excluded from the fociety of
** the faithful, who is not fatisfied with
“ hvmg fingle after the death of his former
* wife, but marries another; nor is a wo-
“ man to be canderned, who acts the fame
¢ partafter the death of her hufband.” In
the fifth century we find St. Auftin of the
fame opinion :~—he {peaks of the Montanidts
with contempt, whom he denominates Fana-
ties 3 and he particularly mentions Tertul-
lian with the moft poignant deteflation, for.
tmdemmeg fecond marriages, whean St, Pau}
0 2 ~ had
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had declared the /awfulnefs of them, and had
not fixed any mark of difgrace on them.«—
(Vid. de Heres. cap. xxvi.)—5t. Chryfof«
tom, Madan himfelf tells us, ¢ proves that
¢¢ fecond matriages are not forbidden ;” but
at the fame time we are told; that he taught
that ¢ it is better to forbear.” In reality,
this eloquent writer fays, ¢ fecond marriages
“ are not demied to Chriftians :—they are
¢ only exhorted, if they have the gift of
‘¢ continence, tobe content with the firft.”
Vid. Orat. de Ux. et Pulchrit. Then it evi-
dently appears, that even the Fathers of the
fifth century allowed fecond marriages, upon -
the fame principles St. Paul did ; but, like
that Apoftle, they did not highly refpeét
them: And upon the whole, we may fafely
conclude,’ that the primitive Fathers neither
pmhlbxted nor punithed fuch fecond mar-
riages as the law of God allows.

THE prefent argument, I prefume, does
niot require that T thould fay any thing more -
about the Fathers ; and as to going down far=
ther towards the ®ra of the reformation, I
look upon that totally unneceflary, till

' the
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the queftion affumes another form. It can-
not be expe@ed that I fhould defend the in-
navatsons of the Bithops of Rome ; and as to
the generality of the Popes, and the rab-
ble of Monks, with their feveral abettors
- of whatever defcription, I would. not make
a fingle fcratch with my pen, in their de-
fence, even if it would fave’ thcm from
the lath of Madan. '
3
¢ * CONCERNING the Monogamy of Chriftians,
we have the teftimony of Juftin Martyr to
- vouch for that faQ—a teftimony of greatim-
portance ; becaufe he flourifhed at an early
period after the Apoftles, as is:attefted by
Eufebius, -and Methodius, Bithop of Tyre.
. (Vid. Cave’s Lives of the Fathers, vol. I.
page 140. edit. 2.) Towards the end of his
Dialogue with Tryphon the. Jew, (which
" dialogue fully expofes the weaknefs of the
Jewith caufe in aH its pleas againft Chrifti-
anity) polygamy is {poken of with mingled
¢ontempt and indignation, and is reprobated
in the ftrongeft terms. He calls the Jewifh
Rabbins—dodrero xat vipno J‘Mv-—ﬁ{iﬁl ﬁ and .
blind ds&ors, for encouraging polygamy un-
03 der
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der the pretended fanétion of : patrt"afebd‘ e
anmple. Vid. Juft. Dialog. cum. Tryph. par,
fecund. page 438.

To the above moft refpectable evidence §
fhall add another not lefs fo, that of The-

ophilus* of Antioch. Thisvenerable man -
wrote thrée books, infcribed to Autolycus,
whom he took much pains to convert, In
the fecond (page 150.) he fpeaks of Lamech
as the introducer of polygamy ; agreeable to
the Bible, he exprefily and abfolutely attri-
butes t0 him sy = wrvptiar.  This excellent
% Bifhop candemns polygamy in its origin, and
emphatically in the term sovstin—~a mofk
opprobrious word, which he afterwards ap«
plics to the infamous adulteroys marringes of
the heathen deities. ‘To the.licentious prac~
tice of a plurality of wives at once, he op-
pofes the momogamy and purity of Chrife
tians. (&mu&'ummma wprm, 1ib. 1id. P 234,)

FinaLLY, the teftimony of the Fathers,
o far as my prefent argument is concerned,

*His writings are faid to be « e!egim tradls, and greatly
conducive to the edification of the church.” Sec Cave’ s

Lives of the Fathers, vol. I. p, 178, edit, z, )
mn
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in order to fhape an anfwer to Thelyphthora,
is merely a teftimony as to matter of faét, to
which they are competent evidence, if we:
only allow them the credit due to hiftarians.
They are all witneffes of a general praGtice—
obvious—unqueftioned. What I contend
for is not the teftimony of a few only—it is
the concurrent teftimony of ArLL—it is given
in the cleareft language by the frf and greazeft
lights of the church, whofe prejudices could
not mifreprefent, nor their ignorance mif-
take an odvious fas?. Hence, notwithftand-
ing their other diffentions, we here find the

completeft harmony; which fully proves .

that the fa was too notorious, either to be
miftaken or mifreprefented.

.FroM what has been advanced, not from
hear-fay evidence, or the affertions of pre-
judiced writers, but from thofe books whence
the genuine fentiments of the Fathers can
only be learned, the reader is in poffeflion
of fuch decided proof, as will lead him to
conclude, that Madan’s hiftory of the opi-
_ pions-and practices of the primitive Church
is a compound of ERROR and MISREPRE-

Q4 SENTATIQN~—=

2.0
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SENTATION—his arguments DELUSIVE and
DANGEROUs—his whole fyftem uNscrip-
TURAL-—UNAPOSTOLICAL—and the ten-
dency of his work 1IMMoORAL,

Exp'or PART THE FIRsT,



PART THE SECOND.

CONTAINING MORE PARTICULARLY,

THOUGHTS

o N

POLYGAMY,

SUGGESTED BY THE DICTATES OF
Scripture, Nature, Reafon, and Common-Senfe ;

INCLUDING A DESCRIPTION OF
MARRIAGE and its OBLIGATIONS;

A CONTEMPLATION OF OUR
National SYSTEM of L AW S relative thereto
AND PARTICULARLY AN

ExaMinaTioN of the PRINCIPLES

and TENDENCY of 26 Geo. IL. c, 33.
COMMONLY CALLED

The MARRIAGE ACT.

WITH OTHER INCIPENTAL MATTERS,



THOUGHTS

POLYGAMY.
PA‘R.;I‘ the SECOND.

INTRODUCTION.

T was not beforea fecond edition of Thea
lyphthora made its appearance, that tha
writer of the following pages had ferious
thoughts of fitting down coolly and delibe-
rately to contemplate its principles and ten-
dency ; for, before that, he could not tell
in what point of view to confider its author &
but the circumftance of a fecond edition
thews that he is ferious, and tenacious of
his opinions, as.well as indefatigable to
_bring others te a conformity with them. If
thofe opinions had been really founded on a
true interpretation of the word of God, or,
in
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in other words, confonant to the fpirit of
the Bible and the letter of the New Tefta-
ment, they would have met no literary op-
pofition; but as I conceive them to be the
very reverfe of what is ftriptural and rational,
I think oppofition becomes a duty, and.J
have joined in the oppofition accordingly.
As thofe tenets are maintained with all the
obftinacy which ~ prejudire iand bigotry,
affifted by ingenuity and ability, are capable
of, I find myfelf, having taken a leading
part, under the neceflity.of confidering par-
ticularly the matter of polygamy, not fuper-
ficially, but minutely, by entering upon par..
ticulars, in-order. fully to-détet errar an&
defend truth,.
- Fon thefe feveral reafons, I cannot reft
my defence of ‘our - national- {yftem; with
refpe to-marriage, entirely oh thofe cur-
fory remarks that I have alteady. made, .on
the advanced reafoning for the adoption of
polygamy : however, what has been faid wilk
be a caveat againft smplicit belief, and will
tend to diveft the fubject of fome foreignand
Keterogencous matter artfully incorporated
with
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With it thmfore I now proceed to confider;
- the fubje@ of Polygamy more at large, to
fet it in a #rue ‘and’ feriptural light, and -

wholly to diveft it of that heap of abfur- =

dity with which prejudice has -not only .
fan&tioned, but obfcured it. And in this -
attempt, I fhall not oniit any weighty argu- .
ment, merely becaufe it may have been ufed -
by others, in defence of Monggamy; but
thill intentionally adopt fome, that appear

to me not to have had their full weight,
vmerely becaufe fome circumftances havc not .
been fufficiently attended to. - As.to. the
pamphlets. lately. publithed, which are le-,

" velled directly againft Thelyphthora, what
they contain, I thus publicly.declare, I know.
not ; nor do I intend, till this is finithed,.
to look into -one. of them; not qut of any,

difrefpe to thofe publications and their.
authors; but that I may keep undifturbed

that train of thinking fuggefted to me by .
the reading the Holy Scriptures, and the
beft Commentaries on them; in order to
delincate on paper a {yftem of reétitude, as.
I conceive, agreeable.to reafon.and common.
Jenfe, as well as to the diviné law, without the
imputation
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imputation of having implicitly followed
portial writers, ~ Indeed, implicitly to fol~
low any writer, is at beft but to add an ufe-
lefs book to the ufele(s many already pub~
lithed ;—this condu has often worfe effects,

" fuch as the fupport of error, and thereby,
in time, making it facred by a fort of pre-
fcriptive right.  Yet writers, upon the fame
fubje&, will {ometimes inevitably fall into
the fame way of reafoning, and into fimilas .
fentiments and exprefions, though they may
be unacquainted with each others thoughts;
but it nmay be prefumed that they will as
often reafon in different ways :—thus we
have a vigw of the variety of argumenty
that learning and abilities can adduce—fes
the united force of them, and the utility of
each in particular to the circumftances of
perfons, time, and place ;——and here alfo we
may difcover the neceflity of matry writers.
In contemplation of this, I flatter.myfelf,
that from all the writers againft polygamy,
arguments may be drawn wholly to confte,
in the opinion of mankind, thefe broughe
for it. As to my own, if they contrilurte
but a Jiztle—if they contribute sy shing—e

. in
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in conjun&ion with my fellow-labourers in
the fame bufinefs, to this important end, in
which the goed of ficity is materially in-
volved, I (hall feel a fuperlative pleafure and
happinefs.. It will alfo afford no fmall
pleafure to difcover where the truth fs—
there is fomething uncommonly agreeable
in difcovering and demonftrating fatisfaca
torily the truth—not only mathematical,
of which thofe muft be very fenfible who
‘have ftudied Euclid, but alfo mera/ and re-
ligious trutbs. "This pleafere I can upon no
occafion deny myfelf ; therefore mo power,
or authority, merely bumap, {hall ever di-
vert me from it. Though ¥ feel myfelf
thus wholly unbiafled, and ready to admit
truth and right reafon wherever they may be
found ; yet fuch human authorities as aré
conforant to truth, deferve high refpeét, and
ought mot to be reje@ed in evidence. In
* vegard te. my affertions, my only with is,
that they may be candidly compared with
Scripture, and tried by that onLY RULE OF
sreuT. The emiffian of this, I am very
fenfible, mu#t, in the courfe of things, be
prodotive of miftakes, as well with refped®

to
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to the reader as’ the writer :—for omitting
this caution, the reader may form a very
wrong judgment of what he perufes ; and
writers may produce flourithing harangues,
fubtle difputations, or geometrical propors
tions of moral fitnefs or unfitnefs, juft as
fancy may di@ate; but no fuch thing as a
Jersptural expofition of Scripture. :

WiTH refpett to the interpretation of the
Bible in particular, we, whoare to worthip
God ina fpiritual way, fthould keep, in view
its fpiritual fenfe, which only will take off
that veil of obfturity and Ukitere] deadnefs
which pervade the Mofaic Law. This I
thought neceflary here to obferve, left any
thould imagine that the letter, and not the
fpirit of the law, was obligatory. For we
muft ferve God i xawirmm am Spar®, xal & waradbrm
yrbupar®——in newnefs of the [pirit, and not iu
oldnefs of the letter, Rom. vii. 6. ~ The
New Teftament, it is plain and obvious in
moft cafes, contains a perfeit rule of life,
and its explicitnefs in general operates agaial
" any miftakes we might be led into from the .
concifenefs of the Bible. Thefe two-de- -

, pendent
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petident fyftems I fhall foon confult, to fee
whether or not they condémn polygamy.

BUT, beﬁdes a contcmplatnon of the Di«
.vine Law, which I fet out with in the fol«
lowifg -fheets, after having. adjufted fome
previous. neceffary bufinefs, and on which &
intend chiéfly to reft my defence, I fhall
~ take a.view of . Society and Manners, fo far as
is meceffary to my prefent purpofe; and par-
ticalarly among the moft' civilized nations,;
where learning, and the arts. and fcxcnces,
have floutithed ; that the didfates of reafon
and gommon-fenfe, inthis cafc,.n;ay be clearly
afcertained t«~and, I thall alfo pay attention
tp original manners antecedent to any forms
of government, civilization, or any preju-
dices of education, in order to difcover the.
language of fimple Nature berfelf. Not that
1 think thofe have, or ought to have, any
weight in oppofition to the word of God—
to fuppofe fuch a thing would be abfurd;.
and no lefs fo the pofition—~that God has
commanded practices contrary to Nature un-
corrupted, Reafon well-informed, or Com-
mon.Senfe unprejudiced. L
, P  As
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As to excellence of compofition abftradily
confidered, it ought not to be wondered at,
if it be found on the other fide. When a
man for many years has turned his thoughts
chiefly to ohe fubjed, or the vindication of

‘fome particular. hypothefis.;—when sl his
reading hes tended that way, and correfpone
dent materials and opinionshave been induf
trioufly colle®ed from all quarters,. and
keifurely digefled and fonmed intaq a fyftom,
by experienced judgment, learning, and abiw
lities, and fometimes perhaps by profefional
quirks and quibbles ;—there is all the reafom:
in the world to fuppofe that he- may have:
the advantage, in point of compofition, ‘over:
the author of a more hafty produétion ; even:
although their abilitics were equal, and'may-
have argucd fo ftrongly in favour of: error, - -
as not to be eafily confuted. The following
work, bcm -oppofed -to ‘one of the abeve
defcnptlon, itfelf but the production of a:
few months, and the writer young, hath as-
to years and compofition, mut, moft cer~
tainly, make its appearance with fome dif-
advantage : but if it fhould be found on the’

ﬁde, and vindicating the caufe, of truth,-
the
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the world, it is to be expected, will not be
led away fo far with appearances only, as to
difregard plain and artlefs facts, merely be-
caufe they have not thofe embellithments,
nor are fupported by that fophiftry and chi-
canery, which are the conftant concomitants
of exvoe, and without which ertor cammo®
caift, . . Sy

\ .

P2 CHAP.
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C HAUP L

On. POLYGAMY.

F all the fchemes that have been com-
municated to the world, within the.
compafs of my obfervation, whofe declared
objeéts have been public happinefs and public
utility, none has been more remote from the
propofed end, than that of Polygamy ; for
if we eftimate this praétice by the rules of
found reafon, the apparent evils, which are,
* and ever muft be, the confequence of it, in
the common courfe of things, demonftrate
it to be deftru&ive of human felicity ; and
therefore no friend to fociety can confiftently
advife its introducion. It tends at once to
open a door to the licentious gratifica-
tion of the moft uncontroulable luft, and
tyrannic cruelty ; —to promote domeftic
quarrels, and all the horrid and alarming
confequences of the moft enraged jealoufies ;-
not to mention the negle& of the education
of youth, on which the very exiftence and
‘ well

-
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‘well-being of a ftate neceffarily depend,
with an innumerable train of other mif-
chiefs, the appendages of thofe already men-
tioned.

Porvycamy is equally abhorrent from
Bcripture, Nature, and Common-fenfe. The
general tenour of the Scriptures militates
againft the idea of a plurality of wives :—
it is inconfiftent with the ftri@nefs of the
éonjuggl union, as enjoined and exemplified
by God bimfelf in his inftitution of marriage,
contrary to dll the plain precepts of the
Bible, as well as the New Teftament, re-
pugnant to the conjugal difcipline folemnly
commanded by Chrift, and particularly fo
_ to that illuftration of it by his Apoftle St..
Paul,—the defcription.of the relative duties
of hufband and vg'xfe.

'Bur when I hear it alledged, that fome
partxculat detached paffages of Scripture,—
obfcure, odd, and unpromifing in themfelves,
when feparated from the whole, but other-
wife rational and confiftent—do make poly-
gamy a duty, I'am led to take the fenfe of

. P3 Scripture
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8cripture "in general, t0 compare -firitual
things with fyiritual ; or, in aother words,
to reafon by analogy, from fimilar terms and
phrafes in the New Teftament, as theyallude
. to literal ones in the Old, and are applied to
the divine accomplithments ; that fo I may
come to that knowledge of the Bible which
is _/piritual, and net take it according to ite
literal impoart, for in that fenfe it is 2 Jawof
carnal ordinance and carpal cemmandments
anly, (Heb. vii, 16. andix. 20.) Whea.{
have finithed this pracef(s; and find Wanogwas
the langnage of Seripture copfidered o¢
8 {yftem, I am neceflarily led tg this cans
* clufion, -that the afferter of the. cantrary
doQrine is miftaken, which is highly-psas
bable-fram being ledaway by the oblcerigy
of o fingle paffage in Scripturs, withoutevsy
attending to, or contemplating others, thag
are more explicit and explanatory of it ;=
or elfe that: the Scriptures are ingonfiftent
and felf-coptradictory, which is impaffibls,.

From particular Scripture pa[ﬁgqs,..dg,,
taching thofe fram the context, zad, tha
from the Seripture in:ganesal, and the ¢74in

, trary
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Wrary expolition of thafe pafldgss, have arifen
all the crrors that ever infefted and plagued
the Church : and as to the fathers of them,
who -pretend to be reformers, but in reality
are oppefers, of our ecclepafical effabisfoment,
they-appesr to be much in‘the fame predica~
_ ment es the pretended reformers of our civil
eftablithifient :—~when I contemplate the
features of both, I difcover 2 firiking like.
nefs and malignity, which I would moft
certainly proceed to defcribe, was it not
foreign to my prefent undertaking.

" 'T'relaws of all well-regulated flates have
prohibited polygamy, which proves, at leaft,
thatitis a civil 1 inconvenience ; and indeed the
general fuﬁ'rage of the wifer and better part
of mankind has done the fame; nor was it
pradtifed in the firft and pureft ages of the
world, which feems to intimate that it is con-
trary to Nature and Common-fenfe; and I
doubt not but this will appear incontroverti~
bly true, when thofe things are confidered
tnore at Iarge.

qu ' Ir
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Ir what I have thus curforily abferved
has any verifimilitude, polygamy may be
properly faid to be a moral affence, and &
civil inconvenience :—this’ appears to me,
from an impartial view of things, to be
matter of fa&; ‘but I defire the reader. to
confider it only as an unfupported aflertion,
till he has perufed the following theets——
after which he will know how to difpofe of
it—I mean whether to admit, or reje@ lt—--
‘without any previous direions,

From the attive part I have taken in
this bufinefs, I am confcious I have facri-
ficed, in fome meafure, my eafe, quiet, and,
perhaps, reputation, to the #l-netured in-
ve&ives of prejudzce, and the thundermg
condemnation of an imperious temper =—ag
the firft charaers in the Church have been
wantonly abufed, merely becaufe . they
thought differently from a certain individual
on a certain {ubject; the humbleft of her
fons cannot expe& better treatxﬁcnt i—ine
deed, efe long, he expetts from a certain
quarter the accufation of folly, 1gnorance,

and
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and partiality ; but from the candid world
he hopes better things ;—and will proceed,

undifmayed.by any confequences, in defence
of the Tryth.

"CHAP.
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C H A P W

PoLryGAaMY an OFFENCE againft the
DiviNne Law.

HAVE already faid that Polygamyis a

moral offence, and a civil inconvenience,
which I now proceed to prove; and fhould.
it be proved fatisfattorily to rational and
unprejudiced men, it will juftify all oppofi-
tion. Confidered as a moral offence, it ap-
pears to me not only fo with refpeét to the
law of God, but alfo in the fame predica-
ment with' refpect to Nature, Reafon, and
Common-fenfe.

BuT, in the firft place, let us hear drvine
tefiimony, which only can be decifive, and
give any authority to that of man: for if a
plurality of wives cannot be proved by

tpture-précepts to he in any cafe neceflary,

edient, or a duty, then all human rea-
ing cannot make it fo; but fhould it be
3 in
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inapgy cafe a duty, expedicnt_,.— or neceflary,
thea, while that duty, and the fame expe+

diency and neceffity exift in fociety, the ope .

pofition of human fyflems cannot abrogate
the divine law :—for “ whatfoever is not

#¢ read therein, nor may be proved thereby, -

“ js not required of any man, that it fhould
¢ be believed as an article of the faith,”—
(Art. vi. of the Church of Englaad) and
pice verja. - Divefting ourfelves of all pre«
judice, let us candidly enquire, on the foot
ing of the divine Jow, whether polygamy is
an admiflible prattice or not ? If we leave
for future difcuffion the example of the firfk
chara&ers under the Patriarchal and Mofase
difpenfations, this grand queftion will be
wore &mpla, and more eafily anfwered.

* Tue firft precept that occurs in the Bible,
with refpe@ o the anion of the fexes, is of

that clofenels, that it militates againft the

ides of meore than two ; and this is the lan-

guage of the procept alluded to;—*¢ They /.
s¢ fhall be one fleth,” (Gen. ch. ii. 24.) or 7. 4
rather, they two; that is, the man and his /..

wife fholl he one fieth, according to the

Samaritan

<
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Samaritan Hebrew Bible; which our Sa-
viour feems to refer to, Matt. xix. 5. This
plainly indicates the Deity’s intention, that
mankind fhould be propagated by monogamy.
- The union of the firft pair thews this ; but
the precept they two, or the two only—for 1
can perceive no difference between thefe ex-
preflions—hall be one flefb, makes the mat-
ter of monogamy being the law of God from
the beginning, paft a doubt :—indeed, this
onenefs cannot exift in any other way. If
we _ contemplate this matter as Gen. ii. di«
res, it will evidently appear, that a man
engaged by the matrimonial bond, fhall im-
mediately quit all other conneétions, nay, pa~
rental endearments: *¢ therefore (that is i
¢ confequence of marriage) fhall a man leave
¢ his father and mother ;”—his affeGion
thall be undivided ; for parental is fuppofed
to be the greateft, therefore particularized
here, and fhall be intimately conjosned, cleave
(agglutinatus erit) 72 bis wife, in entire and
infeparable love, and though diftin& beings
according to the rigid rules of arithmetic,
yet, thus conne@ed by infeparability of per-
fons and affections, they are to all thofe pur-~

' pofes
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pofes and intents one fle/b. The Hebrew Doc~
tors infer from hence the fin of beattiality ;.
and hence alfo, it feems, they draw arguments-
againft inceftuous marriages. But- Bithop:
Patrick fays, ¢ their obfervation is more’
“¢ pertinent who take nouce, that God.cre-.
¢« ating and joining but one man and one:
¢ woman in the beginning, "intended mans:
“¢ kind fhould be fo propagated, and riot-by:
- *¢ polygamy ; which, in procefs of tifne, bed:
¢ came the.general pra&ice 5 but from the,
«.beginning it was not {0, as our Saviour,

< {peaks in the cafe of divorces, which, he:
-« concludes from thefe very words, were:
« againft the divine inftitution, which,
“ made fwo 2o be one flgfb; (Matt. ch. xix.
‘¢ ver. 5, 6,.8.) fo he interprets thefe words, ;
¢ and St. Paul does the fame, ¢(1 Cor. vi.
““ 16.) they fball be one: flefb; and fo doth.
_ % Jonathan’s paraphrafe, and the Samaritan
o dec ”  Com. vol. L. p. 1§. edit. 3-

WHEN we contcmplatc the original mar- -
riage-inflitution, and particularly the infe-
parability of the perfons and affeGtions of
the two; which, if not fully expreﬂ‘ed,‘it .
certainly
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eertainly evidently implied in the conxmand,’
sbey, o X, the two, jball ba ane flefd, we can-i
not but confider carnal commerce with ano-
ther, by either of the parties, criminal;
becanfe a dite@& violation of the otherwifer
indiflotuble masriage-bond. That this union’
aughe 10 be.between fwo enly, is evident from’
the cafe of Adam and Eve. It is eertain’
* thdt" God gave s precep( about: the mature-of
thee conjun@ion of the fexes, and it is equally’
certain that he gave an example of this pre-’
cept in ‘the marriage of the firt man. ‘If
this. proves any thing, it certaimly proves
" the unlawfulnefs of polygamy fn the then’
‘flate of things. Fhe precept and the ex-’
ample mruft fpeak - one language; but to fay’
that they are contradi®ory, is Blafphemy’
againft the divine attribute of unchange-’
ablenefs.. From all which i¢ appears, that,
in ¢he firft inftitation of marriage, momogawy’
was folemnly pafled intoa law, as wellas’
the indiffolubility of the marriage-bond, by
th¢ Deity himfelf, except in fuch cafes as
evidently diffolve ‘i, as adultery and deathr. -
Liet us curforily confider the prachiee of
polygamy, and fee whether or ne-it exhibits a -

con-
.
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cenformity to; tho prefent-reacived macriages
mftitation. This dirc@ly vioktes the pria
mary camtnand, they fball be anc feth ;. fos
conjugal affc@ion is dividad; if it exifia dg
all for mare than onc wife ~lote is not bmw
fepanable, ner.the perfons of tha tun; foe
the fingular unign fo neceflary tox he: attended
to, if ‘we are willing .to- obey. 'the. diving
command, 93 t0. the omemzf of . it, is .wicq
Iated, and updivided man is. divided intesas
many pasts.as.he. biag wives; dhat he may bei ‘
on¢ fleth withoach.: byt this is atvabfiirdityy
and' fo arc-all’ the. zpologsch ma’fovdnl
purpofe of recunci&ngn SR ey

© ¥ wIsH new:tor ummct the teader tlmuha.
gnmary command, tbey fball be one fofb, of,.
in other words, w0 .only, as was- excraphie-
fied in the marriage of Adam.and:Eve, s eor
be our grand 'divectory in all.the fubfeggent.
fehemds that we contemplate, whether Po..
triorchal, Mofuic, or. Chrifian. This orasi
. from the firft birth of time, and thall be tou
its lotefl period the Jaw of mawriage. If it
be adngiteed that: the law given to Mofes ree,
fpecting matrimony, apd committed by him
. ' to

‘e
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to writing, as 2 modern would exprefs him«
felf, is the fame, or, in other words, no¢
contradi®ory to what was revealed to Adam 3
then monogamy was thelaw of the Ifsaelites ;
and if we do not lofe fight of this idea, it
may affift us very materially in' our examina-
tion of fyftems, and their- particular infi~
tutions.. But fhould it bé contended with
plaufibility, or ‘even proved, that for fome
argont . necefity, or peculior expediency, the
lsw from the begintiing had-been difpenfed
with. by Mofes, refpecting marriage; yet.
~ fill this could have no weighit with Chrif-,
tians ; becaufe our Saviour,- when fpmkmg-

of the nature and mode of the matrimonial . -

union, ‘refers not to Mofes, -but to the firft’

command, and fo does St. Paul; which. et

fhews that it was to regulate the practice of’
Chriftians ; and alfo that it is of lafting -
abligation, and for the good of fociety.:
. For my own part, I could clofe myevidence.
here, and join iflue; but left fome fhould
abfurdly imagine that the unchangeable .
God has changed his mind in this matter,.
fo eﬁ%nnal in its firft form to the happinefs

of.

L J
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of mankind; . I will proceed to fhew the bar-
mony of Scripture throughout.

Ir we may judge from what is recorded L

and are not wife above what is written,. the

law of tarriage continued the fame forabove

fixteen hundred years—in other.words, to
the deluge. But. it may be atked, did not
God make fome alteration, when he renewed
the covenant with Noah the then feed of

mankind, a new root of human nature—the -

father of the poftdiluvian world——efpecially

as things had undergone a revolution? By .-

no means ! But_as Noah was in fome mea-

fure a fecond Adam, God confers the fame .
benediction upon him, as had been before

. conferred on the father of the antidiluvian
world, (Gen. ix:.) This; in intention, was
an aflurance of his favour and protection :~-

he alfo renews the command, ¢ be fryitful -

and multiply ;” but this was to be carried
into execution by the mode of God’s own

appointment ; that is, (though no'particular -

way is here recited). fubordinate to the pri-
mary command, of which Adam and Eve,
with refpect to marriage, are a ftanding ex-

QU ample—

.<3'} .
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"ample :=~as to contrary examples, and their -
inotives, they will be confidered in thieir pro<
per place. '

Gob revealed nothing to the Patriarchs,
as his will, contrary to this ;—indeed, it
would be abfurd, or; perhaps, fomething
worfe, to fuppofe hedid. But an apponent
may rife upand fay, Did not the Deity give
a fanction to the praétice of polygamy in the

*cafe of Sarah and the king of Gerar? It by
no means ftrikes me that any fuch conclufion
can be dedueed : but let the matter be mose
particularly confidered. Abimelech was a
name common fo the kingsof Paleftine, as
the name Pharaoh was at Egypt, and the
Cafars at Rome; {o we tannot come to any
certainty in regard to which king it was jw—
‘indeed, that is not material, mor his name,
to the point in queftion; for it will fuffice
to know, that a king of Paleftine took Sarah

~ " to cohabit with him in the way of a wife.
For this he is reproved by the Deity ina

‘dream—a’ manner of the manifeftation of
his will, as fometimes made to heathens, for
avoiding great emormities ; but, as Maime-

' nides
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pides * obferves, different from that madq

to the prophets; to which I will add, by

way of explanation, inferior to it, This

militates againft the idea of his being fuch

" very gaod man as fome would infinuate. .

"The Deity’s repraof refpects not the fityatiop

of the king, but Sarah, as the affigned rea-

fon evidently fhews; which is a proof of -

the unlawfulnefs of polygamy on the fide of

the woman :~¢ $he isa man's wife,” Gen. < #sn

¢h. xx, 3.~—or, aceording to the margmal‘ Sty gl
reading, married. te ¢ bufband ; thereforethe "1/‘ §
unalienable property of that hufband, cons f s / e e
fequently it was & crime for sy msen what. /~ Kieriiio
foever, whether married or wniparried, to

take ‘her in the capacity of a wif twmby af’f e
erime I-mean a violation of God's law frem -~ /"
she beginming. But thofe who went, fop /1t " .
certain purpofes, to make this tranfadion 7+ ,/ - S
give evidence to what it doss not, Gy, Cer- B3
tainly God gives teftimopy tq the integrity fx_ /m/ p
of Abimelech in taking another wife, whea 72., ..,
he had feveral before. 'This conclufion is 7. .~ ,
founded uypop wrong premifes; for thereis - "_"1: |
not, in the whole hiftory, a fingle {yllable -7+~

% Reterred to in Patrick’s Comment, vol. I. p..82. -

Q.2 that |
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that has the leaft appearance of a juftification
of polygamy. But if the king was poly-
gamous, it may be aftked why he was not
reproved for that in particular? It may be
likewife afked, why all the heathen enormi-
ties were not reproved by the Desty nime~
diately  But to réturn to the matter directly”
under confideration. The king is reproved
for taking another man’s wife, he pleads his
integrity in that circumftance, becauf¢ he
did not know it, the Deity admits the truth
of his excufe; which -proves neither more
nor lefs than this :—it is difagreeable to God -
that 2 man fhould poflefs and enjoy the wife
of another, and that the king was not fo
abandoned as to have done it. But to fet
his whole conduét in a clear light, we muft
confider that ke was a heathen king reigning
at Gerar, the then metropolis of Paleftine,
a country where polygamy was fan&ioned by
cuftom, if not by law, and which, accord-
ing to Abraham’s fuppofition, only was want-
ing the fear of God, (verfe 11.)—fuch a
fenfe of religion as reftrains men from all
kinds of wickednefs, and lewdnefs in parti-
cular.  In this degree of knowledge of the
turpitude
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turpitude of vices, we may fuppofe him
guilty of many, without any confcioufnefs of
that guilt. Then the Deity cannot be fup-
pofed to approve his whole condu@, when he
faid, ¢ I know thou didft this in the inte-
s¢ grity of thy heart,” (ver. 6.) butonlyin-
timating, that his intention was not to defile
another man’s wife by a licentious and tem-
porary union. Thus far the king’s intention
is approved, but no farther ;—then to extend
it farther, is what Scripture does not war-
rant. As to the innocency of his hands, as
I have before obferved, in reference to the
eafe I have flated, it implies no more than
that he did not take Sarah by violence; in-
-deed, there was no neceflity to ufe force;
for Abraham being in a fituation of life
totally unprovided to oppofe the inclinations
of aking of Paleftine, fhewed no unwilling<
nefs in this affair. Frem this hiftory then
ne proof can be brought of the Deity’s ap-
probation of polygamy. Butadmitting this,
probably the difpenfytion of Mofes is con-
vincing to the contyary :—let us then hear
the evidence that is Izjrought from that quar-
ter forits proof, and impartially confider its
Q3 - - weight
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wexght in conformity to the true nnport Oi
the law.

Berore I proceed, Iwill beg leave to re-
mind my reader, that we thould contemplate
the law of Mofes as now obligatory only in
the fpirit of it—in other words, in a form
divefted of every thing local or temporary.
The firt law in the Mofaic code, that can
be the obje&t of our attention, is, “ If 2
““ man enticé a maid that is not betrothed,
 and lie with her, he fhall furely endow
““ her to be his wife. If her father utterly
“ tfefufe to give her unto him, he fhall pay
‘“ money according to the dowry of virgins,” .
Exod. xxii, 16, 17. This, ‘¢ a man,” we
are told by an advocate for polygamy, ac-
cording to the Hebrew, which is an indes
finite term, as is aflerted, fhould be “¢ any
¢ man;” But not to difturb him in his
fruitlefs difputations with himfelf about the
genius of the Hebrew language, I will con-
fider the whole paffage in its true, confiftent,
fcriptural, and rational import.

T1s law is erroneoufly thought to bé the
{ame with Deut. xxii. 28, 29.—the crimes
' are
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are not the &me neither are the punithments,
as will appear when both are confidered. In
regard to the firft, which provides againft
defilement by confent, it enals, that « if a
. man entice a maid, that is not betrothed ;”
for if betrothed, fhe was confidered as mar-
sied in contemplation of law ;—indeed, be-
trothing, or, asa modern would {ay, ¢fpoufals,
among the Jews, were ipfum matrimonium,,
whether de prefenti, or de futuro; and there- |
fore criminal converfation with a maid of
this defcription, was punithed with death :
but if fhe was not betrothed, and the affair
bappened in the city, the man was confidered
as a feducer only; becaufe it was fuppofed
that if there had been force, her voice might
haye been heard in thecity, I fay, this was
only confidered as feduction, except witnefles
proved the contrary, But if this happened
in the ficlds—I mean taking pofleflion of
a woman’s perfon—it was always prefumed
to be a rape, through a faveurable i interpre-
tation on the woman’s fide, This law,
which was certainly defigned as a fecurity ta
women againft the treachery of men, enads,
that the feducer of a maid not betrothed,
Qs <l
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¢ thall furely endow her to be his wife.”—
This does not contain a general obligation
to marry ; but marriage was certainly beft,
where there was no legal inability, fuch as
being married before. Maimonides, and
other Hebrew Doctors, as Bithop Patrick
informs us, (who cannot be prejudiced in
their interpretation of this Scripture, as it
is not matter of controverfy between them
and Chriftians, and are therefore the beft
interpreters of their own law in this cafe)
contend, thatit does not containa command
that he fhall marry her, but only that he
thould make fatisfaGion for taking away her
virginity, which was by paying- fo much in
the nature of a dowry, as would render her
fit to be his wife, if all parties were agreed.
But if either the man, maid, or her father,
refufed, (for they had all a power of refufal,
and confequently could hinder the marriage,
as the Hebrew Doors inform us) - then the
feducer paid this mul& as ‘the dowry of a
virgin toier father. See Patrick’s Comment;
vol. I. page 282, edit. 3, and Selden’s Uxor
‘Heb. lib. i. cap. 16,

But
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‘Bu to affert that feduction compels mar-
riage in all cafes, is contrary to the exprefs
words of thelaw itfelf: for, ‘“ if her father
 utterly refufe to give her unto him,”
though the man and woman may confent ta
the marriage, *“ he (the feducer) fhall only
‘¢ piy money according to the dowry of

_virgins ;” that s, fhall not marry the feduced

woman without her father’s confent, but

- fhall pay money, probably as much as was

equal to her ftation~—r s w3 Kpo—a fatis<
faction for her reproach, as Jofephus very
juftly expreffes it, Lib. iv. Archzol. c. 8,
But whether the ftated legal fum to be paid*
to this difhonoured woman, let her ftation
in life be what it would, was fifty pieces of
filver money, as the generality of writers
affert, on the authority of Deut. xxii. 29.
may admit of fome doubt ;—indeed, I can-
pot affent to it, becaufe the crimes were not
the fame. - Moft probably, in this cafe, it
was only a fum equal to that dowry of vir-
gins which her ftation in life might require ;
but as this is ufelefs fpeculation, I fhall
quit it, to return to the father’s refufal,
and its confequences, The confequence of

> the
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the father’s refufal was, that the marriage
could not be celebrated; but to fay that it
muft, is not only conttary to the plain lan<
guage of the Bible, hut inconfiftent with
that parental authority, which was fupported
and held facred among the Jews. Here is
an exception to the univerfality of marriage,
in cafes of fedu@ion, on the authority of‘
Bxod. xxii. 16, 17.—~whence it ap

that fedu&ion among the Jews did not always
neceflitate marriage: And if alfo, the man
had his refufal, upon paying the penalty of
the law, which was the cafe, according ta,
the beft authorities, this undoubtedly was
the punithment of a married man :—a con-
clufion neseffarily fuggefted, when we recol-
Ye& the fubftance of the primary command
yelative to marriagc, .

" Waen 1 confider attentively thefe things,
and, I call God to witnefs, I do impartially
revolve them, and all obje@ions to them,
ferioufly in my mind, I cannot be angry
with thofe men wha fay that it is beft only
for the fingle man to marry the damiel that
hc feduces, but that the married man muit be
‘ configned
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tonfigned to a pecuniary punithment; It
may be faid, that a married man offending
in this way, was an adulterer, and ought tg
be punithed with death. The candid Authors
of Antient Univerfal Hiftory cxplam thig
matter fully and fatisfatorily, as far as'the
Jews were concerned. ¢ Adultery was punifh-
able with death in both parties, whetherthey
were both married, or only the woman ;
but we cannot affirm the punithment of a
married man to have been the fame, who
committed adultery with an unmarried wo-
man ; for, befides that the crime was not
alike, with refpect to fociety,” to which ¥
will add the Ifraclitith in particular, it is
plain that Mofes was farced to indulge them
in fome other particulars, as znjuffifiable as
this, fuch as polygamy.” — Vol. III b i.
€ 7- 8vo.

BuT it may be faid, if the feducer hadno
property, the law would be a mere nullity,
becaufe he could not be punithed in a pecu~
niary way. If he had not wherewith to
make fatisfaction, according to the law, he .
mlght enter mto a ftate of fervitude, as Ja-

coh
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cob did, inftead of paying a dowry to the
father of his wife Rachel ; or, asin cafes of
thefts, he might be fold for the benefit of
the perfon injured, I do not fay that this
ever was theg cafe; but the law feems to have
provided fuch a remedy for the recovery of
fines in general, where property was wanty
ing; andif it was legal in one cafe, it muft
be fo in all recoveries of that kind ;—fo,
« if he have nothing, the¢n be thall be
* fold*.”~—Exod. xxii. 3. .

Frowm all which it appears, that the faid
law does not enjoin the married man to marry
the woman he fedyces; and if fo, then it
does not make in that, or -any other cafe,

polygamy a duty As wel]l might the ne-
ccﬂity of marriage ‘be inferred from Lev,
ch. xix. 20, which enaéts, that whofoever
¢ lieth carnally with a woman that isa bond-
¢ majd betrothed to an bufband, and nogat,

-® When, among the Jews, individuals were fold, it was
moft generally to a fojourner or ftranger in theirland ; and.
__ip that cafe, the perfan fold, if able, mxghtredeemlum.
ﬁelf or his ku;dred might, upon certain conditions ;—in
the year of Jubilee he had his freedom of courfe. Sce;

Lev. XXV, 4754
« all



POLYGAMY. 23

t¢ a1l redeemed, or freedom given her, fhe
¢¢ fhall ‘be fcourged ; they fhall not be put
¢ to death, becaufe the was not free.© And:
¢ he fhall bring his trefpafs-offering, &c.
** and the fin ‘which he hath done fhall be
“ forgiven him.” The Jews, it feems, took
Gentile fervants, who, if they weére willing
to embrace their religion, were, upon cer-
tain conditions, admitted to the Jewith pri-
vileges, whether civil or religious ; but they
continued in a ftate of “fervitude, if they
could not pay thé redemption price, other-
wife they had their full liberty, if they paid
itin full. Some, indeed, were ‘in a middle
ftite—partly free and partly fetvile ; becaufe
part of the redémption-price was paid, and
part unpaid ;—and this was the fituation of.
the betrothed bond-maid above-mentioned :
but, becaufe the had not the full privileges -
of a -Jewith citizen, the debauching 'her,
though efpoufed, was not punithed by death,
- as in'other cafes of adultery — for adultery .
it muft be—but only by fcourging. ' Many
reafons may be affigned for this, and it affords
matter for a variety of arguments: but as it
isa dngreﬁ':on from the main fubje&, I fhall -
content
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content myfelf with making the hiftory of
the fituation of heathen bond-maids among
.the Ifraclites, with refpe to marriage, more
compleat, by obferving, that no Ifraelite
could efpoufe a perfe@ flave ; but one that
was partly free he might, though he could
not marry her till the had her full liberty.

It may not be improper here to take no-
tice of an injundion to the Ifraclites, com-
ing immediately from God to Mofes, of the
prohibitory kind : ¢ After the doings of the
¢ land of Egypt wherein ye dwelt, fhall ye
¢ not do: and after the doings of the land
s¢ of Canaan whither I bring you, thall ys
¢ not de: neither fhall ye walk in their
¢¢ ordinances.”—Lev. xviii. 3. Thefe wers .
fuch as related chiefly to marriages that were
inceftuous and adulterous, as is evident from
what follows in the fame chapter, wherse
inceftuous marriages are particularized end
prohibited, and in verfe 18 there is an ex-
prefs and general prohibition of polygamy
not only becaufe it was the prattice of tiw
Egyptians where the Ifraclites had been, and
of the Canaanites where they were goiag to

fettle, -
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{ettle, but becaufe it was evil in itfelf, be-
ing neceflarily produtive of jealoufics and
. quarrels in families. Both thefe reafons ap-
pear in Scripture againft it, and particularly
in the eighteenth chapter of Leviticus.rm
From its being a heathen practice, it was
likely to lead to other heathen enormities :vye
and therefore might well be prohibited on
this account only :—as to the other reafon,
exciting difturbances 'in families, the moit
malignant in themfelves and confequences,
both with refpet to individuals and fociety
at large, it muft ftill exift, and is an infupe-
rable objection, even though it had not been
prohibited by the divine law. But it is
prohibited by the law of Mofes ; or, to fpeak
more properly, by the Jaw of Gad, as record-
.ed in the Bible, and particularly Lev. xviii.
18. The promulger of the law, after pre~
facing thofe laws that he was then going
-publicly to deliver, with an admonition not
to follow the cuftoms of Egypt or Canaan,
but to keep the ftatutes of God, which, we
may conclude, were different, procesds go
fay that none of them fhould be guilty of

violating them, on pain of expulfion from
: the
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the promifed land.—Heb. gry erw—mdt,
man—that is, no man whatfoever; and Bi-
thop Patrick fays, ¢ the Talmudifts take it
®¢ as if he had faid, neither Jew nor Gentile;
*¢ for all mankind, they fay, are compre-
¢ hended under thofe laws about inceft.
¢ Nay, the very Karaites (or thofe who ad-
¢ here only to the Scripture, and reject all
¢¢ Talmudical expofitions) are of this mind,
¢¢ a8 Mr. Selden obferves, de Ux. Heb.
¢ lib. i. cap. 5’* And I cannot but be
of this opinion myfelf; becaufe they ate
-hot local or temporary, but evidently. calcu-
lated for the good of fociety, andas univer-
fally binding as thofe moral precepts in the
next chapter, from verfe 11 to verfe 19.--
and our legiflators have juftly thought fo,
‘and have fhewn their refpect to the law of
God, which fhould be the foundation of all :
municipal laws, by making them the law of
the land. But to proceed imunediately to

‘Lev. xvifi. 18, as more dire@ly conneted .
with my fubje@t:—it is there decreed, .
¢« neitherthalt thou take a wife to her fifter”
or rather, according to the marginal tranf-

& Comment. vol. I. page 465. fac :
tion,



POLYGAMY. . e

lation, * one wife to another.” ‘To fay
nothing of marginal words, which fome-
times give a fenfe different from thofe in the
text, and I may add, in generalamuch better
fenfe, in.faying which I think myfelf jufti.:
fied by a moft learned work, wherein is
afcertained the authority of the Keri~-words'
in the margin different. from thofe in the
text—a- Work that ‘deferves well of - the
learned world and mankind, and will be a
lafting monument. of the learning and appli~
cation of its author.—I fay, not to mention °
the value of marginal words, Exod. xxvi. 3.
where Mofes is ordered that the curtains of
the Tabernacle fhould be coupled mufier ad,
JSororem, (Buxtorf's Heb. Lex.) which im-
plies ome to anotber, as we tranflate it, feems
to juftify the marginal tranflation of Lev.
ch. xviii. 18. And the Karaites interpret
this place—‘ that a man, having a wife, |
¢ fhoiild not take another while fhe lived ;.
to which opinion I moft fincerely fubfcribe,
Then, if this is the true fenfe—and it will
bear no other confiftently—it contains an
exprefs prohibition of polygamy.  -Bifhop
Pamck, I know, thinks otherwife ;—but
R though
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though in moft cafes I.am willing to be di«;
re¢ted by fo learned and judicious a comriven-

tator, yet I can by no means fubfcribe ¢4
his opinion oa this matter ; becaufe the rea-
fons he affigns are unfatisfactory ; and, be-
fides, this law is feparate ind diftin& From
thofe abeut inceftuous marriages. R

In oppofition to polygamy being. prohin
bited by Lev. xviii. 18. it is aflerted—=* fou
‘¢ a5 more wives than one were indadged bow
« fore the Iaw, {0 they were after.” Idemp
adt the indulgence of a plorality of .wives,
but I contend, that there és a very maverial
difference between indulgence, orconnivance,
and the folemn fanckion of law =it is for
want-of difcriminating between thefe, thas
has led commentators, both mntitnt amd
modern, into great errors. In: the fame
method of not diftingubthing praiees frordt
precepts, a fature Vidtet, comawehting off
the Englifh hiftory, avight sffere, ithtwkupt '
ing a ihiftrefs, becaufe tonnived utj—in other
words, not punithed-—was agreeable tovshd
laws of Bhgland. But Who. dods nut fes
howw:rong fuehconcluﬁons, in general, ate?
= But
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~But.itis faid, ¢ Maofes himfelf. fuppofes ag
¢ much, when he provides a man- thould
¢ not prefer a child he had by a beloved
“ wife, before one by her whom he hated,
f¢.if he was the eldeft fon ; which plainly
£¢ iptimates an allowancc in his law of more
f¢ swiyes than one.” But this I deny, becau{g
the thing might very well be underftood of
wives in fucceffion ; and as thisis moft con,
fiftent with Scripture in general, I therefore
sdopt this {enfe, and prefer it. And as tq
. the example of the Jewith kings, even the
beft of ‘them, it can have no weight in al}
snftances, except fuch.example were finlefss
but go fuch-among them can be produced.
‘The kings of Urael were forbid to ¢ multi- Z/ s
s¢ ply wives,” Deut. xvii. 17. I alk whes /’, /:‘ |
ther David and Solomon did not oﬁ'cnd j” ”1"
ageinft this psecept ? ’/‘ e
. r/ |
J;N Levmcus xviii. the degtegs of confannt /‘ "
- gum;ty and affinity, within which marriage ’ SRS
is prohibited, ar¢ recorded from verfe 6 g~ A “( ’
yverde 17-inclufive i—thefe were fome of the <~ "’
sbominations of Egypt and Canaan in par-
us“la:, whxch it was neceflary to provide '
LR R 2, " againft
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againft by pofitive law. "But, at the 18th
verfe, Mofes proceeds to prohibit abomina-
tions of a different kind, which had been.
produétive of confufion, and defiled the land,
for which its inhabitants were expelled and
if they gave into the fame crimes, they
" (the Jews) are given to underftand it would
be productive of the fame confequences,—
verfe 28.  Mofes, having uniformly faid,
in the firft part of the chapter which relates
to confanguinity and affinity, * thou fhalt
«¢ not uncover the nakednefs” of fuch as he
defcribes—the modeft language of the Bible
for carnal knowledge, which it would be
.wrong to fuppofe was meant ih any other
;way than that of marriage—changes his
language at the cighteenth verfe, where he
proceeds to prevent, by pofitive precepts,
* .other heathen cuftoms—{uch as Jetting their
children pafs through the fire to Molech,
' prdphaning the name of God—fodomy and
beaftiality—at the head of which, with fome
others, ftands the direc? prohibition of poly-
gamy. But it may be faid to me, where is
the marriage of a wife’s fifter prohibitcd as

inceftuous ? . To which I reply, it is pro-
: hibited
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hibited by confequence and analogy at verfe
16 5 and that ought to be looked upon as fuf-
ficient :—for ¢ this in the Levitical degrees
is to be obferved, that all the degrees by

name are not expreflly fet down; for the

Holy Ghott there did only declare plainly
and clearly fuch degrees, from whence the
reft might evidently be deduced. As for ex~ ¢

72 4.

ample, where it is prohibited that the fon o/ P /
fhall not marry his mother, it fallowethalfo, /- /u Yen
that the daughter fhall not marry her father. , .~ JEx

And by enjoining that a woman fhall not’ -

ﬂ (‘/ﬂu

marry her father’s brother : the like reafon 4’ Wy

requireth that the thall not marry her mo-

ther’s brother.” And it is further allcdqu,
“ from a parity of reafon (which is aHo. 7
acknowledged and laid down by the books®
of common law) refts the prohibition againft
marrying a wife’s fifter ; which is well ex-
prefled by Bifhop Jewel, in his printed letter
upon that point ;:—<¢ Albeit (fays he) I be
not forbidden, by plain wards, tomarry my

AJ d—(/)o/a

£
e !a»‘l

a,// T:f

wife’s fifter ; yet Iam forbidden fo to do by \

other words, which by expofition are plain
enough : for when God commands me that
I thould not marry my brother’s wife, it

R 3 | follows
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follows dire&iy by the fame, that hg forbidé,
me to marry my wife’s fifter : for between
one man and two fifters, and one woinan and
twobrothers, is like analogy or propottion ;"*#
in other words, the fame dcgrec of proxi-
mity ;—thercfore marriages, in both thefe
cafes, are prohibited by the law of God,
and fo they are by the laws of England,~—
25 Hen. VIIL. cap. xxii. fec. 3. expreflly
prohibit's marrying a wife's fifter ; and I do
not recolle® that this is repealed by any
fubfequent ftatute ; but this properly be-
longs to the determination of profeflipnal
men :—even if it fhould be faid to be re-
. pealed, the fubftance of it is mcorporatcd
into other ftatutes, fo th,at will not alter thq
matter. . -
Tye wording of the eighteenth verfe,
evidently refers to fomething more than the
prohibition of a man’s marrying his wife’s
fiter. The word vex, in particular, muft
refer entirely to jealoufies. and contentions
in the family—the immediate confequence of
polygamous contradts ; and the addition of

. ¥ Rurn’s Eccl. Law_'rxt Mamagc. .
C . ¢m
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*¢ in her life-time,” ¢vidently thews that it
was dire@ly levelled againft thefe :—indeed,
it muft, or elfe we thall be at a lofs to dif-

" "cover the object of it. But to fay that it

only prohibited 2 man from marrying his .

~ wife’s fifter while that wife lived, but that /<2 e
after her death fuch marriage was lawful— ~ "7
is to get rid of a difficulty, at the expence *’ ¢
of an abfurdity, and a cantradiction too :

for the reafon'to prevent the marriage—
affinity—muft ftill exift; and the Karaites,/ - .. /4.
in oppofition to the Talmudifts, thought it. / dens
abfolutely unlawful for a man to marry the /..., 4
fifter of a former deceafed wife. See Sele./: .-
den’s Ux. Heb. lib. i, cap. 4. And I may fmm
adduce another great authority in proof of J<,» «
the fame :—<¢ It is dire®ly againft the fcope * * "~
of all thofe laws, which prohibit men tQ "”’"’" i
marry at all with fuch perfons as are here * Ao K
mentioned, either in their wives life-time,

. or after. And there being a prohibition,

verfe 16, to ‘marry a brother’s wife, it is un=~
reafonable to think Mofes gave them leave

to marry their wives fifters.”-—Patrick’s

Comment. vol. I. p. 469. edit. 3.

R 4 FroMm
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Frowm all which I may fafely conclude,

.without recapitulating the arguments ad-

-duced, that there is a fcriptural impediment

.to marrying two fifters, either in fucceffion

or otherwife; and that there is a fcriptural
difability to the contra& itfelf; therefore

fuch marriages feem to be void 4 initio, and

bught to be annulled. Ialfo conclude, that

Lev. xviii. 18. does not re{pe& this matter,

but fomething elfe ;—it does prohibit fome.

thing, and that can be nothing elfe but

. polygamy; and this prohibition is not par.

tial ; that is, confined to the cafe of two

fifters only, but extended to all cafes; for

the ground of the prohibition, jeiloufies and
contentions. in a family, fuggefts this idea :

and thofe reafons againft a plurality of wives

at once, muft in all cafes exift, and therefore

muft be a general bar to it. But to fuppofe

it forbidden in the cafe of two fifters only,.

- 4"~ as fome have done, merely becaufe they da
; ».4 not know how to reconcile the contrary
“" » . With practice, and are therefore reduced ta
e the neceflity of fuppofing that fifters ape
/"ot moOTE likely to quarrel than other women, is
v &5 oo, a8 abfurd as it is ignorant. The reafons

Sy : R T SR IRV - afligned
e a (/ . ‘.
A

Iz
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affigned are evidently of a general nature;
and fo is the prohibition founded on them.
Here then is a_plain law forbidding poly-
gamy—a law calculated for the good of ‘fo-
ciety, and univerfally obligatory, as is evi-
dent from what I have before obferved-—a
law which cannot be got rid of but by a
manifeft corruption of the text—a law
which has its foundation in the nature and
reafon of things, and confequently its obli-
gation mutft ftill be the fame, even though
fovercign neceflity fhould caufe a temporary
¢xemption, |

-~ BuT notwithftanding the general precept
that I have juft mentioned, which with others
to the fame purpofe in the Bible, are either
overlooked, or explained away by prejudice,
the polygamift thinks he has full juftification
" in that regulation of Mofes, which was
made to prevent the deprivation of the firft« -
born of his bjrth-right, if a man fhould
happen to have, during his life, two wives,
the one beloved, and the other lefs beloved,
and children by both, The fuppofed cafe,
and the law founded upon it, as recorded by

' the
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the Jewith legiflator himfelf, is as follows

-, <46 If-a man have two wives, one beloved

<¢ and another hated, and they have born
<¢ him children, both'the beloved and the
< hated,”—towards whom, it is moft pro-
bable, he would be very differently affeted,
as he was towards their mothers ; therefore,
1o prevent favour and affetion prevailing over
&ight,, itis enatted, that, ¢ if the firft-born
¢¢ fon be her’s that was hated, then it (hall
¢ be, when he maketh his fons to inherit
% that which he hath, that he may not make
¢« the fon of the beloved firft-born, before
¢¢ the fon of the hated, which is indeed the
¥ firft-born : but he fhall acknowledge the
¢ fon of the hated for the firft-born, by
¢ giving him a double porfion of all that
¢ he hath ; for he is the beginning of his
¢ firength, the right of the firft-bora is his.”
Deut. xxi. 15, 16, 17.—~1J have quoted the
whole according to our tranflation, that this
. law may be contemplated in itfelf and its
ebje@s. This law fuppofes 2 man to have
two wives, which he might have in fuccef=
fion, for the divine law no where forbids it :
but two at the {ame time was inconfiftent
- ' with
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with the ptimary command refpe@ing mar-
tiage, as well as other precepts of the Bible
and Mofes never afferted his right} or, to
fpeak more properly, never faid he had ordets
from the Deity for the particular good of his
colony, which he fettled in Paleftine, to
fafpend the law of monogamy ; and that he
did not, with refpet to mankind in general,
is evident from what has been before ob-
ferved ; therefore the moft rational conclufion.
is, that the law which enjoined, that the two
bnly fhould be matrimonially tonneed,
continued Rill in force ; ‘and therefore, con=
ﬁi’tently, we muft interpret the above of two
wives in fucceffion, which will not alter the
Rtate of the cafe, nor the regulation founded
on the fuppoﬁtxon If a man have two wiveg
fucceﬁivcly, and the one is beloved and the
other lefs beloved-—and, as may be ratl,onally
concluded, the iffue too—for if that was not
the cafe, the reafon of the law would ceafe—
a2 man is here forbid the unjuftifiable par-
tiality of dcprlvmg the firft-bora of his right
of inheritance—a right, in juftice, inifepara=
ble from the fon of the hated woman, if
the is"the firft wife, ¢ The right of the

i firft=
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“ firft-born is his,” and it ought to be ac~
knowledged by giving him that double por-
tion of property which the law required.
But what has this to do with polygamy ?—
I mean, how can this fuppofed cafe, and the
law for its regylation, be brought in proof of
the lawfulnefs of polygamy, when both are
applicable to. monogamy ?—allowing fecond
marriages, there is nothing imptaé’ticab]e,
abfurd, or impoffible. If it is but even
equally applicable to wives in fucceffion and
their fons; as it is to wives at the fame time,
- and their fons, it would be very wrong to
conclude in favour of the latter, when the
former may as well be fuppofed ; and efpeci-
ally too when fuch a conclufion is repugnant
to the united teftimony of the SctiBturcs.‘
That feveral commentators have been {o in-
confiftent as to do this, cannot be denied—
unwilling ta think for thcmfelyes, thcy
have followed on¢ another like. fheep in the
fame track—a condy& highly reprehcnﬁble,
* as tending to difcourage all advancement of
learning and improvement,

IwiLy.
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I wirL obferve here, though contrary to
my deﬁgn, that this right of the ﬁrﬁ-bom
was a very antient cuftom, antecedent to the
Jaw of . Mofeés, which was declaratory of 1t,
and for removing fome abufes. This cuftom,
prior to Mofes—indeed, in the moft remote
ages of antiquity—made the firft-born the
head of ‘the farmly, and gave him as mucf:
more as any of his brethren of the eﬁate
belonging to it, that he might be able to
fupport the dignity of his family. - As this
antient cuftom rece¢ived—not for provincial
reafons, but the benefit of mankind—the
fancion of thelaw given by ‘God to Mofes,
certainly then it is-rational and juft :—and
on this is founded our municipal law, which
gives ‘the inheritance of the father to his
firfi-born fon, and for the very fame purpofe
too. ‘Then, whoever fays that this law is
unjuft or cruel, are guilty of folly—or rather,
perhaps, blafphemy againft the divine wif-
dom.

BuT to return to the immediate fubje& of
debate. The next Scripture-paffage that
xan fall under our conﬁdcratxon, as feeming
to
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to favour polygamy, is Deut. xxii. 28, 29.
¢ If 2 man finds a dam#] thét is a virgie,;
“ .which is not betrothed, and lsy held on
e her, and lie with her,”~that is, commit
arape upon her—¢ and they be found,”—
tlle rape proved—*¢ then the man that {tluni
¢ lay thh her, thall give unto the damfel’s
« father,”—-as a mul@—*s fifty pieces of
¢« filver money, and fhe fhall be his wife.”
This is very different from the eafe in Exod.
¥xii. 16, 17 ;=—fo, of cowrfe, is the punith-
ment.. The difference is, that was lying
with afingle woman with her confent, gained
by enticing words—fair promifes ;~but this
in Deuteronomy, 2 rape. Now let the dif
ference of punithment be confidered :—Acs
cording to the law in Exodus, the fingleman .
was not obliged to marry inall cafes, though
marriage was beft in generdl ; but in fome
cafes was only obliged to pay mowsy to the
injured damfel cqual to the dowry fujtable sa
her rank, for her fupport and maintenancg,
But the other (Deut. xxii. 28, 29.) obliged
the fingle man, as is probable, te masry the
injured damfel, if a virgin, though both fhs
and het father had the ﬁn.w.lage of refufd,
0 which
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which beinganatter of fa&, fcrves to ‘prove,
that the marriegé, at all events, was not.
compellable ;-—and it will lead to another,
Ganclufion eqmally evident, that taking pofe.
feflion of 2 women’s perfon is not ipfp jfaila
marpiage ;— which many other cafes alfo
£ully thew. ° ° . )

o Evax xf m&mage was tlae confeqaenceof
ﬁns forcible conneétion, the man was abliged
to pay ber.fither ffty foekels, or; fifty pieces
of filver moymy~a Jettlod fum, as a fine for
the orime. - It is likewife: moft, probable
that he was not obliged te pay the, dowry,
becaufe he was deprived of the ixba'tyof
divorce :—*¢- Bocaufe he hash humbled her,
- % he may not put her away all his days,”
even though there were thefe reafons for dis
vance which the law of Mofes allowed, yeg
be was deprived of the benefit. Thefettles

meht of dower looked forward to {cparativny

and was, as it ftill continues to be, a provifion
for the woman in that flate. And if we
were. to tonternplate the facility-of divorco
arhong the Jews; and their confequénces, wa
ﬂnuld eafily difcover the neeeffity of always .

pre-
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prefuming a feparation, and providing for it
accordingly. But fuppofing that marriage
did not follow the rape, which fometimes
muft be the cafe, as there was a liberty of.
refufal; then, befides the dowtry fettled upon. -
the damfel, fuitable to her rank in life, in
conformity to the command of Exod. xxii..
16, 17. the additional fine, to ufe modern lan-
guage, of fifty pieces of filver money Wwas paid
to the father ; which it'may well be fuppofed.
was the punithment of a married man guilty
of a rape ;—except it be thought that he was
punithed by death—which, if it could, upon
good authority, be ftated as matter of fad,
‘ would folve many difficulties. "I am fure I -
cannot give it that confequence, " becaufe I
have every reafon to think otherwife. Cer-
tainly we need not hefitate a moment to fay
that, under the Chriftian difpenfation, the
crime is equal, whether the man or woman
violates the marriage-obligation. But whe~
ther or not it was fo under the Mofaic dif<
penfation may admit of fome doubt, when
we confider the confinement of the word
adultery in the Bible, which merited death,
to the fide of the woman ;~~indeed the crime

might
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'migﬁt not be the fame with refpeét to bbth;
" becaufe of the great neceffity for the clear-
~ nefs of family defcents, pedigrees, and:ge-
nealogies, which the wife by fortuitous con-
" nections would render quite uncertain. Now
as much dépended on the certainty of genea-
logies, efpecially that of our Saviour’s from
Abraham and David, probably the woman
' might be more feverely punithed for this
reafon only—for I can conceive no other :—
but as this reafon has ceafed, which could
only makea difference between the unfaith-
~ ful wife and the unfaithful hufband, they
'muft ' now be confidered as equally guilty,
‘becaufe equally tranfgreffing the divine law
in a diffolution of the marriage-bond. Every .
man, in his fober fenfes, that is capable of
“arguing from the nature and reafon of things,
‘muft’always (if he is not inconfiftent) con-
clude, that the nmiagnitude of the crime of
adultery is equal in hufband and wife. But
it is difgraceful to reafon, and characteriftic
of the moft narrow principles, .to fay, that
- the wife, guilty of adultery, ‘ought to be
punifhed moft feverely, while the hufband is
left at large without any punifhment atall—

s . for
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for I cannot conceive marriage to be a punith-
ment—I repeat it, while the hufband is
juftified in it, as well as left to revel at large ;
which muft be'the cafein the indifcriminate
and unbounded practice of polygamy.

. DeuTeErRONOMY XxV. 5, is looked upon
by writers in general as antiquated ; but [
‘will confider its principles and tendency fo
far as to enable me to difcover, whether or
no, ina particular cafe, it made polygamya.
duty. < If brethren dwell together, and
¢¢ one of them die, and have no child, the
« wife of the dead fhall not marry without
“ unto a ftranger: her huthand’s brother
¢¢ fhall go in unto her, and take her to him
< towife, and perform the duty of an huf-
¢ band’s brother unto her.” The reafon of
which follows in the next verfe: ¢ And it
¢¢ fhall be that the firft-born”—male child,
for the Samaritan copy renders it of ‘the maf-
. culine gender—<¢ which fhe beareth, fhall
¢ fucceed in the name of his brother which
“ is dead, that bis name be mot put out of
¢ Ifrael.” verfe 6. ‘This then was evidently
for the prefervation of familics, which, with
. the
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the difabling law of Lev. xxv. 23, for kacp~-
ing Inheritances ip families, fusther pravided
for by the ‘rule of lands retyrning to their
owners at the Jubilee, verfe 28, as alfo Num-
bers xxxvi. 8, g, for the diftin&ion of tribes,
and their refpe@tive property—or, in other
words, to prevent the alienation of igheri-
tances from that particular tribe to which
they ‘belonged—wore of the greateft confe-
quence in the fcheme of Providenee with re-
fpedt to the Meffiah : for thefe regulations fe-
curad liberty of perfon, equality of fortunes,
and order of families. Whence was fécured
Chrift’s being of the feed of Abraham, of -
the tribe of Judah, and family of David ; and
alfo Bethlehem was preferved in the tribe
of Judah and family of Dayid ; and hence
the prophecy concerning the place of our
8aviour’s birth was literally fulfilled. I
mention thefe things as the very foundation
of thofe laws, which fhew that they arg
wholly local and temporary, evidently eal-
- culated for a particular people, under particu-
lar circumflances :~—fo 1 conclude that the
obligation of Dent. xxv. 5, has ceafed with
the reafons of it, and all ethers of the like
$ 2 defcnpuon
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defcription. It appears from Gen. xxxviii.
8, that it was a law among the patriarchs ;
but it was lefs rigorous under the Mofaical-
than the Patriarchal difpenfation : For with.
refpe& to the former, if the man did nor
like «¢ to take' his brother’s wife,” (Deit.
xxv. 7.) he was not compellable, and his-
only punifthment for refufal was a flight tem-
porary contemptuous treatment. "It can
hardly be fuppofed then that it madein this
one cafe polygamy a duty, when any man
whatfoever, in the capacity of a brother, or
rather of a relation, had a power of refufal..
If, like a writer on the other fide of the
queftion, I was ingenioufly to turn every
little circumftance to my purpofe, howgver
foreign or unapplicable, and however infigni-
ficant magnify its importance, I might
‘make much of the circumftance of brethren
dwelling together—I might fay, with great
plaufibility, that it intimates their being of
the fame family and boufe ; but when mar-
ried, they could not be in that predicament,
but muft. be of another family and anotber
boufé ; and hence I might exclude all mar-
.ried men from the obligation of this law.
' . o If
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If the firft kinfman, whofoever he was, as

well as the reft, had a power of refufal, we

may very properly exclude married men ; but

by the exclufion of men of this defcription,

the intention of this law was not likely to

be prevented ; becaufe, on this law, any of

the kindred of the deceafed childlefs huf-

band might marry his widow, for the pur-

' pofe of prefcrving his name, who were con-
fidered in this café as brothers. Then, if

this is matter of fad, which we muft admit,

except we refufe the clear evidence of the

Bible, there could be no incanvenience in

the exemption of married men. That hav=

ing-a wife already isa fufficient apology for

refufal,—or, in other words, that married

men were exempt from the obligation of

Deut, xxv. 5,—is evident from the cafe of

Mahlon’s next kinfman and Ruth his widow,

as is recorded in Ruth iv. This fhews there
‘were ¢xceptions to the law, the univerfality

of which has been much cbntended for,
for certain evident reafons—though contrary

‘to the contextand this particular.cafe. The
kinfman, undoubtedly, had many reafons for

.lus refufal, and, among the reft, his being
S 3 married
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married alfeady. Scripture dott not warmnt
my faying this; but ftill I have very good
authority for it, which I (hall prefently ad~
duce. It tull appear to every one, that the
reafon alfigned in the Bible is prudential ;
but when ‘e call to our recolie@ion the
Fewrfh cioil polisy, the affignad reafon is very
smportant irdeed :—<his dwn eftates-] mean
the kinfman’s<—from the redemption price,
might have gone out of the family s an ia.
conyeni¢nce which ‘the law had been careful
to prevent.  But as polygany, though con-

trary to faw, was connived at, the ffing

an inheritance, which the fawguarded againtt,
and cuftom had taught them to reverance,
inight appear, s it certainly was in the ¥hen
frate of things, the greater mifchief, Jote-
phus, a faithful hiftorian, fpeaking of s
affair, fays, that he refoftd and rejedtod the
offer——Ela Mk yvvaine Miywr kvre xil wadd; "3y, ﬂa‘ﬁ

Fp b wrerr BQTIDL XL €. 5. o, 4.~ Saping he a8
gt ,w/:/ “ a wife and children alfeady.” Wiien I

ol ﬂn V¥

confider Jofephus’s charaéter, und parvicu.

£ o477 Saly his Rdelity and intirisiee knowledge OF
« mer ¢ ewith affairs, 1 ath inclined to admait this

Hoose

4
g I R L /‘,C.

o ,,M,,,c;//' -

a5 2 ‘prificipul reafon, though uahoticad ih
AL .. » Scripture,
SRR AR P E STty (9‘//%{3{,
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Scripture, which we can only attribute to #- oy
its ufual concifenefs. If we admit thls, it

will evidently lead to another conclufion, - 25 x
that no mén, upon any account, who had at+~s«?
wife and children, ought, while that wife i Pl
lived, to marry another. But I will fay no #~ -7~ <
more of a law that is expired of courfe, its
particular obje& being gained—a law which

has now no exiftence but among the Indians,

Perfians, and fome of the Tartars, who re-

tain many of the cuftoms, and much of the
fimplicity, of the antient inhabitants of the

Eagt. ‘

From this fcriptural enquiry, thus far
profecuted with a moft earneft defire to dif~
cover what is truth, it appears, that ‘the
Pentateuch, thofe books which immediately
contain the laws of Mofes, has no law, ex-
prefs or implied, for the general benefit of
mankiad, or any particular neceflity, or ex-
pediency, whercby polygamy is made a laft,.
ing or temporary duty :—but on the con-
" trary, itis plinly forbid by two laws, as has
been noticed, of obligation as lafting as
mankind, The afferters of the contrary
' S 4 do&rine
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doctrine are not able to get rid of thefe ;=
they only fay that fome temporary inftitutions
of Mofes among the Jews, adapted to the
particular ‘genjus of that people, fpeak a
different language ; and this is the whole of
their oppofition—a pitiful attempt to ac-
commodate Jaw to pracfice! But what they
fay is not true:—even if it was, what would
itamountto ? Simply this—Mofes, for par-
ticular temporary reafons, indulged his peo-
ple in the pracice of polygamy ;—but,
“¢ fram the beginning it was not {o,” as our
Saviour faid in the cafe of divorces. Indgeed,.
there is a ftriking fimilarity between thefe
two—TI mean as ta the reafons of their being
oftences againft the law of God ;—their in-
conveniencies, as tq fociety, are alike, and
fo are their violations: of the primary com-.
mand about marriage: For they alike,—I
mean in the nature of the thing—deftroy the
infeparapility of the perfons. of the two—io
neceflary in the matrimonial union, that our
Saviour made it an argument againft divorce.
From this argument of the infeparability of
the perfons of the two, he concluded againft
divorcg in all cafes, except iz mypite,—for
' adultery,
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adultery, proftitution, or any carnal com~
merce with another, which evidently dif-

folves it. From a parity of reafon, poly-’
gamous contracts muft be unlawful, becaufe

they diffolve the infeparability of the perfons

- of the two. To fay that this is no argu-.
ment againft polygamy, is in effe& to fay,

that it is none againft divorce ; and is re-:
fufing to admit the evidence of the great

EmvMmaNvEL, the fountain of all wifdom,.
and who fways the righteous fceptre of hea-

ven, Though mortals may be miftaken,
mifled, or wicked enough to miflead others,

certainly it is a blafphemy, unkpown among

Chriftians, to fay that Chrift, the Image of
the /nvifible God, ufed an argument that was

not founded in truth. In thort, we are re-

duced to this alternative, either to fay that

Chrift brought ne argument, convincing and

fatisfatory againft divorce, from the divine
law ; or, that the argument brought, con-
cludes equally againft polygamy, as againft
its immediate obje&—divorce,

IFLATTER myfelf, that, in my abferva-.
tions on the laws of Mofes, which have come
under
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uader my confideration, I have reprefented
rightly the intention of that legiflator. I
have confidered the Scriptures—I mean the
Old and New Teftaments—as one regular,
uniform, confiftent {cheme; and in confe-
quence of my confidering thefe as dependent
fyftems, I have {uppofed them to fpeak a
language accordingly, and was uawilling to
pat a language on any particular part, even
though it might feem to incline that way
that was contrary to the plain intelligible
parts in general. To find inconfiftencies in
Scripture, and particularly between the Old
Teftament and the New Teftament, is all
that the enemies of Revelation want. There
is a wonderful harmony, as Lellic obferves
in his Theological Works :—‘* The Gofpel
« js the beft comment upon the Jaw, and the
@ Jow is the beff expofitor of the Gofpel :—
« they are like a pair of indentures, they
« anfwer in every pert ;—their harmony is
« wonderful.” Vol. I. page 75. Then,
as it would bc wrong to rejelt either, o we
fhould be particularly careful not to rCJe&
the « pattern fer the eypes.”

Witk
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. 'W1TH refpedt to polygamy in particular,
1 find the ptohibition of it a. pofitive law,
and not the law of the Bible only, butalfo
of the New Teftament ; I conclude, there
fore, that I have rightly interpreted thofe
texts, that ondy feemed to favour the con-
tracy - and I am the more inclined to be of
this opinion, when I call to myrecollection,
that. the modetn. Jews forbid polygamy on
the authority of fome paflages of Scripture.
But it may be faid that this is the Talmud,
end that is very corrupt :. I admit that Scrip-
ture'is in fome places much obfcured by
. Talmudical expofitions—I mean where there
is 2 vary interefting reafon, Aand with re-
6t 1o the text of the Talmud, it has cer-
dainly many variations from the wulgar fext s
bt in fome phaces it ftill contains, in thofe
aariations, the traereading, as Pr. Kennicott
. bias vonfirmed by feveral inftances—for
affert this upon his authotity. It is well
-known that the Talmud. is a certain edition
of the Bible, compofed, as is generally al-
jowed, betepeen the years 150 and goo—
text ¥nd double comment—a colletion of
ordl sraditions, which fome Jews formerly
‘ held
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held in equal veneration with their Bible.
But though I would not reft the proof of
polygamy on any paflage of the Talmud,
being unlawful ; yet, when I find it con-
demned there as well as in other editions of
the Hebrew Bible, I am not inclined to re-
je&t it: therefore I do put fome value upon.
the modern Jews forbidding- polygamy,
though the prohibition may be from, fomc
paﬁ"agcs of the Talmud,

‘Bur the abettors of polygamy have na
ptoof from Scripture,. except -we -are’ weak
enough to admit the errors of a few indivi+
" dual$ as 3 proof, But in addition to proof

from the pradtices of fome, they torture tweo

texts in Scripture, (Exod. xxii. 16, 17, and

Deut. xxii. 28,:29.) in order to accommo=
-date them to their purpofe, contrary to the
clear and united teftimony of both the Ol4
and New Teftaments. A late writer of .this

defcription admits that Chriftians ought only.

to adopt their moral intention, to which I

agree. The difpute may be then brought to -

~a fhort iffue, by afcertaining their moral in-~
-tention. This I have fatisfactorily illuftrated,
as
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as I conceive, in the example of *the modern
Jews, which is exacly agreeable to the Bible
in general ; not to mention a vaft number of
inferior authorities, as well as the particular
paflages themfelves, which perhaps is moft
material to be noticed. Indeed, it is ex-
a&ly conformable to thefe: for the modern:
Jews oblige a fingle man, if he debauches
a virgin, to marry her ;—but if heis a mar-
~ried man, he is obliged to maintain her.
This is the very {pirit of the recited laws in
Exodus and Deuteronomy ; therefore they
do not, for female fecurity, make polygamy
expechent

: AF TER thefe incidental refle&ions, which
I hope the reader will not confider as imper-
tinent or ufelefs, having gone through the
Pentateuch, I will now proceed immediately
to-a review of the hiftorical part of  the
Bible :—and the firft paffage that here pre-
fents itfelf is 2 Sam. xii. 8. which is repre-
fented as very formidable to the anti-polyga-
mifts; for it is faid, that ¢ is fo conclufive
¢ a proof of God’s allowance of polygamy,
4 that wnters on the other fide of the

“ qucihon
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« queftion have not been able to get rid of
¢ it, but by a downright corruption of the
& gext ;9" "—which, I doubt not, will very
foon appear a downright falfity; and, agree-
able to the principles of that writer, wha
is inceffant in his attempts to accommodate
Scripture to his fyftem.—2 Sam. xii. 8. has
nothing at all to do with polygamy :—the
particular words are, according to our tranf-
lation, ¢ I gave thee thy mafter’s houfe, and
¢ thy mafter’s wives into thy bofom, and
¢ gave thee the houfe of Ifracl and of Ju-
¢ dsh,” And it is faid before, in the 7th
verfe, ¢ I anointed thee king over I(rael ;"
that is, called David to that dignity, not
nominal, but with the inveftiture of all its
powers and appendages ;—in other words,
conferred all the rights of fovereignty. His
having his mafter’s houfe and his mafter’s
wives given into his proteétion,—for that is
the meaning of dofom here, which implies
a paternal kingly care—was no more in
reality than his fovereignty over them. In-

1, all things that belonged to the prede-

i in the kingly office, went to the fuc-

- # Thelyphthora, Vol. I. page 116,
ceffor;
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ceflor; and the wives of a king went along
with his lands and goods :—not as the fame
unalienable property by right of pofieffion;
but for prote@ion and maintenance. Butit
- does not follow that David married any of
thefe widows of his predeceflor, or that God
~ willed . it :~—all that appears is, they were
delivered into his pofiefion as @ protedor,
but not as a hutband, by cuffomary right :—
they would not have been mentioned at all,
but to thew that he was invefted with 2// s4e
- rights of fovereignty, of which thefe were
particulars. For here David’s ingratitude
feems to be reproved, in forfaking the law
of God, after he had been preferred, which
he-bad no right to expe&, to the higheft
dignity immediately by God—regal power
over his feleéted people; and therefore his
obligations to obey. his. God were greater.
This is evidently the purport of the yth and -
8th verfes. David was anointed king im-
mediately by God’s command, and fettled
in his'’kingdom, by being delivered out of the
hands of Saul, and then he was invefted with
all the rights of a king in reality, (verfe 8.)
When God had done this great honour to an
humble
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humble thepherd, and would have conferred
any other benefits, well might the prophet
fay, ‘ Wherefore haft thou defpifed the
¢¢ commandment of the Lord ?’ If thisis
a juft reprefentation of 2 Sam. ch. xii. 7, 8.
then there is not a word about polygamy,
cither good or bad—fo of courfe it is hére
neither approved or condemned.

SiNcE writing the above, I have looked
. into Patrick’s Commentaries *, wherein it is
X afferted, on the authority of Maimonides,
+.. ¥ that, among the Jews, ¢ no fubje& might
.. % have fo much as the horfe of a king, no
. * more than his fceptre and crown ; much
e ! “ lefs his widow, or one divorced, who was
“+# M toremaina widow to the day of her death.”
»\{ ¢ And it is further afferted : ¢ The wife of a
v/ 4 king is to be married to none elfe; for
ia & € even the king cannmot legally ‘marry the
.. e Trg * widow of his predeceflor ; or one divorced
07“ by him ;”"—which puts the matter out of
all doubt, and refers to Selden, lib,i. de
Uxore Heb. cap. 10. and Carpzavius upon
Schickard’s Jus Regium, page 441.

® Vol. II. page 308.
Wit
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- WiTH refped to 2 Kings, ch. xii. 2. and
2 Chron. ch. xxiv. 3. approving the fac of
Jehoida’s taking two wives—-if, indeed, fuch
approbation is really implied by their united
teftimony—I cannot conceive any thing in
proof of palygamy; becaufe it does not
appear. that they were both taken at the fame
time ;—that is, . both wives to the fame huf< -
band at the fame time :—nor does it appear
who they were taken for. The Hebrew.
verb 8w fignifies to take for one’s felf a
wife, as well as to take a wife for another;,
and is-ufed in both thefe fenfes in the Bible.
(Ezra, ch. ix. 2. and Nehem. ch. xiii. 25.).
If we fuppofe Jehoida taking them for him-
felf, which is.the moft probable opinion, and
{upported by the beft authorities, then the.
firt wife muft be either dead or divorced ;.
for it was gonti'ary to the Jow—as recorded in
- Lev. ch. xxi. 13, 14.—for a High Prieft to
have more than one wife at a time. That:
Jehoida was the High Prieft is evident :~—in~
deed, the many circumftances related of him,,
~ plainly {peak him of that order, fuch as his
condu& and management of things relating;
to the Temple, and particularly his anoint-
S T ing
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ing the king. As he was an exemplary pto-
moter of the honour of God, and a reformer
of religion in Judah, I cannoteven fuppofe
that he violated the law by being polyga-
mous. But if it be contended that &im is -
the relative to Yeboafb, the king, becaufe the

* chicf {ubje@® of the hiftory,—yet it docs

not appear that thofe wives were brought to
him both at a time, The Scripture is filent
as to the circumftances of time and place
with refpe& to taking thofe wives :~—to fay
then that they were both wives to the king
at the fame time, is not only unjuftifiable, .
but abufing the filence and concifenefs of
the Bible. Ia ¢ all thofe days wherein Je~

-+ ¢ hoida the pricft inftruéed the king,” he.
might very eafily have two fucceflive wives ; -

and Scripture does not warrant us to {peak,.

 Sor fuppofe, any thing elfe. That thofe wives
et /‘" _were in fucceffion is feriptural and natural to

fuppofe; and I am the more inclined to be
of this opinion, when I find the Bible giving
teftimony to the reitude of the condu& of'
the king, while that condu® was direted.
by the .immediate inftru@ion of the High-
Prieft. 1 cannot concejve the Bible approve

< ‘ ' ing
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ing any thing that was a violation of the
law :—now as polygamy was a violation of tb(
lgw-—-prgo, I conclude it .is not approved
-here. Ta fay nothing of Lev, chi. xviii. 18.
‘God in the heginping gave a folemnr fanétion
to monggamy, 3nd fthéwed his approbatxon of
that conjun@ien of the fexes only; thereo
fare the cantrary is not metrimanial, but me-
refricious ;==but to fay, from the geflimopy
of 2 Chron. xxiv. 3. that God there difap<
proves what he omgce {plemnly approved by
his own folemn 3—or that he has changed
his mind upon the fubjeé—or that the nar
ture of good 3nd evil are’ changed,~arg
affertions that deferve a feverer pame thag
miftakes.

Procgeping to look further imto the . |
hiftorical part of the Bible, we find nathing < "1
immediately for ous purpofc, ner in the ~ "'\ o
doétringl .or prophetical ravela.t‘\ons of the - o
divine wi]l, till we come to Malachi, except
general diffaufives fram yocleannesfs and abufe
of the marriage- ordinance ; which our in-
genions apponents, I daubt not, gre prepared-
to confine to fome particplar cafe; and if

- T 2 any
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any thing was hinted to be implied, it would
be difgraced with the appellation of an igno.
rant comment, notwithftanding their own
practice and dexterity of forming do&rines
by implication and conftruction :—a liberty
which they -feem inclined to deprive us of.
But to return to Malachi :=—We are told that
hé was the laft of the twelve lefler prophets,
who prophefied only three hundred years be-
fore Chrift, and who feverely reproved the
people for their grofs violations of the law,
as alfo the priefts, for a fhameful and ‘fcanda-
lous negle& of their duty. The 'prieﬁs,'
who fbould keep knowledge, and from whom
the people thould learn the law, they being
¢¢ the meflengers of the Lord of hofts,”—
chap.ii. 7.—had ‘¢ departed out of the way”
themfelves—had ¢ caufed many to ftumble
¢ at the law,” (verfe 8.)—and, befides other
things, they had been ¢ partia/ in the law,”
verfe 9. And hence, probably; proceeded
that unholy pra&ice among the people, which
the prophet réproves, of putting away their
Jewith wives, and taking heathen women—
exprefled in the Bible by the daughter of a
firange god—to wife in their ftead, directly

| contrary
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contrary to pofitive law, as recorded Deut.
ch. vii. 3. By this illicit and unholy pro-
cedure, and’ injurious treatment of their
wives, they provoked their God, and neceffi-.
tated thofe helplefs wives to importune
Heaven for redrefs; who, for this purpofe,
covered the altar of the Lord with tears,
weeping, and lamentation. In confequence
of thus imploring the Divine interference,
the Almighty declares by his prophet, that
he will not accept the facrifices of men, who
thus contemn his laws—nay, even jufticeand
humanity, ‘They fay, * Wherefore ?”—at-
tempt to juftify themfelves—but may be re-
plied to thus: The wife you now wrongly
divorce, for the unhallowed purpofe of taking
an idolatrous heathen one, was the afTocxatc
and choice of your youth, and then you
folemnly engaged to live with her in undi-
vided lave; but now, regardlefs of that
folemn contra&, you deal very treacheroufly
with your wives in thus putting them away.
And this reafoning is further ftréngthened
by the prophet reminding the Jews of the
Jirft inflitution of marriage, as our Saviour
did afterwards in a fimilar cafe :—¢¢ and did

T 3 “ not
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¢ not he make one? yet had he the refidag
«« of the {pirit :wwand wherefore one ? that hs
“¢ might feek a godly feed; therefore take
¢ heed to your {pirit,” (Mal.ii,15.) If this
is not a wrong tranflation, it contains at leaft
an implied repraof of polygamy. Writers on
the other fide of the queftion have laboured
hard to get rid of the evidence of this text,
and in this bufinefs Madan has thewn great
jngenuity. He concludss, that ome cannot
fignify one waman; becaufe the Hebrew word
is of the mafculine gender. I cannot admit
this as conclufive ; becaufe z5em, (Numbers
ch. xxvii. 7,) the relative to the daughters
of Zelophehad, is in the Hebrew of thé
mafculine gender, It would be abfurd to fay,
that a capacityof inheriting changed their fex ;
They might be confidered as repréfentatives
of the family, and hence probably theappli-
cation of the gender; but, accofding to niy
ideas, it may more juftly be applied to the firft
Wwoman, wha Wwas-a repreferitative of all man-
kind ;" and, as to the fir(t man, fhe was boge
O bis bone, and flefb of bis flefb, Gen, ii. 23,

" Certainly then there is nb impropriety in
epplying the mafculine gender to the firft
’ woman,
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woman. As to the undue tranfpofition of
the word, I am inclined to believe that a
miftake; and therefore muft diffent from
Madan’s tranflation—¢ Did not one make,”
which is an evident tautology ; for the very
fame is faid at verfe 10, which begins a fec-
tion concerning unjuft divorce: therefore I
am inclined to think that one relates to the
.firft woman, who was ‘a part of the firft
man; and the firft pair being reprefented in
Scripture as parts of the fame wbole, and
cemented by marriage, conveys a firong idea
of the infeparability of the perfons of a
married pair, and is the ftrongeft argument
that can be brought againft caufeles divorce.
Thus I think—and in thinking thus I ho-
‘nour that Saviour who redeemed me ; for he
made ufe of thisargument for the fame pur-
pofe :—and I am the more inclined to be of
this opinion, when I contemplate what fol-
Jows: ¢« Had he not the remainder of the
¢ fpirit"—power—whereby he could have
created more than one woman?—<¢ And
‘¢ wherefore one?” He (the Lord) that.
was witnefs between the hufband and wife
in his youth, hereby fought & boly feed.—
T 4 Certainly
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Certainly Monogamy beft ferves one chief
¢nd of marriage—the religious education of
children ; and hence a feed of God—a boly
feed—a godly feed—is produced, as well as
by preventing intermarriages with idolatrous
women, who, undoubtedly, would have been
ready to educate their children in their own
principles, and thus would bave eftranged
‘them from Jehovah, and an. unholy feed
would have been the confequence. This
cannot be denied. It muftalfo be admitted,
that the prophet was here principally re-
proving unjuft divorce, and reprefenting, in
ftrong colours, infidelity and its confe~
quences 5 but as the prophet refers verfe 1§
to the inftitution of marriage in Paradife,
which Infinite Wifdom made ufe of asan argu-
ment againft wanton divorce, and which is
the moft conclufive argument that -can be
brought, I conclude that this reference car-
vies with it an smplied approbation of that
conjunction of the fexes :—1I contend for no
more :—prophetic approbation is the appro-
bation of God, and, whether dire& or im-
plied, amounts to the fame thing ;—in fhert,
‘though the peculiar difpoﬁtion of the JéWs,

ot
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or local circumftances, might make it ‘fe-
" ceffary (to avoid greater mifchiefs) to con-
nive at the practice of polygamy, yet it was
in itfelf difpleafing to the Deity :—He ap~
proved of the contrary at firft, and what he
once approved, he muft always approve :—
but to fay that he has changed his mind
“upon the fubje&, militates againft his attri-
bute of unchangeablenefs. Anapprobation
of monogamy is neither more nor lefs than a
difapprobation of the contrary—I mean Ppar-
ticularly with refpec to the Scripture-paffage
I have been ‘commenting on. In a reproof
“of unjuftifiable divorce, it was rational for
the prophet to refer to the beft pattern of
marnage s—in other wonds, what God ap-
proved in order to fhew its obllgatlon But
is this reference a mere nullity ? If it is, the
difpute is fettled : but if it carries with it 4
caommendation, which it muft, if it is any
argument, then we muft attend to it asa
mode of matrimonial union nggeﬁed,—-rc'y'r
rather, I ought to fay, commended by the
‘ Holy Ghoft; even though no fuch inférence
may be made in the Bible,

cé THE '
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. ¢ Tat Lord the God of . Ifrael faith, that
¢ he hateth putting away,” (verfe 16) which
fhews that divorce (in that latitude it was
allowed to the Ifraclites) was not pleafing
in itfclf to the Deity; befides, it is difagree-
able to God when one covers bis garment with
violence, as Dr, Pocock tranflates it, who has
given a very clear and fatisfaCtory fenfe of
this phrafe, and has proved, from the tefti-
mony of feveral Eaftern Writers, that they
. ufually call a wife by the name of a garment.,
The expreffion of Mofes in Deut. xxii. 3a.
agrees alfo with this mode of fpeaking. The .
paflage then will evidently mean that it was
hateful to God, ejther to bring into a family

- an illegitimate wife befides one that had been

Jegally masried before, or unjuﬁx,ﬁably to
divorge & wife, whatever might be the ob-
je& of the feparation :—this paffage there-
fore is particularly unfaveurable to poly-
- gamy, 2¢ it is alfo to a great latitude of di-
varce. In confequence of thefe things being
hateful to the God of Ifrael, his people are
admonithed fo zake beed to their fpirit——
AFFECTIONs—that they aét not unfaithfully
towatds the wife of their youth ; but that

cach
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each livé with the wife of his youth in un.
divided affection, mindful of the folemn
covenant between them, to which God had
beeha witnefs, If the reader is of the fame
opinion that I am of upon this occafion, it
will be uynneceffary to advertife him of the
contradiGtjon that has prevailed amoéng thofe
who have departed from the true fenfe, as
appears to me, of Mal. ii, 15. Madan fays
one refers to the Deity-~othets fay that it i3
fpoken of Abraham, as appears in the notes
of an old edition of the Bible :—¢¢ Theone
k< this the interpreters reckon to be fpoken
‘ of Abraham*.” This confufion and con-=
tradittion is a néceflary confequence, and will
always be the cafe, when the moft probable
and obvious megning is departed from for
the fuggefdons of fancy and imaginatiun,
But thould the reader think that both Madan.
and nyflelf are¢ prejudiced in our illucidations
of this text, which perhaps may be in fome
tneafure true, I will produce a moft refpec-
tzble and learned authority, who was not in
this predicament, but wrote for general in-
formation, without the intention df eftas

- . Pruxted in the year 1549, with Tindal’s prefaces.
' blithing
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blithing any favourite hypothefis ; and I
think he had a right view of the matter.
"This candid commentator fays, * Among
¢ various interpretations of the words, this
¢ feems moft probable, that the prophet
" ¢¢ puts the Jews in mind of the firft infti-
"¢ tution of marriage in paradife, (as Chrift
¢ did afterwards upon a like occafion, Mat,
¢ xix. 5.) and tells them God made but
¢ one man at firft, and made the woman out,
¢ of him,” (then the objection taken from
the ufe of the mafculine gender is of na
- weight) ¢ when he could have created more
¢ women, if he had pleafed. To infiru&
* men that this was the true pattern of
¢ marriage ordained for true love and undi-
¢¢ vided affe@tion, and beft ferving the chief .
“ end of matéimony, viz. the religious edu-
s¢ cation of children ; whereas in polygamy.
“¢¢ the children are brought up with more
"¢¢ or lefs care, in proportion tq the affec-
¢ tion men bear to their wives,” Lowth’s
Comment. page 519. This interpretation
is direGly oppofite to Madan’s opinion.—
Comparifons in general are odious; but
fuppofing thefe men equal in abilities, can

the

\
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the fingle and unfupported opinior of the
abettor of polygamy, who is evidently pre-
judiced, and labouring to {upporta favourite
hypothefis dire@tly repugnant to the umited
teflimony of Holy Writ, be put in compe~
_ tition with ‘the author I have juft quoted,
who had no obje& but' the good of man~ .
kind, and to whofe interpretation learned
writers have in general affented ? If thereis
any truth in the above comment, we muft
conclude, on the authority of Malachi, that
polygamy is not agreeable to God, any more
- than Wanton divorce :~—indeed they are nearly.
allied in their :caufes, .confequences, and.
nature of offence—being equilly, or rather-
fimilarly, v;olatwns of the orzgmal marmage-
inflitution. -

So much for the Bible confonant to the
law of God, independent of praéhce With \
- refpe@ to what.I have afferted, I have no
other wifhi than that it may be compared
with the origmal Scriptures, and ftand or
fall by their teftimony ; for in all cafes, we
thould have the beft evidence the nature of.
the thing will admit of. This is 2 maxim.

' of
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of our law, and ‘it is & wife epo. [ need
not remind my readers what miftakes men
may be led into by the mere found of words
in a tranflation, without confidering theit
true import ; and whoever reads ths fricurer
on the Holy Scriptares by Voltaire, thas
mglicious and ignorant reviler of them, will
have convincing proofs of the tsuth of this,
and will cafily difcover that he bas been ied
iogo his miftakes by fome Latin and French
trenflations. But, far the conplation of his
admirors, I will heg loave to fay, that amidf
Keaps of nemfenfe ons may (ometimes find 3
Senfible exprofiion s and wisth refpe@ to the
* eriginal langhage of the Scriptures, we
fhould interpret that accoxding te she aman
logy of the divine law, and not according
to "the mere found of the words, or what
they may literally imply in fome pagticular
paffages ; and it will pot Be. improper to
- ‘qampare Qur opiniens with the interpreta-
tions of men eminent for their learning.
From confideripg enly the Englith tranfla-
tions, men may he l¢d into many errers-rrl
do not mean from any imperfe@ion in them,
hut from the indeterminate meaning of feve-

i ral
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ral Englith words ;—{o that if 3 man comss
prejudiced to the reading, from the found
- of words, he may make them fpeak any
thing which his fancy fuggefts. The inter~
preting Scripture from the mere found of
words, reminds me of what Erafmus relates

concerning 2 friar, who, preaching from

Luke ch, ®xvii. 17. which is in fome Latia
verfions, Nosne decem fofts funt muudi® o
began to prove that there are fen worlds ;.

but a wit ftandiag by foon put an end to his

Rarangue, by {aying, Sed ybi funt novem 2cm
But where gra the nine? It were well if
nething but. thofe laughable confequences
attended mifreprefentations of Holy Seripsure’s
but, on the contrary, it is well known thag
they have been produdive of effelts ferious
and tragical. The found of beriticum devita,
in a Latin varfion of Tit. iii. 10. has authe-
rifed thie Inquifition to burn thowfands alive,
under the deromination of beretics. It has,
been made to mean bariticam de vikd—an
beretic from ljfe—put him from life jmmin,

& | will acquaint the reader who has not leacned Latin,’
that the fubftantive mundus fignifies world; the sdjeRiva

mundus fignifies clean, which latter word is here inthg
plural number, becaufe relating to the ten lepers.

other
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other words, &/ bim. 'Thus, by the fepd
ration of the word devite, and turning the -
laft two fyllables of it into"the fubftantive
wvita, the prepofition d¢ juft ferved the pur~
pofe. Turning afide with abhorrence from'
that unpardonable ignorance which produced
the famous writ de beritico comburendo, 1
will now inftance ignorance equally con--
fummate, but lefs dreadful in its effeéts, in
a cafe which I fhall take from Thelyphthora-
nearly verbatim. A witling who had taken-
the liberty to make a clergyman in company
the butt of his wit, and as the tranfition is-
cafy from the profeflor to the profeffion,:
ridiculed rkligion itfelf, and proceeded alfo-
to make himfelf merry at the expence of.
the Scriptures, and told his companions that:
he could prove the prophet of.the Chrif-:
tians—as he denominated Chrift—mifaken:
_ upon the moft common fubjeds. After ex-.
citing the curiofity of the company, he thus.
gratified it :—< Chrift fays that o/d bottles’
are not fo ftrong as #zew,” (alluding. to Matt,
ch.ix. 17.) ¢ and therefore, if znew wine is
‘put into o/d bottles, it will bréak them :—
now do not every body know that old glafs
: is
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is juft as ftrong as mew ; for whoever heard .
that glafi was the weaker for being old ?”"—
The clergyman gently reproved the igno-
rance and folly of this facetious gentleman,
by afking him if he underftood Greek ?—
¢ Greek, Sir 7—~No, Sir.—~~What has Greek
20 do with it ?——A bottle is a bottle, whe-
ther in Greek or Englith—every body knows
that, and that an old dottle is juft as good
and as ftrong as a #ew ome.”—¢¢ Not quite,
Sir,” replied the other, ¢ if they are made
of leather or fkins”—which was the fa& as
to the bottles Chrift fpeaks of, as their Greek
pame Amec—which fignifies a leathern bottle
or vefiel, ufed to hold wino—evidently im-
ports :—and indeed it is fo in many countrics
even to this day, that people ufe fkins by
way of veflels to contain winé*.—I need not
tell my readers how ridiculous thé facetious
seviler of the Scriptures appwed upon this
occafion.

I uave recited thefe feveral cafesmcrcly
as a caveat againft precipitate comments on
Scripture in general, or any particular paf-_

® See Shaw's Travels, 2d edit. 4to. p. 241, and N. 5.
' U fage,
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fage, from the mere found of words ini &
tranflationi, without confidering their real
fenfe, by adwverting to the original, and the
lebours of the learned.~After having thus-
attcmpted to fortify myfelf, and others in the
fame province, againit the infolent attacks of*
ignorance and preconceived opinson, I will
proceed to confider the do@rine of the New
Teftament, as it relates to polygamy. .

WitH refped to the New Teftament,
Polygamy—fo far from receiving any en-.
couragement from that quarter—is really.
prohibited by it. Black{tone folemnly fays,
<« Polygamy is condemned by the law of
¢« the New Teftament,”~—vol. 1. page 436.
athedit, 8vo. of his Commentarics. And:I
doubt not bat this affertion. of :that learned
and great Lawyer will be vdrified in our pre<
fent feriptural empuiry. Matthew xix. §. ia
full to the purpofe, and fatisfaGory :—
mﬂan oi Vo i aapu whar—tWo jball be one qu/b-—
that is, fwo o»é: This is a reference to a -
eertain pattera of mairiage, particularly
with refpe to the indiffelubility of the
connc&xon and infeparability of the pesfons

: of
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of thaitwo, in order to bring-a conclufive
ergument againft wanton. and caufelefs di-
vorce.” 'But without ftopping to contemplate
the:concibfivencfs of “our Saviout’s argament
apainft divorce, I proceed to fay that his rez
férence to, and exhibition of, - the pattern of
ratviage, as exemplified by God in Paradife;
16 neither more nor lefs than making 4 prec
evdent of i€ :—fram whichice Fconclude, that
it was:the will of Chirift that ris enly hould
be matrimonidlly conviedted ;—indeed it was
‘the will of -God front the beginnihg-Lit-was

., ih itfelf, exclulive of amy tirtuimflinces,

whethet of -perfons; fiine, of place; the moft
pléafing to-him, being good add kight ;2
and hence that Plemn denuniiatidh; in the
time of primeddl fhocence, ben there was
o' Receffity to abchimodate infiitutivhs o de-
Prived Mihners—iBe two fhall be one flep.
. From this appointment—this & of God—
appeats the facrednicls of the infltbtibh-mthe
antlquity of jt-uthe clofehefs of the conju-
-gal tie—the firength of matriritoAinl love ;o
‘the exiftente of which tequifites éf mse
‘nage H conbenv'e to-be, while human hatuﬁe
. - : is
$ e U 2
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is human nature, morally mpoﬁ'nblc in poly&
gamous contraits.

WHEN manners are corrupt, legiflators
wifely permit lefler enormities to prevent
much greater ; and this holds with regard-to
the divine government of the world ; other-
wife how can we account for the law refpec-
ting divorces among the: Jews, which was
not confiftent with the obligations of mar-
riage according to precedent in Paradife?
Not that this was the mere permiffion. of
Mofes—it was a law; but to fay that it was
entirely bis own, is to make him afflumea
power, that he had no right to, in his ad-
miniftration of the Jewith theocracy ;+—be-
fides, it would carry one. further than any
friend to Revelation would with. Ous Sa-
viour fays that it was a permiffion of Mofes,
merely to intimate that it was not in itielf
pleafing to the Deity ; but Mofes, in reality,
was no more than the promulger of the law.
It does not appear in the Bible that Mofes
enadted apy law without the permifiion of
~ the Deity ;—indeed, it evidently appears
-that.they all came from God :=-and that,

‘ ‘ with
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with refpe to divorce in particular, wemay
_ very confiftently fuppofe-to be permitted by
him, to avoid fome greater mifchief. It was

permitted, as our Saviour fays, on account

of the hardnefs of the hearts of the Jews;

and they being, as Grotius rightly repre-

fents them, a people impotentis ire—of un-

governable rage, would have ill-treated wives

difagreeable to them ; nay, probably would

have murdered them, if they had not had

the liberty of divorcing them : fo that the

“law of divorce was then entirely accommo-
dated to the difpofition of a particular peo-

ple; and though in fome meafurea fifpenfion

of the primary law of marriage—I1 mean with

refpett to its obligations—yet temporary cir-

eumftances made it cxpedient. It was in

. fome meafure al{o atemparary inconvenience,
but productive of a greater temporary good.

Now who will dare to fay, that even the

permifiion of a temporary evil, which is

producive of a prepollent good, is incon-

fiftent with the divine attributes? The

Deity alfo may, confiftently enough with his

attribute of unchangeablenefs, upon impor- .

gant occafions, difpenfe with his own laws.

: U 3 The
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Fhe faét ‘of Divid's.cating the thow-brodewr
and being hlemelefs, which wis lawfulonlyr
for-the priefts to eat, is one of the feverak’
ipfaness that might be produged : ‘3nd, maly
probably;’ fome peculiarities of difpefiden,
wbich the elitate might sander lefs governa-
ahle, ‘might be- the reafon of - the commvencs,
at the prafdice:iof polypsmy. But Chsifbie. .
anity anfl its .author abhdy this :heatheg,
pradtice, : GOt épdis sviipffasn the-hay!
gimumg. of the cristion, Mark %. 6.~—mases
the baown kind maleand female; and, likef
the. pefrof the gnimate creation, in pairs, fof
the propegation and education of theie fph -
aies 5 .and for this reufon--“xmmw-be:wjb
of '#his, a'man fhaH leave his father and hix
mother, end sfmmho-ﬂm——wggluﬁmlu eritiies
Mﬁe gluid to bis wife; and thefe two-wury
in other words, a pair, which'i¢ an eamluu’
fion of any other number—thall be ene Ml
in eontemplition of taw, and Wfo by virteq
of this clofe connettion, which, in the nay
ture of it, is evidently the moff inviokbld
bond of union, love, and friyndfhip ;~itké
onenefi of which cannot poffibly exift'bus
with a patr—or, in other words y-between'the
o fwa
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. #awo only. "That'polygamy s unlawful under
the Chriftian ceconomy, is evident from the
united teftimony of Matthew xix. 9. and
' Mark x. 1. which declares, that whofoever
puts away his wife for any caufe except
i wopila——for. profiitution—which evidently
diffolves the matrimonial bondw—sa! yauson 22 %
and marries another, commits .adultcry ; that
s, the mere a& of taking another wife to his
bed, the marriage with his other being un<
diflfolved, was adultety ‘on the authority of
the primitive inftitution of marriage :—then

® 30w, if fuppafed tarelatasa the word yvugea, would
be improperly exprefled by axaflpar; becaufe yvrs does not
neceflarily ﬁgmfy a wife; it is a general term diftinguifh-
ing 2 woman from a man, When there is 2 pofleffive
joined to i, then it implies the marriage-relation. But
thag &% is the true reading, is cvident from the univerfa
harmony of the Greek copies, and the quatations of alf
the Fathers, who underftand it to be, as it certainly is,
applied to any woman. Then whofoever, except for in-
oontisence, divorces his wife, and takes in marriage dAam—»
another womax, by tbisvary alt poiyivai, commits adultery,
@Chrlﬁ fays, Matthew xix. g. and the parallel place in

ark x. 11. fpeaks the fame thing, with the addition of
the words in’ adls—~again/? her ;—that is, from a violation
of . thit matrimosial union, by carna/ commerce with
anether, from which fhe is caufelefsly difmifled.

‘U 4 _ polygamy
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polygamy is adultery; becaufe if he, who.
having put away his wife wrongfully, mar-
ried another, and that connection was adul-
terous, it follows, from a parity of reafon,
that he, who not having put away his. wife,
marries another, muft be exa&tly in the fame
predicament with refpe® to the primagy
command-—zbe two fball be one flefp. Whit-
by, in his annotations on Mark x, 11. -has
proved this matter beyond a doubt;—to
which I beg leave to refer the reader. Bug
then the writers on the other fide of the
queftion, contend that this argumentatjon
of Chrift was intended againft that latitude
of divorce, which the fchool of Hillel had
wrongly taught, This alters not the point
in queftion, nor does it make the evidence
adduoed lefs conclufive—which indeed is fo
plain as to force conviction on the minds of
the gencrality of mankind. Hawever, 1
pretend not to deny that a queftion about
divorces gave occafion for our Saviour’s ob-
fervations, which queftion was particularly
attended to; otherwife he cannot be faid to
have replied to what the Pharifees afked him :
¢ Js it lawful for a gan to put away his

: ' «“ wife
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$ wife v wiew ilimr—rfor ayy caufe ?—even
the moft trifling, as Hillel and his followers.
taught—making a general rule of Deut..
ah. xxiv. 3. which only in a particular cafe.
‘allows a hufband to divorce his wife if he
kate ber. The fchool of Shammah taught.
‘Quite_a different doCtrine—that the wife
could only be put away for adultery. The
law of Mofes allowed divorce, if a wife
was difagreeable from fome uncleannefs i ber,
. (Deut. xxiv. 1,) which, from whatour Sa-
viour fays, it is evident could not be adul-
tery or fornication ;—befides, the law ap-
pointed -another punithment far thefe enor-~

- mities. ‘The ground of divorce feems to be
the woman’s being leperous, or offenfive by

- fome bodily difeafo—fome impurity of body.-
So then it appears, that the two famous
fchools I have juft mentioned, were both,
with refpect to their notions about the ground

. of divorce, contrary ta the law of Mofks.
Hence. the queftion of the Pharifees feems
-an artful one—evidently calculated to render
him offenfive—obnoxious to fome party ;—
and therefore, in putting the quettion, thcy :
~are reprefented wwplols ade——rtempting bim.—

If
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¥ our Saviour had intended the continuance’
of the Mofaic law of divorce, he would have:
appealed to it in his anfwer, and fhewn the -
eon'upuons of it but, uninfluenced by the
fomporary inftitutions of Mofes, or the opi-
nidps of the Jewith do@ors, he referred to-
the criginal mode of marriage and its obliga~
tions, as fettled by that Wifdm which can—
not err, in the conjun@ion of the firft pair 5
which could only be, and certainly was,
fatisfa@ory- and decifive. - If ithe Parsdifaic
pattern of marriage had been local or tem<
pdfry, no general argument could have been
drawn frem it; but that it was not in that
predicament, 1Is evident ‘from our Saviour’s
appeal te it, and no objection being made
e that account. If it had not been the
beft, he would not have referred to it ;* but
as hre did tefer to it, and not to any inftitu-
tron of Mofes, I conclude that ‘whatever the
lIaw of Mofes might be, it was the wil/ of
Chrifi—or, in other words, Gep, that fwb
only thould be matrimonially connetted ;—
which was bringing back marriage to ita
eriginal form ; therefore' what Chrift faid
. was

-
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was ‘only- declaratéry of tHe Jav from the
beginping.” And with refpeét to divorce,»
apg the fouadation of it, as fettietl by Chrift, -
we-cvidently perotive a repeal of - the Mofaic
law ; but yot a-fri& confoermity to- the ori-
ginal obligatians of marriage. 1bave already:
obferved, that the Mofaic law eof divorce:
way local and temporary, being: founded on:
fome ‘paguliarity of difpofition ‘ia his pea-
Ples snd bur Savieur witpefer the truth of:
thig ;- for he fays it .wat s oo taqouiaplar—an
acvount of -phe bardnefs of their hearts ;—but:
though jirftifeble on-the footing of neceflity,:
it :wias .oot confonant so the neture of thes
matirimonial tic «x'dxic—from the beginning:
It wis permitred through neceffity :—but
how P—~was it only connived at ~+No; it
was fan&tioned by taw, I Mofes was jufti-
fiable in one inftanct in accommiodating lawe
to. pecylinrities . of. temper, which were in-
wincible, he was juftifiable in others, where
there was a fimilar neceflity, and a forvrors
if not toletated ‘by ‘law, but only connived
at;—as was the cafe with refpc& to. thg
pta&xce of polygamy

Ir
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. IT feems then that Chrift, againft caufelefs
divorce, exhibited a true piGture of marriage,
and argued chiefly from the infeparability of -
the perfons of the two. Now if the per-
fens of the <. are fo infeparable as Chrift’
reprefents, the idea militates againft poly-
gamous contrals; becaufe amy carnal com-
merce with another. evidently diffolves the
conne&ion betweoen the two, whether ina
matrimonial or any other way ; -otherwife it
could not be the foundation of diverce—-or,
in other words,. diflolution of marriarge. Tt
is evident to every impantial man, that every
argument brought by Chrift on this occafion;

- militates equally againft polygamy as againft:
divorce ;—heeaufe thefe arguments, drawn
from the- indifiolubility of the matrimonial
conne&ion, as I have often before obferved,
and now obferve again, torivet the attention
of my reader to what is fo deferving of it,
hold equally on hoth fides :—indeed,. no folid
argument can. he brought againft-one which
will not in effe@ be againft the other.. But
if the Mefliah had nat plaszly forbid poly-
gamy, I can fee no reafon for what his Di{-
cxples obferved :—¢ If the cafe of the man

{4 bﬂ
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t¢ be fowith his Wifé,” oévavm-’pn w?rc‘—if f'j

mot’ convenient—happy to marry. Buat if
cortraty to the clofe connetion of the #wé
only, plurality of wives was admitted, this
inference would be a mere nullity ;—for the
dire& contrary would be true, and everyone
might fay ewphu yapions; * becaufe marringe
would bring with it pleafure, happinefs, and
affe®ion, in fome or other, though one or
snore might be hated or unclean. It feerns
evident then that our Saviour was underftood
by his own.Difciples, as forbidding poly-

gamy .in plase terms.  But, however, this
we are certain of, that he would not appeal
- #a_what he did not' apprové—what he ap-
proved he muft recommend to pratice s
therefore, as. we muft always fuppofe him
fpeaking for general benefit and general inb
ftruction, and as fiich he approved publickly
a.mpnagamous. connettion, as cxemplified in
~JPamdife, we may fafely conclude, that he
-intended this of courfe for the dire@®ion of
-all his followers, independent of any prac-
tices gmong the Jews, whether fapGioned
~by law or cuflonm’s preferiptive righ? :—elfo,
that this regulation of the comsverce of the
: Jexes
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-fexes is the beft, wifeft, and moft confiftent
with nature and reafon, otherwife it would
aot have been, in the perfet flate of porfons
and things, fan&ified by divine authogity
Hence alfo I conclude, that it is the mofk
beneficial to {ociety that s dvettre tsvo wrily
fheuld be ‘matrimonially connected, as was
firft commanded and carridd inte excoution
by God bimp{f. Now, as the rmoral intexs
of this connection muft ftill involve in it the
bood of faciety; amd as this reifon can never
cedfe, but with the prefent fydtem of things,
1 congend that this /zw of marrsage, which
is the law of God; wus, 75, amd ever and/ de,
in force, till timethall be no more. And
&6 in the writings of the Evangelifts we find
0o ‘ limitations or . exceptions fperified by
Chrift, we muft sonclude he intehded acss,
. syhich brings us fill to the fame poiatwuthe
~ farft inftitation is the Gofpel haw, ryle,di-
:redion, . or whatever you pleafe to culliff,
" “for. the adjultment of matrimony. The
-pext obje@ of our enquiry will be, whather
:or oo there was whanimity of fentiment bs. -
. tween Chrift and his Apoftles? And thedr
epxmes, whicly ave admitted to be gehaine,
and
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and tobe wtit by thefe whofe names they:
bear; mutt, and only can, determine quefw
tions of this fort. If they be found e
harmonize with the reft of the Scriptures;
which . will very foon appear, then the evis
denge will.be cum.plm and decifive in my
favour, i
. 8t. PAuL commands us, toavoid i sy, -
{1-Cor. vi. 18.) which I fuppofe is here, a9
in fome other: patts of the New Teftamesdt,
of fimilar impart with isadwpra——nittcleanngfy -
a general term, inclufive of all illiciy eome
meree between the fexes, of - which adultdsif
the firi&t fenfe of the word, is a fpecies j—a
and at verfa 16 he tefers to the firft inftisua
tion of 'marriage; which fhews his approbaé -
tion of it, and condémns 7 xarrdrrs 13 wipreier
thoperfon who si crimindlly converfint with &
profistute~—for his abufe of -it.  If we adhefs
to the radical import of the word »om, it wild
mean a woinan who proftituted herfelf: for
- hire. But 25 we do not confiné renis to thi
idea of profbitution for hire ; bacaufe suthars
give it more extended fenfe, and-the MNew
Tcﬁament in particular ; fo alfo for the fame

. reafon,
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reafon, we muit give a more extenfive fenfe
0 wim;—it will then imply 2 woman grant~
ing the laft favour out of a ftaté of matri-
mony. That thefe definitions are founded.
in truth, appears from adultery, fornication,
and all other uncleannefs, of whatever fpe-
cies of criminality in the converfation of thet
fexes, being evidently - prohibited by the
Apofile under the idea of wopis; as muft ne-
ceflarily be concluded from the affertion that
all other fins committed by man arc iri¢ v
vindd—without the pollution of the bedy,

verfe 18. Then I may obferve, ds St. Paul
did at his fetting out on this fubje@®,—** the
“ body is not for fornication,” verfe 13.—
and every man that offends in this way, pol~
. Jutes o coua—bis own proper hd]- Upon
the fame principles then, a man married to
a wife, if that wife has an exclufive right to
the perfon of her hufband, as is taught in
the next chapter, as will prefently appear,

that has a conne®ion with any other woman,
by perfonal knowledge, is, if the mere for-
nicator be an offender againft Gen. ii. ‘24

a fortiori an offender.

Butr
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~ BT the reciprocal duties of hufband and
wife, as enjoined by St. Paul in 1 Cor. vii.
thew the obligations of marriage ; and the
expreffion ieuces wiv iadls yrima ixfro, xed buden vd o
&ibpa ixérw, (verfe 2.) 'Is very unfavourable to,
nay militates againft, the idea of polygamy,
as has been already thewn. ' That exclufive
right, which the infpired writer aflerts at
verfe 4 is mutual, and which juftifies the
con'n_n’and ixden ';c‘w ’s’ho:'a’b)fa. ixir—ret every 'wg‘b
retain ber own proper hufand—is alfo the
reafon: of the former one, ixaros 7 iavrs yoriia
igiru—rlet every bufband retain bis own proper
awife :—for the idea is the fame in both. We
cannot apply a greater literary forcibility to
one-than to the other, withqut weakening,
or rather wholly eluding, the farce of the
Apoftle’s argument, befides making him in-
confiftent. -And with refpect to the words
iafs and e, they being of fimilar import,
imply property and poffeflion, and are in the
New Teftament, as well as other books,
as muft have been obferved by every careful
reader of Greek, ufed indifferently.—a is
frequently ufed for tfz, as all the beft Lexi-
con writers obferve, and wice werfa ;—-fo
‘ X ‘ that
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that any difference of the words here,.on
two accounts, is inadmiffible ;~their ins
different ufe by authors in general, and St.
Paul in particular—and alfo, that a diffes
rence here would deftroy the analogy of the
" reafoning, the idea being totally repugnant
to verfe 4, -which afferts the exclufive righs
of the wife to the perfon—abody—of ber bufe
band. Here we find polygamy condemned fo.
plainly by conftrution, that all the fophifs;
try, which ingenuity and ability cun invent,
has not been able to refute rbis plain._fonfe.
1 fuppofe that the contents of the Corine
thian letter, which St. Paul anfwers in this
~ chapter, are not material for us to know, in
order to form a judgment of his anfwer ;e
nor would they; I prefume, throw any light
“upon the fubje&, therefore mot communi~
cated :«~then the province of an interpretet
is to deduce fuch general truths, as areevi=
dently deducible; and as the relative duties
of hufband and wife are clearly ftated, poly-
gamy, if afin, muft at leaft be conftru&ively
condemned ; and I fay it is in thefe words,
3 arip 18 186 olual®. ux eciadn, axra 5 ywi—>tbe bufbind
bath not power over bis own body, but bis

wife,



wife, vetfe 5. Thefc words cohvey, a8 much
as it Is-poffible for wortds to 8o, the wife’s
evelufive right to the perfon of let hufband.
As the wife has an exelufive right to the
perfon of her hufband, which i¢ here fatisa
fatorily a{certained, all carnal commercé bew
twveen him and anothér womman fmuft be &
. violation of this #ight therefore ¢hels whe
apply-this to a purticelar cafe, Which they
fay the Apoftle had it view, have onfly fn-
genionfly fhifted the arguinent. I theatgus
mefrt is founded in truth, as it dettainly ig—e
for it would be itiipicus eves to doubt itex
it muft hold equally firong againft palygamons
éontracts, 28 againft this celebrated doe:
trine of Plato, Kews phr pwidiisimstdBE women—s
wivES—fhonld be common. 1 meed not tell
my leatned reader that this was a do@rine
not only of the fRbools of the Platonifts, but
alfo of the Stgles—was dttended o by Ly:
curgus, the famous legiflator, upon patriotic
prineiples—and in provefs of time becamé
cothmonh,-and was likewife moft thamefully
abufed ~=<but as to its firft form, i¥ is juft
#s juftifiable as polygamy itfelf. The truth
is, Senpture dbliers both ; gnd thiey afe both

X2 here

¥
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here condemned :—for that exclufive righs,
which is truly explanatory of Gen. ii. 24.
and which the Apoftle, from his firft treating
upon this fubje&, feems to have had in his
eye, which is made the ground of prohi-
biting a community of wives, as may be
fuppofed from a parity of reafon, muft pro-
hibit a married man, in all cafes, from al/
commerce with the female fex, and of courfe
~ ftamp a criminality on polygamy. Thatable
~difputant who writ Thelyphthora, is fen-
fible of the force of this argument, adduced
not by human wifdom, but by infpsration :—
" he has done all that he can to explain it
away, without effet. Sophiftry may darken
this Scripture-paffage, but cannot wholly
elude its force; for while men are endued
with common-fenfe, and will judge for
themfelves, it will be with them an irrefra~
gable proof of the unlawfulnefs of polygamy.
The hufband’s exclufive right’ to his wife,
the reafon why the may not be polygamous, is
admitted, and may be proved by thefe words
‘of ‘St. Paul, ‘Hywh 5 s odpdler ix ifsniddu, érra s
anp—the wife’ bath not power over ber own

body, but ber bufband. Can any thing be
more
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more convincing, with refpe& to the huf-
band’s exclufive right to his wife, than this ?
It is admitted on all hands to be fatisfactory.
It is alledged, as a reafon againft polygamy,.
and very juftly, on the fide of the woman,
by thofe who ftrenuoufly contend fpr it on
the fide of the man. 1 only defire them to
mark what follows—:3uciw;——SIMILITER—
équally—juft in the fame manner :—i aryp xi idis,
ol b iurddn, ira §yor—rthe bufband bath not
power over bis body, but bis wife :~—{o then

~ here is exa@ equality with refpet to exclufive

right, which prohibits both, or neither, from
the prattice of polygamy, and all promif-
cuous connections.,

BuT the writers on the other fide of the
quettion tell us, that one expreflion includes
exclufive right, and confequently a prohibi-
tionof polygamy; but the other does not—
though to every body’s apprehenfion the ex-

- preflionsare literally the fame. So in effe& we

aretold, that the fame words convey, and donot
convey, an idea of exclufive right—prohibit,
and do not prohibit, polygamy. This isa dif-
pofition perfe@tly Gratbonian, prepared to fay

X 3 and
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and usifay at pleafure *.—N. B. This is called
explaining the Scriptures. It is aftonithing
to think of the perverfions and corruptions
of Holy Writ that follow, when men are
determined to make it fpeak any thing, and
every thing, their fancy fuggefts :—even a-
bandoned pofitions, by thefe means, have
been attempted to be proved by the word of -
God ; but fuch menare lefs pardonable than
the rational deift :—nay, better men, hurried
away by their prejudices, " have fuppofed
Scripture to fpeak the language of their
fanciful ideas. Belf-importance aiding the
error, has notalittle confirmed it ; and thus
circumftanced, we may confider them look-
ing upon Scripture through the mirror of
" prejudice, and viewing things in a different
light to what they appear to the unpreju-
diced :—juft as ** all looks yellow to the
jaundiced eye.” And with refpe@ to thofe
Scripture-paﬁ'ages above recited, certain [ am,

. Poftremo, imperavi egomet mibiy
Omnia afféntari. — Ter. Eun. a&, ii. {cen. 2.
¢ I’ve brought myfelf
¢ Ta fay, unfay, fwear, and forfwear at pleafure.’”? -
Coygman: -

that
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that thofe who pretend to prove the lawful-

nefs of polygamy, under the Chriftian dif-

penfation, can never have attended to their

real meaning. The hufband is the unalien-

able right of his wife, and the wife of her

bufband; and when this right, which is

mutual, is preferved inviolable, then willbe
avoided véc wepsdag—2bofe fornications—pPROS=

T1TUTIONS—which the Apoftle alludes ta,

and all others. This explanatioix, unfriendly

indeed to palygamy, gives ftrength to his

argument, which otherwife would be 2 mere

nullity.~—If I am not right in this, how

gould the hufband render = sPrropims lussiar——
the indebted good-will—duty of marriage—

" Weiwsewadtly fimilar to what the wife owes

v ddw—ta ber bushand—verfe 3. Hence we

difcover this truth, the duty between huf-.
band and wife is equal ; which will lead to

another truth juft as evident, both muft be"
prohibited polygamous contra&s, or neither ;

and that both are prohibited by Scripture,

appears by the evidence adduced.

1 po not look upon thefe particular pre-
cepts 1 have juft ‘mentiched, as merely for
' X 4 the
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¢ ble Church of Chrift isa congregation of
¢ faithful men,” Art. of the Church of
Eng. xix.—If thefe obfervations be true,
then the pofition is not admiffible, that every
member of the church is diftiné&ly the
fpoufe of Chrift; for each member is but a
part of the compofition of the body, which
éonftitutes a church, and therefore not the
fame in his individual as in his colledive
eapacity. If this is a fcriptural illuftration
of the matter, then what a late writer fays
on the fubje is very uaferiptural, and no
anfwer to, or refutation of, this queftion—s
¢ If a man hath two wives, how can he be
t one fleth with both—or each one fleth
¢ with hith ?"—a queftion that will always
femain unanfwered. ‘The learned Beaza, on
t Cor. vi. 16. fays, ¢ Nor is it true, that
* a polygamift is one with each of his feve-
** ral wives, when he is rather divided into
** asmany parts as he has wives.”

I HavE always confidered r Tim. . 2.
as very unfavourable to potygamifts :~——Here
a bifhop is commanded to be pia iz aida—e
the bufand of ene wife—not given to the

practice
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pragice of divercing one wife merely to take
another, as was prevalent among the Jews
and Gresks ;—nor to be a polygamift. A
bithep was to be "Awwirmle—b/amelefi—and fo
a bright example for others :—and others,
if they do net follaw this example under a
liead—an exemplary defender of the faithws
are not blamelefs, The church-reprefenta-
tive thould be srne. xal iYiuus irsbriac—rtbe piflar
ond ground of ?ruth ;~certainly then nne.
siv marsdollor—thbe collection of believers may
fafely be influenced hereby. From which
it appears, that the prohibition of a bithop
from wanton divorce and polygamy, feems
© tb imply the like reftraint with refpe@ to all
other men, if it concerns them at al]. A

Tue feveral 8cripture truths that I have
adduced, in an united view, form a moft
conchufpve proef of the unlawfulnefs of poly-
gdmy ; ‘and they might be further corrobe-
rated by remarking, that hufband is always
in the New Teftament—nthat criterion of
truthb—ijoined to the fingular number wife,
not only in our tranflation, but alfo in the
original. Greek, I prefume, that if more

. ' than
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than one wife had been intended for a man at
the fame time, wivEes, in the plural, would
fometimes have been joined ‘to the fingular
BUSBAND ; but as that is no where the cafe,
" I fuppofe it was not defigned. Befides, if
polygamy had been intended for a Chriffian
praétice, our Saviour would certainly have
faid fomething about its regulation, and not
have exhibited the original infiitution of
marriage, which, i itfelf and obligations,
is totally repugnant to it. And it may be
further obferved, that St. Paul, in his re/a-
tive duties, would certainly have taken fome
notice of polygamous contraéls, and their
feveral duties, particularly the fubordination
of the wives ; without which there could be
no family peace :—and it is alfo equally ne-
ceffary, for the fame valuable end, that the
duty of the hufband to each fhould be clearly
roarked out,and their particular duties to hiny
and each other as fubje&s to the fame head..
But fince I find nothing about thefe matters,
and as I cannot conclude (but blafphemoufly)
the Chriftian morality imperfe&, and when
I take into the account the invariable appeals
of the New Teftament to the original infti-

tution,
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tution, as a pattern of marriage—I am of
courfe led to conclude from hence alfo
againft the docrine of a plurality of wives
at once.

In this ScripTUurAL ENQUIRY, in which
I have been wholly unbiaffed, and aGuated
only by the Jove of trutb—for I do declare
I am ready to embrace TRUTH, on which
fide foever I may find it—1I fay, in this En-
quiry, on the footing of Scripture, the evi-
dence has come out clearly and fatisfactorily
in favour of MoNoGAMY ; for which reafon,’
on the authority of the word of God, I re-
commend it as a pra&tice worthy of Chrif=
tians ;—a rule from which I never can incon-
{cience depart, let human reafoning: be what
itwill. When I confider the laws of Chrif-
tian ftates, as prohibiting polygamy, I can-
not then but fo far become their encomiaft
as to fay, that, in this particular, they are
holy, wife, fcriptural, juft, and good, con-
fonant to reafon and nature, and beft cal-
culated for the good of foctety, which fhould
be the foundation of all laws.

CHAP.
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C H A P Il

PeLvcamy repugnant to NaTURE.

PT appears to mo to be a matter of no fmall
confequence, in the difcuflion of the
prefent queftion, to know what is agreeable
to patare, with refpe&t to marriage ; and
that, fubordinate to the law of God, ought
to be paid attention to. I am aware, that
in modern langnage, saerural and unnatural,
from the loofe application of themy, are very
indeterminate in their meaning ; which con-
fufion of ideas has rather {prung from the
~ pice and imaginary diftinétions of human
reafoning, with refpe@ to what is adven-
titious, or original, in the inclinations of
man in a ftate of fociety, who is natarally a
focial being~—~than from any rea] ambiguity.
But without entering deep into enguiries of
this kind, probably we may learn fome /ist/e
‘of the nature ¢f man from the analogy of
other animals ; and which, with what we
may learn immediately from himfelf, may
perhaps
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‘perhaps be fufficient to eftablifh fome hypo-
thefis with rcgard ‘to matrimonial connecy
tions.

. ALL éxperic;nce.téach;th, that the connec~
tions of the animal world, in general, be-
tween males and females, that are left to
range their native woods, are between fwo
enly, for the purpofes.of propagation and
prefervation of their fpecies. Thefe ends
being foow anfwered, thofe conneions are
only .tempormry :—indeed, the uaion of the
two only feems. gemeral through the whole
creation, . I draw no conclufien from what
happens among domeftic amimals—I mean
thofs itmmediately under the direion of
mankind=—becanfd it is evident that arbitrary
e@y, founded on conivenienes, hage refiraimed
nature with refpe& to them—which is cersy
tainly a matter of neceflity. At the creation
we read of all living creatuses being in pairs,
and o they werc preferved in Noah’s ark ;==
§¢ may aHo be remarked, that thas connead;
the: male und his female, were ordeted té
k¢ be fruitful -and multiply.” It likewife
ou'ght not to efcape the obfervation of dilis

gent
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gent enquirers, that thofe pairs are defcribed
by the fame Hebrew words, which we tranf-
Iate, in other parts of the Bible, 2 man and
bis wife—INYRT WIR—virum et uxorem ejus.
Mont.—which circamftance feems to point
out clearly the intention of Gop and Na+
TURE. '

Ir mankind then have thofe defires and
feelings in common with other animals—
the fame inftin&ive powers and phyfical pro-
penfitics—they will by nature be led to mo<
nogamy for propagating and preferving their
fpecies. -But mankind having, in addition;
mental and focial powers, which, not offering
violence to, but a&mg in concert with, other
phyfical powers, ripen what was temporary
with refpe& to other animals, into a Jafling -

conne&ion.

. LEsT, by purfuing this argument, I (hould
offend the delicacy of human feelings, I
will now confine myfelf to man, as he isin
himfelf ;—~indeed, if we would know himx
perfeély, we muﬁ attend to himfelf; but

as with him fociety appears as old as the in-
dividual,
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dividual, being a natural propenfity—the
fource of civil eftablithments—swe mitft ad-’
tnit that mankind have phyfical, mental, and:
focial faculties, capable of high improve.:
ment, without changilig their' nature:<-a
fate of- fociety then cannot be contiary to a
fate of nature. Allowing this, we aré ne-

- ceflurily led to'another truth equally evident,
that haman faculties, not in a ftate of im~ -
provément; mdy bein a ftateof debaftment,
from the introducion of vices,” wrong fyf-
" tems of education, -or’ the tétal negleét of
youth. -- Now, as-the degradation of man—i
of, -in other words, of natute—amay happen
from the luxurious refinement of being
highly polithed, and ' the barbarous ideas.of
uricultivated minds :—it feems the fafeft way
to look for originality in the manners of thofe
nations that are equally remote from barba-
rifim and high civilization. «

Tae ftudy of the manners of artient na-
tions has always maintained an impottance in
-the province of human learning ; becaufe it
- has been fuppofed that here only can be at-
tained a thorough' knowledge of mankind,
‘ . Y unbiafled
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unbiafed by education, and wpimproved by
legening :—and I am very ready to flep out
af.the path I have chalked out, could the
maaners of mankind be viewed previops to
any prejudices arifing from hyman fyftemas.,
@ne -inflance sy be produced from facred
hiftory, whish isof thehigheltimportanesy
and deferves our moft ferious attchting ;v
there i appears,. that in the mioft early agra
of the world, rsosgemy peeveiled unisierfallyg
which is a fireng proof. that itis agrcgbktq
fatyre; butkhevices of mankind garly breks
in wpan- this law.. Whst happened ia: sbe
infancy of mations in genefal, from, she ol
fourity of antiomt liifory, cannot be &nowa 2
in after-timos, when their. masners end cufe
toms were related by faithful hilkorians, we
find them fo degenarate, and guilty:’ of 4o
maany. violations of the Jaw of natunes. that
- their pratices deferve not a moment’s sons
,-; , fideration ;—therefore I fhall take no notice
.of any, but fuch as feem to fail under that
077 efeription, “which I have. almldy ohfeﬂnd

/
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“*P'ar ‘condition of the inhsbitarits of -the

greit American eontinent, - when frft difeos

vered by the Europe'ms was 2 , flate borders

ing upon-meére am‘malzty in general ;—but;

with refpecto Peru; in particular, themats .

ter ‘was very dﬁféfem, ‘when -explored firft

by the anbitions and avericions Spaniards,

Abbe Raynal, alover of truth, and a'fublime

writer, " tells us, that it.was thea in fome

meafurc a civilized monarchy.-—-;,hat it had

wife civil inflitutions,—and that its religion

was repléte with fentiments -ef humanity,

But with refpeé@ to marriage, polygamy was

prohibited, and adultery punithed in both’

fexes. This p,ra&xce, which sature feems

to abhor, dld not obtain, but q’pon gteat

necefiity, - among the .antient Grccnaps —

\ Whether. monogamy among.them’ Yas earlier
than Cecrops, is not materxaf “to know ;—

caertain it is, that it'was the pra&me ‘of h1s

days, and cgntmucd fo for many ages. Even

"Solon, the ?Atherma.n Archon. and famous

chlﬂator, approved of this 1nIhtutlon, and

fo contented himfelf with making“fore re-

™ _gulations, tending to: male sriarriage a lefs

mercﬁuiy‘bdﬁncfs and morerls gdntoa®t' of

Y2 - minds
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minds founded upon mutual affeGion.—Ant.
Univ. Hift. vol. VI. page 311. §vo.—I need
not commend his laws—they, by being made .
the bafis of the Roman jurifprudence, which
has fince been adopted by the greater part of .
Europe under the title of Civil Law, have
given mankind an opportunity of judging
of them.

. Frow Pottet’s Antiquities we learn, that
¢¢ polygamy was not commonly tolerated in
¢ Greece ; for marriage was thought to be
“a conjun&ion of one man with one wo-
< man ;”—whence fome will have yixe- de-
rived——waps 78 Mo dua ha—rfrom two becoming
one,—vol. I1. page 26. That this was the
‘cuftom of Sparta, he particularly obferves,

rodotus, b. 5. He alfo adds, that the reft:

g,., o.of the Grecian cities agreed with the Lace-

;demonians in this, except when almoft de~
populated by war, or fome other calamity,
and then only 2 toleration was granted for
marrymg more wives.

Amone the Romans pelygamy was pro-
hibited by the laws of Romulus, and prac-
tice
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© tice was moft generally confonant thereto, -
When I confider the feverity of the morals
of thefe people, and their many eminent
virtues, ‘I am inclined to put fome value
upon ‘their praftice. And with réfpe& to
the ftate of Chriftendom, I do not fee why
that thould be wholly reje@ed in evidence,
except it could be proved that our conduct
is repugnant to nature; which will hardly
be admiflible, when we refle& on the impor-"
tant ends of the redemption—fuch as the
renovation of our corrupted nature—and a
reftoration to primitive innocence, and native
fimplicity of manners. But we may be de-
generated :—this is-poffible, and perhaps to
be proved, But that is not the cafe with
marriage ; for monogamy has been from the
apofiolical times, notwithftanding the defec-
tion of a few, always a Chriftian pratice ;
therefore, the conclufion we muft draw is,
either thatit is the law of nature—as all ep..
lightened nations have apprchcnded-—or that
it is the law of Chrift—or both, '

- Amone thofe people whofe manners, ac-
~cording to my ideas, are moft confonant to
' Y3 primaval
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priin:eval innocence, I-cannot but introduce -
the various nations of the South-Seas, lately:
difcovered, where monogamy, as we are in-.
formed by a moft learned writer, is univerfod.
Such alfo is the happinefs of marriage ameng
the Taheiteans in particular, that even Chrif-
tians may contemplate it with admiration,
¢« The hufband and the wifé of his bofem,
whom lave unites by the filken ties of matri-
mony, form the firft fociety. This-union
is, in thefe happy regions, firft founded-on
the call of nature, in mutual afiiftance, and
the feet hopes of feeing themfelves repro-
duced in a numerous offspring. - - kr hore
degenerated nations, matrimonial unjen-takes
place from brutal appetite, is groynded -on.
the fatisfaction of fenfuality—the expediition:
of afliftance from perfons, -whom oppreffion
and cuftom has condemried -t become
drudges—and laftly, the idea of gaining
more ftrength and powet from a suinerous:
family of children. On the éontrary, the.
mildnefs of the climate, the happinefs of
organization, and the kind and benevolent
temper of this people, togethér with tieir
. more enlightened intelles, contribute very
much
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much ¢o refine and ennoble that foft paﬂion
which is the firft beginning of this.conge-
nial harmony : and hence the brutith in-
ftincs, which were wants of the farite low
rank: with hunger- and . thirft, are taifed to
a lafting virtuous paffion. 'This tefinement
of mutual’ lové and matrimhonial compla~
centy, produces thofe tender regards with
which this happy paffion infpires its votaries
for the beloved objet; amd it .creates that
mutual happinefs, which is the refult of all’
she more refined mantiers, and of their mote
pelithed bchaviour towards one another.
Fhe offspring ‘of fuch a happy couple early
fmhibe, By the example of their parents;
that kindne{s and benevolence, and thofe
fefined fentiments of love and happinefs,
which contribute fo much to confirm the
felicity of their parents, and with to reduce
them to practice, as foon as they feel the call
of nature, and find.a partner whofe fenti-
ments are in unifon with their own ; fo that
thefe fimple, but more ‘exalted ideas of
matrimonial union, are thus propagated and
perpetuated in the progeny of a virtuous
and tender couple.”—Dr. Forflet’s Obferva-~

Y 4 tions
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tions made during a Voyage round the World,
&e. p. 349

. THE above femarks, which gave me in-
finite pleafure in reading,. I have taken the
liberty to.tranfcribe; but the reader has my
permiffion to. make what conclufions he
pleafes from them—though at the fame time
Icannot but acknowledge that they ftrike me
yery forcibly in favour of monogamy :-—And
when I confider that thofe people had no-
. thing but thelight of nature to dire& them,
I cannot think this practice contrary thereto,
 efpecially when I refle@ on their morals—
their innocence of heart and genuine fimpli~
city of manners—their benevolence and real
goodnefs, which would do credit to civilized
Europeans :—I fay, when I confider thefe
circumftances, I conclude that their gene- .
ral condu& is eminently directed bx Na-
ture’s law,

Ir I were to fum up the evidenge, which
we ought to colle¢t from the above fadts,
it is very certain that—though it muft be
admitted—the mﬂdnefs of the climate cona .

tnbutcs
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tributes fomething to the foftening the man-
ners of mankind; ytt fomething higher
muft be chiefly looked up to—that bright
Image of Divinity—Original Nature, and its
refult, a confcioufnefs of good and virtuous
actions, infeparable from the human confti-
tution undebafed, and which have prompted
men to noble and generous ftruggles, in the

_caufe of virtue and focial happinefs, unat-
tempted by thofe of a degenerated, corrupted,
degraded condition. Suppofing mildnefs of
climate to operate as a prefervative from de-
bafement, which is all that we can rationally
allow it, then the inhabitants of hofpitable

~ climes, unwedded to any fyftem of religion -

or policy, will, under the direction of nature
only, retain native innocence and primitive
fimplicity of manners; and certainly then
we muft look here for inflitutions perfectly
agreeable to nature, without any heteroge-
peous mixtures :—here alfo we muft look for
the marriage of nature; and as we find mono-

_gamy the f{weeteft and moft tender union—
where nature is fimplifiecd—an union as laft-
ing as life—we muft conclude it the law of
nature. And ag this pradtice is only departed

o from
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from by thofe wha have vielated moft-that:
law with refped to their general condus
ofr, in other words, by the moft debafed of
mankind; but adopted by all thofe of a
contrary defcription in general, inhabiting
very different climates, I cannot therefore.
attribute. it to local or peculiar caufes.e
Hence I am induced to oppofe polygamy-on
the footing of the law of nature; for moft
certainly the abowe moral arguments, taken
from decided fa&s, in their united view,
form a moft conclufive argument againft this:
kind of marriage. But fhould numbess. be
obje&ed to me, my anfwer wounld be, that
the circumftance of polygamous nations be~
ng more nunerous, in eaclyages, than shofe
that were monogamous, is ne more in proof
of polygamy, than the number of the Hea-
then nations againft the Jewith is any proof
for polytheifm. It is only the virtuous,— .
whether few or many, the children and fol«
* Jowers of nature—that-deferve qur attention.
Here only we can reed nature, and ‘in my
epinion Common-fenfe :—for I do not think
this latter to be the perception of debafed -
- minds; therefore I do not fet that down fof

SRR . common- -
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commen-fenfc which happens to be thepre-’
valent opxmon of - the multitude; ‘which’
would be making it a mere proteus, continual=’
ly-changing fbape with the humours and in«
dlinations of mankind; but I look -upon it'
to be the genuine perceptions of uncorrupted
natare, which fupply materials “for that
‘operation of mind denominated reafon ;-
from whence it ‘appears that nature, reafon,
and common:fenfe are fo near allied, that an
offence againft one, muft be an offence againft
all j~and alfo, that in proportion to the dc-
bafement of natare muft be that of human '
reafon, which' clearly points out the ne-
ceffity of -a revelation of the Divine Will,:
and ‘many ‘other things equally ewdent——
which ¥ will qult, to return to the maln
ke h

" Tue equahty of males and females bom
in the world, which Major Grant Mt.
Derham and other laborious’ calculators,
affure us is matter of fact, feems to mtnnate
fature’s intention to be zonogamy for the
pmpooanon and education . of mankind. '
Could we ‘be affured " of the univerfality of

this

t -
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this argument—I mean that it held good
with refpe& to all countries—it  would of
itfelf form a conclufive ‘argument againft
polygamy. How far it may hold good with
refpet to this kingdom, Ihave not fufficient
evidence to make any determination of my
own ;—but from the authority of others, .
whofe veracity is unimpeachable, I can fay
it does hold good. Since I begun writing
ypon this {ubje®t, I'have had the curiofity
to look into the regifter of baptifms, be~
longing to the populdus parith of a neigh-
bouring vicar, where, upon comparifon for.
the laft ten years, I found oply an excefs of
fix in favour of the_females :—but upon
Tooking twenty years farther hack, I found
fo near an cquality of the births of males-
and females in the fpace of ten years, that
there was only a difference of one. But it
13 not neceffary that this cqua.hty thould hold
. in every parncular parifh, itis fufficient if it
is found in the kingdom at large, to determine
our praltice. [ believe it is a Jecrded Ja&, .
with refpe& to Europe ; therefore, if the
cquahty of males and females is any argument
of the intentions of nature, then palygamy is
ynnatural
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unnatural in Europe at lcaﬁ " Dr. Forfter
obferves, that * in the grcatcr part of Eu-
“¢ rope, it has been proved by the moft
‘¢ accurate lifts of mortality, that the pro-
‘¢ portion of men to women is nearly equal;
“ or, if any difference takes place, the
¢ males born are more numerous, in the
¢« proportion of 10§.to a 100 :—bere no
* ¢ ~doubt Providence bas eqfarced the NECESSI-
‘. TY OF MONOGAMY */’

WHEeTHER this argamerit holds in Afia
and Africa, as no accurate enquiry has been
inftituted, is matter of uncertainty. Thofe
people that are polygamous, and have mo-
nogamous- neighbours, may eafily by art,
addrefs, or commerce, get an extraordinary
fupply of females; but in Africa, where all
the nations aré polygamous, and where
every man has more than one wife, I cannot
conceive how thefe numerous wives can ‘be
procured, but by fuppofing the females more
numerous than the males. However, I am
not clear in this matter—I mean with re-
fpe& to the difproportion in births—becaufe

o * Obfervations, &c. page 428.
I know
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Eknow that the pra&ice of polyganyy hias'
given rife to 2.very barbarous policy seas’
in China, where permiffion is given to pa-
renss to kill or expofe their children. Fer-
gufor’s Fiflory of Civil Socicty, part {IL.
feft. 4. . And the people of Angola in Af-
_ #ics, in onder to get rid of their faperfluous
aumbers of men, have had recourfe to the
barbaroua ‘expedicnt of felting: them to thé
Americans for flaves. Puffemdorf’s Law of
Nature and Nations, page 345, N. (a.)—
When I alfo ¢onfider the fréquene wars be-
twean ntighbouring tribes, and the cAftom
of tht conquerors carrying the comguered
into {levery, I can from dais reafom’ concpive
" g fupeifiuity of woman, which: might firft
introfuce polygamy among: mamy, meroly
35 2 temporary' éxpedient with refpeét tathe
ravages of war ; and being pakatable to peo-
ple addicted to venery, its continuanée may
cdfily be accounted for t«i-which: vicioud
babit, in a long fucceffion of yéars, miay have
inverted that general rule of snatucd—the
equat proportion of women to-men., ~For I
am clearly of ‘opinion that man is ¢nervated
by the ufe of many women, and this enerva-
vl  tion
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tion encreafing with time, weakens gradually
the conftitution ;—befides, in. polygamy a
woman has npt that fhare of phyfical love,
which in monogamy would be hes’s; there~
fore, as it is 3 feptled point, that, vigour of
confh;tutlon prevails in gencration, itis not
% be wondnred at,. if the,grcaten\numbaqj
children b bosn females. - Al which only
mods to prave, that corrapt and unpatyral
Reastices continued eventyslly tand to - per-
vert the ertleriof -nature. . Indeed, it is meg
to he deubtqd but $00. great a; ﬁicxkty fog
yw&h forming easly pnd imegular connegq
ops With lafcivious females; would sxhauft
and. mke 3 material difprapartion,. in
procels of time, hetween males andfemales\
in any country ; thereforeif we with 1o pre+
ferve the order of nature, and the beft mar-
tige~for. perpetuating and encreafing man-
kind, let proftitution be rcﬁra.tncd and.the -
Jicentious condn@ of youth,in parficulas,
I may here alfg ohfe.rve, that from .the de,
bafement . and , degeneracy confoqucn,t an
vicious hab.lts, or fome great. mxsfortuny
gwﬁn,g the numbcr of malcs and fcmalcs 19
be. very t}ncqual bave  giveR. u[e not only tQ
P polygamy ’
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polygamy, butalfo to polygyny and polyendry ;
all of which are equally abhorrent from

nature, and have no other apology but thofe
peculiar caufes which firft gave rife to them.
How far thefe pra@ices, from certain local -
circumftances, are juftifiable, is not my
bufinefs to determine :—but they would
certainly be highly blameable in 2 great and
enlightened nation, blefled with wife civil
and' religious inflitutions :—that I, or any
other writer in future, thould be wicked
enough, where every thing, nay, the very,
climate abhors them, toform a with, much
lefs a plan, to introduce them, and thereby
entail mifery and wretchednefs on a happy
race of men,—forbid it Benevolence {=—for-
bid it Humanity!

Witn regard fo the influences of cli- .~
~ mates, which much deferve our attentiom,
and particularly in “this chapfer, it appears
to me, that independent of other confider~
ations, mildnefs of climate contributes to a
happy organization, and confequently tends
to foften the manners of mankind, as alfo -
. to preferve nanve ﬁmphcrty, for temper -,
‘ and"
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and dxfpoﬁtwn, as well as intelle&ual ope-
rations are, in fome meafure," depcndent on
thie ftate of the animal organs, Hence in
happy climes, we often find thofe virtues,
a ftate of nature, which many, in even high
civilized focieties, are ftrangers to. But
heppinefs and. moral re&itude in other lati-
tudes, whether hot or cold, are more an art,
and demand, to prevent degeneracy, the in-
tervention of wife inftitutions. Unaided by -’
thefe, the rigours of a climate caufe in hu-
tman bodies a congenial rigidity, which ne-
ceflarily operating upon the mind and heart,
is productive of an infenfibility to focial
feelings, and in the end of a total degcxie-
racy :—in fuch fituations we fomretimes
vead of pokyandry. The climate is only a
fecondary caufe of this “debafement ;—but
if it is a primary one, its malignancies may
cafily be corre@ed by education, which tends
to improve phyfical, mental, moral, and _
focial -happinefs, whereby ufeful ideas are
propagated and multiplied; confequeitly I -
thould fuppofe that climates ean have no
influence but on debafed minds ; and there-
fore am inclined to fay that the want of 2

Z good
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good education is the principal caufe of hue
man debafement, That wile regulationg
can remove the inhabitants of an inhofpitablg
clime far fram that wretchedne(s that others
wife might be their condjtios, is evident
from the prefent happy fituation of the
Ruflians, under the denevalent legifiation- of
their humane Emprefs, CATHARINE the
GreAaT.

BuT on the other hand, hot climates arg
‘equally repugnant to a good moral condition
and focial felicity ; for they caufe an irritay
bility of the human organization, which
affeting the dii:ppﬁtion. inclines men pafe -
fionately to venery and licentious enjoyments,

- §oif thofe melting defires, unknown but jp
luxurious climes, are not reftrained by wife
policy, they might, and probably woyld,
among 2 degencrated people, make the agm~ -
merce of the fexes a mere deéau;b. Hengg
among debafed nations in hot climates, and
alfo barbarous ones, in different temperatuges
with refpe@ to the latitude of the place,

"where women have been looked upon as
mcre private property, for the fole purpofe

of
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of gratifying brutal appetite—a principle
tending to narrow men’s minds, and to éru-
falize their feelings—pokgyny and polygamy
have been common. But it is not to be
doubted, that, as thefe enormities are the
offspring of a debafement, proceeding more -
from 3 want of a good fyftem of education
than any thing elfe, they would be eafily
removed by the interference of wife legiflaa
tors, who under Providence are often the
meians of bringing men back to their duty,
And I have not the leaft doubt, but wife
political and religious regulations, would
eafily overcome any difficulties arifing from
eVimatic influences over debafed minds, from
which enlightened minds are far removed ;
and hereby polygamous nations might be
induced to return to' the primitive method -
appointed by Providence for the propagation
of mankind—an obje& laudable in itfelf,
and worthy the attention of mankind! And
that this is practicable, is confirmed by the
united teftimony of all eur travellers and
voyagers, 'That nations degraded below the
primitive moral condition of mankind, to
animality, favagifm, or barbarifm, are not

Z 2 _brought
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brought back to original fimplicity of man-
ners—the true criterion of nature undegene-
rated, or improved to high civilization—is
not becaufe human nature, even in its moft
debafed ftate of animality, is incapable of
it ; but becaufe men do not procged pro-
perly to effeCtuate this noble purpofe. Re-
formers arg too fanguine in their expetations,
and too violent in their proceedings :—they
ftrive to force, rather than gently bend,
human nature ;~—they want an immediate
change, which is incompatible with local
prejudices, and the inveteracy -of habit.
Whereas the progrefs of improvement muft,
in the courfe of things, be flow and gradual,
fimilar to the progrefs of man, confidered
as an individual, from infancy to manhood ;
fo flow do individuals in their focial capacity
ripen to the refinements of well regulated
focieties, '

Bur though a departure, by debaftd and
barbarous nations, from the true marriage
of God and Nature, may be thus eafily
accounted for; yet a polygamift may very
pertinently demand to know what I have to

fay
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fay to the Jewifh practice with 1éfped to
mharriage. As I think an enquiry of this
kind too confequential to be difcufled fuper-
ficially ; I fhall therefore make it the fubject
of the next chapter. But, in the mean time,
to fettlé the bufinefs of this :—whether I
have produced any atgument of folidity
enough to bring it more to a certaitity than
it has hitherto been, that polygamy is con-~"
trary to nature, muft be wholly left to the
reader’s determination.

Purrenborr fays; that, ¢ whether of ho
¢ this pra&ice (polygamy) be repugnant to
*¢ the law of nature, is a point not fully
¢ fettled among the learned.” =~ Liw of
Niathire and Nations, b. Vi. c. 1. page 344:
This - only fhews that théy did net all look
upon itasa fettled point ; fb their arguments
are recited, and the reader is left to judge of
the folidity of them. But that it was with .
Puffendorf himfelf an undecided point, I
can by no means admit; for after reciting
the argiiments of the learned, and declining
to give any opinion from a comparifon of
thofe arguments, he fays, ¢ this is very

Z3 “ clear
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¢ clear and certain, that the moft decent, '
¢t _the moft proper, and the moft peaceable
«* way of wedding, is for one to live contented
¢t qizh one. ‘This then, without all doubt,
¢¢ is to be efteemed the higheft, and the moft
«¢ perfe&t kind of matrimony ; and thelaws
¢ and conditions of it are moft religioufly
‘¢ to be obferved, as well by the hufband as
«¢ the wife.” In the following words he
clearly gives a decided opinion :—¢ It is
¢ worth remarking, that where feveral wives
" ¢¢ are allowed to one man, he feldom fails to
‘¢ fingle out a de/oved, whom in all refpeéts
¢« he prefers to the reft. Thus nature stfelf
¢¢ feems to lead us into unszy.” Id.—From
whence it appears, that the Author of The-
lypththora either mifunderftood; or wilfully
.mifreprefented, this great writer. When [
take another view of his. principal reafons
for monogamy—the greatef} decency, and the
greateff proprsety—Iam net a little confirmed
in my own opinion :—I am confident that
thefe are the genuine diCtates of nature; fo
far as any praice recedes from thefe, itis in
fome degree contrary to nature :—palggamy
does recede from them, therefore polygamy.

is
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s in fore degree contraty to nture, And
the decided fac of polygamifts fingling out
u deloved, to whom they give all théir affecs
tions, is a clear proof that Natare abhors a
multitude of wives, and ¢ leads us into
*¢"unity. ’ " '

FroM a reconfideration of all that has
been faid, and revolving in my mind all ob-
Je&mns that Rave or can be made, I am clearly
of opinion, that it amounts to a moral cer-
~ tainty, that polygamy is repugnant fo nature.
As to this not being a fettled point—or, in
other words—that all writers do not give it
as their opinion, though the beft authorities
do; I can no more think evidence of this
%kind to invalidate the truth, than I can think
the truth of our religion affeGed by the
arguments of unprincipled writers brought
to prove the pofition—~God has never made
any revelation of his will to mankind; and
therefore it may be faid that it is not, fince
others contend as frongly for it, a fettled
pomt But reafoning of this kind is too
abfiird and dangerous to all truths ever to be
edmitted by impartial rational menr. With
. Z 4 refpect
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refpe@ to « the polygamy of the Fathers
¢ under the o/d covenant,” which fome have
erronioufly thought unanfwerable—(fec Puf-
fendorf, b. vi. c. 1.)—that will meet a dif-
cuffion in the next chapter. Indeed, it is
the only argument of any weight that can be
brought againft what I have faid ; butis moft
certainly founded upon wrong principles.

BaroN MonTEsQUIEU has fuggefted an
eafy method for fettling this matter; and if
it was a matter of indifference, I fhould
certainly recommend a particular attention
to what he fays :—he is for affigning phyfi-
cal reafons——or, in other words, the heat and
cold of the climate, for the permiffion or
prohibition of polygamy. He fays, * the
¢¢ law which permits only one wife, is phy-
¢ fically conformable to the climate of
¢ Europe, and not to that of Afia.” Spirit
of Laws, Eng. Tranf{. b. xvi. c. 2. But
that the influences of climate do not con-
ftitute phyfical neceflity, is evident from the
manners of the inhabitants of thofe iflands
of the South Sea lately difcovered; for in
thofe hot climes, where the people are much

addi@ted
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addiGted to venery, and where luxury has
made fome progrefs, monogamy is unsverfal,
But it is worth remarking, that his, and in-
deed all human reafons,- hold againft the
eftablithment of polygamy in this kingdom ¢
indeed, the climate does militate againtt it,
equally as againft PoLYANDRY ; for we-are
neither frozen into infenfibility, nor heated
to mad defire. - As Montefquieu has well
recolle&ted himfelf when he fays, “ human
«¢ reafons, however, are fubordinate to that
¢ Supreme Caufe, who does whatever he
¢ pleafes, and -renders every thing fubfer-
¢ yient to his will,”~{o thould we, in our
argumentations. Hence I am led to remark,
that as God is the author of nature—the
order and phyfical conftitution of perfons
and things, as monogamy, is the law of God—
or, in other words, his will ;~-and as all
things, even nature itfelf, is fubfervient
to his will, I conclude that this kind of
marriage is the law of nature; and there-
fore all other kinds mutt be contrary to it ;
and alfo, keeping in view- the fubferviency
of things to the Divine Will, that no in-
fluences of climate are invincible. Indeed,

if

——
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if we were to argue from hcal or peculiar
reafons, indeperrdent of nature, and its beft
interpreter the law and the tefiimony ; and if
men do argue fo, ¢ it is becaufe there is no
¢ lightin them,” (Ifaiah ch. viii. verfe 20.)
we might be led to the eftablithment of
PoLvGcAaMY inone place, and PoLYANDRY
in another. As it may be fometimes difhi-
cult to determine, in a2 ftate of debafement
or prejudice from the inveterate habits of
cuftom, what are the genuine diQates of
nature, Univerfal Goodnefs has not left man
in doubt and uncertainty with refpe& to
marriage ;~—but has enforced, by pofitive
law, what was the original law of nature ;
for . the law of God and Nature are the

Jome.

I xNow that many writers have alledged,
that the miffionaries infifting fo rigidly onv
the practice of MoNoGAMY, has been an

infuperable bar to the prefent Eaftern na-
tions embracing Chriftianity. Certain it is,

-

that, among other conditions, this has beeri

objeGed to, Puffend. b. vi. c. 1. But this
does not prove the praitice cither satural ot
unnatural ;
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unhatural ;—it {hews that'inveteracy of ha-
bit warring againft the law of heaven. In
fhort, they obje& to ‘many «onditions of
Chriftianity ; therefore, in order to pleafe.
them, you muft cobble and patch it, till it
hecomes a fyftem of ftrange heterogenecous
mixtures, and retains- little of Chriftianity
befides the name. . That grand deceiver,.
Mahomet, had recourfe to a palatable fyftem:
of this kind, equally repugnant to nature as
the law of God; but that any Chriftian
fhould think of ufing the fame method, is
really a circumitance very unaccountable.

" SucH are my ideas of ¢rder, decency, and,
-modefly, of which every unbiafled mind is
confcious—which is the voice of nature—
'or, in other words, common-fenfe refative
to morals, to which MoNocAMY is ftriGly.
conformable, as alfo the D1vINE LAW, that
- I camnot be angry with Bellarmine when he
faith—O00 folam polygamsam- infideles a bap-
tifino et toto Chriftianifmo arcendi :—<¢ that
*¢ .infidels, en acceunt of pelygamy only,
¢ fhould be debarred from baptifin, and the
“ whole of Chriftianity.’ —Dc Matrim.

C. 12.
I rook
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I Look upon thofe Jefuits, who had the
honefty to diffuade their Tonquinef¢ converts
from the pra&tice of polygamy, to be doihg
their duty in that particular; but this prac--
tice was fo inveterated by cuftom in Toh-
quin, that thelaw of Heaven and its afferters
were banifhed together. Thefe poor Jefuits -
were much in the fame predicament with
the King of Tonquin, as the deputy of
Alexander ‘was with the Hircanians and-
Ba&rians—I mean with refpe to thé reafon
of their refpetive treatment—-for the pre-
judices of cuftom occafioned both. It feerris
«¢ the Hircanians and Ba&rians caft their
¢ aged parents, yet living, to the dogs ;—
¢¢ which inhumanity, when Stafanor, the
¢ deputy of Alexander the Great, endea<
¢« youred to fupprefs, they had like to have
¢ depofed him from the government ; fo pre«
¢¢ valent is the force of treceived cuflom ot
¢¢ the minds of the tinthinking herd.”=
Turkifh Spy, vol. IV, p. 39.

AND it is this fame baneful influerice,
which, maintaining its afcendericy over the
minds of many, leads them to adopt prac~

tices
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' tices merely becaufc they are provincial,
which enlightened minds condemn.  Anti-
quity {upplies the place of worth, and fuper-~
ftition and her concomitants do the reft.—
Hence human reafon is debafed, and the
natural innate confcioufnefs of right and
wrong, is perverted or difregarded ;—and
hence it is that MoNoGAMY is not generally
perceived to be the law of nature, and uni«
verfally employed for the continuation and
multiplication of mankind.

CHAP
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C H A P. IV.

ReEMARKs on the Jewisn PoLvcamy,

MONG the Jews, whofe gover;lmcnt

was originally theacratical, if we

look into their antiquities, we fee practices
owing their origin to PECULIAR CAUSES
ONLY :—whether or no thefe caufes were
invincible, may be doubted ; but that the
oppofition of them would have been pro- -
du&ive of greater mifchiefs than the indul-
gence, muft be granted. When a people
are thus circumftanced, whether from the
inveteracy of cuftom, climatic influences,
or conftitutional propenfities, it feems that
lefler enormities may be permitted to avoid
greater. And hence we may account for the
great latitude of divorce that obtained among
the Ifraelites by Divine permiffion  With-
out this permiffion, thofe people, who were
hard-hearted, and, as Grotius remarks, 7m-
potentis ire—** of ungovernable anger,”—

might
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might have beat moft unmercifully,—~nay,
might have killed their wives :—to avoid
which, we find a fufpenfion, for feveral ages,
of that law—or, in other words, God’s own
inftitution, which was founded on nature.
If the temporary fufpenfion of a law be
juftifiable from fome fovereign neceflity in
one cafe, certainly it is in another, where
the fame neceflity exifts. That the Jewith
divorces, as permitted by their legiflator,
Mofes, who was under the immediate direc.
tion of the Deity, was contrary to the divine
law, is atteﬁcd by Chrift, Matt. ch. xix. 8.
And I have further to obferve, that this d.lf..
penfation exempted from civil punithment,
and indeed all punithment; for the primi.
tive law being {ufpended, fo of courfe muft
its effe@s—or, in other words, all the cons
fequence of its tranfgreflions; which, du-
ting its fufpenfion, could not bea fin ;—fon
where there is no law, there is no tranf-
greflion ; and ccrtamly a fufpended law pro
gempore is a mere nullity. But our Saviour’
takes away this difpenfation, and fiys he °
would have his Difciples a& according to the
genuxne mtennon of God’s primitive infti4
tution
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tution of marriage.. Nearly in the fameé
prcdiéamcnt, with refpe@ to its obtainment
and juftification, is polygamy. '

T NEED not tell my readers, that the
Ifraelites emancipated themfelves fromEgyp-
tian flavery, and, under Mofts their leader,
‘conquered and fettled in Paleftine ~—1F only
juft mention thefe circumftances, to remind
them of the great probability of their being
prejudiced in favour of many EcyeTIAN
‘PRACTICES, and among others that of Po-
‘rycamy. What power cuftoms, inveterated
by a feries of years, have over the human
mind, is too well known to need any defcrip-
tion in this place ; -and it is evident from the
whole of the Bible, that Heathen cuftoms
had taken very ftrong hold of the people of
Ifracl—fb ftrong, that Mofes was obliged to
‘attend to thofe prejudices. 'The authors of
Antient Univerfal Hiftory fay, that Mofes
Was FORCED To INDULGE * the Jews in the

‘practice of polygamy : which neceffity muft
~ in fome meafure arife from the caufes already
mcnﬁoncd. Alfo, if thofe People were res

. Vol- III- bq i. €. 7
markably
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markably addicted tb venefy, ahd had beert
tonfined o one wife; they might, in oppofi«
tion to all law, Have filled the land with
proftitution— nay. adulteries~«and o have
rendered all, dr many; genealogies uhcettai
and fofpected—evils in themfelves and cons
fequences, with refpe& to that fation from
. whom the Mecffiah was to comre, greater than
polygamy. Itis fot to be wondered at tben,
that’ Mofes cotinived at a pradtice, which,
if reftrained, might eventually have been
injurious to the caufe of trath, Indeed;
polygamy might be expected to be the ton-
fequence of difpenfing, in part, thh the
primitive inftitution of -matrimony, i the
eafe of divorces, as. feveral of ity obliga-
tions - were thereby loofened. If I was to
make any inference from our Sav:our s con-
demning both thefe practices, upon the fame
principles, and .at the fame time, I thould
conclude that they were fimilar offences,
had their pertmﬂion from the fame caufes,
and that one was in -fome meafure a confe-
quence of the other.”” That both were per-
mitted to the Jews, is pafta doubt, for fome

fevemgn neceﬁity, which will account for
- Aa their
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their not being fpoken of with abhorrences
or feverely repr_dved,_ in. Scripture. Whas
was permitted, it would he npgatory. %o exs
pect fhould be frequently blamed ; and it
would be equally ridiculoys to affert,. thets
becaufe it was permijtted to a parsiculan fiva=
Bles undex parsicylan circumflances, it-is thars
fore lawful to .all mankind ; for-ng netibn
can pofiibly be. in the famg circumiangess
When, tharefore, we; Gy polygamifls:am
gdulterers; we muft except the Jewsis. bas
caufe ajlowgd,- or, which,is the frge things
conpived at, among them ; for it wiag nef
fanttiongd hy:law. Howeves, barepromifs
fion takes off, as far as that; pesmiffionsxa
tendg, alk offenge s—otherwifs. Miofop oftas
blithed adyltery by a, folemn: . laws. whish
diflp]ved, the- marriage hond for. triyiak cajsfeg
The bare fuppefition, would be blafphesep
againf} the wifdom of: Gad,, that what g
permitted by: him wag;a fin;;—fgy Mafenia
no ong inflance aded. by, his own. anthgrity
fo that we cannot fhelter, ousfelves, there
'~ for he fa3y3 himfelfy I have, tapghs, you
¢ ftatutes apgd, judgments,, even;ay the Lard
“ compmanded me,” Bsut.iv, 5. - Ugemtin

whole
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whole we' may conc1udc, that' Mofes, under

his admintiftratior; of the Jew1fh theocracy,

a¢ he was inftfu@ed from above, commarided .

not,” But' only permitted, fome- pra&mes, as

expedietits’ to obviate certain mifchiefs of

great mahgnancy, with refpe to his fyftem
and it§ objetts, ‘which might; and certaml)c,

would, have been the confequénce of en-

forcing thie letter of the law in every inffance ; 50

theh thofe pradtices, as matters then f’tood

viett jaffiable. The elaborate Noldias, .
affcr a minufe and candid review of all that

can’ Be faid on" Both fides, at laft concludes, .

Sunttos veteres polygamos non pécs‘a]? coram

Deo~—Heb, Part: Annotat. 225.— Theold’
- faints, who were polygamifts,. did not fin
¢ befdre God ;™ and he affigns .the follow-"

ing reafon’ :—Quia ' habuerunt " difpenfationem

_/}malemet extrasrdinariam:—* becaufe they.
« had a fpecial’ and cxtrhordmary difpen-
 fation;” that’is, the permiffion ‘of Mofes.
It will'ﬂfolli)w thien; - that thi$ permiffion’

militates againft the idea of fin where it ob-

tained ; but where it daes not obtain, or is

iﬁperfcdcd' as’ among . Chriftians by the re-
vival’ of the law from the beginning, poly-’

. Aa2 gamy
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their sot being fpoken of with abhorrencs
or feverely reproved, in Scripture. Wha
was permitted, it would he npgatory. %0 ex:
pe& fhould be frequently blamed ; amd it
would be equally ridicujous to affert, the;
becaufe it was permitted to a particular -
ple, undex particylar circumflances, it is. thom:
fore lawful to all mankind ; for mg matipp
can pofitbly be in the fameg circumftanges
When, thgrefore, we, fay. polygemifls-am
sdulterers, we muft except the Jews; ba:
caufe ajlowed, or, which,is the {amg thing
connived af, among them ; for: it was g
fanctioned by law. However, bare.pgsmif:
fion takes off, as far as that. permiffion.cxs
tends, all offence ;—otherwile Mipfop ofiss
blithed adyltery by a, folemn. laws. which
Jifulved the marriage bond for. triyial cafeh
The bare fuppofition would be blafnhemy
ageiat the wirdom of Gad,. that, srkas s
s

~

~

a
-~
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gamy muft be a fin. If this bea right view
of the matter, which appears to me to be
really fo, then what one of the doors faid
in the famous council of Trent cannot be
wrong :=—* The antient fathers had many
«¢ wives by difpenfation, and the others who
¢ were not difpenfed with, did live in per-

¢ petual fin,” Brent’s Hift. of the Council
of Trent, p. 671. Ido not pretend to efta-
blith any do&rine on the authority of the
Council of Trent, and I am equally unwil-
ling to reje&t the truth, let it come from
what quarter it will. I ama ftranger to the
violence of party, or to difference with a
man in all things, merely becaufe we ,inay
think differently in fome:—I am a laver of
truth, and fhall always attend to it, tota]ly
regardlefs whether it was fpoken.in.a fynod
of Romifh or Proteftant Clergy. After this
fincere declaration, I have toobferve, that I
only introduced the above tcﬁimonieé.mcrély
as coinciding with my own genuine fenti-
ments. :

- Fromareview of the whole it appw;s, that
polygamy under the difpenfation of Mofes,.
becaufe
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- becaufe permitted, was notafin; but as there
never can be exaétly fimilar reafons, no fup-
pofed expediency can juftify the revival of -
the permiffion :—befides, a permiffion is very
different from a commandment—the latter
is the will of God, founded on the nature
and reafon of things—the other only on fome
peculiar temporary expediency: therefore
they deferve no attention, who argue for the
introduction of polygamy among Chriftians,
merely becaufe it was pratifed by the Jews,
and not frequently reproved in Scripture.—
Pratices are of but little value—they fettle
not the bufinefs ;—No ; for that purpofe we

.muft refer * to the law and to the tefi-
¢ mony.” Ifaiah viii. 20.

" Having faid thus much in vindication of
the Jewith polygamy in general, and the
temporary difpenfing with fome of the obli-
. gations of marriage, its caufes and confe-
quences, under the Mofaic difpenfation, I
thall proceed to give a fthort hiftory of the
condu@ of fome individuals, fo far as con-
cerns polygamy—1I mean fuch as deferve moft
our attentmn, whether prior or fubfequent

Aaj | to
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to the giving the law at Mount Sinai. The
hiftory T am going upon, opens to the rea-
der’s view the prudence and paffions of men
operating in their common courfe, and pro-
ducing their common effeds ; but if he is
attentive, and examines matters .minugely,
he will fee the wifdom "of God interpofing,
and conduing events to his providential
purpofes ; and will alfo contemplate things
in a very different light from that in which
they prefent themfelves to care/efs oé[ér'ver.r. "

- LaMecH was the firft po gam/i *; butas
he was only the fixth pcrfon ina du'e& line
from Adam, and not much more than a cen-
tury after the creation, we can hardly fuppofe
him ignorant of ‘what now ftands upon re-
cord on the fubje& of marriage—(Genefis
ch. ii, ver. 22—24.)—and which was doubt-
lefs then handed down by tradition ; but it
is moft probable, that, like the jrqﬂzgate
Cam, from whom he was defcended, bein
. led away by brutifh fufts, he totally difre-
~ garded it, That Cain and hls poﬁcnt?v were

* Vid. Bible. Gen. chap. iy. vsrﬁc 19 aod Mﬂ ‘
Autol, lib, ii. pagqxso
) totally

-
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Rotally abardontd, -is palta doitbt. Guthrie,
4n his General Hifkery of the World, refer-
ring to Joftphus, obfetves,  that Cain,
¢ inftead of being amended by his punifh-
. "¢ ments, became more profligate ; he aban-
« ddned himfelf 'to his A, enriched him-
. felf "b,y violeace and rhpine, amd without
«¢ .any regard to juftice, committed all manner
¢ of outrages,” vol. I. page 10. - And with
refped to the pofterity of this abadoned
mhnm, Guthri¢e, from tht' fame authority,
fells us theéy “ were enormoufly” wicked,
' every fircodétling generation growing worle
¢ than- the forter, and becoming wholly
¢¢ addited to rapine and brutsfb lufls,” p. 11.
Te this race of inén polygany owes its in-
~ 4roduion inte the world:—the child of
aivient and brutifp huffs !—Derwetted for evet
bethbyraﬁiceandats origin{ *

. Mosne, in his account of thofe degene-
fated Antediluvians, cafts the fevereft reflecs
tions on them, under the defignation of mex
and dakigbters of men; whereas the righteous
defoéndafits-of Seth are denominated Jons of
Ged. And it further appears from the Biblg,

Aay that
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hence many were enfnared in this £z, whigh
Lamech, the profligate defcendant of Cain,
had begun. But it will be worth while to
enquire how this cuftom became patriarcbal,
and what, in particular, could induce good
old father Abraham to'adopt it,

.A'BRAHAM, to whom Jehovah had ‘p_ro-'-
mifed a multiplication of his feed to a num-
‘berlefs multitude, (Gen. ch. xv. 5.) believed
the promife; but Sarah his wife, refleting
on the matter, thought her barrennefs might
‘be an infuperable bar to the fulfillment
of it; and therefore, in order to have iffue,
advifed her huilband to" take poffeflion of
the perfon of her maid for that purpofe
and the too uxorious patriarch confented to
the advice. The Bible hiftory, after ace
quainting as of the divine promife to Abra-
ham,_ and the confirmation of it by a fig,
plainly imputes the circumftance of Abra-
ham’s taking Hagar to his bed, to the doubts
of his wife. ‘¢ Now Sarai, Abraham’s wife,
t¢ bare him no children, and fhe had an
* handmaid, an Egyptian, whofe name was
t Hagar and Sarai fald unto Absaham, Be-

“ hold
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¢ held now the Lord bath refirained me
‘¢ fram bearing, I pray thee go in unto my
¢ maid; it may be I may obtain children by
¢ ber. - And Abraham hearkened unto the
«¢ yoicg.of Sarai: and Sarai, Abraham’ s wife,
“ 100k Hagar her maid, the Egyptian, and
« gave her to Abraham to be nEKY"—bis
goncubine—Gen. ch. xvi. 1—3. Thewhole
of this tranfa@ion then muft be attributed
to an eager defire of iffue; therefore not the
effe® of a licentious defire of luxurious
enjoyment, but of prudence, or rather bu-
man wifdom f{uperfeding the Jrvine :—but
what was the confequence ? Sarah was de-~
fpifed—quarrels were exceflive—and caufed
the difmiffion of the maid—concubine,~—
Here the Scripture gives us an inftance of
the troubles that do, and ever muft, attend
that wifdom, which attempts to bring aboug -
even things defirable in themfelves, by means
which God has expreflly forhid. God de~
clared in the beginning that a man fhould
cleave to his wife, and they two fhall be one
fleth ;—for the & %. in the New Teftament
is no interpolation, nor paraphrafe, but a
literal tranflation of the true reading of the
T - Hebrew,
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‘Hebrew, as retained in the Samaritan Code ;
whereby a plurality of wives at once, and
‘any feparation of the two, was prohibited,
‘as has been already fully proved. If Abra-
ham and his wife had confidered this atten-
tively, they would not have acted as they
did.. However, their fufferings in the then
ftate of things, were evident marks of the
divine difapprobation. Hence we may learn
the wifdom of the divine commands, from
the union of the two only—comfort, peace,
fecutity, affiftance, happinefs ;—but by a
violation of this union, whether by another
wife added, or a concubine, asin the family
of Abraham, the confequences are perpetual
difcord, difquict, animofities, jealoufies, and
other innumerable evils; and when not by
mutual confent, as here, we may add to this
catalogue of evils, crimes of the blackeft
complexion :—and that thefe confequences
will happen, and muf happen, in the courfe
of things, is confirmed by the general expe-
rience of four thoufand years,

© Wuen the-Deity appcaréd next to Abra-.
ham, he addrefled him thus :—I am @~
: the
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the all-fufficient—walk before me ; and be
thou perfe&, (Gen. xvii. 1.)—that is, as I-
am fufficient for the accomplithment of all
things, certainly then of the promife that
I have made thee ; therefore rely on my
power, and keep my commandments : which
appears to me to be a rebuke for the unjufs
tifiable attempt to multiply his offspring by
having perfonal knowledge of Hagar. The.
learned Buxtorf, .commerits:moft excellently
on the f{pirit of the Hebrew, in the verfel’
have juft qnoted :—Proprie, Qui fufficiens,
qui in fe et a fe fufficientiam et abundantiam
omnimodam habet, ita ut nullius ope egeat,
fad in fe fufficiens fit ad opem conferendam, .

omaibus, ad protegendum, ad promifa fer-
vanda, et explendos defeGtus omnium. Lex.
Heb. fub voce . This is fo plain that
it needs no comment, and the reader will

perceive it confirming what has been already
advanced. '

WiTH refped to the angel’s appearance'to
Hagar, it was probably on the account of
her prayers for delivery from the cruelty at-:
tendmg her fervitude ; but be-that as it may,

when
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when the angel addrefled. her he calls her Sa- -
rah’s fervant, and defires her to- retusn to-
her miftre(s in that capacity, and:te-fubmit-
herfelf. to. her fervice : which:is the-duty of
fervants, agreeable to the New: Teftament,-
—=¢¢ fervants,- be fubjett to. your mafters:
¢ with all: fear ; not only:toithe! good and*
¢ gentle, butcalfo to-the:frovdrd:™ (I. Péw
ter ii. 18). There are no.injunctions: leid:
upon hor confidered. as awifs; from which:
. ifis evident that.the: was not in' that capeci~
ty. Then pofféfion of a woman's perfon; or-a-

cantral, do not conftitute mar.
riage; agreeably to the primary.obligatiéns of
it ; and. thatthis is demonftrably!trae fiom:
the circumftance of. her total difmiffion -af~
terwards, cammot be demied;-and-tite ‘circum’
ftance of this:happening by the divine com-
mand does. not invalidate,.but cortfirm; what:
I have. obferved. I. know that there: is: a!
promife made her to multiply ber feed. exceeds
ingly, which was agreeable to the purpofe of
the Deity in peopling the world ;- ottfers, as
the profligate Cain; were multiplied in the.
fame way, which in the'infancy of- things;-
" was:a natural comfequence; but!impliedine -
approbation
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approbytior: 6 their ¢ondudt: fo what' I
have obfrved, with refpe@ to Hagar; can-
niot-be a Bloﬁng on a-palygamons-contrat ;
how it cafi-appear. {0 to any man that wilf
thiiink for himff-coolly, T cannot conceive,
asfuch--an-idée- 1§ confiftent enough with 4
thbn.who witws ev'cry thin g through the me-
dium ofthis préjadices. This-Egyptian was
alfo-told: fhe-fliould have 13—a' fon—but ag
shiis word i applied to the adtlterous off
fpring-of © Dhi'u! and® Bathifheba, -I can only
corider-it 3¢ 2-term:of relatxonfhxp, and-as
tlsiv forr conld not inherit; which’ mufthave
besttiothierwdféhad Hie been legitimate, it cor .
firme-mé- in my opinion* that-the word 13,
~ in its generalacceptation, no more-impli¢s &
legitimate fon—1I mean one compleatly fo—
tham wiba ilmplies a leglttmatc wifé. Cer-
tain it is, thatlfaac was the légitimate fon-of
Abraham; and of courfe mhented “inr preféra

ence: to:his. brother Ithmael; - which would
have been contrary to all cuftem, Ifimael be~
ing the elder, Had hebeen legitimate.  And
that: the . Dejty approved: the-cuftom- is evis
dent, from. kis: paffing it afterwards into
ahvw, thie DRty is unchangeab’le, what he

once
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once approves he muft always approve 3
therefore we can by no means conceive him
acting inconfiftently in this, or any thing
elfe. ‘The evident conclufion then is—that
Ithmael was rejected on account of his being
the offspring of a polygamous connetion.
After his rejection he lived by rapine in the
wildernefs ; and his pofterity, to this day,
infeft Arabia, and its neighbourhood, with
their incurfions and robberies ; they live'in
8 ftate of perpetual war, and their extirpa-
tion has often been unfuccefsfully attempt-
¢d :—Hence appears the truth of the pro-
phecy, « He will be 2 wild man ; his hand
will be againft every man, and every man’s
ﬁand againft him.” Gen. xvi. 12.

~ Isaac, moft probably, taught by the evils
that happened in his father’s houfe, was not
polygamous. And I think it was the decep~
tion of the idelatrous Laban, and the cufiom
of the country, that induced Jacob to take
feveral women at once in a matrimonial way.
It appears by the Bible, that Jacob ferved
feven years for Rachel, inftead of paying
the dowry to her fathers according to the

. . . cuftom
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cuftom-of.:thofe . Sountries ; which fervice.,
Being ended, ‘mértly Becaufe it: was: the ciifa -
tom, Leah this eldeft: daughter is given to:
Jacob,~ without his perceiving -it*till the
next. morying :+-~which was pra&icable es. .
nough;,' if what hiftory télls_us ‘be true,
that ‘it wa3s the modeft maniier of thofe fimes’
to intrdduce the bride to the hufband veiled;:
f 'if" fhe did not unveil, . or if. it .was. .done
without lights; the-deception .was very eafy.
Jakob; thus difappointed of his..clidics,. rew’
monftrated firongly;’ but’ Lis father-in-law’
told him, ¢ it muft not be fo done in our coun-
&ry toigive theyounger before the firft<born.
@enlitxix, 26: Butto.comfort himtold him
he might have 'Rachél.on the fame terms—
- feven, year's fervitude, -in licu of ithe dowry,
and: the - obfervance of 'the marriage-feaft :
¢ fulhl her week, and we will give thee

44. thisalfo, : far the fervice.which thou fhalt

b fefve.ivigh me yot feven other years.’ver:
27. . Jacoh. camphed with thofe-tecms on
account{iof - the love he>had for..Rachél
From this Idefcsiption of the matter, which
is ftri&ly-corfarmable:to the Bihle; cit cloar=
ly appears, that polygamy was rather the vice
Bb of
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of the country than of Jacob. The nstural de-
fire of children among the Hebrew women, ox,
rather perhaps the defire of being ths. tncams:
of fulfilling the promife made to Abrgham,
in- bringing forth the feed in which alk
the families of the earth were to be blefied,.
led Rachel and Leah to give their majds e
their hufband, in osder, to have childsem by:
them. But all thefe.things feem wholly. tha
a& of the parties, without any approbatiop
of Gad. Though the wifdom of man thoughg
his greatnefs and happinefs might be pro.
moted by the indulgence.of this libeety, and
though the end was defirable and good ; yet
God gave. convincing. proofs that he did not -
approve of the means, by making the proa
duive of trouble, uncafinefs, difcord,: and
quarrels. Upon. the whole it appeass. that
polygamy was a beatben. cuftom, was adoptedt
by the Patriacchs. merely as a cuftom, but
for better purpofes.‘than among the Heax
thens ; then I (hould fuppofe, that:the plea
of cuftom is not fufficient;, efpecislly::when
the motives are contemplated, and its.repugs
nancy o ﬂacword 06 ‘God. I know.the Fa~

: : . triagchal
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~triasshal cxdmplé * is faid to be theftrongeflt
argument-thdt can bd biaught in favour of"
polygamy,. and I am: inclined to believe fo
myfelf ;‘but when we refle@ npon the mo--
tives in flsemfelves and confequendes; it will-
he-fmd"ne argmnoatall o
Wé'ﬁt- re?peét to: t:ha condu& af thofe
who w'cre‘ Ticentious ‘atve degenérated; thad
deferves Ho attention ;—and witi régerd to
Sartriret- ' the rapf:et 1 ‘can By no .meany
oFitHRI Bl e (61t oF & polygﬁﬂmus con~
tradt : 'T-Rinow thé canﬁm‘y has ‘Been afferted
By atsriter, for a: very itfterefting’ reafosy
who - tearing throtigh, and: brealeing dovwri)
all beforehifn; Kke Kelben’s Rhinoceros itt
pa%fmﬁoff its picy, has flopped at nothing .
e 'if‘ha{t f;}nm;cbal txt':étpk is a very contemptible argu-
tnent for the pralfice of polygamy, appears ffom Juftin
Martyr’y diatogue with"Trypho, in whith he reprobates
with: the moft pointed” detpftation;. this. pratticey and fe«
verly, cepfures the: Jewith, Rabbins fer encouraging it
,urider the pretended fanétion of patriarchal example, Vid.
~ Jutft, Didf. cum Tryph: p'arsfccund page 423. As this
venorabiti Rather - floutiftisd bat half 2 .century after the

Apoftles;, bis teltimany is very importante—indeed it can-
not be.conﬁdered as any thmg lefs than Apoftolical h'adz-

hm
e Bb 2 to
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to accomplith his' &ids. Dr. Delaney; 3
learned writer, .in his hiftorical account of
the life of King David, has obferyed maeny
things worthy of a profourid gerius, and
which might have eafily efcaped men of lefs-
penetration. With..refpe@ to Samuglhg
tells us, that he was defcended from a dif-
tinguithed family of the- tribe of Levi,” the
Koathites, whofe defcendents, were famoys,
for their mufical &kill in the fervice of the,
temple, :and. thence probably. taken. for pro-,
phets :—and that it_is.alfo highly. grpbable,.
that Elkangh the. Levite, and father, of ,8a-
muel, was aecounted a. ptophet,l_fpr,,
¢¢. better reafon than his having been of the
< city -of:: Ramatheim. Zophim,}~woly &..
‘page 13. ed. 8vo. And I.cannot byt think
with him, that Elkanah was married to Han-
nah ﬁrft—I ‘mean, ihe was hls firft wife,
which, upon ‘the moft minute enquiry, -1
" find to bean: opinion fo well-founded, that
. nothing which has been faid to the contriry,
can induce’ me to give it up—-who being
barren, the Levite, carried. away with that
cager defire for iffue, which for 6bvious rea-
fons was véry prevalent among the Jews,
= married
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marriéd Péninnah, who'was prolific enough.
As barrennefs was. rather difgraceful among
-thofe people, fhe took upon her to reproach
Hannah publicly, who was fo much affected -
"by: -it, - that fhe poured.out her lamentations
before the Lord, prayed moft earneftly for.a

‘fon, and vowed to dedicate him: to -God’s
fervice during his ‘life. Her petition. was
heard, and' Samuel was dedicated in"a moft
folemn manner according to vow. He was

carly diftinguithed by divine and baman fa-
vour, and after the extin&ion of the houfe -

of Eli;he fucceeded to. the. fopreme civil

power, which was foon afterwards .chiefly

vefted in.a king ;- yet fill part of his'timé

was employed in the¢ adminifiration of: pub«

lic juftice, and the other in one of the pro-

phetic.fchools of Ramah, over whiéh' he

prefidéd.. I wilk juft obferve here, ‘for the

beneﬁt of thofe who may happcn 10° be' un-a
genem?‘mihu&on, that it was- the "previncé
of #lié ptiefts to teach the law in-alkits parts;
and io degide: controverfies, and they had the -

Eevites fortheir fubalterns-in office. -The
pr;eﬁi early fhiewing a fondnefsfor, and'pre<’

1 - Bb g ference
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ference of . the ceremonial law, the Prophets,
a diftin@ order of men, were mifed as a
check upon them, and particulsrly as guas-
dians of the fpiritual pert of thelaw. After
baving faid thus much with no other view
than a more general information, I have to
obferva, that the polygamy of Abraham,
Jacob, and Elkanah, does not come fo ré~
commended, as to induce us to think it
agreeahle to the will of God, or .any way
worthy of our attention; and David’s poly-
gamy is exactly in the fame predicament.
With refpe& to this matter, I find my fenti-
ments {o well exprefied by Dr. Delancy; that
I fhall beg leave to extrat from bim Deyid's
chary&er, fo faras polygamy is ooumncd '

“ WHEN this ng mamcd AbxgadQ
all probability he had at that time anothes
‘wife, Abinoham of Jefreel, a city in the
fouth of Judah, and ncighbourhoad of Car-
mel, to whom it is believed be wag agried
before his affiance with Abigail. Pplm
wag 8 prackice prevalent. in thofc dges,. from
a cofrupt interpretation ef Lev. xviii. 18:.v

but with thc good Dean’s leave. [ will fup-
pofe
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pole it rather in confequence of Mofess
conhivance. But with réfpec to David, he -
¢ probably hoped to ftrengthen his intereft*
in his own tribe by thi§ double alliance; efpes
‘cially when he apprehended it muft be con-
fiderably weakened in that of Benjain, by
Michal’s being taken away from him, and
“beftowed upon Phaltiel the fon of Laifh, a
Benjamite, (which Saul did, to take away
all his pretenfions to the crown from that
alliance). Doubtlefs this injury which Saul
did him would have been fome excufe,—or,
to fptak more properly, a fufficient juftifi-
catioh=—for David’s taking anbther, if hé
had ftépped there, inafmuch as his own wift
lived in adultery; and therefore might be
divorced ; but When ofice he marfied Abi-
gail, he went on and marriéd more ;—for
error knows no end.”  And in another part

of his book he fays: ¢ I muft beg leave to

6bferve upon David’s polygamy; once for all,

that it appears to me to have proceeded, in

the fitft place, from an eager arid reafonablé
défite of iflue; and in thé next; from what

might, in his circumftances, be deemed ne-

_ qcﬂ'ary policy.. He had lived 4t leaft three

Bbyg years
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years with Michal, -without having had any
children by.her; and it is impoffible to fay
« whether he would not have done fo his whole
life long, had the naot been cruglly forced
from him, and given to another.. It-will
-not, I belicve, be much doubted,..that he
was then at liberty to marry again ; and ac-
cordingly he marrigd Abinoham, and having
o child by her, he married Abigail. He
had both thefe wives with him when hg
<ame to Hebron ; but had no child by cither
for at leaft five years. He well knew of
what importance the increafe of his family
would he t@ his eflablithment upon the
throne, [tevidently appears, from 1 Sam,
¢h. xxiv..20, that God had promifed, to efta-
blith him in the kingdom of I{rael.- Chil~
dren were neceflary to that end; and the
moft probable means for obtaining this ad-
vantage, was by taking more wives ; and ag
thefe wives were well nigh as much interefted
{n his eftablifhment as himfelf, it is at leaft
poﬂible, (to fay no more) that he took ng
{ubfequent wife, but with the confent of
the precedent,” And as polygamy -was il
~ lowed, it feems Pavid had recourfe to it fog
~ fulfilling

)
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fulfilling the divine promifes.-—<¢ God’s pro«
mifes muft be fulfilled, and there was not
the leaft reafon to hope they fhould be ful.
filled through any. of: the wives he had
hitherto taken, At the fame time policy
required him to ftrengthen his unfettled ftate
by new alliances ; and how was this end fo
effetually to be attained, as by marrying into.
the families of greateft power and credit in
his country, 'and out of it >~~This was, in
all humap probability, the moft effeGtual
(apparently the only) mcans of making his
lmujé ﬁm’

« THIsconﬁderanon takes David’s poly
gamy entirely out of the light of luxury
‘and licentioufnefs, and places it in that of
prudence,”~—vol, II. page79—81. .And in
the third volume he fays: ¢ Polygamy, I
humbly - apprehend, was more the vice of
theage, thanof David;” and adds, ¢ if we
were’ to deﬁne and eftimate this pracice by
the . rules of reafon, the patural evils, and
111 confequences, which do and muft await
it, in the-ordinary train of things, fufficiently
demonftrate it tg be deftructive of the hu-
man

s la -
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man felicity, and confequently vicious and
unlawful,” .page 320 Indeed I cannot but °
think with thie learned writer, that David
himfelf ¢ could not fail of being fully con-
vinced of this truth from his own expe-
rienice ;—for “what was the effe& of his
polygemy in his own houfe, and to him«
. 2lf *——iniceft, mutrder, rebellion !”

FroM this deftription of David’s poly.
© gamy and its motives, though thers appéat
fome apologies for his tondudt, yet there
appears no warrant from his example to draw
itinto a precedent. As David is not a per-
fe& character, he'cannot be propofed for our
fmitation generally ; but certainly we mag
roceive much inftruion feom the hiftory of
his life. He is a tiixed chara@Ger—which
I fuppofe ig the common lot of humanity y—s
he ftands canvicted of adultery and mhurder
but certainly the good vaftly preponderates i
In general, he had a great zeal for goodnefs,
and particularly for the fervice of Gdd.—i
Henee probably he was deromindtéd ¢ man
after God's own beart ;—but to argue fromr
this ¢ircumftance, or his delight end daily

: fludy
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fudy in the'law, that he was always finlefs -
in his morals, -is contracy to the teftimony
of Holy Writ; and with refpet to poly-
gamy,  thefe circumftance$ are no more a
pioof. of its lawfulnefs, than they are of
adultery and murder being fo; and I can
only fay of thofe obfervations on Scripture
. that are defigned to make them fo, that they
are very filly; butas'they tend eventually to
the corruption of the word of God, and to '
wiflead. mankind, they may be pronounced
_woichal. -If this be true, it will hold equally;
if we ‘were to contemplate David in his
praphetic capacity.. I bave already faid
fomething with refpect to the prophets of
the. Jews, to-which I will add, on the autho-
rity of. the Anthorsof the Antient Univers
fal Hiftory, that they were an order of men
trained in {chools by a long courfe of ftudy,
dilcipline, and temperance;—they - were
pemsghers  of . fpiritua). righteoufnefs—min-
veighed agsinft- the- Ifaclitith fondnefs for
the rityals of religion—evidepced their dis
vine miffian-by miracles, -and prediGtions.of
future events—and .they often took upen
thomn, te yeproye alike the enosmities' of

princes,

[ S
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princes, priefts, dnd pesple. Ard God, to.
manifeft the wifdom and value of ‘good-dif-
cipliné and inftitutions, -moft gche':ﬁlfy? ihe
fpired thofeeducated in the prophetic foHools,
or, as the Bible expreffes it, the: fons of the
propbets :—-but others, upon certain occa-
ﬁons, were mfplred "y o
SOLOMON, David’s'-immediatc}'fucqcﬁ'or to
the throne of Ifrzel, 28d his fon by Bath-
fheba, equalldd only in' the number of his
wives and concubines by the. .emperors of
China, and other voluptuous princes of the
eaft, can, with refpect to his example, have
no weight with us ;- therefore I will decline
faying any more about this luxurionsand li<
centious prince, and with him quit all pass
ticular charaa\:rs among thc Jews, - v
From what I have ﬁudr it cv:dently apa
pears; thdt there is an‘apelogy for the intres
duction of polygamy among ‘the Jews, and
the adoption of-it by fome chara&ters of emiz
nence ; but that there is no warrant:to: makie
a precedent of this praéhde - The Jows wete
addl&ed to vices; and very greatt vices,
SRR which




PO LY A MYy 3

which. layw could;; nos.gellspin.. is evidgnt.s:
of cavyfes Amongft theg, \paany things were:
connived, atr~whigh, a5.L fuppofe, proceed-
ed: from fome; 3lmof; inyineible peculiarities
of difpofition :—hence,as; Grotius. juftly re
marks, * diffimulata quedam; aut etiam ipfis,
conceffa,. De verit. ' Rel. .Chrift.qLib., I,
{e&. va.—certain things «were overlooked, -or:
- even uliged them. - We may, indeed, like
thic:pigus: fons of Noah; . go backwards with.
reverence to throw a veil-gver the npkednefs
. of the feleGed people of God, and, from
eertain ;citcumitances;; we may. pylliate -of -
fénces ; hut we capnot, unlefs at;the expence
‘of the divine, veracity, make them faultlefs,
@ ‘pattesns, ‘in all their pradices, of.exam-
ple. Many of the Jews, nay, even. the firfk
charaters "amopg them, - were violators -of
the law ;—their hiftory is full of -inftances
ef this kind. They frequently abandoned the
sites of. their ‘own religion for the impﬁre;
abfurd, and: barbarous ones of the heathen
pations about them ; but though particulas
perfans were_frequently hurried into. difobes
dience..to the Jlaw by, their paflions, and
thsrewcxc' fqmegmps.natxgnal deliberate vias
1 lations
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litions of the Iaw'; yot Ril} they recovered
from their d&generacy, and reterned to the
acknowledgment and adoration of their
tric God, and they had again recourfo to
Yhe law by which they reformed their ec~
tions. ' "And this appears the moft flriking
mattey “of 2@, after their return from the
Babyloniffi captivity ; in which havieg faf--
fered, very much for their defe@ions fiom:
God, ‘thiy afterwards adhcred imms eiqfar
to then” lawr &m ever.

" Tnrs more ﬁfi&adhei-‘eheew tholaw wae -
brought about by the diligence of Nehemiiah
and Mahchi the prophets, -ard Eera--the
prieft in particular, a great reformer, who
fot hiva(clf with trua religious zeal: fo reforus
abufes, and to prevent the diforders intro-
duced by licentious prafices, and particuss
larly with refpect to the marriage-ordinanse?
It appears 'upon record. in the Bible, that
they were ordered to put away their firangé
wives, the taking of whick was exprefsly féti
bid by their law, but the prattice was-fand¥y
ened by king Solomon, and even by-forvie-of
theirpriefts. At this periodof- réﬁmn’z&ibn;\
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it is highly probable, that polygamy, among-
other fpecits .of licentiaufirefs, was prohi-
bited, agresable to the letter and' fpirit’ of-
the law : for I have read in more than one’
" anthor of credit, that-it was Rot practifed
-aftar ih@u’ return’ frop 'the: Baﬁyk'amﬂi cap-
tivity ; which I cannot attribute te any thing’
but Ezra’s reform, which was geheral; and’
eafily carried intoexeeutioriffontthe hilmbled
fpirit of the people, deeply imprefied mtﬁ—
not ideal, but fenfible féelihgs of the-terriv’
ble confequences of wilfulty and deliberately
offending God. But this was not merely-a
mitter of expediency, from the then flateof
things, founded barely on human wifdfom
and- political, confiderations ; but it had fori
its obje&t the fature fecurity: of the divine-
favoyr; and confequently. was fuch a refor-
mation.as 'was. confonant to the law, but in
dire¢t oppofition to fome practices that had!
wessivad 2. fan&tion from cufom. Fhouglu
this might not be the reafon of Ezra and:
ethers reading the law publicly, which was

matter of duty every fevehth year, at the: -

feaft of Tabernacles; yet, it is very pro-
bable, it was the reafon why fo much pains
3o . was
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was taken to make-the people underffarid
it. See Nehem. viii. 8. - When the law was
- read, the true fenfe of it given, and the peo-
ple-made to know its real meaning, which.
was' neceffary to deteét the ‘corruptions of.:
it—s¢ gll the peoplewept, when they heard
¢ the words of the lawy” Neheh. viii. 9.~
they bewailed their ignorance and violations:
of it, under a deep fenfe of what had lately .
been the confequence. I- cannot.-hére but-
abferve, ~that while the Jewifh' theocracy.
was adminiftered by ‘Mofes and -Jothita, ant.
a.fter ‘them, by Judges, thofe were the pureft
ages in the' Jewith Hiftery:; but:when the
adminiftration came into the hands of kings,
the people became degenerate, and grear
enormities, which probably were produétive
of thisdegeneracy, had the fanGtionof greas.
examples. 'The Jewith feafts, in seméms:
brance of their delivery from Haman'styran-
ny, were real Bacchanalia, the men wore wo-
men’s apparel,and thewomen men’s, in dire&
oppofition to the ¥ law of God, “which their
riot and mirth led them to violate.. But
though the Jews-ate very far from béing
o Pest 22 ¢
* Deut, 22. §. cleared
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cleared from all imputations of vice, yet
they moft certainly excelled other nitions
with refped to their piety and their laws.
To inftance one particular only :—It ap-
pears from authentic hiftory,. that the Jews-
were the only people who made a public
mational acknowledgment of only one God,
and amongft ‘whom his worthip was efta-
blithed firmly, bemg a _ﬁma'ammtal law of
the ftate :—whereas among all othet nations,’
and in -all ages, previous to the - Chriftian: .
®ra, polytheifm and idolatry were univerfally .

prevalent. Even here we fee a moft valuable .

and happy effe¢t of .the Mofaic conftitution—
the prefervation of the knowledge of the
true God, his unity, and worthip, which.
are objets of the firft importance to reli--
gion and mankind. But if we read the
monuments that ftill remain of Heathen an-
tiquity, and contemplate both fyftems and
practices, upon a comparifon, we fhall find
an aftonithing difference in favour of the
Jews. Even if we were to confine our-
felves to Greece and Rome, we fhall find an’
inferiority with refpect to the knowledge
and Worﬂnp of the one true God, and gene-

Cc rally
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rally fpeaking, with refpe@ to morals alfo—
a ftriking proof of the neceflity and benefit
of Revelation—and that it is fuperior to the
wifeft human legiflation and fyftems of phi-
lofophy. :

Bur ftill I contend, that although the
Jews were defervedly, both in themfelves
and their great progenitor, Abraham, the
peculiar people of God, being fuperior to.
the reft of the world in religious worth ;
yet, as they had many vices, which might
be rather excufable in thofe unenlightened
times, they cannot be propofed to us as ex-
amples, with refpe& to their cuftoms, and
particularly fo when thofe cuftoms are re-
pugnant to the divine law, as is the cafe

with polygamy.

Ir we were to eftablith any rules of life
from the condu¢t of others, we ought moft
certainly to look -up to the beft charatters.
Adam, Noah, Ifaac, and Jofeph, were not
polygamous ; and as to their refpetability,
no one can obje& :—perhaps Jofeph, con-
fidered as a charaer, is the firft in virtuous

' and
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and religious eminence in all Jewith anti-

quity ; therefore, if theconduct of the beft

men were to dire&®, we muft conclude againft

a pluralify of wives at once; and we fhall

be the more inclined to this, if we do not

. forget the motives that induced Abraham,

ja'cob, and David, to the contrary practice ;

and alfo, that no fuch reafons can occur now,
any more than reafons can occur for reviving
that * law of the Jews, which difabled them
from.marrying out of their own particular’
tribe, which was calculated to keep up the

grand diftin@ion among the twelve tribes,

efpecially that of Judah, from whence Chrift

was to come. Indeed, I do not perceive that
polygamy, in'our times, can owe its encou-

ragement to any thing but wanton licentiouf-

nefs ; therefore muft fet it down in the num-

ber of things that are fnful.

# Numb, xxxvi, 8, 9.

\
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188 THOUGHTS ON

CHAP V.

PoLYGAMY tontrary to REASON and
CoMMON-SENSE.

F the obfervations already made in a for-
mer chapter concerning Nature and its
ditates, have in them any verifimilitude,
and if the conclufions drawn from them were
pertinent, we muft decide in behalf of the
queftion from the united teftimoriy of Reafir
and Common-fenfe ; fince they are in an unde-
bafed condition in unifon with nature :—the
voice of one is the voice of all :—they can
no more, in a ftate of originality or dueim-
provement, incline the human mind to con-
tradicory a&tions, or different moral fyftems,
than they can incline it uniformly to evil.
Thus I think of the artributes of man, and
in thinking thus I adore their author. What
thofe attributes of human nature are—adting
uniformly with it, and affifting all its ope-
rations, has in fome meafure been defcribed
already, and the defcription will not, I fup-

pofe, be much oppofed—I have confidered a
" ftate
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ftate of nature to be fociety, and therein
primitive fimplicity of manners. Commen-
fenfe I have taken to be certain perceptions
and ideas founded on the eternal reafon and
difference of things—a confcioufnefs of right
and wrong :—and Reafon I have made a
thinking, refletion on, and comparifon of,
thofe ideas, particularly when complex, to
difcover moral truths. But wbere Reafon
and Common-fenfe are to be found, is a
~ queftion that may not be fo eafily decided :—
fome moral conditions of mankind are fo
debafed, that the laft fpark of them is almoft
extinguifhed, whilft that of others has hép-
pily preferved them 2lmoft genuine and un-
adulterated.

SoME fpeculative writers, unwilling to be
informed by the hiftory of mankind, (whence
only authentic materials can be colleéted)
-and led on by fancy and imagination to. fub-
ftitute hypothefis for reality, in their attempts
toanalize fentiments, and to diftinguith, in
the human chara&er, its original qualities,
and alfo to mark the limits of what they call
pature and art—or what is original, from that

- Ccg ' which
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which is adventitious—have produced no-
thing but fruitlefs enquiries, wild fuppofi-
. tions, and unfupported conje@ures. In this
wide field of fanciful notions they have been
totally bewildered ; and yet we are apt to be
the dupes of a fubtilty, which amufes us
with f{pecious promifes of improving our
knowledge, by exhibiting a2 model of nature
in its original ftate. ‘That fociety is a ftate
of nature, the hiftory of our fpecies plainly
tells us—nay, we feel the truth of it in
our own propenfities., Art and invention
are alfo natural ;~they are feen in the con-
dition of the favage as well as that of the
citizen ; and yet human reafoners diftinguith
them from, and even oppofe them to, nature ;
though there are no traces of the human
ftory when thefe did not exift ; which fecms
to intimate that they, as well as fociety, are
as old—I mean in their principles, as man-
kind. As a writer of no mean ability
afferts, ¢ the higheft refinements of political
¢¢ and moral apprehenfion, are not more arti-
¢ ficial in their kind, than the firft opera-
¢ tion of fentiment and reafon ;”’*—indeed -

" * Fergufon’s Hift, of Civil Society, PartI, Se&. 1. °
' the
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the lateft efforts, in the way of invention,
are but a happy continuation of what was
begun in the earlieft and rudeft ftate of man-
kind. And Iam fully of opinion, that were
a colony of children tranfplanted from the
nurfery, with the fame phyfical, mental,
moral, and focial powers, that are common
to mankind, untaught and undifciplined,
left to form a fociety, without any commu-
nications with the reft of mankind, thevery
fame things would be tranfaGed that are
already recorded in the hiftory of mankind.
The human race at firft were exa@ly in this
predicament. Who taught them the arts
and {ciences 7—Whofe example and inftruc~
tion did the firft artift follow —Who fug-
gefted the neceflity of education, before it
was put in pradtice ?—Who harangued on
the benefits of fociety, -before men lived in
focieties —That man is an inventive, dif-
ciplined, and focial being in various grada-
tions, muft be referred to the progreflive
operations of phyfical powers :~a contem-
. plation of thofe powers, in themfelves and
confequences, would point out the origin
and progrefs of the arts and {ciences~or, in
Ccg other
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other words, the whole of human knowledge
in that way. And, was it not foreign to my
purpofe, I might fully thew that thofe
powers, acting with and combined to falutary
purpofes, conftitute fuch proofs of defign,
that hence we infer the exiftence of a God :
But not being any way engaged by the obje&
for which I write, to difpute about the fource
of exiftence, I thall quit that matter, to
prove that the God of nature, in his pofitive
laws, enaGted what is the genuine language
of nature, reafon, and common-fenfe unde-
generated ; but to make pofitive laws, which
are not local or temporary, in oppofition to
the phyfical powers of nature, is a mere
folecifin in philofophy,

Ir we attend to our fpecies in fociety,
where particulars are eafily collefted, and
vouched by the beft authority, we fhall be
furnifhed, in the courfe of our enquiries,
with a colle@ion of faés, which will lead
us to the moft important knowledge, and
will fupply data for determining the confe-
quence of phyfical powers with refpe& to
the purpofes of life. But if we leave this

' certain
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certain mode of information refpe@ing man,
for wild conjectures about an imaginary ftate
of nature, we fhall always remain in igno-
rance and doubt. What has led men into
ftrange {peculation, with regard to the ori-
ginal fituation of their fpecies, cannot be
accounted for in any other way, than by fup-
pofing the different conditions of mankind,
which are progreflive, to have given rife to
. it. Probably the loweft conditions have
‘been moft attended to; and fuppofing thefe
improving from particular obfervations and
experiments :—they have fuppofed further,
that nature itfelf has undergone changes
from certain adventitious circumftances, and
- that the primitive model is only retained in
~ fome of thofe animals whofe fhape has the
greateft refemblance to ours :—Conclufions

as weak as they are ignorant !—In the de~

fcription of a man, it is as neceffary to re»

tain his difpofition to friendfhip, and confe-
quently. fociety, the ufe of the tongue and

reafon, as the ered pofition of his body.

Indeed the moft early and lateft accounts

from every quarter of the globe, reprefent

mankind as colle&ed in bedies, therefore |

am
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am inclined to think, 2s many have done be-

fore me, that focicty is as antient as the in-

dividual ; and, if we would know what the

di@ates of nature, reafon, and common-fenfe
are, we muft colle® our information from

the hiftory of mankind ; but certainly for

the cftablithment of any principles, we

ought chiefly toattend to the beft and pureft

morals. I am fenfible that man, bothin his

animal and intelle@ual capacity, is progref-

five ; butas there is in nature 2 principle of
progreflive improvement, I contend that he

cannot be faid to have quitted a ftate of na-

ture in any of its ftages. Hence I am in-

duced to conclude, that thofe pofitions are
very erroncous, which make a ftate of nature

a ftate of war, or mere animal fenfibility.

BuT as this aitive being (man) may mif-
apply his induftry, fo confequently he may
not arrive to the beft and moft perfe@ ftate of
his nature; and of courfe there is a poffi-
bility of a moral condu@ that is repugnant
to human nature and its principles, reafon,
and common-fenfe. - This may be alfo effe@-
ed by total indolence and its confequences—

want
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want and wretchednefs ;—or, from the vi-
~ cious habits thatmature from growing luxury
and licentioufnefs. Certain it is, that all
degeneracy, whatever be the canfe, may be
producive of a moral condition equally re-
mote from this perfet focial ftate of nature.
In early times, it is probable that it did not
fall to the lot of the majority of mankind ;
and therefore cannot be determined by their
moral conduét, any more than a juft deter-
mined idea can be fixed to common-fenfe

from the opinions of the then bulk of man-
kind.

Ir then reafon and common fenfe, as con-
ne@ed with human nature, and effential to it,
are not banithed by fociety and its concomi-
tant civil eftablithments ; but perverted on-
ly by the degraded ftate of barbarifm, or the
vicious refinements .of polithed nations ;
then we muft look for them in civilization
between thefe two extremes, where native
fimplicity of manners is moft prevalent.

I THINK we may fet itdown, as a matter

‘of certainty, that the greater part of Chrif-
tendom
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tendom may be ranked here. That chrif-
tians are, and always have been, defe@ive
in reafon and common fenfe, fo far as re-
lates to marriage, is a pofition equally inad-
miffible, as that they are miftaken with re-
fpe@ to the evidences of their faith. The
univerfal confent, in favour of the union of
the zwo only, in all ages of chriftianity, in-
timates that monagamy is not contrary to the
diates of the beft conceptions of the human
underftanding, or the beft movements of the
heart. Ta this form of marriage all chrif-
tians—excepting a very few Hereticks, have
always uniformly adhered ; and as to their
difference in the mode of celebration, that
alters not the matter immediately under cons
fideration. Monogamy is a rational practice,
and confiftent with common fenfe, whether
carried into execution by the marriage cere~
monies of Great-Britain, the nations of the
South Sea, or the Cape of Good-Hope.

Hzre alfo, Imight pertinently introduce
e antient Greeks and Romans, famous for
eir reafon and good fenfe, who were mo-
.gamous, with a vaft number of enlight~
ened
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ened individuals, who rationally condemned
and abhorred the practice of polygamy, in
countries even where it had the fan&ion of
cuftom and law :—but I pafs rapidly over
thefe matters, and a thoufand other corro-
borating circumftances, that might be ad-
duced, merely becaufe I would not lay too
much ftrefs upon them. Not but they
might be made very formidable, by calling
in the aid of logic ; but I have always dif-
dained exaggerating any circumftances, how-
ever favourable to my caufe : my only wifh
is to reprefent things as they .are, and to
leave my readers to judge for themfelves.—
In confequence thereof, I have prefented the
world with a plain colle&ion of fa&ts, un-
recommended by argument or perfuafion, ve-
ry different indeed from that fophifticated
~fuff to which they are oppofed.

In this chapter, the teftimony of many
fenfible writers, deferves to be attended to
and brought forward ; but were all‘to be
noticed that even deferve it, a volume muft
be affigned for that purpofe, which I can by
no means think of. I feel myfelf however,

" called
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called upon to adducc fome evidence from
this quarter, and am not a little diftrefled
how to choofe out of the abundance that of-
fers. I fhall attend to buat little, and that
chiefly of the antients, becaufe I do not look

upon this fort of evidence as decifive in it~
felf.

HerMmioNE, though taken-in over As-
dromache’s head, is introduced by Euripides
faying—owh iy xaris _

Aveiy yvrasneir avdp wria¢ fagwr,  Eurip. And. v. 177
It is not good for a bufband to bave rule over
two wives. And further in the book we
find it afferted

O’ & wir' & Kdvpe
AiN)p sxaniow Bporin,
00l appiudropas xipuss

‘Epn wis bnwy,
Avopni 7i Adrag
Thv plar posspyive wéols ydpog

*Axciimiloy ivvas dodyis. v, 464, &c.”
= Ne'er will I commend
¢ More beds, more wives than one; nor
¢ children curs’d

s¢ With
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¢« With double mothers, banes and plagues of
« life.

“ Let each good man poffefs his fingle bride,

¢ And check the intrufion of a rival dame.”

To leave the good fenfe of Athens for that
of Rome

Connubia mille

Non illis generis nexus, non pignora curz
Sed numero languet pietas.— Claudian de
bello Gildon.— ‘¢ In many matrimonial
¢ conneions there are no ties of rela--
#¢ tionfhip, nor pledges of care; but affec-
¢ tion grows languid by the number.” And
Salluft obferves, Verum ea neceflitudo apud
Numidas, Maurofque,levis ducitur ; quia
finguli pro opibus, qui{que quam plurimas
uxores, denas alii, alii plures habent, fed
reges eo amplius. Ita animus multitudine
diftrahitur, nullam pro focia obtinet, pariter
. omnes viles funt.—Sall. de Bell. Jugurth.
Cap. 82. *¢ But the tic of affinity is light-
ly efteemed amongft the Numidians and
Moors ; becaufe amongft them every one
may have as many wives as his wealth will
admit of, and accordingly fome have ten, o-
thers
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thers more, but the kings ftill more. 'Thus
the mind is divided by the number, none is
taken for an aflociate, but thcy areall treated
with contempt alike.” With refpe@ to wri- -
ters fince the chriftian =ra, they haveall, ex-
ceépting a very few, given their fuffrages, as
reafon and common fenfe direGed them, a-
gainft polygamy. Here indeed we have the |
moft conclufive evidence that human tefti-
mony can afford. And as I have always been .
equally unwilling to be mifled myfelf as to
miflead others, I have taken no fmall pains,
to inform myfelf on this fubje@. I have
had accefs to public and private libraries,
for this purpofe : and am not a little obliged .
to many ; but I owe my acknowledgments
in a particular manner, to the politenefs of
one gentleman in this 4 county; and to
whom alfo fociety is much’ obliged for his
ftrenuous oppofition to the repeal of Stat.
26 Geo. II. ch. 33. commonly called the
marriage aéf. But though in confequence
_of my refearches I found human teftimony
on my fide, yet I by no means wifh even to
attempt to put more value upon this fort of

’ + Hampthire, .
evidence,
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evidence, than it deferves; nor will I fay
any thing with refpe@ to the-comparative
"merit of anthors, or magnify authorities :—=
I know that truth is equally valuable, whe-
ther fpoken by the Archbithop of Canter-
bury, or the humble Re&or of Colemere.
In reaity,  whit gives value.to human
teftimony, is its conformity to the dfvime
. baw ;—indeed, ‘the -féntiments- 6f Chriftian
writers in geperal, wi¢h refpec to marriage,
are confonantto this law; for, as Grenoviug
obferves, in his Cortiment on Grotius de
Jure; polygamy is-forbidden kge Chrifit—
by the law of Chrif}t :—and this is the fenfe
of the paffage commented upon ;=< Ex
Chrifti lege irritum eft conjugium eum eo
qui maritus fit alterius mulieris, ob'jusillud
quod Chriftus feminz pudicitiam (ervanti
dedit in maritum.”—<¢ By the law of Chrift
¢¢ a marringe is null and void with him, whe
¢ is the hafband of another womian, becaufe
«¢ of that right which Chrift gave to the wo-

** man 'to preferve her chaihty over her huf~
¢ band.” :

Dd CHAP.
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C H A P VL

Porvcamy a CiviL INCONVENIENCE.

' 8 Polygamy is prohibited by the divine
"M Jaw, fo it is alfo by the policy of all
prudent nations ; undoubtedly befides other
reafons, becaufe it is, as Judge Blackftone
obferves, ¢ fo great a viclation of the pub-
lic ceconomy and decency of a well-ordéred
ftate.” Comment. b. iv: c.'1 3.—~From what
has been already obferved, I may affert that
our municipal law, with refpe& to marriage;
is grounded on natural law, and does not
create, but only enforce, difabilities. In
regard to a man’s having a plurality of wives
at once in particular, I may fafely fay the
law of God has exprefily forbid the banns,
and fociety and- government have feconded -
this, which is highly neceflary in the pre~
fent corrupt ftate of things, by civil difabi-
lities intended to operate as moft effe@ual
preventives :—of courfe they are fuch that
they make the contract void @b instio,~they
' do
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do not diffolve a contra already made, but
_ they render the parties incapable of. forming
acontra&t atall ; and confequently, if under
the legal.incapacity of a prior marriage un—
diflolved, any two come together, it is not
confidered by our laws as a matrimonial, but
 merely a meretricions union, - . All chriftian
ftates have adopted this policy, either becaufe
~ confonant to the law of God, or calculated
- for the good of fociety—or both. And the
canonical difabilities concur, which are
grounded. on the exprefs word of God, or
plainly deducible from it :—if fo, thenit
muft be ffgful for any, thus previoufly inca- -
pacitated, to attempt to contract matrimony.
Indeed, if we look back into the political
hiftory of antient nations, and that of the
Orientals in particular,' we fhall find, that,
excepting a few, where the gratification of
the moft fhameful luft had the fan&ion of
religion, the reft unanimoufly prohibited
polygamy &y law ;—but practice: was diffe-
rent, which inconfiftency cannot be account-
ed for, but by fuppofing growing luxury and
licentioufnefs to have had fuch influence over
the minds of men, as to lead them to every
Dd . vxce,
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vice, and not only to defpife human inflitne .
tions, but alfo to fet the laws of the Al.
mighty at defiance. Multitudes of inftances
of this kind might be produced; but, as
thefe fa@s are fo well authenticated, and fo
well known, it is quite needlefs. I know
many fpecious reafons have been trged for
polygamy among the Eaftern nations ; but
many fenfible writers have fully proved them
groundlefs and fallacious. Juftinian, even
in Modern Turkey, is clear that duas uxores
eodem tempore babere nom kicet ; $eamcCertainly
then it muft not only be fo, but impolitic ia
Northern countries, where the climate feems
to reclaim againft it, as well as every other
~ conﬁderanon

FroM what has been faid, and much more
that might be faid to the fame purpofe,
“which muft be obvious to every one the leaft
converfant with hiftory, it will not be im-~
pertinent to fuppofe, that, as polygainy was
- generally difcountenanced and prohibited by
legiflators, itis contrary to the beft reafon of
mankind, and inconvenseat to civil fociety.
® Inft. 1. 104 6, ‘

- Our
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Our laws™ make it felony, within Benefit of

Clergy, becaufe of the civil mifchiefs it is

prodadive of, leaving, as I fuppofe, theidea

of a moral offence to that juri(diGion, the

reftritions and punithments of which are

-more immediately intended pro falute anime.,

I ought not, however, to forget to acquaint

my readers, that polygamy is the law of the

Alcoran, :and confequently the practice of
Mahometans ; and they have my permiffion

to attend to this circumftance as much as it

deferves, . Ihave only to obferve, that acer-

_tain Reverend “Gentleman deferves: well of
the difcsples of Mahomet, for his ftrenuous

fupport of their marriage inftitution; and

probably if he was to fettle among them in

a civil capacxty—-fo: I think any other too

narrow for his great abilities—he might be
fortunate enough to nfe 1o the honour of a

three-tailed Vizier, . :

From thefe, and the preceding obferva-
tions, made on the origin, progrefs, and fup-
port of polygamy, it feems to “be too con-
temptible to be recommended to ftatefmen 3
-and moreover as in civil fociety it is fo mifs

Ddsg chievous
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chievous in its effe@s, it demands the coer-
cion of the magiftrates. Itis in a flate, as
in 2 well-governed family, the members of
cach are bound to conform their general be-
haviour to the rules of_ propricty and decency,
and to be inoffenfive in their refpe&ive fta-
tions. Commonwealths are made’ up of
families, and any diforders in the lefler fo-
cicties affe@ the greater. If we wifh for
public and private happinefs, we muft avoid
offences againft the due regulation and domef~
tic order of the kingdom. Then, if aplu-
rality of wives affe& the public aconomy, as
it certainly does, it ought to be prohibited
by the laws of all well-ordered govcrnmcnts
for that very reafon.

WHEN men are either permitted, or en=
couraged, to take as many. wives as they
pleafe, the reciprocal rights of hufband and
wife muft eventually be violated, and all, or
the far greater part, of the duties of this
private but near rciatiqn of perfons, muft
be interrupted or wholly negleGted. The
polygamift, upftudious of any of the arts
to pleafs, nay, totally regardlefs of acquir-

ing
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ing or praéhﬁng thofe axmablc virtues which
render domeftic life happy, foon finds pre-
tences to make new acquifitions of female
property :—ftudied licentioufnefs, ingenious
" luxury, and wanton enjoyment, feem the
only objcéts of his purfuit; by which means
marriage, inftead of reftraining, . promotes
illicit defire, and ‘under a legal name becomes
the vileff proflitution :=—nor can it, under
thefe circumftances, fail of having the moft
permclous cffedts,. not only in families, but
in the community at Jarge ; but by the moft
rigid morals, or depriving women of that
rank in fociety, which God and nature de-
figned them. I do not fay that thefe would
prevent the evils, for fuch an affertion woyld
be falfe; becaufe experience teaches that
they would only operate as palliatives.—
What has been, and always will be, the effeéts
of polygamy, we may read in the ‘hiftory of
Perfia. ~ ¢¢ The Perfian court was at that
- period (Hamza’s time) the theatre of un-
‘punithed inceft, luft, and murder: the fo-
“vereign ‘was defpotic, and the people, the
_greateft equally as the meaneft fubje@s, the
mof’c abjec of flaves; {o that nothing was more

Ddg common
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common than for the wives of the moft cone
fiderable noblemen there, to proftitute them-
felves, with the knowledge and confent of
their hufbands, tothe rcigning prince Fra-
_ tricide, however fhocking it is in all fenfes,
was, though not the leaft, the moft excufable
of the crimes of their monarchs ; for their
fons, being begotten upon different mothers,
who mortally hated each other, and inftilled
the fame fentiments into their children,. did
not think themfelves relations in bload, fo
much as rivals in intereft, and with their
firft milk they fucked in a deteftation of one
~another, Such are the dreadful effects of
polygamy in an arbitrary country ; and from
that {ource moft of the evils have proceeded
which fhock humanity to read.”—Guthrie’s
Gen. Hift. of the World, vol, VIII p 3
o&avo edit,

Itis conﬁrmed by all experience that poe
lygamous contraéts are totally deftru@ive of
domeftic happinefs ; and- anlouﬁcs, animo- \
fities, and the implacable hatred hereby ex»
cited between mothers, and eventually be-
tween their chxldrcn, -which, if they donot

break




. =

=

T |wm F W

. POLYGAMY. 409

break out into crimes quite intolerable to
fociety, have fuch malignant influence, that
the duties of relation/bip are difregarded, and,
in this ftate of things, order and flial fubor-
dination cannot exift ; the firft principles of
civil fociety, which appear to me to be, in
fome meafure, founded on parental authoritj
originally, are ftabbed in the very vitals.—
There muft alfo be an end of all family at-
tackment and the ties of benevolence : how
then can we expe mankind to be united by
the moft endearing of all ties, that of bene-
volence, when their primary obje&s cannot
fecure them P—Hence in the world we muft
look for mifanthropy and all its horrid con-
fequences.. In reality all authority muft be
hereby fhook to the very foundation, which,
with refpe@ to nations, in all human pro-
bability, will end in fome kind of revoluti-
ons, but moft probably in the eftablithment
of defpotifm. To the increafe of thofe pri-
vate and public evils, the partiality of the
polygamift to one particular wife and her
oﬂ'spring,' which 1t is impoﬁibl'c to avoid,
contributes not a little. From this parti-
ality, while fome ar¢ fuitably educated, o-

| | thers
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thers have no education at all; but like their
mothers, rejected and defpifed, they are con-
‘demned to the moft fervile offices, and
doomed to ignorance and wretchednefs, with-
out any profpect of attaining that rank in'
life; which otherwife they might, merely
becaufe not favourites. How much this
likely toaffe@ the integrity of mankind, and
to put fociety upon a wrong bafis, cannot
but be evident even to the moft carelefs ob-
ferver,

THE fcheme of a plurality of wives at
once, which is nothing but a ftbeme of de-
5auc6er)', wou1d revive the old plan Qf dif-
truft and confinement, inefficacious as to the
obje& of it, and finally tending to debafe
the minds and morals of mankind. Moore,
who has a right view of this matter, has ex-
i)reﬂ'ed my fehtiments much better than I can
do in any words of my own; therefore I fhall
take the liberty to quote him, ¢ The old
plan of diftruft and confinement, withoute- .
ven fecyring what was it’s obje&, muft have
had a ﬁrong tendency to debafe the minds
of hoth the hufband and the wife; for what

- . man
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ran whofe mind was not perfc&ly aBJe&

“could have plcafure in the fociety of a wife,
who, to his own convicion, languithed toi
be in the arms of another man >—Of all the.
humble employments'that ever the wretch-
ed fons of Adam fubmitted to, furely that of
watching a wife from morning till night
and all night too, is the moft perfectly hu-
miliating.”—View of 80cmty, &c. Let

XXI ' x ' .

* As the licentious great would multiply
wives in proportion to their wealth, their
power, and their influence, wretched would
be the fituation of thofe females to whom
nature has been kind by dealing out charms’
in profufion ; doomed to become the baplefs
victims of pride, luft, oppreflion; forced a-
‘gainft their inclinations by the commands-of
their fuperiors, and detained by locks and
bolts;" they: would be the firft objects, ina
chriftian country, of that horrid plan of
rape and moft abominable debauchery, which
difgrace the commerce of the fexcs in Ma-
homctan comntries :

" . Where
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Where each fair neck the yoke of flavery
galls,
Clos'd in a proud feraglio’s gloomy walls ;
And taught, that levell’d with the brutal
kind, :
Nor fenfe, nor fouls, to women are affigned..
Duncomse—Feminiad, p. 8.

Wao, that is not loft to the feelings of
humanity, would not oppofe 2 fyftem big
with fo many evils, and indeed the fource
of moft. Let the heart, that never knew
one genecrous movement, equally a ftranger
to the tender feclings of undivided love, as
to the ideas of modefty and delicacy, influ-
ence mea to contend for polygamy and its
infeparable concomitant, tyrannical fway o-
ver the weaker fex ; but defpifed be they by.
fociety, and banifhed forever the fair circles.
of our amiable countrywomen, with' whofe
happinefs they have fported. Certain it is,
that the Mahometan inftitution of marriage,
for which the author of Thelyphthora fo ftre-
nuoufly contends, would put an end to ma-
trimonial endearments, apd wives would be
pothing but the flaves of proftitution. 'This

‘ has
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has unifomily been the cafe, and it is not to
be donbted, would be the cafe in this coun-
try. Bat this impolitic-and unferiptural in~
ftitution would not only enflave wives, but

. certainly would be produ®ive of general fla~.

very. If I miftake not defpotifm is otigi-
pallyfounded upon mere fuperiority of forces
and it is rational to fuppofe, that wheni
mankind ceafe to be foftened in their morals
by that politenefs, which is the confequence
of a free intercourfe between the two fexes,
they will become gradually more and more
- barbarous, and revert to this mode of go-
vernment, unworthy of an enlightened age.
"The rank affigned to women in domefisc fociety
has very grest influence upon the civiliza-
tion, politics, and morals of -nations, as
has been obferved and authenticated by
ell intelligent voyagers and travellers.~-
Dr. Forfter obferves, < the more debafed
the fituation of a nation is, and of courfe
the more remote from civilization, the more-
harthly we found the women treated.” . In
nations where the women are efieemeéd. as
they ought to be, and enjoy an equality of
rights with the men; that harfhnefs of man-

ners
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ners is taken off, which is habitual amiotrg’
berbatous people. And as manners are
foftened, people are proportionately. more
capable of tender feelings and mutual at-
techments. Thofe that contend fo rigidly
for the abjet inferiority of the women; do
not feem to recollet, that what they want
in bodily ftrength, they make up by that of
the mind :—the greater delicacy. of their
bodily frame, and the finer texture of their
nerves, put them in a capacity, if they chufe
to try the experiment, of improving and
perfeding their intelleGual faculties to a
greater degree than meh. As their nerves are
finer than ours, the impreffions upon their
fenfes are more rapid and more vivid :—henceé -
they are quicker in obferving the relations

and properties of things; their memories are

more retentive, and confequently they are

more enabled to'abftra& general ideas from
~ their perceptions. - The men, on account

of the fuperiority of their bodily ftrength;

feem better qualified for the aGtive and toil-
fome fcenes of life.. Among- rude nations;
this has fometimes been made the foundation
of oppreflion ; and, probably, for the fame¢

't vcry




'POLYGAMY. 4

very interefting reafon, the famc annquated
and abfurd ideas might be revived; but in
this enlightened age, and in the prefent ftate
of things, and of marriage in particular, I
cannot even fuppofe fuch a change of notions,
«¢ But I readily quit a fubje& about which
I am not much converfant, and ftill lefs en-
gaged by the obje& for which I write.’

CER'rAmLY in a fcheme, wlnch ¢an be
in no degree even tolerable without rigidly
maintaining the inferiority of women, which
muft eventually make them the moft abject
fervants of their furly Jords, their mero
drudges, compelled to perform every labo-~
‘rious part of domeftic bufinefs, without any
will of their own, and confidered as beings
. only calculated for the gratification of éruzal
appetite :—certainly, I fay, this muft tend te
reduce men to a degenerated and barbarous
ftate, and muft be alfo particularly favour-
able to abfolute power. Were not men more
highly civilized by the delicacy and foftnefs
of the other fex, in confequence of a free
intercourfe between them, their manners
would degenerate into a coarfenefs and in-

delicacy,




416 THOUGHTS ON

delicacy, which are chara@eriftic of uncul«
tivated minds.  All hiftory proves the truth
of what I affert here :—antiquity teaches us
"in every ‘page, that where men have been -
debarred from a free converfation with the
other more amiable fex,—there, boorith in
their manners, and unamiable in their gene-
ral charaler, political and moral, - they have
degenerated in their condition, and Savery
has been the confequcnce,-—or a forlorn
wretchednefs. B

WuAaT I have been inveighing againtt,
contributes to rivef, as well a9 to forni, the
chains of defpotifin. In the Afiatic govern-
'ments, which are the moft defpotic, the
women are treated as the moft abje@ flaves,
fhut up in a feraglio, and guarded' like pri-
foners,—~a common confequence of - poly-
gamy. Butif the women were fet at liberty
in the regions of the Eaft, and each woman
matrimonially connected with the man of
her choice, according to the original infti-
tution, I have no doubt but that the allure-
ments of the fair fex, would new-model the
morals of thofe countries, and confequently

their
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ihreir government, which probably would
be amended to the form of an European
monarchy :—-at prefcnt the fuperftition of
thofe people feem ftrongly 'to oppofe fuch
exalted views. That the conﬁn;men_t, or
rather imprifonment, of the women, is a
principal caufe of the abandoned dxfpoﬁtlon
that prevails in the Eaft, is ewdent from this
circumftance :—that among the European
ftates, thofe people enjoy the greateft civil
and religious libérty, where the women are
under the leaft reftraint. Hence we ﬁnd the
Spanith monarchy more defpotic than thap
of France. In Spain, where that gloomy
dzmon, JEaLousy, influences the bofoms
of individuals, the Duennas are nearly as
vigilant as the unuchs of Afia: but in France
. the cafe is very different, where the women
are indulged with great liberty, and where
liberty would prevail univerfally, was it not
reftrained by the fhackles of a bigotted re-
ligion. In contending for a free intercourfe
between the fexes, which is highly expe-
dient in- the prefent ftate of things, I wifh,
.however, to exclude all vicious levity, and
,am only an advocate for every innocent liber-

Ee ty’
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ty, which in fome meafure conftitutes the
fupremeft pleafure of focial intercourfe. 1
know the conftitution of man is fuch, that
he muft be unhappy without fome employa
ment to fix, and alfo fome amufement to
. diffipate his thoughts; therefore I am for
allowing all the innocent pleafures of fociety,
and in doing this I confalt his happinefs.

ANoTHER appendagé to polygamy is paly~
gyny; which is cuftomary among the African
nations, and leads to the greateft debauchery,
"and all the horrid confequences of feduion,
attended with derelittion, Ogilby, in his
hiftory of Afia, page 49, obfefves, thet ** the
Perfians exceed moft countries in wantonne(s
and veénerial exercifes ; for, befides their
great number of wives, they are very much
inclined to variety of women, and in aH -
their cities, except Ardebil, are kept public
Brothel-houfes, under the prote&ion of the
magiftrates.” And the fame author inti-

"mates, that fo abandoned are thofe polyga-
mifts, that the mafter of a feaft thinks it g5
‘neceflary to provide women to accommodste
his vifitants, as liqgour, Ata feaft, Ihe e,

retirg
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tetire into 2 private  chamber with thefe
wanton females, and return without the leaft
bathfulnefs s—fuch are the effcéts of suffom
over degenerated minds, and thus does poly-
gamy tend to make the commerce of the fexes
a mere debaurd. Inconfequence of this pro-
fligacy, which entirely owes its origin to the
introdu@ion of polygamous contratts, their
marriages arconly “ a play of f2/f and Joefe ;”
they turnoff their wives ¢ when they pleafe,
and are ftill for variety ; and this liberty they
take the rather, becaufe Mahomet, in his
Alroran, allows polygamy.” Id. page gg.~—=
Befides, they acquire other companions to
their bed by &ire, and flaves by purchafe,
page ¢7. This infamous and iniquitous
commerce, confequent on the defires of na-
ture being unreftrained and abufed, where
thicre ‘appears nothing of the rational man,
but much of a deaffly paffien, isa true picture
of what muft be the confequence of taking
thany wives at once. If it be allowed good
philofophy, that the fame caufes muft pro-
duce the fame effeds, then we may fet down
this pratice, not ds reftraining, but as vaftly
promoting proftitution and its confequence,

Ee2 female
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female ruin:—Proftitution, big with the
moft horrid mifchiefs to individuals, is ini-
mical to fociety and government.—*¢ There
are,” fays Baron Montefquicu, * fo many
evils attending the lofs of virtueina woman,
the whole foul is fo degraded by it, and fo
many other faults follow upon it, that, ina
popular ftate, public incontinence may be re.
garded as the greateft of misfortunes.” * But
how ridiculous is it ferioudly to contend for
the adoption of a fcheme, by way of preven-
tion andremedy, which muft, in the courfe of
things, be producive of all the evils intended
to be remedied, and many additional ones !

IN polygamy, conjugal faith is .not reci-
procal-—a condition eflentially neceffary to
every covenant, and particularly fo to that
of ‘marriage, the mof facred of any. With-
out this requifite, the reciprocal duties of
hufband and wife are infecure; and though
this is a private relation, yet it is the fource

of all relationthip and benevolence; and if
~ we negle@ the fecurity of its feveral duties,
we neglect eventually the fecurity of the
public good, which depends more on domeftsc
' order,
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érder than the regulations of flatefmen. In
contra@s the obligations muft be muzual ;—
both muft be bound, or neither ;—~but in
pelygamous contrats the obligations are-not
mutual ;—therefore both are not equally
bound, and this defect cannot but be highly
injurious to civil fociety, which is very ma-
terially cancerned with refpect to the abliga-
tions and obfervance of eovenants. The-
idea of jointenancy has been fuggefted by
way -of anfwer to this fort of.objection ;
of which I have only to fay, thasitwill not
hold, and that the confidering women as
mere prevate praperty, deftined anly to gratify
brutal appetite, has been producive of that
oppreflion and wretchednefs, which have
been the lot of the fex under the Mahomc-.
tan inftitution of marriage,’

IN regard to populatien, an obje® worth
the attention of ftatefmen, and as fuch no-
ticed here, mgnogamy is certainly moft fa-
vourable to that, as has been fatisfattorily
proved by many ingenious and fenfible rea-
foners ; and indeed it muft be fo from a
pbzﬁcal neceflity. Where the proportion of

Eej men
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men to women are nearly equal, there is o
doubt but it accelerates moft the increafe of
mankind ; for by many connexions men. are
naot only debilitated, but alfo exhaufted of
the principles of generation. Befides, whére
there is an equality of males and females, if
fome men take feveral wives, others muft go
withoot, and fo one end of their creation
would .be fruftrated. I have not the leaft
doubt, that cight women with each 2 huf-
band, would.have more children than if two
hufbands only were affigned themr; that is,
each hufband to have four wives. Indeed ¥
have never yet heard any pofition of this
kind controverted even by the moft firenu-
ous advocates for a plurality of wives :—in
reality, it is too notorioufly true to admit of
any fair oppofition ; therefore I conclude,
that as the proportion of women to men is
nearly equal in this kingdom, as has been
often proved by the moft aceurate calcula-
tions, that momegamy, under the idea of
accelerating population, eught to obtain
in this country, For though I am confident
that we have many peculiar advantages arifing .
from our infular fituation, and the finuofity
, ' - of
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of our coafts, yet the increafe of our num-
bers is too important an ~obje& to be ne-
gleced ; and therefore I cannot but adopt a
maxim worthy of flate{inen, that the num.
bers of the people are the riches of the flate,
if they are induftrioys. By the increafe of
the numbers of mankind, and the promo-.
tion of mduﬁry, new channels are opened,
for wealth, and nations are raifed from in-
fignificance to importanice. ‘Andin this great
commercial country, the attending to thefe
things -is highly neceflary, particularly fo,
indeed when we refle&® on the envy of our
neighboprs, their withes to humble us, and,
the formidable attempts. that are now making.
for that very purpofe. But if any. fhould
afk my opinion, with refpe® ta the increafe.
of the numbers of mankind, I fhould give
it for monogamy under a favourahle policy,
the promotion of mduﬁ:ry the prefervation,
of the natiopal virtues, and would recom-
‘mend to truft the reft to nature. It is not
by premiums to marriage, allurements to
the fettlement of foreigners, or the detention
of the natives at home, that mankind are
encreafed :—give them liberty and perfonal

‘ ' Ee 4 ‘ feurity
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fecurity—enfure them the fruits of their
Inbour, their trade, or commerce, and even
where there is no great facility of procuring
fubfiftence, a feundation is laid in a ftate,
on which nature has fecured the increafe of
its members. If the freedom of mankind
and their happinefs are not attended to, other
aids to population will be quite ineffe@ual ;
but if they are, fuch tempting fituations will
be foon peopled up to the meafure of the
means of fubfiftence. But if, asan ingenious
writer remarks, ¢ we opprefs or dégrade
mankind with one hand, it is vain, like
OQ&avius, to hold out in the other the baits
of marriage, or the whip'to barrennefs. It
is vain to invite new inhabitants from abroad,
while thofe we already poffefs are made to
hold their tenure with uncertainty, and to
tremble, not only under the profpect of a
numerous family, but even under that of a
Precanous and doubtful fubfiftence for them-
felves.” Fergufon’s Hiftory of Civil Soc1cty,
p- IIL. fe@. 4.—But at the faime time that we
turn our attention to the numbers and wealth
of a people, we fhould not forget what is
the moft 1mportant to human fociety, the
prefervation
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prefervation of sational virtues. If thefe

are notattended to, projeéts of mighty fettle-

ment, and fudden population, inftead of be-

ing produive of national fafety, will only

hurry mankind into fcenes, where, expofed

to corruption, without virtue, they will be

fubje to it, and, in the end, to oppreflion

andruin. If the prevention of corruption is

not made an objet of the ftate, fchemes of
population, of commerce, and of wealth,

are inefficacious to attain national fecurity,

or national fafety. Hiftory is replete with

inftances of the corrupted flavith many being.
fubjugated by the virtuous few. Ina decay-

ing {tate, whatever other means we make ufe-
of, we do but tamper with palliatives, ex-

cept an ultimate remedy is provided againft

corruption—the root of the evil.~~Having

given this important caution, I will return

to the fubje& more immediately under dif-

cuffion, '

. Tue growing defpotifm of Europe, un-
favourable to the increafe of mankind, may
make many leave it for fituations moreallur-
ing. Inregard tq ourfelves, aload of taxes,
' | (the’
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(tho’ under a happy political eftablithment)
which affe@s much the neceffaries of life,
and makes them fcarcely to be procured in
a quantity fufficient for their fupport, by
the lower orders of men—thofe induftrious
and ufeful members of the community ; and
the engrofling of farms—an almoft intole-
rant cvil—are circumftances unpromifing
with refpe to the increafe of our numbers..
What a happy fituation for mankind, when
¢ cach man has his houfe and his field to
himfelf {”—~We may fay of it, as Hume did
of a fimilar fituation, ¢ how favourable to
induftry and agriculture, to marriage, and to
population.” Befides, the neceffary of Iife
is a vague and relative term :—it is one thing
with the favage, and another with the citizen,
and it varies with the different conditions of"
the latter, as well as the former. The in-
creafe of the plantain and cocoa of the one,
and of the trade, commerce, and wealth of
the other, make it different. With us, by
the increafe of wealth, and its concomitant,
ingenious luxury, which has made our ima-
ginary wants as clamorous as the natural, it
is difficult to be afcertained. But I have faid

enough
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enough on a fubje@® that has been already
difcuffed by able writers ;—to which I will
take the liberty to add, that as all wife policy
abhors celibacy, as repugnant to the inten-
tions of God and nature, I am not a little
furprifed, that, while the minifter is dif-
treffed for an obje& of taxation, the batche-
lors in the kingdom, who are numerous, and
pafs their time in luxurious eafe, fhould
efcape his attention, '

1IN a country where there is not a facility
of procuring fubfiftence, Iam apprehenfive,
the liberty of a multiplication of wives,
prompted by luft, and unreftrained, would
be very inconvenient, not only to families,
but to the community at large. In warm
climes, where little cloathing is required,
and where fruits, and other things, which
afford maintenance and fupport to mankind,
are {pontaneoufly produced, there will be
little care or concern about the confequences .
of marriage, But in this country, where
every thing muft be produced by the aids of
labour and induftry, the cafe is very diffe~
rent, Imprudence, with refpect-to marriage, -
< is
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is certainly the moft pardonable of any im-
prudence whatever ; but if carried to very
great lengths, it muft be productive of na-
tional inconveniences, which are within the
duty of the civil magiftrates to remedy.—
Where commerce has introduged luxury,
and multiplied the wants of mankind,~in
this ftate of things, I am confcious, poly-
gamy would be detrimental to the public,
and would make no inconfiderable addition
to the poor-rates, already very burthenfome,
and to the number of the inhabitants. of
thofe difagrecable abodes, the prifous of this
kingdom ; which muft, I prefume, on this
occafion, beconfiderably enlarged, efpecially
the apartments for debtors. The prefent
fplendor in drefs, equipage, furniture, and
entertainments, if they have in them any
public utility, are objeGions to the intro-
dudion of polygamy; but, perhaps, are tog
inﬁgniﬁcant to be ferioufly introduced in the
prefent controverfy. However thig be, Ifgzn
‘certain that thoufands are now unmarried
merely becaufe they dread a numerous family,
from the known difficulty of fupporting it.
Among the Jews, it ought to be thervcda

a plu~
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a- plurality 'of wives was not any inconve-
nience or -incumbrance, on account of ‘the -
fertility of the foil of their country, and
their fimple way of living. But if they
found their wives inconvenient or difagree-
able, Mofes had provided them a remedy by
divorce for the moft trivial reafons ; which.
is, I fuppofe, a neceffary adjun to the fcheme
of polygamy. Iamled to make this obfer-
vation from the united teftimony of hiftory.
All hiftory is uniform in attefting, that every
ftate which allowed a plurality of wives at:
once, allowed alfo a facility of matrimonial
feparations : hence it feems as if they were
neceffarily connected. This- impolitic in-
dulgence cannot but be injurious to fociety :
indeed, when once the progrefs of ingenious
Juxury has vitiated the tafte of mankind, it
will be found the fource of the worft cor=
ruptions, as it was among the antient Ro-
‘mans. As this is repugnant to the well-
being of fociety, fo it is alfoto the divine
law ; which regards with ¢ fuch myfterious
reverence” the nuptial tie, that it will not
have it unloofed for any fupervenient caufe

but
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but incontinence.* Therefore, to take away
one great fource of corruption, root and
branch, we muft prohibit polygamy and
~ caufelefs divorce together, for the good of
fociety, and the prefervation of the genuine
obligations of marriage.

Ir thefc obfervations, il regard to the truth
of them in fociety, may be relied on, even
if the law of God had left polygamy as &
matter indifferent, yet it would be highly
impolitic to introduce it in this country.
But when we call to mind that it is prohi~
bited by thelaw of God, we have every rea-

fon to vote for the continued prohibition of |

it by government : and when we contemplate
thefe feveral objections, we are neceflarily led
to this conclufion, that the law of Ged and
the good of focicty arc the feme. Whea
thefe feveral things that I have alledged are
duly and candidly attended to, I doubt not
but all thofe, in whofe hearts lewdnefs hath
not effaced every idea of purity and morality,
will join with me in oppofing the introduc-
tion of Mahomet’s inftitution of marriage.

® Matthew ch. xix. 9,
, ~ But
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But at the fame time that I view; with de-
teftation, this practice, and all its horrid
appendages, I cannot but declare my abhor-
rence of feducing and abandoming innocent
females, which have been productive of fuch
effe@s as thock humanity to relate. From a
fcheme of fedu®ion, which many, from
whom one might expe better things, have
come into,. a train of evils have infefted fo-
cicty. Polgyny,* confidered fimply in it~
felf, unconne®ed with its confequences,
more deteftable than polygamy, becaufe a
fcheme of total irrefponfibility of the man
to the woman, prevails vaftly among us, and
deferves reprehenfion. | The latter firft gave
rife to the former ;—for after men were 2l
lowed to take women with few obligations,
they foon proceeded to take them without
any at all, and to abandon them at pleafure ;
which muft always be the cafe, when the
obligations of marriage are weakened or dif-
penfed with.  Horrid are the confequences

* Polygyny, derived from worvs, multis, and yom, mulier,
imports the having many women without obligation or
refponfibility. Polygamy, from woaw, multys, and yau®-,
‘muptier, immplies having many wives at ance,

of
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of fedu@ion !—Hence this monfter, proftis
tution, with giant-ftrides, proceeds to depo-
pulate the land. 'The Roman fabulous hif-
tory informs me, that the Cretan monfter
was fatisfied yearly with devouring feven
youths ; but not ten times feven, nor a hun-
dred times feven feduced women, can fa-
tisfy this monfter. Hear this, yeabandoned
fons of Adam, and fhudder !—thoufands of
beautiful, and once modeft females (and ftill
might have been fo, had it not been for the
arts of thofe, who, inftead of being pro-
teftors, become detrayers) are yearly facri-
ficed. at the fhrine of proftitution ?—The
author of Thelyphthora, fo far as he had an
intention of remedying this, had an inten-
tion that was enevolent. He has reprefented
the confequences of proftitution fo mafterly
and fo juftly, that I will lay it before my
readers, notwithftanding I d1ﬁ'¢r with him
as to the mode of prevention.—*¢ The juft
deteftation and abhorrence with which we
look on a Turkifb_feraglio, and all the appen-
dages relative to the management of it, ought
ftill to increafe, when carried to a furvey of
our feragliosin Englond ;—1I mean our public
 brothels,
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érothels, where are to be found numbers of
young, beautiful, and once modeft and in-
nocent females, who have been feduced and
deferted, and are now driven into the horrid
neceflity of common profiitution, takeep them
from ftarving. The doors of thefe boufés of
infamy are open to every comer—the women
" the temporary property of every wvifitor—-
filthinefs and obf{cenity defile their conver-
fation, and the moft abandoned " profligacy
attends their actions. Thefe boufes are ac-
commodated to men of all ranks and degrees,
" from the higheft to the loweft ; and left the
-plan of lewdnefs thould {uffer by being nar-
rowed within the boyndaries of walls, every
public ftreet, after a certain time of night,
exhibits a kind of stinerant feraglio, where
:men are faved the trouble of going out of
their way :—they are met by numbers of
women, whofe language and behaviour are
too {hockingly indecent to mention, and
‘who feem fo far to have obliterated every
“trace of jfemale delicacy; as to retain nothing
-‘which can befpeak them to be women, but
their mere fhape.

Ff - ‘;LET
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¢ LET us, from thefe {cenes of horror, turn
our eyes to the wards of a public bofpital, to
which the harpies are configned by the force
of a difeafe, which, after having communi-
cated to numbers of men, threatens their
own deftruction. Here may he feen female
ruin in its laft ftage of ignominy and mifery.
‘The bloom of youth, the gracefulnefs of
form, the beauty of features, are fled and
gone; and the whole frame diflolving into
‘sorruption, rottennefs, and duft. The mind,
equally contaminated with the body, exhi-
bits a hideous mixture of remorfe, ignorance,
guilt, ftupidity, hardnefs, and defpair.”—
Thelyphthora, vol. II. p. 86, 87.

CERTAINLY this s inconfiftent with good
policy, and difgraceful to human nature—
proceeding in the firft place from Juxury and
Jenfuality, and rifing to its prefent enormous
height from the relaxation of our laws ; but
if this is not the cafe, and no law in being
can reftrain it, there is no remedy but com-
pelling the feducer, if unmarried, to marry
the woman he feduces—or, if a married man;
to maintain her.  But, I am fully perfuaded,

were
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were our ‘laws rigoroufly enforced, - they
would put a ftop to the feducing arts of our
forward youth; and as to boufes of infamy,
our law confiders them as public nufances ;——
and they may; upon sndiéiment,* be sup-
PRESSED and FINED. But it is with z4efe, .
as, with our poor laws :—gentlemen do not"
feem willing to try what they can do ;—till
they have done¢ this, and found them-infuffi-
cient, it is quite ablurd to introduce others ;
-and particularly'fo, if they are found liable-
to equal or greater objections. All innova-
tions upon our national fyftem of laws, muft
be attended with great temporary inconve-.
nience ; but when thefe are ill-digefted, fo
that they will, in the ordinary courfe of
things, be produive of equal or greater
mifchiefs than they pretend to prevent, they
deferve the warmeft oppofition. Innovators
themfelves {peak a very different language ;
but that is not to be wondered at. In all
attempts to overturn {yftems, it is common
. to endeavour, firft of all, to perfuade men
that they are ill-governed, are under abfurd
*® 1 Hawk. P.C, 198, 225. Blackftone’s Commentaries;
B.iv.C, 13
n Ffa2 and
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and @icious cuftoms—prejudices—vulgar oy«
rors—and fuperfiition :—But in general there
is more of pride and felf-conceit in thefe
attempts than real benevolence. It is very
flattering to buman wanity, when fome fcheme
of feeming piety is invented, which promifes
to fet the projetor above the common level
of mmankind, even if it is but in his own
ideas. But fober men will think for them-
felves, and will not be led away < by the
¢ fleight of men, and cunning craftinefs,
¢ whereby they lic in wait to deceive.”—
i wurupyie wpd vor paﬂdum The wAdmice—eifl ‘flﬂi’l! 4 ﬁr
the methodical inculcation of errar.-—-Eph
ch. iv. ver. 14.

APTER turning my thoughts from fcenes
of debaunchery, proftitution, ruin, and deceit,
I can contemplate with great pleafure thead-
vantages of modefty and delicacy in the fair
fex, and honour and virtue in the other:
thefe advantages I need not recite; fuffice it
at prefent to fay, that many fair examples we
have of this kind among thofe of thé higher,
as well as of the lower, orders of the cam-
- munity ;—~many examples we have of conju-
gal
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gal fidelity and matrimonial bappinefs ; and it

ought not to be the leaft encouragement to

our imitation that we have the beft example

in the bigheff place. Whether what I have

faid, in ,conformity; to the Jaw of God, and -
in defence of our national fiftem of Jaws, re-

lative to marr.lagc, tends more to the fccunty

of thefé things. fo defirable to. fociety, than

what 2 Jate writer has faid, mufl eventually

be determined by the pablic vorce,

Waen the difcerning reader has candidly
revolved in his mind the above pofitions,
and otljers that may incidentally arife from
them, he will, probably, fee deep into the
vile ‘and iniquitous. fcheme of Polygamy.
When he confiders it as repugnant to the
laws of Heaven he will condemn it, what-
ever fan@ion it may have from any other au-
thority : but wheghe calls to mind its bane-
ful confequences, which are not reftrained
within the limits of private families, but ex-~
tend themfelves to the community at large,
he muft execrate it ; and when confidered as
deftru@ive of the juft rights and the happi-

Ffs3 nefs
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nefs of mankind, nay often of tﬁeir lives, he
. 'may fay in the language of Virgil :

Triftius haud illis monftrum, nec fevior ulla
Peftis et ira Deum Stygiis fefe extulit undis.
¢« A heavier fcourge was ne’er defign’d
s By hell itfelf to plague mankind.”

&n. lib. 3, 1. 214, 2135.

Trose who wifth well to the public, nay
that do but confult the peace and comfort
of themfelves and families, can have nothing
to do with this practice, but to abhor the
very thoughts of it; and in commendation of
monogamy contrafted with the contrary prac-
tice, muft fay with old Horace: :

Felices ter et amplius
Quos irrupta tenet copula: nec mahs
Divulfus querimoniis
Suprema citius folvet amor die.
Lib. 1. Ode 13, L. 17,—20.

‘Thrice happy they, in pure delights,

Whom love with mutual bonds unites ;

Unbroken by complaints or ftrife, |

Ev'n to the lateft hour of life.
Francis,

In
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Berore I conclude this chapter, I beg
lcave to recommend to my fair country-wo-
men to pity their frai/ fiffers, and to ufe every
means in their power to refcue them from
diftre(s and ruin. This benevolence would
be well extended, in particular to fuch aone,
as having offended with the man of der cboice,
is dfterwards abandoned by him. Cuftom,
arbitrary and undiftinguifhing, has configned
fuch women to infamy equally as proftitutes ;
but certainly there is a very material differ- .
ence. The woman, who from a principle
of luft or avarice, fells or beftows her favours
promifcuoufly, is a wHORE, according to
the true and radical import of the word, -
my, or =pm; but that the woman, who
gives her perfon’ into the poffeffion of the
man fhe loves merely to be bis only, fhould
be fo denominated, feems to me repugnant to
the juftidea of thofe terms, and to the Bible;
however it muft be admitted that the is guilty
of an indifcretion, of impurity and anclean-
refs ; but not to fuch a degree as to deferve
to be detefted and defpifed by fociety. Was
the odium to fall on its proper obje&, the
Jeducer, it would be & check upon that arti-
‘ fice,
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fice, cruglty, and caprice, which chara&erize
modern gallants: Add to this, a great flood-
gate of proftitution would be ftopt. Child-
murder and the procuring abortion would be
prevehted,- and the undefigning female, faved
to herfelf, her friends, and mankind, would
return to induftry, inftead of repairing to a
brothel loaded with infamy. However thefe
obfervations may be received, certain I am,
that they proceed from the fame principles
that induced me to write this book, the love
of mankind, and a benevolent intention of fe-
curing and promoting their happinefs.

Ir in the above thoughts, deduced from
Jaéls and untverfal experience, with thofe that
are immediately feriprural, 1 have fuggefted
‘any thing which tends to fecure the weaker
fex againft the snjuftice, oppreffion, and Juft of
the ftronger :—any thing that tends to pre-
Yerve their rank in life—their bappinefi—
matrimonial endearments—and the obligations
of marriage, as enjoined by our wife Creator,
or in defence: of our national Siftem of laws
relative thereto, as it is conformable to that
beavenly fffem—I have gained the objec I
had
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had in view. A&uated only by a defire to
promote the public good, and to fupport the
jusT RIGHTS of Eve's fair daughters, Iam
fingularly carelefs about what learned critics
may fay of this treatife, confidered merely
as a compofition ; and as it is writ more with
a view to general information, than to con-
troverfy, the latenefs of its appearance can
be no obje&ion. If fincerity of heart and
honefty of intentions entitle writers to can-
dour from the public, I thall hope for it,
and particularly from that more amiable part
whofe caufe I have defended. Truthis truth,

however mean its appearance, or however
humble the perfon from whom it comes ;
therefore the author expe@s it will, in the
prefent inftance, be attended to, though not
honoured with a great name. 'The author’s
only remaining with is, that his readers may
impartially and attentively confider the evi-
dence brought againft polygamy,” on the
footing of mature, reafon, and that confciouf-
nefs of right and wrong, which is never far
remote from undegenerated minds, as alfo
what is faid in defence of our national {yftem
relative to mairiage, and for the prevention

of
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of proftitution ; and that they may weigh
the whole in the ‘balance of the fanétuary,
and attend, or not attend, accordingly to

what is here inculcated, ' o

CHAP
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C H A P. VIL

On the MARRIAGE-ACT.

S a neceflary appendix to the foregoing
fheets, which have for one principal
obje& the defence of our fyftem of laws re-
lative to marriage, I now proceed to take a
view of Stat. 26 Geo. II. ch. 23. As there
is no {pecific charge dire@ly brought againft
this law, I am rather at a lofs how to fhape
an anfwer. to its oppofers : but as the oppofi-
tion of our modern declaimers {eems levelled
againft our whole matrimonial {yftem, in
what I have to fay, I fhall have an ey¢ to
that, as- well as to the. particular provifions
"of the marriage-aé?, which I do not intend
to debate claufe by claufe, but to contem-
plate the chicf matters juft as they happen
to occur to me, after having adjufted fome
preliminaries.

Tue ProracaTion of our {pecies is ne-
cefiary, for evident purpofes, and nature has
been
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been particularly careful to fecure it :—in
deed it may be called her primary. dictate,
and can only be faid to be equalled by the
defire of felf-prefervation, with which it is
intimately connected. With refpect to the
mutual defires fubfifting between the two
fexes, they are not finful in themfelves; but
on the contrary /Jawful, and may, and ought,
to be gratified, being neceflary for the pre-
fervation of the fpecies—not, however, by
the loofe and intemperate commerce of the
fexes, which Nature, Reafon, and Scripture
abhor, but by the chafte medium of the
marriage-bed. Promifcuous amours, abhor-
rent from all our ideas of decency and pro-
priety, fatal to the increafe of mankind,
their virtue, and their happinefs, can never
be endured in civil fociety. As marriage is
neceflary for the multiplication of mankind,
and for the prefervation of the national vir-
tue—which is proved by univerfal expe-
rience, it ought to meet with general en-
couragement, and uniformly has in all well-
regulated focieties : and this dodrine ought
to be particularly attended to in ‘this land
of freedom, where PoPULATION muft in

fome
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fome meafure fupply the want of territory,’
and, in conjun&ion with freedom, give vi-
gour to trade and commerce, the dafis of our
national greatnefs. How population may
be promoted I have already hinted. I am
not fond of the immediate {chemes of ftatef-
men :—let them take care to do no mifchief ;-
let them not fmother the fire of youth, and
the bufinefs of MARRIAGE and POPULA-
T10N will go on equal to the moft fanguine
expetations.

Avrso, if what politicians tell us be true,
that the wealth and ftrength of nations are
their numbers, which feems to have been 2
maxim of the wife legiflators of Greece and
Rome, and of Mofes the Jewifh legiflator, to
which I will fubfcribe, provided. they are
indufirious, 1 mean the members of the ftate
in general ; - then reftraints upon marriage,
greater than the good of fociety requires,
muit be injurious and impolitic. Throwing
undue reftraints in the way of marriage is not
only detrimental to the public by prevent-
ing the increafe of the people, and particu-
larly of the lower clafs,—that moft ufeful

part
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part of the community ; butis further inju--
rious to the public, and as Judge Blackftone
obferves, ¢ to religion and morality, by en-
couraging licentioufnefs and debauchery a-
mongft the fingle of both fexes ; and thereby,
deftroying one .end of fociety and govern-
ment, which is concubitu probibere vago.”
Comment. b. 1. c. 135.

Tue paflion, /ove, being defigned by na-
ture to be Afronger than reafon, to circum-
{cribe it rigidly by prudence would be acting
in oppofition to the prefrvation of our fpe-
. cies, but to reftrain it too much'by human
laws, I mean more than the good of fociety
requires, is counteracting the intentions of
natureand of Heaven. In this ftate of things
marriage may be confidered as an ac of paf-
" fion rather than of prudence; however a//
prudeatial feelings ought not to be fubdued ;
becaufe that would be producive of very 7n--
convensent difcretions, which becoming ge-
neral would ripen into national evils. When
I reafon in this manner, it is not from fordid
motives ; but from a confideration of the
moral effets, and the confequent real hap-

pinefs
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pinefs -of mankind. For though I would
not have paffion wholly to triumph over rea-
fon, yet no one detefts more than I do that
wretched fet of mankind, who refer every
obje& to perfonal interef. When I confider
the different fituations of youth, as indulged
or oppofed in their inclinations, Ifind my-
felf incliped to declare, not againft the laws
of my country, but againft paternal feverity.
A little imprudence, relative to marriage,
may be the fource of induftry ; the married
pair may live happy and virtuous, and may
procure a competency, whereby the firft er-
ror is retrieved; whereas on the contrary,
very different is the probable fituation of
youth wantonly checked in.the withes of
their hearts ; #befe they are apt to indulge
unlawfully, and inftead of advancing in that
honourable walk which I have juft mention-
ed, they ftep backwards into the devious
walks of vice. When youth are inconfide-
rately deprived of the object of their choice,
confequences difagreeable and ruinous may
beexpected. On the fide of the male, diffi-
pation, folly dnd debauchery; on that of
the female, if there is great delicacy of con-

‘ ftitution,

-
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ftitution, death; or elfe; equally loft to her
. friends and the public ; ‘fhe herds with thofe"
abandoned - and Wretched women, where 4/~
eafe foon puts a period to a difgraceful and’
‘hated life ; and thus ends many(a fine wo-
man, who might otherwife have been ranked
among the moft amiable of wives and of mo-
thers. 'This proceeds not from any defect
in our fyftem, but from the abufe of difcre-
tionary power lodged with parentsand guar-’
dians. - I'know that the idea of eftablithing
this authority in a parent -has been repro~- .
bated by an able orator} ; Wwhich is founded
merely; as he fays, on the parent’s reafon and’
- experience being greater than thofe he fhould’
govern, and this is reprefented as the univer-"
fal plea of defpotifm, public as well as pri.’
vite. Certainly this is'an ingenious way of
arguing, but there is every reafon to {ippofe’
that parents will a& as much from parental.

feelings, as the diQtates of experienceand ma--

. tured judgment. . And with refpec to-pater-’

nal injunions in particular, certainly they

mutt be fweetened with the feelings of the fa-'

ther ;<—it is not in human nature to do other=’
« % Hon. C. Fox. . :

Gg wife
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wife. I can no more admit that the genera-
lity of parents can wifth their children ill,
or oppofe their real happinefs, than I can
think the Creator of mankind neglectful of
their good. It would be an inf{ult to the under-
ftanding of mankind to fay, that the hoary
head of age is not more capable of forming
juft ideas of mundane happinefs, then youth
unexperienced and unthinking. If then pa-
rents are thus circumftanced, the trufl repafed
in them has a rational foundation. In the
Bible no do&rine is more plainly taught
than that children owe a reverential ohedience
to their parents, and by the law of Maofes,
contumacy was punifhed with great feverity.
With refpedt to the affair of marriage in par-
ticular, the confent of the father was effentinl
to it. Every reafon that is brought for this,
will hold equally for that of the mother, or.
. guardians, towhom parental care is delégaﬁed.
But thould the obtaining the confent of the
mother or guardians be impraQicable, from
their being ““ in parts beyond the feas,” or.
““ won_compes mentis,” or if they be ** in.
duced UNREASONABLY and by UNDUE Mo~
TIVES to abufe the truff repofed in them, by

’ refufing
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refufing their confent to a proper marriage,”
then wpon application by petition to the
Lord Chancellor, .he will proceed upon the
petition in a fummary way, and if the pro~
pofed marriage be proper, it will be judici-
aly declared fo by an order of Court, and
may afterwards be folemnized*®, becaufe this
order fupplies the want of confent.

No provifion however is made in cafe the
father thould be unreafonably froward, or la-
bour under any mental or other incapacity.
Wheéther under thefe circumftances, from
the gemeral reafon of the law, the Court of
Chancery would grant redrefs, is properly
the bufine(s of profeffional men to determine.
It is to be withed that this remedy was lefs
expenfive, and brought nearer home to the
parties; under the civil law, which our mu-
micipal daw in this cafe bas partly followed,
it was adminiftered by the judge, or the pre-
fident of the province. However fociety
may determine in futare about the power I
Have juft been mentioning, whether to veft
it folely in - the Lord Chancellor, from the
idea of his‘being the guardian of 21l infants,

* 26 Geo. IL. c. 33, Seét. 1z,
Ggz2 or
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or to extend it to the magiftrates in general ;
that mankind thould be under fome difabilsties

relative to matrimony, at leaft fo far as de-
cency, their good and happinefs in their
colleive and individual capacities require,
is a point that I can by no means give up;
though at the fame time I declare againit all
unferiptural and impolitic incapacities created
by mere buman authority. Many ftatefmen,
ftrongly imprefled with an idea of the impro-
priety of reftraints upon marriage, have gone
too far in their attempts to widen the lati-
tude of the liberty of marriage; anxious
only for the numbers of the herd they would
propagate; they pay no attention to the hap-
pinefs, the moral, and political chara&er of
a people ; confequently from a principle of
ungoverned zeal, or rather virtue run mad,
they have attacked {yftems which the expe-
rs has proved to be founded in

good policy. Inftead of a fyf-

| politic, we are to have no fyf-

for whoever contemplates the

red, will find, that in the prin-

em, they leave every thing /Jogfe

and
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and unfettled, which muft be’a terrible in-
convenience to individuals and fociety.

ArTER revolving the matter in my mind,

I feel myfelf totally averfe to giving up pa-
rental authority, the fecurity of which is the
principal objet of our matrimonial laws ; in-
deed reafon, fcripture, and the good of fo-
ciety forbid it. The moment that this au-
thority is fuperfeded, a fource of inconveni-
cies to fociety, and diftrefs to private fami-
lies, are opened. Then would youthful pre.
cipitancy and imbecility of judgment be ex~
pofed to all the arts of experienced decest ;
then would folly begin its reign, and youth,
rafhand precipitate, would be beed/e/ly plunged
into an abyfs of wretchednefs, mifery, beg-
gary, and ruin. Indeed it would be very im-
prudent to demolith or even lower thofe. fa-
lutary bulwarks, the formalities of the Mar_

. riage- A&, which are raifed againft the arsi-
- fices of defigning men, and the fatal confe-
quences of the LEVITY of youth. It is ne-
ceffary to domeftic order and the good of fo-
ciety, that there thould be filial fubordina-
tion—the elements of government ; but yet
‘ G g3 there
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there is a time when youth fhould be eman-
cipated, and that is when they are endowed
with the ufe of ftrong reafon ; then I con-
tend they ought to contrac matrimony them-
felves without confent of parents, which is
agreeable to the natural rights of mankind,
their happinefs, and public utility. But I
cannot date the time fooner than the TWEN-
TY-FIRST year; becaufe experience teach-
eth, that before that time, the generality of
mankind are incapable of judging for them-
felves. On account of this incapacity, the
law difannuls all the contra&s of minors,
except for the neceffaries of life, and the
wifdom of this legal difability to make com-
pacts has been approved on all hands. If
then youth, through want of age, and confe-
quently of DUE JUDGEMENT, are juftly
thought incompetent to make other binding
contraéts, certainly they ought to be thought
fo with refpe® to marriage, the moft im=
portant contra@t of any. However, when
young women are Ababiles ad matrimonium,
which, probably may be fooner than a cen-
tury ago from the difference of diet and con-
ftitution, from the introduction of many of
the
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the luxuries of warm climates, ' neither the
law nor I obje® to their being made happy
with parental confent, refpeQively with the
man of their choice; but without this con-
fent not only our municipal law, but alfo
the canon and civil law, oppofe it, and alfo
the Law oF Heaven,

‘THESE provifions, with refpe to age, do
not owe their exiftence to modern invention;
they have long obtained, and experience has
proved them wife. This policy prevailed
Iong in France* and Holland, and other
countries governed by the civil law—or, to
fpeak more properly, modifications of it—
before it was adopted here.  But though the
civil law, .being partly of Pagan origin,
cannot therefore be juftified in every parti-
cular, yetin this, which I am contemplating,
it is highly commendable, becaufe not re-
pugnant to the word of God, and a2 fource

* In France the fons cannot marry without parental
confent, till they are thirty years old, nor the daughters
till twenty-five; but in Holland the fons may marry
without econfent of parents at twenty-five years of age,
and the daughters at twenty.

G g4 of
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of private convenience and public advantage.
No general rule can be laid down for all
nations in regard to the age of confent, on
account of the differences of climate and
food, and the progrefs of learning. Even
in the fame country, it may be neceflary to
change the time from a change of circum-
ftances : from the advancement of learning,
the arts and fciences, the increafe of trade
and commerce, and the introdultion of
foreign luxuries, accelerating the perfe&ion
of the powers of the mind and body, it
would be proper to date the age of confent
proportioriatcly earlier,—or later, as thefe
decline. Among us, though there are in-
ftances of early maturity of judgment, yet
thefe are not’gencral enough to warrant any
alteration.

Having faid thus much in defence of our
fyftem refpeCting marriage, fo far as its pre-
liminaries feem concerned, I muft new come
nearer to its completion. What is, or is
not, marriage, may be a queftion of no fmall
importance. The formalities of marriage
of any country, duly performcd, is a good

civil
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civil marriage. ‘Though thefe may juftly
be different in different countries for civil
purpofes ; yet the DIVINE ORDINANCE of
marriage—I mean what conftitutes it in the
fight of the Deity—muft be always the fame.
When we reafon about marriage, we muft
confider it in two points of view :—firft, as a
divine ordinance, and as fuch regulated by
divine law, where we difcover every thing
that is effential s—fecondly, as a civl contrai?,
and as {uch the obje& of buman laws :—and
in this latter, if wifdom dire@s, we mark
what is expedient—what is for the fecurity,
and declaratory, of the former. If thefe
pre-requifites for forming a judgment on
‘marriage are duly attended to, we fhall not
confound expediency with neceffity, or put
the inventions of men in thc place of the
ordinance of Heaven.

~ Tue Bible is by no means filent on the
fubje& of marriage,—there we- find that
" neither perfonal knowledge, nor cobabitation
alone, conftitute it. As to the ¢ffence of it,
from an united view of the Scriptures, that
‘appears to me to be the confent and folemn

union’
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union of the Two oNLY by paternal permif-
fion. Whatever is more than thefe s ad-
ventitious ; and whatever does not tend to
their fecurity, is foreign and unneceffary :—
but whatever {uperfedes thefe is ANT1SCRIP-
TuRAL and IRRELIGIOUS. But with refpeé
to the defcription of marriage—by union, I
do not mean mere communication of perfons,
which is but a privilege, but the folemn
jun¢ion in the name of God.—** Confenfus,
pon * concubitus, facit nuptias,” is a maxim
of the civil law, and I'look upon it as juft,
fappofing, agreeable to Scripture, a referva-
tion of the father’s authority. Among the
Jews, from the teftimony of Sacred Hiftory,
betrothing fcems to have been marriage :—
this was not private, but notorious, and
attended with fome folemnity, and carried
into execution by the friends of the parties
upon their confent obtained. Without the
confent of the father, marriage could not
be folemnized, even if a man had gone fo
far as to take poffeflion of the perfon of his
daughter. In conformity to the Jewifh be~

* Fornication is neither marriage, nor the beginning of

" marriage.—Balfil. Can, 26. Johnfon’s Tranflation.

trothings,
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trothings, I fuppofe our ecclefraftical law,
from vERBAL PROMISEs of marriige de
prefenti, or, in cafe of cohabitatien, de fu-
turo, compelled the celebration of it i facie
- eeclefie.  But parliament, lefs fevere than the
canonifts, from a confideration of the diffe-
rence of promifes of marriage, made imme-
diately in the prefence, and with confent of
friends, from thofe that are private, preci-
pitate, and indifcreet—a diftinction before
unattended to, for the fecurity of parental . -
confent, and to avoid the civil inconveniencies
of bringing together FoRCIBLY two that hate
each other, by Stat. 26 Geo. Il. ¢, 33. an-
‘nulled the above-mentioned proceeding.
However, the law, as it now ftands, de-
tefting breack of promifes, and willing to
fecure mutual confidence among mankind,
altows and direéts an a&ion upon the cafe,
and heavy damages. When there are mutual
promifes of marriage, and the man has taken
poffeflion of the perfon of the woman, which
the ecclefiaftical law denominates a mérriagc
de faéto,—if then fhe, by the laws of her
country, could c/aim him as ber bufband, one
fourceof proftitution would be fruftrated, and
“ So
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¢ So many of the Sex weuld not, in vain,
¢¢ Of FAITHLEss men, and BROKEN Vows,
¢¢ complain.”

BuT to return from what is incidental to
my prefent fubjed, to a topic of argument
under it :—As confent of the parties, and
‘the concurrent confent of the father, are in
the Bible made neceffary to matrimony ; and
as our laws make certain provifions for the
fecurity of all thefe, which being obferved,
conftitute VALIDITY, we cannot, therefore,
think them antifcriptural, or unfcriptural,
PARENTAL AUTHORITY was facred among
the people of God; and when we reverence
it with refpec to the commerce of the fexes,
we reverence the law of God. The law of
God relative to marriage muft be collected
from an united view of the Old and New
Teftaments. The notion of antiquating any
of -the divine laws, and leaving them out of
the Chriftian Syflem is as abfurd as it is
dangerous,. Whatever law is not merely cal-
" culated for a particular people under parti-
cular circumftances, but is evidently for the
good of fociety, muft be fill in force; and

in
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in this cafe it is as folid a maxim as in hu-
man Jurifprudente 1—¢¢ Ubi eadem ratio ibi,
«¢ idem jus,”—wbere the reafon of it is the
j‘ame, there the law muft be the fame.—Hav-
ing added thefe cautions, I will proceed to
the formalities of marriage.

It is not this or that MATRIMONIAL
CeREMONY that conftitutes marriage in the
fight of the Deity, though this conftitutes
a c1viL marriage ; but the confent of the two,
and alfo parental, fanctioned by the folemn
denunciation, ¢ they fhall be one fleth.”—
Although ceremony cannot be faid to be of
the effence of marriage ; yet it is fo bighly
expedient for the purpofes of civil fociety,

. and the fecurity of religion itfelf, that 1t
would be madnefs to negle& it. Indeed
fome ceremony has been ufed, in this cafe,
by all nations antient and modern ; and tho’
their ceremonies have been different, we may
fee REAL or INTENDED picty in all of them,
which proves that they thought the obliga-
tions of marriage facred, and that they
could not be fecured inviolable without fome

~ formalities. On the contrary, was every
| thing
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thing left to the private agreements of the
parties themfelves, men would take and aban«
don women as fancy or humour led them; and
the commerce of the fexes would be fuch a
fcene of debauchery, #s even the anmals of
heathenifm never recarded. Certainly it is
within the authority of civil government to
prevent diforders of this kind ; and notonly
fo, but to prefcribe rules for enforcing the
public recogmition of God’s ordinance: and
thofe wholive together as hufband and wife,
without conforming to thofe rules, deferve
to be deprived of the benefits of focioty jm
nay, to be accounted 18FAMoOUs; and to be
PUNIsHED. In the prefontdegenerated ftate
of things, the interference of the magiftrate,
in regard to matrimony, is abfolutely ne~
ceffary ; and all focieties have aright to pre<
fcribe rules in this matter, and every other,
for the due order and regulation of their
refpe@ive members, and thofe who willnot
_conform, deferve to lofe the privileges
.thereof, which cannot be thought unrea-
fonable, if thofe rules are not inconfiftent
with, or repugnant to, the word of God.

In fhort, the ftate has a right to infift upon:
fome
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fome fecurity for the cohabitation of the
parties, their fupport of each other, the re-
ligious education of their children, aad all
the duties of marriage, whether relating to
themf{elves or their offspring. To prevent
confufion in regard to genealogies, pedigrees,
and inheritances, as alfo the diftinGtion of
perfonal property, as well as that of wives
from virgins, it is neceflary that the matri-
monial {ervice thould be PuBLIC, otherwife
it would be incffettual to the NoTORIETY
of the contract; for private records, incor-
rect and little to be depended on, could pot.
be admitted in evidence j~—or rather, indeed,
no records at all ;j~—no credible witneffes.
could be praduced, which would be produc--
tive of great confufion in husan affairs.,
But for the fecurity of this puBLICITY,
which is neceflary in a civil view of the;
matter, a magiftrate’s houfe may be thought.
equal to the church, and a magiftrate as
competent, for the performance of the mar-
riage-ceremony, as a clergyman. But, be-
fides the neceflity of the matrimonial con-
tract being made PuBLic, it is abfolutely
neceflary that it fhould be formed upon

principles
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principles of religion :=for this reafon the
PrimiTive FATHERS recommended the
intctvention of the Bifhop; and the LaTEr
FaTueRs, upon their authority, made the
prefence of an EccLEsiAsTICAL petfon
eflential to an honourable marriage.” Thofe
. marriages that were infamous ; that is, fuch
as were prohibited by the Divine Law, but
not by human laws, were ftigmatized by be-
ing denied SACERDOTAL BENEDICTION ;=
they could not be either prevenfed or an-
nulled ;—becaufe then Chriftians were un-

aided by the civil power. I know it has -

been afferted, by fome refpectable authorities,

that Pope Innocent the Third was the firft-

that configned the celebration of marriage
entirely to the clerical order. Judge Black-
ftone, who notices this matter, ddes not
affert itas a fa®, nor does he adducea fingle
‘teftimony in fupport of it. He gives it as

his opinion, that * the intervention of a

Prieft”” is ¢ not juris naturalis aut. divini ;-

for which he affigns the following reafon —
«¢ It being fbid that Pope Innocent the Fhird~ -

was the firft who ordained thc celebration

of

!
N
.
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of marriage in the church.” *—I muft con-
fefs I was once led away by this plaufible
.error ; _but, upon reading the Fathers, I;
immediately adjured it: for there I found
ecclefiaftical jurifdiction, relative to marriage,
inculcated in words toq .plain to ‘be quef-
tioned or miftaken. If then apoffolical tra-
dition has any weight in our explanations of
the New Teftament, we thall foon determine -

what, in this cafe; is fcriptural.. That the- .-

folemnization of marriage thould belong to -
" the priefthood in particular, - feems agreeable
to the intention of the New Teftament, and
apoftolical dire&ion. St. Paul teaches, that
marriage fhould be only in the Lord, . (uiwr &
xuiw, 1.Cor. vii. 39.) St. Ignitius teaches
the very fame dorine, (xard Kulor, Vid. prft
ad Polycarp.) and that it may be carried info -

effe@ual execution, he advifes the interven~

tion of the Bifthop.—Ignatius was the dif- -
ciple of St. John, the Apoﬁlc and Evan-

gelift.

BuT upon a fuppofition that this matter
was left indifferent by the word of God, and

- # Comment, on the Laws of England, b. i. ch. 1 5.. ‘

Hh 'th'c
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the opinions of primitive Chriftians, yet flilf
legiflators have a right to confine marriage
to a certain defcription of men, as- to the
civil effeéts, and to have a jform prefcribed
~ accordingly : As to our matrimonial fervice,
it is as proper and as decent as any that can
be thought of, and certainly is very much
to the credit of the compilers. Thefe for~
malities have additional fan&ion, if they are
declaratory of, and coincident with, the or-
dinance of God. As to 244, it cannot change,
let human laws command what they will.
Errors in philofophy do net ¢change the laws
of nature; nor do they depend on human
fyftems :—fo neither do errors in divinity
alter the divine ordinance relative to mar-
riage ; nor does it depend om human laws ;=
therefore it would be very wrong to fub-
fcribe to the truth of any thing mesely bes
<caufe it is publicly received.

. From a view of the firft marriage in Para«
dife, and from the neceflity of folemnity in
fo facred an inftitution, we difcover many
reafons for fome perfon of authority to give

the woman to the man upen their mutpal
confent,




tanfent, and topronounce them hufband and:
wife int the name of God. But though Iar-,
gue for a pricft upon the authority of the
Jathers, yet I am tender. of faying that thofe:
marriages are not valid, which are ratified
and confirmed by magiftrates, whom the:
Scripture denominates God’s wicggerensts. Im
the times of the grand rebellion all marriages,
were celebrated by magiftrates;. and thefe:
were declared valid by ftat. 12 Can. II..
cap. 33*. It feems that the wifdom-of the
then parliament judged them valid before;
in the fight of God, but as they were in-
farinal, they were not: {0 as to civil purpofes,
therefore they were declared valid in this re-
{pect alfo, without any freth faleranization,

"Our laws make the interference of a:
clergyman effential to marriage; a3 te ity

% The fentiments of that Parliament will. beft appear by
the preamble to this A& : ¢ Whereas by virtue or colour
of certain oxdinances, or certain pretended adls, or ondi-
nanees, divers- marriages fince the beginniag of the late
troubles, have been had and folemnized in fome other man-
ner than hath been formerly ufed and accuftomed : Now "
for the preventing of all doubts and queflions touching the .
fame, Ltis enkéled,” &e.

Hha2z fox"--»‘
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formalities at, or previous to, the folemni-
zation, thefe have - been various.—Since
they are not of the effence of marriage, no
folid reafon can be afligned why they may
not change with an alteration of circum-
ftances. However, I by no means attempt
to juftify the contradiCtory ftatutes that have
_been made on this occafion. In the reign of
Henry VIII. the idea of marriage, merely to
accommodate the humour of that Prince,
feems to have been involved in great obfcu-
rity and inconfiftencies.

- THE ecclefiaftical jurifdi®ion, in this
country, being fubordinate to the civil, muft:
be directed by the acts of the legiflature..
But as far as I can colle& the independent opi-
nion of the church, from a review of al/ the
Canons and Decifions, it feems to be, that in--
formality in marriage is a forfeiture of civil
privileges, but does not entirely vacate the
obligation itfelf.—By informality, I mean
thofe ceremonies which properly come un-
der the regulation of human government.—
A civil marriage muft, in fome meafure, be a
creature of the ftate ; but it would be wrong:

to.




"POLYGAMY.. 4n

to make it fupercede the diving infiitution 7t
- Jelf; therefore inftead of declaring ALL in-
formal marriages ¢ void to all intents and
purpofes whatfoever,” -a declaration that does
not feem to be built on the revealed word of
Gonb, orany apoftolic conflitution ; asa frend
2o Revelation, I think it more confiftent
with Chriftian legiflation to fay, to¢‘ civir
intents and purpofes whatfoever ;™ to which
the conftitutional powers of parliament in=
difputably extend; and probably it was fa
intended by the original framer of the bill, -

" THouGH fome of our formalities of mar-
riage, fo far as the divine law is concerned, '
are not matters of neceflity; yet they are
moft certainly, very expedient. And how-
‘ever ingenioufly fpeculative writers may make
diftinctions between neceflity and expedien~
<y, the latter, under certain circumitances,
may approach fo near to the former, that it
ought, as fuch, to be paid almoft equal at-
tention to ; and therefore, by no means to'be
totally negleGted. Influenced by this view
of things, I argue for fome particular place
for marriage to be performed in, and fome

Hh 3 parti
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particular men for it-to -be performed by
and as it is not:onlya civil but alfo a religious
contra&, and in the very nature of it, & moft
Sfolemz one; 1 think that is moft confiftent
-with every idea of DECENCY, PROPRIETY,
wnd PUE SOLEMNITY, that its OBLIGATIONS
fhould be ratified and confirmed at the sA~
CRED ALTAR, For the fame reafons I con-
clude it be# that marriage (hould be per-
formed by a perfon in orders; and what i
beft, is fitteft to be done; and what is fraef
to be done, ongt to be done ; and there is an
end of the difpute. ¢ The Church of Eng-
Jand, though the docs not confider marriage
as a facrament, yet looks upon it as an infti~
tution so SACRED, that it ought always ta
be celebrated by an *ECCLESIASTICAL pers
fon.” BroveuToN, Hift. lib. title, Mar-
RIAGE.~T0 Wwhich I readlly fubfcnbc.

I courp fay many things more in favour
of the intervention of an ECCLESIASTIC,

which T omit, left it hoyld be thought that

" % Thhis is founded on the opinions and praQices of the
primitive Church-—and muft be confidered as 2n infitu-~

tion abfplutely Qpoftalical.
I am
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I am only conténding for the power, influs -
ence, and wealth of that order of men to
which I belong. However I have no right
to facrifice truth merely to convince the
world I have laid afide profeffonal prejudice,

Having fpoken to the circumftances of
perfon and place, that of time feems next to
claim our attention. Though the laws of
God and of nature know no diftin&ion of
times, relative to the celebration of matri-
~ mony, yet the time appointed by our can
non and ftatute-law cannot but be thought
highly advifeable; for certainly the morning,
when men are coo/ and confiderate, is the only
fit time for concluding a compa& as lafting
as life. Were reftri®ions of this kind ree
‘moved, aman of family, fortune, and worth,
during intoxication, might be joined to.a
proftitute, Indeed was it indifferent as to
time and place, for tying legally the bridal
knat, fuch diftre(s to families, and eventu~
slly to feciety, would enfue, as are not eafily
exprefled. The confent of the father, which
Scripture makes abfolutely meceffary to mar-
tiage, would be wholly neglected, If then
: Hhg the
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the formalities of the Marriage- Aé# are ex-
pedient for the fecurity of what the Bible
holds sAerED ; fo far as they are directed to
that end, the want of them ought to invali-
date marriage ; and they do not deferve to be

. denominated odrous, cruel, unnatural, or srre-

Iigious. ‘To which I will add, that for uni-
formity’s fake, they ought to be complied
with in all cafes, In reality, clandefiine mar-
riages in general are never attempted but from
fome finifler views, 'Who complains of
the provifions of the Marriage-A&, but de-
figning men, fortune-hunters, and difobe-
dient children ?—But why not complain of
the law_of God ?——Thofe that will not con-
form, deferve to lofe the privileges of mar-
riage. ~ T might ftrengthen this reafoning by
arguments drawn from the obedience that we
owe to governors ; without favouring flavery
or the docrine of paffive obedience ; but at
prefent let a bare hint fuffice.  Befides, thefe
provifions are neceffary for the fecurity of
thehappinefs of mankind, by preventing them
from marrying rafhly and indifcreetly, - -

WrenI Contémplate thefe feveral matters, -
. and
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and find the Marriage- A&, from the general
‘tenor of it, for the good of:fociety, and not
repugnant to the divinelaw ; whether it owes

.its fupport to ariftocratic confequence, or.the

wifdom of experience, is an enquiry Iam to-
tally indifferent about. There is no doubt
but it is flattering to the pride of rank, as it
throws temporary obftacles in the way of ple-
beians marrying with the unthinking daugh.-

ters of the nobility and gentry. Undoubt-

edly it is odious to fortune-hunters, becaufe
very unfavourable to their fchemes.. But
thofe things have nio weight with me; nor

‘the confideration, which deferves more at-

tention than what I have juft'been mention-
ing, that fome gvaricious parénts make this
law ftoop to very felfith and contrated views.
Cafes of this kind may happen, but they.can
be but few; and therefore fcarce deferve

“-mentioning, when werefle& on the many good

advantages refulting from the fecurity of pa-
rental authority. And further, when I con-

-fider that the Marriage- A& had for its fa-

“ther the greateft lawyer this country has to

boaft, equally famed for his ability and hu-
manity ; I am not a little prejudiced in its
' favour;
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Favour ; but when I view it as calculated fop

the good of fociety, and the happinefs of

amankind, | cannot but declare myfelf its

fricnd ;- and therefore think thofe pofitiang

wery wrong, which reprefent it as founded on

the fordid principles of a few noble families; -
who, to gratify their avarice, pride, or am-

bition, formed reftrictions oppreflive to the

whole people, It is undoubtedly calculated

tp prevent precipitate kove-matcbes between

thoughtlefs boys and giddy girls, which are

better prevented, becaufe they generally ter-

minate in mutual mifery, It is not a hoyifh

paffion, precipitate and temporary; fomething

like the fudden glare of lightning, dazzling

for 2 while, but foon extinguithed, that wil]

form the bafis of matrimonial happinefs ;

but the warm affeGion of difnterefied friend~
fbip s~—this will lay a foundation for kind-
aefs, complacency, and endearments as lafta
dog as life aad on this bafis

—*“Love’s 2 gen’rous paffion
¥y Whl,ch fecksthe happinefs of her welove.™
Lee—RivaL QuEEns,

But
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But },he other, 'very different in itfelf and-
motives, will foon be fucceeded by the moﬁ:
cool indifference,

. ‘G-ENT-L-EM-E N, who condemn the wife ra<
gilations of the MarRRIAGE-AcCT, do not
feem to recolle® the evils that gave rife ta
it; thefe having ceafed, they are forgot ; but
remove the barriers that keep out the over--
flowings of ervsl mifehiefs from clindeftine
marriages, and they will return with theip
malignancy ; fo would experience foon con=
demn a precipitate abrogation - of the ftat,
26 "Geo, II. c. 33. Before it,-as hiftory
and living witne(s inform me, the great faa
cility of marriage caufed fuch gfamous
venes to-be exhibited, both in the MEtropos
lis and in the conntry, as well-regulated fo-
- cieties are concerned to difcountenance and
abhror, Not only the proftitution of the
ﬁcred inflitution itfelf ; but fuch unequal,
profligate, and iniquitoys marriages were the
effects thereof,.befides many other ill confe-
quences fatal to families, their peace, and
. their happinefs, that the nferference of the
legtflature became abfolutely neceffary, There

. was
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was previous to the pafling this a&, a penal~
ty of 100l. laid on every clergyman for cele-
brating informal marriages, by feveral * fta~
tutes. But the Fleer-parfons, who generally
officiated on thofe occafions, being already
. in prifon, of courfe, dreaded not the penalty :
therefore it was found neceflary to make the
offence felony, but within benefit of clergy s
the punithment of which, as the law now
* ftands, is the being fent on board the Juftitia
at Woolwich. To this penalty the legifla-
ture fuperaddcd as a preventlve, a declara-
tion of nullity if the parties did not conform
fo the rules laid down in thea®. Probably
thefe penaltics did not arife {o much from a
confideration of the moral turpitude of the
thing, as from the civil inconveniences it
drew along with it. But however this be,
I am confcious that this ftatute has remedied
and prevented thofe crying enormities, that
-exifted by the abufe of the liberty enjoyed
before it; however the nation may feel on
this occafion, I muft give my hearty diffent
to the annulling regulations, the wifdom, thé

$ 6and 7 le} II1. chap. 6,. 7 and 8 Will, IIL. chap.
35 And 10 Ann, chap. 19.

advan-~




POLYGAMY. 481

advantage, and the neceffity of which are
proved by happy experience. Did theevils
here guarded againft affe® none but their
immediate objes, it would be lefs intole~
rable to fociety were mankind left to their
imprudence and their folly ; but the cafe is,
they are of much more. extenfive confe-
quence ;—families are involved herein, pa-
rochial aconomy is materially affeGed,’ order
and decency are fubverted in the community
at large; all which, by their combined evil
tendencies, threaten the fubverfion of civil
fociety, For thefe, and feveral other rea-
fons, obvious to every difcerning man, I
think it would be wrong to give up the Jor-
malities of marriage: and I alfo conclude
that want of age, without confent of parents,
or guardians,—their reprefentatives, as alfo
want of reafon, do rightly conftitute inabi-
lity to contra& matrimony. As there thould
be ability to eontra®, fo alfo there fhould
be wi//, 1 mean the mutual confent of the
two ; which many think the principal mat-
ter. The Civilians argue that a mutual '
contract per verba de prafenti is ipfum matri-
monium. Befides abxhty and will, to make

marrxage
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v STmioIE T3 De Ty s ad, a penal~
ttcf :c:....z.nnmcxzzvmfor cele—-
tcz::..z Sirmil rar-mees, by fevenal ® fta—
tz==s. B2 e Fowr 2 rier, thogmcnlly
ocxm=Z ca tici ccorsows, bang already
iz g, of oo, =il mot the penalty =
there:re it was f~a=? recefary to make the
offence €127, bt within berehitof clergy 5
the pozifimes: of which, as the law now
flins, is the beizz fent oa board the Juftitia
at ch-lwich. To this pemalty the legifla—
tore {operzdded, 25 2 preventive, a declara-
tion of nullity if the parties did not conform
to the rules kid down in thcact. Probably
thefe penalties did not arife fo much from a
confideration of the moral turpitudc of the
thing, as from the civi/ incomveniences it.

drew along with it. But however M
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marriage walid in the fight of God, thef$
thould bea folemn contradt 5 add to this, thas
it fhould alfo be according to due_form of law;
to entitle it to the advantages;, privileges,

and immunities of fociety. As the a&t un~
der confideration, with refpect to the forma= -

lities prefcribed by it, has for its objed, the
afcertaining parental confent, without which,
by the law of God there could be no mar~
- riage} it is not to be wondered at, as thefe
formalities are the beft that ean be thought
of, whether with refpe@ to their immediate
objeds, or the facrednefs of the obligation

itfelf, that they are made effential to marriage.

I have no doubt that the want of the father’s
confent during minority, on the authority
of Scripture, ought to annul 2 matriage, how-
ever folemnized. I know thatby gand ¢
Ph. and M. c. 8, that whoever muarried 3
woman child, under the age of fixteen years,
without this confent obtained, was only fub-
je& to a fine, or five years imprifonment 3
and her eftate, during her hufband’s life, was
to go to, and be enjoyed by, the next heir.

Whether it may be expedient to re-intro« '

duce this policy, with refpe& to informal
marnagcs,

P,
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matriages, where:the confernit of the parents
is not wanting -or neceflary, I leave to the
confideration and determination ef fuperior
wifdom. Undoubtedly the idea of uniformity,
which is certainly neceflary in ceremonies
and folemuities, occafioned the denunciation.
of nullity on all marriages not conformable
to the rules laid down for their legitimacy.

I Bec leave once more to remind man-
kind, that if the penalties of the marriages
ait were removed, and no fimilar ones en-
ated, all the ill confequences that this law
was made to prevent, would enfue. And for
this reafon Ido not hefitate to pronounee the
arguments brought for that purpofe, not-
withftanding they may be well meant, ground-
lefs and delyfive. Many fevere things have
been faid of this flatute, but as they are not
proired, they cannot be attended to.—But
~ waving this confideration :—~What muft we
think of a repeal, when there is nothing
like 2 fubftitute provided in its ftead ? What
can we think of demolifhing one fyftem,
without building up another that may be

productive of equal or greater advantages ?—
Thefe








