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Nthe opinion of many porsons it is time that a change
shouid be made in the systemn of granting divorces in

Caniada, or rather in Ontario, for the Maritime Provinces
have tbeir Divorce Courts. The ouily mothod by wbich a
divorce can bo obtained in this Province is by a special Act
of the Dominion Parliament, which must pass tbe Sonate
and buse of Commons af ter the parties and their witnesses
have appeared 'and testifled before Committoos of both bouses.
This is a very costly proceeding for the applicant who gen-
craliy lias already suflèred sufficiently from bis matrimonial
wrongs without tbe additionai injury of being forced to pay
a large sum to get release fromn their continuation.

An applicant for divorce in addition to the oxpense and
inconvenience caused by attending the Committees in Ottawa
witb lus witnessej is required to deposit with the cierk of
the House $200.00 towards the oxpense of the respondent.

Divorce in this Province is the privilege of the rich, and
the poor mani, unable to hear thri expense, is coinpolied to en-
dlure bis wrongs without hope of relief. lt sbould either be
refusod absolutely to ail applicants or the means of obtain-iig- it should be altered so as to put it within the reach of
ai who are entitled to it. ht is the boast of the law that

the courts of the land are open to ail without distinction-
t lie paupor may sue as woll as tho millionaire-and yet for
muatrimonial wrongs, by not establishing a proper tribunal,'and by compelling applicants to go to the expense, deiay, and
îhifficulty of getting an Act of Parliamont, the poor man is
treatcd most unfair]y and is practically refused redress.

Par]iamentary divorce is antiquated and unsuited to
or ago and country. It bas beon condened by ail the
great jurists, and was long ago abolished in other countries
iiîciuding England.

It is urgod by those who favour the Paniiamentary sys-
tcm and the putting obstacles in tho wav of those seeking
relief that if divorce courts are established divorces wouid be
made easy and their number would increase, But surely this
argument wili not bear investigation. If it is admitted that
there are causes for which divorce may be granted thon it is
unjust to put unnecessary obstacles in the way of those de-
siring the reînody. The wrongs for which it should be granted
exist whetlîer courts are established or not. Tire saine
arguaient might be urged against allowing premissory notes
te ire ésued for in the courts-because the number of law suits
would increase. But the knowlodge that ne courts existed
bV whicl h ey would be collectod would benofit dishonest
debtors te take advantage of the holplessness of their credit-
ors and weuld be an incentive te dishonesty. And making
divorce dificult and costly, is an incentive te imnmoraiity and
cruelty. The oflènding busband or wife realizing that ire or
sire is safe fromn exposure,and tbat tbe innocent party is belp-
less as the difliculties in getting adivorce make it aimost im-
possible, is ternptod defiantly to, pursue a vicious course.

In the Police Court net long ago a working man was
charged with the non-support of bis wife and childron. H1e
gave as a detence that bis wife was unfaitbful, and that he did
net believe the children were his, but whethor the charge
was t 'rue or flot the magistrate could not investigate it. An
order was made agaînst him for their support, and be was
held te, apply for a divorce. But this, ewing to tho great
expense, ho is unabie te do, and ho is forced te support an
unfaitbful spouse, and chiliren who lie believes are net bis
owvn, while bis wife can pursue ber evil propensities witb
iIIpunity.

The High Court ef Justice iii Ontario sbould have j uris-
diction in divorce matters similar te that possessed by the
Divorce Court in England. Parliament should cease te per-
forai work for whicl] it is unfitted, which involve investiga-
tions of a judicial nature and which propenly belong te the
law courts.

The causes for which divorce should ho given would
bave te ho settled by Parliament. This is a subject on
which. great diversity of opinion exists. The Catholic Cliurch
opposes it on any ground. Most Protestants believe it
sliouid ho granted for aduitery and many believe for total
desertion aIse. After this comes debatahie ground. Many i
believe it should be granted for cruelty, habituai drunken- e
iiess, and convicliion for grave crime. It is certainiy a great

hardsbip to be tied for life to a confirmned inelwiateý Or ta
a woman should be subjected to intolerable cruelty. Though
she can get an Order of Protection against ber husbafl,
there are grave objections te, this separation which differs
from divorce with iiberty to marry again and obtain the s"P'
port of another. Conviction for a crime followed by ili'
prisonînent for life wouid seem) a good cause. The niajorîty
of Canadians are opposed to the Iooseness of the systeml pre-
vailing in the United States wvit1î divorce for many trivial
causes. Many inembers of the Dominion Parliamfent, and
some who have had rnuch experience on divorce cominiittees
favour the establishment of a court empowercd to dissolve
marria ge for aduitery.

A strong objection to the Parliamentary method 's the
great variety of creeds and opinions held by the ander

bothHoues.Parliament is not bound by an villes a"
liasunftterd dscrtionas o th casesfor which relief

may be given, or whether i t may be given at ail. ManY 'nain
bers are Roman Catholics who are opposed to divorce for
any reason, and invariably vote against it ; this is anl inter'
ference with the rights of Protestants who hioldni 5 h
views. The warmest advocates of the present systeui adrOit
that ihis is a grave objection to it, and it alone coIlstituW
a sufficient reason for the estabiisbmnent of a court With
powers clearly defined by statute. mtsrO1

Many who favour divorce for any but the ces erof
causes apparently do not fuiiy comprehiend the importanc
the mnarriage relation, regarding it as a mere coritract be'
tween tire parties. But it is much more,, tirougb iL is en tered
upon as the resu t of a contract. It is a condition or rela'
tionship wvith fixed duties and obligations imposed by law,
irrespective of any con tract made between the parties. Ever -y
civilized country regulates it by iaw, and desireS thet îý
should be for life and not a mere temporary partuershiP tO
be dissoived at the pleasure of either party. It sh ould 01n1Y
be dissolved, if at ail, for the gravest reasons. The St&te '4
deepiy concerned in the stability of marriage :the tanu
of children, whether they are to be geod or bad citizens bie-
ing involved. An eminent Scotchi jug Da bserved
"Tilough the enigin of marriage is contract it is ini a differ'

ont situation from ail others. It is a contract coeval With
and essential to the existence of society, while the relatios
of husband and wife, parent and child to which it gives rise
are the foundation of many rights acknowledged al the
world over, and wbicbi thougli diffoerntiy modified in diflfer'
ent countries bave everywhore a. legai charactor altOgether
independent of the will of the parties. The rights arisiflg
from the relation of husband and wvife, though takiflg their
onigin iii contract have yet in ail countries a legal chaeaÇer
dotermined by their particular ]aws and usages l0
independent of the terms of the contract or th wil O the
parties at the timo of entering into it."

The Roman Catholic Chiurch regards nmariiage a
sacrament, and prohibits divorce for any reason whatever'
though the Pope may grant it by dispensation. PrOtestants
do flot se consider it, thoughi they hold it hias a divinle
enigin. Thoy generally believe that Christ perînitted divorce
for adultery, which is the doctrine of tIre Groek Church, and
some boid that it is aise pormitted b *y the New TlStaSO
for total desertion, and this is the law of Scotland. dc

In the United States each State lias exclusive purisdi
tion over divorce matters, and the reasons for which it ala
ho obtained vary in different States. Some of tire causes are
adultery, cruelty, dosertion, habituai drunkenness, cOn victioi
for crime, and it may aiso be procured for cauises that are
comparativeiy unimpertant. Somo of their courts havea
most full discretion as to wbether it shall or shahl i1 t be'
gaiven in the particular case.

Many of the Anmerican law-writers strongly defelld tbyir
systom. They con tend that where any of the f0oegOîng
causes exist good morals and the proper education of thldo
wili ho botter served by a legal separation wvith liberty
marry again than by forcing the parties to conittinue in

union ait once repugnant and unnatural. erle"
In South Carolina, however, a divorce biasner Of

rranted since its formation as a Stato, no divorce courtse'
st, nor will the Logisiaturo grant it by statute. But the
ivils calling for reliei are as common there as xin counce-
ffhere divorce is pernitted, and the law, though refusîng r
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