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ditions, since from their nature such obli-
gations exist, are either in nccord with
ench other or in conflict, Whut is then
the duty of the Uatholic citizen, that is to
sy, of him who is ut onco a member of
civil and of religious society? If the
two societies ave in accord, if their obliga-
tions exist togother without conflicting,
the duty of the Catholic citizen is cany of
porformance ; he has only to conform
to the obligations of the two societios of
which ho is & member.  But if theso. are
in conflict, if one cunnot strive for its
objoect, at least in ity own® opinion, with.
out interforing with the other; if tho
Catlrolic citizen, in n word, is brought face
to face with contending obligations, what
line of conduct should headopt, the choice
to be mado being decided by the motive?
This is what wo havetodofine : Religious
society, the Church; and civil socicty,
the Stute;.arve, ay compared with each
other, two uncqual socioties, but com-
“posed, as in the present case, of the same
members.  They are tWwo uncequal soci-
eties, bocauso their objects are unequal.
There can indeed be no equality hotween
"eternal welfure, the object of the Church;
und temporal welfare, the object of the
State. Ifthe objects are not cqual, it
follows, as & matter of course, thut one
must be superior to the other, otherwise
they would not be unequal. [s it neces-
sary for me to prove that cternal welfaro
is superior to temporal welfare? No,
that is an admitted truth, evident to all
the world. Therefore, the object of the
Church is superior to that of tho State.
A gain, it is admitted, and it i3 the prin-
ciple which serves as the basis of our
argument, and which was cited at its com-
mencement, it is admitted without ques-
tion that in society all power must be pro-
portionate -to the object. Therefore, the
power of the Church, a society superior to
civil society, because its object is superior
to thut of the State, is itself superior to
that of the State. In view of contradict-
ory obligations imposed, the one by relig-
ious power and the other by eivil power,
the Catholic citizen is therefore bound to
obey the Church in preference to the
State. But the duty of obeying is cor-
relative with the right to copnmand, that
is to suy that it 18 the duty of the
citizen to obey, because it is the
right of the State to exact that obedi-
ence. But, if, in view of contra-

dictory aobligations cmanating, the one
from tho State, and the other from tho
Church, the Catholic citizen is only
found to submit to the latter, he there.
fore does not and cannot owe ohodience
to tho State. Therefore the State has not
the right to exact such obedience-—judicial
power. If the Stuato has not the power to
exact such obedicnce, it follows that it
dgocs not possess that of comp:lling by
force the citizen whose duty does not hind
him to obey-—coercive power, Further,
if the State has not the right to exact or
to compel, it cannot have that of propoy-
ing, in an obligatory form, what canrot he
an ebligation to a Catholic citizen—Ilogis-
lativo power. Tho State hay therefore no
power to impose on  Catholic citizens
obligations which contravene the rights of
tho Church. The legislator —and wo are
here as legislators-—has not therefore tho
power of legislating in a manner opposed
to the rights of the Church. Such are
thetrue principles which mustguide us,and
make us Catholics accept the teachings of
the Church. Now, what are those teach-
ings at least 8o far as relates to the question
of marringe. Before replying, it -is im-
portant to establish at once what are the.
rights of the Church in this important
matter. The forbearance of the House
will allew of my approaching this question.
In the abstract, marringe is a nutural,
civil and ecclesiastical contract. It isa
natural contract instituted by God him-
self amid the magnificence of the terrestrial
paradise and the unity and indisselubility
of which receive a sanction and authority
which is no less than Divine in character _
from the words of Genesis :

“¥runt dno incarne und;
Quod Deus conjunxit homo non separet.” .

Marriage is also a civil contract, but in .
this sense only, that it is a contract sub-
ject to certain civil formalities, apart
from which the marriage may be looked
upon as void us respects the civil results
which may follow it. * Thirdly, marriage

iy an ecclesiastical

contract, and as
such subject

to the canons of the
Church. By this ‘it is not to be sup-
posed that marrviage is a triple
contract. Not so, it is a single contract
which takes these scveral names accord-
ing as it is looked at, as relating to the
propagation of the human race or asa
matter of interest either to civil society or




