
Canaa 2aw .ournl
VOL. XLVIIL TORONTO, FEBRUARY 1.5 No. 4.

THE YM1RRIAGE QUESTION.
Ilnto 'nattera of religious controversy it i's flot for US toenter, nor is it our province to, criticiso the actions of ecclesi-astical bodies go long as the laws of the land, and the rights ofindividuals, either as regards their persons or their property-are flot interferen wvith. It is frorn this point of view only thatwe refer to the verY seriolns allegations 'nade against eertai .necelesiasties in the Province of Quebec ini respect to their deal-ilng w-ith the marriage laws of that province.

So mnueh lias been saice and 'written up-on the subject that%' shall fot ent r the maze ,,f conflicting opinions, contradcztorn- statements, varyipg judgments, and diftening opinions asto the powver of Dominion and provincial legitolatures as $etforth in the 13.N.A. Act,' with which we are confronted. ThesubJeet is difficult and comiplirated enough without the ele-111entâ Of seetarian alxirnogity, and party Zal, whiehl iakecon'fusion m'ore confolinded, and add to the diffleulty of arriv.ing 1*ahy rcasonahîe conclusion as to the real merits of theease, and the beat way of dealing -with it. It is P,.ffIcientî yelear, hoWever, that attempts have been inade, and made s'ucýcesafullY, to override the law of the province go far as to de-elare that Inarriaget légally contracted are nuil and void whennct 3olemnized according to rules laid dow-n by ecclesias.tical authonity; 'onsequently there ha& been an interferenceneot only with the law of the land but with the rights of personsentitled to its protection.
Cases arising rru tbie eonflict of authority have been, andare now before the provincial Court#. ID @ore judgaentg hn veheeln given upholding the civil authority, in others exactlV thereverse, but so far the Suiperior Court of the Provine, hliasfnet


