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legislatibg on fbis question, it ought to,
bave -been 'given, to he local goveriâ-
miets. But divorce was:granted in this
wuy because E glànd 'had established a-
speeal' tribunal' for. this matter, and Eug-
land-deired thât divorce sh&uld. be granied
rn a Lo-wer (anada as , wèll- as in every
other proviuc e of British Norhi AMeica.
Our Lowpr <Canadi:n Ministers have sinmply

Ieldedî 'o the Briish influence which has
ben)mnipotent in the Convention. (Hear,,
her.) . They say " It/is very trud thaf the
Catholie religiou prohibitâ divorce, but vote
If àior of its-establiahment-; fr if you do'
Dot, the Rouye party will return te;power
asdidestroy al your relgious institutions, if'
you giveheum -the control of the government'
of the coùntry." Well, geh4lenen uphiolders
of relhgion; ought yeu not to.ua ev:ery cieass
te preveg these dreadful Rouges from cpak-
îîg use of the laiw, wich you yoursTlves are
about to establishî, which~ will enable them to
obtiii divoree whenever 'they plèase, aùd

h4us :o iuuli the dgmas and .dotrinesof
the Caholic Church: The Hon. So Gen..

Kst (lion; 31r. Lutoasym) gàve us, , the
other.lit; what he pretèuded were satis-
fictory ,esplunAtions-atisfactory: to h
perhap -onsthe law of divorce. WelI 3h.
Srd:ttME t,'let US esudnie these. wgnderful
eXplaQatin. 'hat heu. 'gentleman told us
that it waê simply a'law authoriaing ,thé de-
claration that a marriage contraeted in any
of the.cQofederated provincesi'in accordànace
with the lawsi rt' the province in which it
waes contracteddbiuld be deeased te he valid
iu I ower Ciuada in case the husbuaad and
viie came to rêside there. Well, I ask yu,

ilto, it there was any necessay or
tua.ain~ this proviaion in thse new Constitua.
tice? M ould not a' sarrisage, uder tle
present ÇüContitutitu, contrteted, under ,the
circumst4nves rterred tolythe len. $olicitor
Generalfor Lower Canada, be as valid as 'it
would bc under the Confederation Uertainly
it wuuld. 'ien wtat ,do the GovernmeQnt
meai? [ am well aware tha~ tise Cathoie
memubers froms Lower Canada trill -no admit iti
sUd I kasw that hey refused 10 believe me
wuen 1 ünâde the assertion, but I do nt
hesitate to repeat it here,. tha. ila is e
irlenatiQu of the Convention te legaliz eiv!l
afrrriages t'h LOweer Canadian section of
te hi nistry bas pot entured. letait it

be1Qns the , WelU knew that they would
dirsa dowo ou hemasves tIe disappruba.
tion of the elergy, of the couutry, and of ail,
theair (ellow-countrren. 'I the power Con-

lè0'

ferred on theFederal Legislature inri.elation
te this matter meaïns aùythiig ,t all,it is
tihat ind. uothing else, and al thIe explana-

Itions given b the' Hon. Solicitor General
for Lowver Canada sud bis colleaigues are
utterly valueless, nad cannot be aeepted by
lhè Catholie mñembers., Why say that divore
will be pertusitted ? If , the exiting law
authorizes divorce now, it was qlite .Unne-
cessary- te' makeIaa eWi law on the subject,
and' to îake it an article of' the'ne' Cousti-
'tuiion TIhe Governm'ent takes every means
in its power.te conceal the real intentionscOf
the Conference oans this important pointofI
thse slee,butIa firmly convinced that
their object is perfectly undèrstood, and the
future wilil prove whether , or hot 'I ai ais-
taken when I ,assert that -it 'is 'intended to
mnake çivil marriages'-legalin this contry.
Quecof the reasops-aud the only Oue which
I have been 'able'to-dispoaver-for hlichl tihe
present (overnment has ganted power to
the Jf'edsral Legislature te decree divorce, is
that' ithe Protestans of Lower Canada would
never, but fbr that provisiòn, ave' given
their supp'ort to the Confederation measure
proposed y rour inisters. -I am-well avare
that thereare ertain Protestant denomina-
tions whose doctrines forbid -divorce, but
dA sot tesitate to say that the'ouly reasonof
the concession is the une I ha-ve juat stated.
Besîdes lW the pamphletet'O the hon. menber
for Montmren cy, I dnd aI very atrung
'admission :-

Cath6lie opinion'Urged thit a question of sudh
iocial importance should be left o the local
goveruineitit but 'let, is be niterstood that in
leang it as r6agrdst.ower Canardw to a'Protest.
ant majority, We only uniaitain the preseat,ceudi
duuf ta hatuportataîs queStion. By so referinu
it to the Federal: Government, ws àvoid nuny
causes of contention andnman1y 'iLea n<coiplaints

hieh mighlt eventually be listined ton.y tih
Mother Cudir-, where divorce is lecalized. and
operateSs as social insutution.

Who can say tia the Protestants-who arein,
great majority a eur presenl Parliment, and who

11I couaîtitute thse t we-thir'ds etf ab eOonfedesration
wiul ev¢r hate conented to loalize leginlation

on thsesnbject uf divoe?

The khuni member ftor Muutmiiraney, knotws
jusi as well as I do thai thue Protestants of
Lower Canada would *nut have liked*it,.And
tIsatto Obtain their support, it has.been sàid
to thens "ih yes, let uas coucede tiat ou;
w» have ,yielded 'represientatiou 'by popula-
tien, let us aIse give thsu divorce sud auy.
h ing èse thtey like»
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