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prisonment, or -fne, before their eyes, it might have a whole-
soe effeot. Mr. Johnoton eens te assume that men alone are
matrimonial o'ffenders deerving-of pumiahment, but the 'divorce
sta.tioticis of Canads will show that there ane nearly, if flot quite,
as many women u mien whoae mindeeds have been grou2nds for
divorce. But such statisties are illusive, snd if the full facto
of ail divorce cases were thrashed out it would olten appear
t]bat the supposed innocent party was really very far from in-
nocent. àlazy petitions whieh now go undefended miglit have
a very different resuit if it were known thaï; the respendent, if
found guilty, would have to serve a term imprisonment.

But that a Parliament of men would be willing to paon any
such law, aeenis somewhat doubtful.

Mr. Johnston asks, where a niarried couple find theniselves
in a condition which has become intolerabie, "why should they
not bc restored te their original position?" The obvious an-
swe,ý j~ that question, is that it is sinxply impossible to do so,
the granting of a divorce cannot do it. A divorce does ne more
than put a legal end to, a statue whieh is not a inere legal status,
but a social and a moral one; but it cannot by any possibility
restore -the parties to their original position, as if they neyer
had been mnarried; and it is precisely this fact which makes the
question of divorce se difficuit. It is, at best, a rude, imperfect
and doubtful remedy for an irremediable wrong. The ordinary
legal principle on whieh contracta are rescinded, is, that sucb a
remedy can only be given wvhere the parties can be restored to
their original position as if the contract hed neyer been nmade.
If the contract ha. been partly executed and it is impossible te
restore the parties te the sta-tus quo Snte the only rernedy is in
damages. Those ivho advocate a divorce laws, therefore, virtually
desire that to the marriage contract a wholly riew principle of
law shall be applied.

Mr. Jobriton suggests that in the consideration of the subi-
ject of his proposai te establish a Divorce Court in Canada, we
should eliminate the religious question entirely. We think he
is ruistaken in thia, and that the religious aspect of the question
mnuet be kept steadily in view. It muet be always remembered
thàý there is a great body of opinion in Canada in faveur ef the
view thât znarriage in net a mere civil contract, but that it in-
velves a sacred religious obligation, -and any legisiation which
inay lie proposed muet bo framed with due regard te that op-
inion. The dilfculty, of course, is that any auch law muet ho
general in itz operation, you cannot frame it se as te exelude
any denoaxination froni its operation, if they choose te avail


