
during a debate on divorce that such an action is "antichristian and antinational" and that

"death atone can dissolve marriage," (ieoffrion wondered how it could be that, if a

Catholic legyisiator is "in conscience bound" to vote against divorce, that same legistator can
"vote for a resolution purporting to vest in the Federal Legislature the power of legislating

on the subject."' 7

No less troubling was the possibility that federal control over marriage would

empower the central governiment to require civil ceremonies for Catholics planning to marry

and that failure to conform. would render their offspring illegitimate in the eyes of the law.18

This argyument was pressed with sufficient vigor as to resuit in the final version of the

BNA Act including a new provision, not found in the Quebec resolutions, which reserved

to the provinces the sole power over the "solemnization of marriage."

Today, the hot-button issue for the minority in Quebec focuses on the language

rights of anglophones, but, in 1865, the religious rights of the Protestant minority took

cetiter stage. To be sure, then as now, the school issue was salient; but, at a more

fundamental level, the divisive question of religious freedom itself arose, with Protestants

accusing Catholics of being intolerant zealots bent upon destroying ail religions but their

tely embarrassed by the untimely appearancejust the

llabs ofEQ-rrs. His Holiness took a dim view of


