
Marriage Laws, and the result was the Court at any time during thelifetixne of lntb'
bringing i of Bill in the -Commons by pres."
Mr. Stuart Wortley. The second reading We vere told last-Seion c1urfn-the
was carried on the 20th Junç, 1849, debate on the Campbell Relief Billthat,
by 177 to 143, butthe Bill did nùt reach no Ecclesiastical Court exigts in Ontario.
the third reading. In 1850, Mr. Stuart However, this would only involve a
Wortley's Bill was agami brought before culty of procedure, which can be solved
the Commons and passed by 144 to 134. by an Ontario attorney, and it remain
In 1851, the question was raised in th certain that under the lav of Ontario
Lords by Lord St, Germuans, but bis Bill*th validity of the marriage with the
was lost by 50 to 16. .In 1855,' the sistèr ofa çeceased wifo may be.ques-
same Bill was presented to the Gommons, tioned and set aside during týie lifetime
where it reached the second reading .by. of the parties; and itmay bea coubtfa1
164 to 157 ; b t in the following year it poiut, not to say More, whetherin Brit-
was again rejected by the Lords,, 43 ish Columbia and Manitoba sncb validity
to 19. In 1858, Lord Bury intro- m>y notbe questioned evenafterdeath, In
duced the Bill before the Commons, whero the Province of Quebec, util the pro-
it was passed by 100 to 70, but the mulgation of the Civil Code, in 1866, these
Lords. rejected it, 46 to 22. . In 1859, marriages vere tolerated, and arong
the same result was obtained. - During Catholics they were'altogether left to the
the years 1861, 1862, 1866 and 1869, discretion of the Church, which, as in
the Commons sided .with the Lords, and England before the Reformation, grants
in every instance rejected the Bill. Pub- dispensation from the impedixent of
lic opinion, however, did not' support the affinity. But article 125 of the Code says
action of the Parliament. Petitions from 4cunthe co
the' people, boroughs -and corporations hibited hetweea brother and sister, legitinate
poured in, and finally, in 1870, Mr. 1ornatural, and betwsen those connected iu
Chambers'sBill,whichhad beenwithdrawn,
in 1869, was carried unopposed, and in m r
Comulittee was adopted by 184 to 114. It is not, therefore, surprising that the
The Lords rejected it, 77. to 73.- In question under consideration should have
1872 and 1873, thesame 'course was fol- attracted public attention, as vell in the,
love-I with the same result. But in 1875,jColonies as in. the Mother Comstry..
Sir T. Chambers's Bill received a check in South Australia,1Victoria,,Tasmania,
the Commons. The second reading was Ne* South Wales, Queensland, an«,
negatived by 171 to 142. Finally, in Western Australia have passed*Acta.
1879, the Bill was again introduced in legalising these marriages. A Bill ffithe

the Lords by His Royal Highness thesane nature has passed the Lower
Prince of Wales, and was rejected by 101 House of New Zealand, and tvic
t-> 81. The laws in England, th erefore, that of Natal. At the Cape of Good
stand as they were laid down by Hope such narriages are valid if cele-
William IV in 1835, the marriage with brat.d under dispensation from the
the sister of a deceased wife being not Governor. Whea the Billvas moved in.
only voidable, but void, and such is the the House of Lords lest year by Is
law in all the British. Colonies settled Royal Hlghuess the Prince of Wales, the-
since that time. I believe Manitoba and!progress it had made was reviewed. One
British Columbia are among these. The cf.its ablest advocatesL Houghton.
Statutes of Henry VIII whii h declares said
such marriages only voidable, applied to At home the question ha made great pro-

the Colonies settled before, as the Pro- gress, esp.-ially in scotlaud and lreland. I

vinces of Ontario, New Brunswick, Nova remember the time when only three represeuta-

Scotia, Prince Edward Island, etc. Scotland could b- counted lu support
of the Bill, but now you have the important

aaid ice-h~n-petitioins from theCouveution cf Royal Burghs,.
" It canot be: douhted saidVice-Chn ingixtymunicipalities vhich 1 pre.

cellor Esten in the Ontario Case of Hod- sent to-uiglit, as weII as sany represeutativer
gins vs. McNeil, "that the marriage in ques- peitious from other uunicipalîties net iucluded
tion in this case was unlawful, and void at the lu the Co ventron. The Magstrates aud Town
tirde of its celebration, and could have been Concil cf Finburgh receutly agreed hy a ma.
annulled by the sentenrecf. the E :clesiastical jority of 4 te12 to dpetition itupport of the.


