Technical and Bibliographic Ngtes/ﬂotos toehniqussﬁt bibliographiques:

The institute has attempted to obtain the best
original copy available for filming. Features of this
copy which may be bibliographically unique,
which may alter any of the images in ths
reproduction, or which may significantly change
the usual method of filming, are checked below.

Colouged covers/
Couverture de couleur

Covers damaged/
Couverture endommagée

Covers restored and/or laminated/ -
. Couverture restaurée et/ou pelliculée

- Cover title missing/
Le titre de couverture manque N

Coloured maps/ L
Cartes géographiques en couleur

Coloured ink (i.e. other than blue or black)/
Encre de couleur (i.e. autre que bieue ou noire)

Coloured plates and/or illustrations/
Planches et/ou illustrations en couleur

Bound with other material/
Relié avec d’autres documents

Tight binding may cause shadows or distortion
along interior margin/

Lareliure serrée peut causer de 'ombre ou de la
distorsion le long de la marge intérieure

Blank leaves added during restoration may

appear within the text. Whenever possible, these

have been omitted from filming/ .

Il se peut que certainey pages blanches ajoutées

lors d’une restauration apparaissent dans le texte,

mais, lorsque cela était possible, ces pages n’ont
_ . pas été filmées.

O OoO0oOoooosao

D Additional comments:/
Commentaires supplémentaires:

This item is filmed at the reduction ratio checked below/

DDDDHDE]DDD

L’Institut a microfiimé le meilleur exemplaire

qu’il lui a été possible de se procurer.-Les détails
de cet exemplaire qui sont peut-étre uniques du
point de vue bibliographique, qui peuvent modifier
une image reproduite. ou qui peuvent exiger une
modification dans la méthode normale de fnlmage
sont indiqués ci-dessous.

Coloured pages/
Pages de couleur
Pages damaged/
Pages endommagées

Pages restored and/or laminated/ - w
Pages restaurées et/ou pelliculées

Pages discoloured, stained or foxed/
Pages décolorées, tachetées ou piquées

Piges detached/
Pages détachées

Showthrough/
Transparence

Quality of print varies/
Qualité inégale de I'impression

Includes supplementary material/
Comprond du matériel supplémentaire

Only edition available/
Seule édition disponible

Pages wholly or partially obscured by errata
slips, tissues, etc., have -been refilmed to
ensure the best possible image/

Les pages totalement ou partiellement

obscurcies par un feuillet d’errata. une pelure,

etc., cnt été filmées A nouveau de facon a
obtenir la meilleure image possible.

Ce document est filmé au taux de réduction indiqué ci-dessous.
2X - 26X 30X

10X 14X 18X

12X 16X - 20X

ax . 28X 32x

tk
si
fir
si



s e S

S Kot pafis .
. . | ~Lg6
- DECEASED WIFE'S SISTER.

ok bt E

LETTERS

RY

- " THE REV. D. V. LUCAS, M.A. -~ . ~ ™

\ -
IN REPLY TO

THE REV. H. ROE, D. D.

PUBLISHED IN THE MONTREAL (3AZETTE, JANUARY, 1882.
Rlontrenl : d :
GAZETTE PRINTING COMPANY.
i 1882,




i, T

; \ -
¢ \
R .
i .
- 5
* i
’ T . .
d . ) \ h
- Vo )
. \ L3 .
-
. R . .
N = . |- - .

. -~ ,—"’,( ~ \ ) e ..
- T \ AR . -
. TN v
. R N . . . - {
A i N
[

: . . ;
. ' , |
i
i

- ,
| . ]
. i
- | H
K . ! i
[ !'ﬁ
i
| | |
R ,
! : , 1 , ‘
/ | 4
/ ‘ !
& / ' §
3 - . - R , Al




e RO Ry T SRR B T R s, T S B ot B

. /» ERRRSERE TR LT )

| THE DECEASED WIFES SISTER QUESTION.

No.1. -

'

5 . " 70 THE EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE :

Sir.—Your esteemed correspondent from Bishop’s College,
Lennoxville, Rev. H. Roe, D.D., evidently thinks that the
abrogation of the law prohibiting a man from mari1ying his’
deceased wife’s sister would result in the ruin of all that is sweet
and pure and fr ee in happy English homes. That is strange !

How many pel"lons would find it -necessary and desirable to
' : "/ take advantage of the changed law? Certainly, not more than
' ° one in every one thousand. I think this quite as highran estimate
_j zs any one can reasonably make. That leaves nine hundred and
inety-nine hemes precisely as they were before. . The English
home does not, therefore, -appear to be in such terrible danger,
after all, from the change about to be made, for the change will
- be made. The majority of the “sovereign people’” in both
: + -7 “England and Canada, as evinced especially by the votes of their
'} representatives in Parliament, feel that it is wrong for the statute
book to prevent even one man in one thousand from doing that
of which.his enhorhtened conscience freely approves, that W}uch
as in some cases, he feels would be the very best thing for him to
. do for his motherless, helpless children, and that of which God’'s . .
Word doss not disapprove, but which it has in past ages “really o
; en301ned, as I shall endeavor to show. How such a law ever was, :
enacted in England, especially claiming to be founded on Bible -

s R B teachmb is a mystery. Perhaps your cmrespondent can. explam

~T am very sorry that he-should have been so Amcomphmentary’ e
to 80 many ladies. [ certainl understand him to assume that Y
the sister of the wife- is onl_y“ﬁﬁev nted by the law as it now A
‘exists from actually taking steps to-supplant her. Surely, he’ - *
| does not mean to gay that. Yet he does say it, all the same. If~ 4
he does actually mean xt,‘. then, in the name of all unmarried
sisters of married women I will not hesitate to say that his words g
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and insinuations are untrue and most unjust, and that is putting

it in its mildest form. If there is one in ten. thousand s low,
as that, possessing the power to sufficiently ingratiate herself
into the husband’s affections, she will manage to carry out her
design in spite of the law, even as it now is. -

There is a point“in your correspondent’s article of Monday
which interests me very much, simply as a matter of curiesity,
however. I will take the llberty of giving his exact words, so
there may be no mxstake about 1t He says: « A1l that frank

familiarities which hitherto have been not merely innocent, but

the wife’s sister’s due from her new brother and always accorded

her, will no longer be innocent or posélble O, my dear Mr.

Editor, what pen can sufficiently portray the excruciating suffer-
ings which that brother-in-law will have to endure, or the awful
deprivation which will fall to the.lot of his wife’s unmarried

sister, if this law should be annulled! I should like to enquire .

a little more particularly about these ¢ thousand endearing fami-
liarities.” How tantalizing to a poor unfortunate man like myself
whose wife never had a sister: athousand endearing familiarities
missed, a thousand civilizing influences, however desirable, never
to be obtained, I feel like the client who wept most bitterly
while his advocate was- pathetically pleading his case. When
asked’ why he wept, he replied, “I didn’t know-o-ow I had
suff-uff-uffered so much.” Perhaps, after all, there are tiot so

- many. Like the little boy who saw a hundred bears, but who
. atlast acknowiedbed he had only seen one, and was not very:

sure about that, your corr espondent, out of kindness at least to a
few_amiable sustel in-law-less gentlemen like myself, might be
"induced fo.cut d6wh his figures somewhat. If there be, however,

a thousand familiarities betwe”en any man and his wife's sister, or -

80 large a number'as to justify such an expression. this will
probably account for the fear expressed that the unmarried may
set out immediately that the present law is abrogated to supplant
‘the married sister. If all these f‘amlhautles are permissible, as
your correspondent says, under the law as it now is, I think a
. very strong argument is hereby presented for a change.
Yours, D. V. LUCAS.

&
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’ No. 2.
T0 THE EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE :

Sir,—The shortest best and most effectual way of meetmg an
unwarranted assertion is to deny it point blank. OQur marriage
laws claim to rest for their foundation upon the Bible.  That was
the noble aim of those who originally framed them, all honor to
them. Through a misapprehension, however, one clause lacked
conformity to Scriptural teaching. I deny that the Bible any-
where, either under new or old dispensations, either now or ever
did prohibit a man from marrying the unmarried sister of his
deceased wife. -Let those who think otherwise brmg forth their
strong reasons, if they can.

It is thought that the annulling of this part of our marriage

laws will at once open. the door for all sorts of evils. That is a

~ very weak argument. Does it make right safer to fortify it (or
* to attempt to do so) by continuing the existence of the wrong ?

T -

It-is a strange way to defend that which may be just and scrip-

/ tural, by building about it a fence that is unjust and _unscriptural,

" and then to assert that if that fence be thrown down all that is~

right and reasonable and scriptural must follow. Truth is not
‘very highly complimented by such a course of reasoning. I
allow that those who look upon the step apparently about to be
taken as throwing the door open to immeasurable evils think
- that this part of our marriage law is perfeetly scrlptural and

'vught but this is the very point under dispute. Until this is

settled, all a.rgument on this basix goes f‘or‘nothmg

Yours, .. D, V. LUCAS.

&
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' B ’ No. 3.

T0 THE EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE: o

Si,— Absence from the city and previoﬂs engagements ‘are my
excuse for not having sent you this letter at an earlier date.”

Yom corr espondent at Lennoxville continues to work away in °
the good cause. One must at least admire his perseverance and
zéal. There can be no doubt he thinks he is’right, and, there-
fore; all those terrible evils which- his Lmagmatlon fopesees a8
flowing from'the repeal of this unjust and unscriptural and Apost .
unreasonable law, are to him veal evils. When the repealing

bill will have passed both Houses, and received the sanction of
Her Majesty's representative, Mr. Roe will doubtless feel certain

" that the shadow of the dial of the Millennium has gone back,

even much more than ten demees, but then he wxl/l have the
consciousness that he has done his duty. The great number and
Iength of his letters remind me of a story that is told of Mr,

© Lincoln. Two_gentlemen ina certain city of the United States
- made application to the President for the position of Postmaster

in their city. Magy letters came from both parties. Lengthy
petitions and documents of various kinds were sent up from
friends on both sides, and Mr. Lincoln could-not sce for the life
of him that one had’ any. better claim or qualification than the
other; so, turning to a clerk, he said, “ Put the total corres-
pondence ‘of each in the scale, and we will ‘give it to the man
whose papers weigh -the most.” Mr. Roe 1- apparently deter-
mined that at fed<t hix hteun productions on this subject shall
havé wezght : , - 7

Tam sons l)e had no time to xep% as he says, to my two -
letters. T sincerely hope he m&v yet find time, at any rate, to
tell me about the  thousand familiarities ,which he says a man
may have, and which he also says a man ix ip duty hound to
have, mth his wife's sister. He'does not’ ~ay whether the obli-
gation holds equdllv under all cucumstance* and at all times or
not. The sister-in-law may be married, or she may be an ill-
temper ed old muid,.or she may have reached quite an old age;

)
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and yet Mr. Roe holds that a *thousand familiarities” aré her
due from her sister's husband, and « always accorded her,” under
the law as it now stands.

You sée into what absurdities men will unconsuously and.

m when they attempt to advocate and defend a

bad cause.

But these are not the only absurdities. The advocates of the
present law tell us that when a man marries, his wife's sister
' becomes his sister, and that his brother becomes her brother, and
they mean it in the fullest sense: They cannot be persuaded to
discount this statement of theirs in:the least. If so, then, see
‘what follows: A. and B. are two br others of a- respectable family
| on Sherbrooke street. (. and D. are two sisters of a tespectable
- family on Dorchester street. Now, if young Mr. B. and Miss C.
were to marry, it would be a Vvery wicked thing, on the prin-
L ciples which these gentlemen advocate, for A. and D. to marry.
R . When one of Dr. Roe's brethren was -confronted with this argu-
ment, the other day, he replied, ¢ Certainly it would be wrong
. for them to marry,” and he could see no absurdity in argument
which leads him to such a copclhsion.

— Paul says, “The woman which hath an husband is bound i)y ’
T —————the law to her husband so long as he liveth, but it her hushand §
be dead she is free from that.law.”

[ v
It is admitted by all parties that the’ lawl\apphm equally S
both sexes. Well, then. Paul says the husband is free, that is, i
the law ends, it ceases to exist. But here are certain men who
set up strong “claims to intelligence, who sdy, ¢ Nay, Paul, you
are wx(;ng, the' law is by no means ended by the death of the |
wife. The man is still bound by that law to his wife’s sister in
closer xelatnomhxp (they say) than_that of consanguinity which

. exists between h1m .and his parent’s dauo'hter " If they cannot

< see absurdity here, T, pity them.

Now, sir, what is a sister-in-law ? Is she a sisterinlaw? Is .
she an heir-at-law ? Does our law, or any law, give her any legal
claim or any legal advantage? Is the married man bound by
law to support her, even if there be a dozen of her? 1f Mr. Roe
thinks that the Scriptures lay such obligations upon the poor,
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. much-married man, why does he not agitate for a new clause in
- our laws binding the man to provide for his wife’s sister while he
lives, and making her an heir-at-law if he die intestate? , The
expression is a misnomer, so far as giving her any legal status
: with her sister’s husband is concerned. The term sister-in-law
has no meaning in any other than a mere conventional sense. . I
am not disposed to put it aside. As long as we know its mean-
ing, it will answer our purpose to use it. All intelligent and
P reasonable men know that it simply means a wife’s or husband’s
sister, hothing more. In law it is nothing. However, if I ask
Mr. Roe to tell me what is 4 sister-in-law, he replies, “She is a- .
being who is 5o circumstanced by reason of her sister’s marriage
. ) as to Justly claim from her sister’s husband ‘a thousand fami-
P liarities,” with all their ‘endearing and civilizing influences.””
b , If he fails to see the absurdity of his_own _argument, after his .
~ attention has been so particularly called to it, I am afraid his . '
. cage is hopeless.

sy

7

Au revoir. - D. V. LUGAS. A

No. 4.

7’0 THE EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE : p

- Sr,—I wah to state, on my own behalf at least, that whatever
is clearly made out to be the true sentimént of Holy Scriptures
on thé subject under discussion, as on all other subjects, is with

. me; as it ought to be with all men, absolute authority.

Do the Seriptures of God prohibit any man from marrying the !
* sister of his deceased wife? Our law ax now existing is framed |
upon the supposition that they do. : '

. {
Many persons think the Scriptures do not contain any such ),
prohibition ; these, therefore, think.that the law is wrong and
unjust, because it debars some men from doing that which is not
only the very best thing for them to do, but which they feel has .
> the undoubted sanction of God himself. ~A law which is against
77
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the enhghtened conscience of the humblest mdlwdual a.nd in
any sense opposed to the liberty which God grants to men, must
be an oppressive and unrighteous law, even though it may have
been upon the statute book of the commonwealth for centuries.

Suppose we take it for granted that Christians: during the first,

three centuries of the Christian era held the sentiment, and
enforced it as law, that such marriages were not allowable, would
that be proof positive that they were not? If it be granted that
we have the Scriptures of the Old Testament in their entirety,
are we not, in this. century, quite as capable of judging of their
true ' meaning as those people who lived over a thousand years
ago? ‘To argue on the negative side of this proposition is to

" affirm that Revelation is a waning rather than a growing light.

To say, -however, that the Christians of the earlier centuries

’undoubtedly held the prohibited degrees is, to my mind, to give

expression to a mere truism. I believe they did; but did they
hold among those prohibited degrees of marriage that a man was

,not penmtte¢b3 God to marry his deceased Wlf'e s sister? Tdo
. not believe they did. There is no proof so- far, that they did.

Dr. Roe is evidently not very clear in his own mmd that they
did. All the proof he offers us is an admission of Lord Houghton’s
that from" a very early period in_the higtory of the Christian
Church such marriages were prohlbxted But even if they did
(which is not admitted), providing we have the same Scriptures

- which they had, we are quite capable of judging whether or not

they drew correct conclusions from the teachings of those ancient
and inspired writings. I do not think any man can study the
eighteenth chapter of Leviticus correctly without putting himself
in.imagination in the midst of those Canaanitish evils which ren-
dered the legislation contained in that chapter necessary. We
must go back in our thought, and look at these laws from that
standpoint.

The 24th, 25th and 2¥th verses show us that a terrible
“ Defile not ye yourselves in any of these

things: for in all these the nations are defiled which I cast out

before you. For all these abominations have the men of the

land done, and the land is defiled.” A
If Dr. Roe had walked in the ?mdst of tho«e abpmmatlorna, like

Z
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just Lot in Sodom, or righteous Noah among that eorrupt people
who lived before the flood, he would have seen that, among other
abommable things, the married woman often became the common
property, for vile purposes, of her husband and her- husband’s
brother or brothers, hence arose the necessity for the law con-
tgjned in the 16th verse: “ Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness
of thy brother’s wife; it is thy brother’s nakedness.” Dr. Roe
and his friends constantly make the mistake of substituting in
their minds the name “widow” for “wife” in this verse, thus
entirely changing its meaning; and so shooting wide of the mark
aimed at by the enactment of the law contained in it.

That they .are Wrong in their interpretation of this verse, I
think I shall have no difficulty in showing.’

First of all, what right hiave they to substitute another word,
mentally or otherwise ? The man against whom the law stands
is prohibited by it from approaching his brother’s  wife;" not a
word is said against the man marrying his brother's “widow.”

Lest I weary youi' readers, | will stop here, and begin my next
letter just at this point, viz.,, Dr. Roe’s erroneous mterpretatlon
of the 16th verse of Lev. xviii.

Yours, &e., D.V. LUCAS.

v LR R T TR  H

No. 5

TO THE EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE:

. Sir,—I said in my last letter that,. Dr. Roe and his friends make
the mistake of substituting widow for “ wife ™ in verse 16 of Lev.,
".. chapter xviii, The sin against which the law in this verse was
enacted, of which Herod in'after ages was guilty, and for which
he was rebuked by John the Baptist, cxisted among the many
abominations, by which the very wicked Canaanites had corrupted
themselves, and for which they had been severely punished by a
righteous God. Be?}i the verse just as it sta.nds and understand

L4




- it just as it reads without changing it in the least degree, and .

you see at once the sin against which it is aimed. “Thou shalt
not uncover the nakedness of thy brother’s wife; it is thy
brother’s nakedness.” It can only refer to the wife of a living
brother, Am I wrong in my opinion of the meaning of this -
verse, and is Dr. Roe right in interpreting it to include also the

‘wife of a deceased brother ” ~We “can- test the soundness of his

interpretation by applying it to the 20th verse, where the word -
“wife” occurs again. ‘Moreover, thou shalt not lie carnally
with thy neighbor’s wife, to defile thyselt with her.” =L will
credit Dr. Roe with an’ unwﬂlmgness to blow hot and cold with
the same breath. “ Wife” in the one verse must mean the same
as the word “ wife” in the other, or widow in the 16th must make

.word “wife” in the 20th also mean widow. It must follow then,

if his interpretation be correct, that any man marrying a widow
is guilty of incest, which is absurd and unscriptural, for Paul

says that death puts an end to the law which bound the woman' o

to her husband or the. husband to the wife, so that either party

‘set free by the death of the other, if. married again, is not an -

adulterer or adulteress, as the case may be. Dr. Roe will hardly
attempt to dispute so clear an Apostolic declaration.. It must be,

_ therefore, that any interpretation of Scripture which, leads us to

so clear a contradiction of Apostolic teaching, as well as of our
own common sense, must be absurd and erroneous. The reader
will 'be able to decide for himself which is the most reasonable
interpretation of the passage now before us. It was the brother’s
wife, and not at all the brother’s widow, the man was prohibited
from taking t6 wife. ’

N

That Dr. Roe is mistaken in his interpretation of the 16th
verse of the chapter containing\the prohibited decrees, is evident
farther from the fact that a law was enacted to require: the

~ brother next in age, unmarried, to,take to wife his brether’s - - . -

widow, if his brother ‘had died without issue. There does not

appear to have been any law preventmg such a marriage, even if
the widow Had children. The parties seem to have been left to
their own choice in this respect, but if' she had no children, then

. this law came in to render guch a marriage obligatory. It was

desxgned for the purpose of -continuing family names in connec-
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tion with those landed estates originally granted when the land
was apportioned to the Hebrew tribes on their entrance .into :
. . Canaan. ; . -

« Two instances ar%‘*bspecially recorded showifig,God to have ;e
been angry with brothers who refused to comply with the law, - ’
. and provision was made in the statute tor punishing the brother -
who refused compliancé. This law, we know, was in force 1,500 i

' L “years later, for one of the Sadduces came to Jesus and saxd ;3~f
KT  Master, Moses said,  If a man die, having no children; his brother A
i . Shall ma.rry his wife and raise up seed unto his brother’; now there L3
. ~ .  were with usseven brethren,” &. And there this law stands to e s
. this ‘day;<in=Dr: Roe’s Bible, as a Divine contradiction to his : q
f ‘ interpretation of the 16th verse of the xviii. chapter of Leviticus. . £
z, " He and all the defenders of our unrighteous because unscriptural i
" law on this sub)ect, say that all these laws apply equally to both P
i ~ ' 5
; - sexes. So be it, gentlemen. I will not disagree with you in N 3
-~ this. But 1 think I have shewn to the satisfaction of many .

AL v

readers that (God never made a law to prevent a woman from
marrying her deceased hushand’s brother, but quite the contrary.
Tt follows, therefore, on your own principles, that His laws do

S B

{ not prohibit a man from marrying his deceased.wite's sister.
;( , D. V. LUCAS.
i .- : - . Ei
[ Janudry 27th, 1882,
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