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ditions, since from thoir nature such obli- dictory obligations emanating, the elL

gations exist, are either in accord with frore the State, andl'the cUier from the
each other or in conflict. What is then Ohurch, the Catholie citizen à only
the duty of the Catholic citizen, that is to fund to subnt te tho latter, ho there-
say, of himi who is at once a inember of fore doos net and caunot owe OIeience
civil and of religious society 1 If the te the State. Thcrefore the State ha not
two societies are in accord, if their obliga- tiie riglt te exact NWî obedierîce-judicial
tions exist together without conflicting, power. If the Stato ham zot the power te
the duty of the Catholie citizen is easy of exact such obedience, it follews that it
performnance ; he has only to conforn doca net possesattf conip Iling by
to the obligations of the two societies cf force hc citizen wlco duty <oet hizd
which he is a inember. But if thiese are hini to oby-coercivo power. Further,
in Cotîlliet, if eule cailnot strive for its if the State lias not the ýrighjt te exact or
object, at hanst iii its own, opinion, wvit1 tedcorypel, it caieiot bave tlintef propos-

eut iutcrfering withthe, other; if the ing, t an ohligatory for, whet crothe
Catirolic citizen, ini a word, is hrought face an buigationte a Catholi citizen-logis-
te face with contendinig obligaitiond, what lativo pwer. The ltate r h therefore ne
lino cf conduct houhllho adopt, the clîcc power toe impose on Catno lic citizee

to bts uîîado bl-ing decidvd by the motive i obligations. hfli contravece tae rights of
Thi.4 is whiat wv have tedefinoio ligiousthe Chrcli.g Thht legtoiec siatoer--jdicwialr
aocietv, tlio Church ; and civil seciety, lo as legisiators--has not therefoere tho
the $ttato ý. art', a4 cenidared with each power o pgislating in a onanner oppsed
cLher, two unequualsocioties, but cofi- toe the rightizef the duurch. Such are
posed, as lai ti present case, cf the saine thetrue principlewhici ustguide. us, and
niners. Thoy are te iunequal soci- inake us Catholica accept the techins of
etit, acauss their objectia are unequal. the Church. Now, what are thse teach-

Trhere catii mdcci ho noe quality hetween ings at least so far as relates te, the question
eternal welfr, the object f the Ciurch; f marriage. thefore replying, it hiseii-
and tetporal welfninr, te objent cf the portant taettablish at once what are the.
Staite. If tho objecta are net equal, it riglits cf the Church in this important
fol ow ducs a natter of course, that oninattr. The forbearance cf the luse
Mst be bnuperior tethedther, otherwise will allow cf my approucuuig this question.
tiiey wuld net wh unequai. [s it nces- l agtieo abstract, usarriage ii a natural,
tary for me te prove tiat eternal welfaro civiland ecclesiastical contract. It is a
is superi r to temuporl wefare No, natur l contrut instituted by God hlm-
thats an admitted truts, evident te al self amid the magnificence cf the terrestrial
the world. Therefoer, tho abjet f the paradise and the unity and idiualubility
Churca is buperior te thatif the State. cf whichreceiv a sanction and autority

gain, it is aenitted, and it is the prin- which isne les tîman Divine in character
ciplewhicls rvefaes the baiscf our frein the worda of Genesi:
argtnne.it, ani which as cted at its cin-

nitiiceien, i isadnittd tohocomps- el, ti ncanhe taton pops

, Qui d Douia conjunxit hoto non separet."
tanin thgtaitaCocolty alc ciwer tnust be pro-
portionutete the object. Therefore, the Marriage is ai.se a civil c tract, fut in

poercf' the-Chirch, a society seperier teliow sense only, tInt it is a centract sub-
civil Society, because its objcet la superier ject te certain civil fermalities, apart
te that cf the State, la itacif superier te frein which the marriage rnay he booked
that cf the State. Iii view cf contradiet- upon as void as respects the civil resuits
ory obligations iposcd, the eue by rei- which ray fc low It.Tiirdly, marriage
lotus poer and thev otiier by civil power, la an ecclesiastical centract, and as
the Catieliehcitizrn is therefore bound te sucb subjetto the catonsef the

ehey thse Church in preference te tse Cheurch. By thise itChrnet te ho sup-
State. But the duty cf obeying la cor- poted that iarriage is a triple
relative with the riglît te comsmand, that contret. Nt so, it is a single controt
la te aay that it la the duty cf the which takes these several naines accord-
citizen te ohey, because it latthe ing as it ls looked at, as relatng to t he
right cf the State te exact that obedi- propagation cf the humarchtis ior as a
once. But, if, is view cf contra- matter cfintert either t civil society or


