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A the suggestion of several members of the House
of Commons, who heard the following speech deli-
vered, I have revised and corrected it for publication
in the form it which it now appears; and I have
added a few supplementary notes, on points which
were either overlooked mn speaking, or less fully
treated than their importance to the argument would
seem to deserve.

.

R. P.






SPEECH,

. o ge.

Siz,

I ¥eEwL that itis at once an advantage and
a disadvan to follow the honourasble and learned
member for Southempton® in this debate,—an advan-
tage to have the argument against me so clearly
stated,nnﬂa&smﬂmtagaﬁnhaphcﬂdmmtmat
wit]:admpﬁ eloquence and ability which has
excited my ion, g8 it must have done that
of the House. There are some points on which I
have the satisfaction of agreeing with the honourable
and learned member. 1 agree that we cannot look
with indifference upon the fact (if it be the fac:t} that
a law of this nature is extenmvell violated in the
‘country ; and if there were no principle to which the
law could be referred, and for the sake of which it
ought to be maintained, I should not feel able to
defend it, even amat so imperfect and one-sided

& case a8 is t.hlsrlgorl.f Eeyontlﬂ]l
nestion, if there were 1500 of the Queen’s subjects

eprived of the power of marrying sccording to their

* Mr. Cockburn. | The Report of the Boyal Commission.
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inclinations by a purely arbitrary Act of the
lature, I should be one of the first to say that Act
ought to be repealed. More than this, I coneur fully
in the view taken by my honourable friend the
member for Herefurdﬂhjra,’ who has said, that he m
not take a strong_course in_opposition to this Bill, for

reasons_merely of convenience and expediency, if the

Taw were reai} t well foonded upon the Taw of _
“God_ Tt is because I am convinced that the law, as
it stsnds and always has stood in this country, is mot
azhm-ary and does mot rest sulalv on_reasons _of
convenience and expedien but is established on the

]_]ggéﬂﬂtﬂﬂﬂ[ﬂﬂfmﬂrﬂl oation, the will of God
revealed to man ; it is, ther thatlamdamdadly
opposed to the prcamt Bill. And while I take my
stand upon this ground (a ground hitherfo common to

every speaker on this side of the question), it is fully
{1 open to me to insist upon the inestimable privileges

{nnd Bd?ﬂﬂfwﬂlh]}g to society from that Jaw,
i and of which we should all he depm[eﬁ._uontra_w_{aa_
wTEEeTT to the Divine appointment, if that law
* were repealed.

' The honourable and learned gentleman, the mem--
ber for Southampton, has thrown out a challenge to
those who oppose this Bill to gomtheWmdaqud,
to cite texts from Seripture, in order to prove that
marriege with a wife's sister is really prohibited by
the Divine Law. I camnot feel surprised that those
who preceded me should have shrunk from this line
of argument,—not on account of any inability on
their part to enter into it, or from any doubt of the
soundness of their position, but on account of the
great difficulty of arguing upon such a subject with
propriety in this assembly. For my own part, I
enter into it most unwillingly ; but I do not think

* Mr. Haggitt.
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myself at liberty to decline the challenge of the
huuinmaei:]l; 5 EJ:ca;:n l"lm;zl.3 law which we defend
is altogether foun n the assumption (expressed
both in the canon of 1603 and in the st?t?i%?
_ VIIL.*) that it correctly represents the -
pmﬁ'iﬁ'ﬁmu of the Divine Law, as laid down in the
book of Leviticus. The honourable gentleman, there-
fore, has a right, if he pleases, to C.BEGFM‘ an explana-
tion of the grounds onm which it is held that this
prohibition is contained in the book of Leviticus.
And this is another reason why the advocates of this
law cannot safely take their stand upon merely social
considerations ; because, unquestionably, those who
made the law have placed its foundations upon other
and higher ground. What they meant to do cer-
tainly was, to discard all merely human prohibitions,
and to reduee the table of prohibited marriages within
the exact limits which they found in the Divine law.
Feeling, therefore, the delicacy and difficulty of the
subject, and my own inadequacy to the task, I must, -
for o, short time, ask the attention of the House while
I endeavour to place before them the real state of the
argument from Scripture.

Now first, to introduce this argument, let us look
at the table of prohibited degrees. That table con-
tains fhirfy degrees m all, within which marriage 18

#* The la of the Canon is, © The degrees prohibited
the lares_of Glod, wnd expressed in & Table st forth by euthority,”
&c. The Acts, 25 Hen. V111 cap. 22, end 28 Ilen. VIII.
cap. 7, profess to enumerate * the degrass of marriags prohibited
by fod's lawe " apecifying, among u}t.hﬂrs,_;;@e ﬂi} gigter : and
the latter Act says, * Which marnages, albet they be plainly pro-
hibited and dstestad by the laws of Glod, yet nevertheless may
sometime have proceeded,” &c. The Act 32 Hen. V1II. cap. 38,
which is unquestionably now in force, providea that all mnrnﬁa
shall be “ that be not prohibited by God's law,” * and that
no ressrvation or prohibition, (Fod's law ewcept, shall troubls or

impeach any marriage without the Levitical degraes.”




