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DOES SCRIPTORE ALLOW
DIVORCE IN O XE GASE,

By Rev, P. H Casey, 8. J.

(Inn The Messenger of the Sac.ed Heart) .

1f we understand Dy divosce the dis-
solution of the compleie and perfcod
Churab
bae always laught that in po oase
mhat ever, among COhristians, 18 di-
vorce allowed by the law of Qhist.
Protestants., on tle other hand, have
constantly mainteined that the New
Teatament permits divorce in the case
bowever, is
T beginnire o & oh-dhe worTe thorghts
tul members of the Prolestast Church
that by admitting the one excepli. n
they have ¢hrown open the door to im-
pumerable evils. It is quite clear that
the
marriage bond as sown as it begins to

fmasr.a@e bond, the Cainolic

of adultery. Experience,

ff there be a way of dissulv o2

gall, ttat way is go ng W be fTequ -ot-

¢d When arrangemesn.s can be made
to have the proofs of unfaithfulness
eccured, the innccent party s in dan-

ger of being betrayed. Ttre gull be-

ing proved, the gultter partner of the
the

two obiaine e divorce an! bas
privilege of comtracting a new matri-
monial elliance.

Again, if an janocent busband or
second | iz .

wife be allowed to contra-t s

Qarr'age because of the di-solution of
the former, it i@ lxou.sitle o e 0D

whai grounds the guilly parly cab be
prevented from re-marrying If the
first marriage has been annuled. both
parties ate singlo, and consequéntly

both can matry ageln, unless there be
some law restraning the liberty of
both. But there ie no such lsaw .1 the

New Testament. nor has the State any
right 10  establish mutrimun.al m-
pediments. Therefore, 0 make adul-
te;y a means of dissolviigd «u a
bord, {s to place in the power of mar-

vied pecple a means of breaking up
¢heir un on when tt ey t1ink Bt W do

s0. O! course, all these arguments and

Others of a kindred nature will not

tave much avail against the Protest-

ant pogtom, i the New Testament

permits diveree 10 the case of adultery.
However before examining the teach-

&g of the New Testament on thls

point, we mast lay down the following
tmportant precanton.

We are going to treat only of Chris-
tlan marriages that have been perfect
ed by the exerclss of the lawiul rig.la.
Whether the tex:s we shall a duce
{romn the New Testament prove the In-

dla=0'ubility of marrisges ocont.ected

by unbagptized persors or of Christ'an
g«aniagee prior o thelr consmmma-~
{s a quesiion with which we are
got concerned. If the texts prove the
ebhsolute indiesoludi'#ty of any mar-
clage bond, they. certainly prove the
tnddssolubdlity of the most perfect of
&ll marriage bonds, nam-ly. tve mar-
risge bond of a consummaded Chris-
ga.n masTiare. Besides €ho di=m-olus
on of marriages not perfectsd bv the
¢xercise of lawful righ's hes no practt-
dal bearing on the great questlon of
divorce now before the worid nor is ik
in eny way conmnected with the soclal
wvil.
The po'nt then in controsersy s
$his, does thers exist any power om
capable of annulling the peg’e -
bond of & Christian marrisge? Evl.
dently euch a power, If it exsts. must
tesdde either in the State. the married
¢ouple or the Chuch. There 13 DO
eed of considering the power of the
preme Legislabor. God does not ach
this matter exoept throigh the
agency of H's creastures
In seeklng for e power capab'e of
@ls=olving the marriage tle wo my at
&xlce el eside the power of the Slate,
r¥stian marriage—and this is  the
¢nly marriage now under cong’dera-
(lor—Is a sacrarment, and ts therefors

ot in {ts civil effects, beyond the|

sdiction of the c¢iv 1 power. Bv de-
nying ¢hait marriage amorg Chr'stlins
5 & eacrament, Prote-tants have con-
glderably weakenes treir defence of
the esoredness of the tle.  Nevesthe-
less, even though matr'mony be not
considered as a sacrament, it  must
¢till be looked upon as a eawed COlw
tract. amd as such it «cannct be annul-
led by State auwthority. The secular
power bas no more right ¢o dissolve
the bond of matrimony t~an it has to
annul a vowSr dispense with the bind-
ing force of an oath. But apart frocow
41l mere human reasoning. the word
Chriat 1s final: ‘“What, therefors,
hath joined together let no maa
uwt apart.” (Matth. xix. 6.) How a
te can get ait mamght this divine
mmandment and still  eall  itsel?
ristlan is something that offers mat-
ter for reflection.

Omr second supposition was tho

possibly the married couple m'ght
poesess ithe yower of digsolving the

sontradt on which they themsdves had ‘

éntered. Have they not this power at
tasst in the tase of adultery?

The law conceming the indisselu-

wility of the married tie Is laid down
In seven differenst passages of the New
Testament. In the first five of these,
a5 Wwo shall se, the Jaw Is abso'ute
and allows of no exception whabever.

I, the other two passage:. which are

taken from St. Ma‘thew, the law is nog
%0 cfearly expressed, yet we shalldis-
cover that the doctrine laid down in.,
the Goqpel of St. Mabthew is not dif-
ferenat from that set forth by 8t Mark,
$t. Lake and St. Panl. We shall be.
gin, with the last-memtioned wrlter.
In his first Epistle to th» Crint’.i~na
(vii. 10, 11), the Apost'e writes: “But
to them that are married, mot I, but
tr~ Lord commandeth, that the wife
depart not from: her husband, and it
she <epant that ehe remain unmarried,
or be reconoiled 1o her husband. And
put away his
any -

wﬂmw
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ﬁemammmm
ing egain, or be reconciied to the man

regards moatrimonial rights and privi-
leges there i3 no pre-sminence graanted
busbands over wives in  the writings
of St. Panl. Now, Protestants imagine
that ¢he great Aposile, in instruct'ng
the Corinthians on the question of A1-

am the law of Christ without saying
anything of t&~ trlvilege or excspblon
that Chris. Himself had granted, The
Apostle begina by saying: “To them
chat ere married, not I, bumt ¢he Lond,
commandeth.” And then he mels forth
what the Lond had commanded
omits a most
which tiie Lord Fimedd( Yad wAdEE 1
His commandment! This is8 nnt in
accordance with St. Paul's methods ot
in keeping with his sympathy for hu.'
man nsture and &is knowledge of ‘'te
weakneases, By writing the above
sentence to the Corinthians he was 'm-
posing upon them a5 the command.
ment of Christ @ commandment whi h,
{¢ the Protestant view be correct,
Christ had pever enacted, namely, an
absolute @rohibition against divoree,
It will ot @0 to say thet there was
1o need of mentioning.the excepicw! K
as & was understood trom the natare
of the case. To maintain this view Ia
to abandon the point in controversy,
Did Curdst graant & sp>c'el priv-
flege to & martied coupls whereby they
might break the marriage e in case
of adultery? Begides no probabls or
apparen? argument drawn from the na.
ture of the case will avall egaingt an
absolute 1aw. And the law againet di-
vorce as dere laid down by Si. Paul le
absolute.

1f in his Epistle to the Coricthizans
8t. Paul makes no mention of the ex-
ception ¢o whioch Protestants lav
clabm, perheps he will mention R in
his Bplstle to the Romans So we
torh to this eplstls afid examine the
passage whore he epoaks of ths flrm-
gees of the maridage bond. What do
we find? That death alone can dis-olve
thot hond “For ¢the woman that hath
a husband, whilst her husband liveth
is bound to the law: but {f her hus.
band be deasd. ¢he 18 loosed from the
law of her husband Therefore, whi st
her husband liveth she shall be osiled
an adulteress ¥ she be with
anckher man: but it her hushand be
dead, she is del.vered from the law of
her busband ** (Rom. wdt 2, 3)

On two diffe~ent occasions then 8t
Paul speaks of the“firmpese of the mar
riage bond. On nefther ocension d e
te hint at apy caunee eapable of dis-
solving i, other than dea’h itsell, To
say that the Apostle i3 inaccurate or
misleading In both thess paseages i
something that has ¢0 be proved (o
evidence before it can be acoshted.

Let us now come to the testfmonvy of
St Paul’s disciple, St. Luke: or rather
¢o the testimony of Chrict Himesif as
recordel by this Evwangelist. “Every
one ther putteth away hls wife end
marrieth another, committeth edal-
tory; and he that marriefh her thet iy
put away from her husband commR-.

ey

teth  adultery.” (Luke xvi. 18)
On what ©preciss occasion these
words were epoken Dby our

Divine L.ord 1t 1s band to tell from ‘the
manner ¥n which they ars introduced
by St Luke. But they are olear
enongh to show us that St Paul was
exact when be 1a3d down sn absolute
Jlaw eagainst divores. We now have
our Lord’s own words. A man cannhot
put away his wifse and marry enocther
without committfng adultery. If we
make an exception for the man, wea

whem he puts awxy.

It Ye in relieved from the Bond, so
is she. But our Lord trmedintely
adds: “He that marr'eth her that s
put away from ber husband eosmmit.
toth adultery.” Therefore thers is no
excepten. The Lord says: . “Dvery

His word. and say: “Not svervone
ete.”” Nor can we suspect that St Luke
passed lightly over the exception m. de
for adultery, imagining that his read-
ers would learn of its existence from
some other source.” St. Luke was a
physiclan and a man of the world, and
so important an exception in & law af:
feoting the lives of mill'ons of human
beinps would never have been passed
over by the Saint as a matter of light
moment. Never would he have récord.
ed an absolute and universal law in
so-grave a matter unless such had boen
the law enacted by his Master.

Paul and St. L.nke to that of St. Mark,.
we find the same law again stated
and in two different places—without

tells us how the Pharisees came . is

put away his wile. Our lord gave
Mosalc law Inr this matter was going] .
1 to be abhrogate@ and ihat marriage wae:

Then, summing wp &ia whole s
course, he sald: ‘“What therefore God
" hath jnlned together, 16t no man put.
asunder.” (Mark x. 9) This leglsla-.
tion seemed hard to the dlsciples, and
St. Mark tells ue that “fu the house
; egaln the disciples asked Him concern.
log the egme thing”
0n where we must expect tofind'
our D vine Lord speaking clearly to
1 Hiv disciples and Instrocting thém ae.
curately in the New law conocsrning

-4 the saeredness. of the marrfage bond,

What are  His words? “Whososwver!
ehall put away his wife and marry an.
other, committeth adultery agamst
her. Ang if the ghall put away

her husband and be married to an-j
- other, she commitieth adultery.”}

t ) - ’_ . :',"7 iy v
tmmn!{m Gmdogmm;.j_":
who =il reengins her hushand. As ! SR

vorce. lays down a most rigordus law
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thew, is mmﬁmmwv&ra&m ,
ous considerstion. . {0 e
The testtmony, Lhevedors, ot 8t 1o
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and the douhle testimony of &M--;
leath us to pelieve Lhas aduiary R.OHE]
20 grouad for the digsolilon o! they -
marTiege tio. It the Gomel of Byt
Matthew Mnobbgenwrm never; 1
wonld & doubt hawe been emvberfained] ‘wesm
on this point. Readers of the New| ...
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_Coming then to St mm::, « § AROY,
“pact to find him In parfect ascomd’ vr‘fth Zunisk
the other, sacred m'!m's. We can ad-; ALY
mit of no 4 unlesy 1t 1 of U
clearly proved, It ‘hia hmsunaa is .ca~i Of min
pable of an interprelation that vﬂl -
make it harmonise with the lapguage &ered b
of the other insplred writers, wa ate wih uniaus
'nenm of ¢

Coutinned,
CATHOLIC NQTE’S; :

A late meniber of tha celehrated ; za

rupp iron firm of Germnany left by an
wmssooowhtvrthabmwin:dt :
nwcmlmm&uta&n@n&oz!. thises

A oolony of mlinn tsuck nmm
under chergs of & Dritet of chelr own. 3
race, are making preparatione to nt dmmunt !.&m who went-ontt :
dle in South ¥lorkda In the Spring. 0 Bagt 1 layiben, Who Mm

e &ew!eaia il

The !amtounow?n.uiomtl(on  thean h _
astery, Mount Ademis, Cincanatl, are ptha '
zompleted apd work on the Lew sirng.|. "ﬁh tomaqdr at two!ﬂ alm m« :
tre will begin zmmamwx . mm:d mwm hﬁi:ngi‘u wih}

1L, and}
English e:ehanm anomée the - | G wnds | 30
caption fnty the Church of Ladey Prim- | §
rose, wife of Sir Henry Primross,
chalrman of the board of hland rev-
onua, .

cauntry Jasats, then

® & 9 '
Bishop Folvat of Nagpur, Indla. s
appealing to Catholics in this countyy
fm-tf tood ;m&:u&pliea for the famine s e
suffevers in oo, wors an b 4 - ko
LA MWMX&&W&“N&VM&: x
Father John P. Cumlns, m ton thers ware Lwenty-thres cmm»ﬁ» 5
chephln of the A. ©. EL, lns tent & %ome of whom Bad attended the Jeo-ial
circular letisr to all tho U.uw:huum turek the Provioink year-— cledr Prop H
divistons condomuing e we of baer it AT s that ot e n§‘ e
m no v BN
.- 0 porian mmm 1:: mmaaw mm» -
The presitent of Columbls hu rad.

&101\:. !hi& qll!l!(
ommendad to the Holy Tathr the ele.

Elved t}m me{m fhint of W, o §

vation of the Rev. cls  Xavler Brighton mosl Mgl«
Junguito tothe Ephc&g ae of Pan- mmi&nﬂu the &ab‘r o attandants
sms. Father’ Jnu:nuo is 2 Jewult. - {This, Bowarer, 'y

Teoshmarily  Bomiee-1
gural, asd comparisons are sy dn oths hry
Faither Bunmn. tho famoua Texen ' er matters partaks of the tdiove. The |
aiisstonary, begsh & two ‘weeks' mis~ (uutwnh; At this miseion wus varad i .
mmﬁﬁa@ Amcaglﬁ‘i 2 B mu Arpasaed me Ww?&d -1y

chilly onon- ca.t | v A

: mmummm zm.m o Brak 40w
The Westorn™ Wstchman vy ﬁu\t riok's) mwl Ahe i : mg,:
the midnight Mase was ths grandest bowever, As the da el
pageant of the centmry, The. world attendandy’ ot oG ﬁmm
awoke from fte sleen st rvoon of mt!ltholmrchowl{lno&w .
to find {taelf oe mote Catholle, | Sate’ (e peopls who o oot The!
tress notltes wire dmple, sud - woon | XA
Caba is m:exy eo tum!lh & saint. ' made. the non-Catholls work the iwit  io_
The process of the Deatification of the OF the town .and ‘workebops.  ‘We ait 1
vensratle earvant of God, Antonio elated to kmow that tie Kple
Maris Claret, Arobbishop of Santingo minister prayed 10r oxr Moo,
de Cuba, 1s before the comnecuuon o( that a rabhsl sttended. eyery mu;nx
Rites. His- objactions molvod thM u

l s

¢ &9

are sbout to petition the Pope K
Cuban mission. They coxslier thl- a |
crucial period for the Church in the.
felanrd, and predict ¢hat uriless, native
clergymen are gragrted thers -will ‘b
many detactlom‘ to‘ Fx;okaunum
Down In New Orleans, ways ‘the My
land Réwiew, the Msthodistliave s
ceaded in converting a suffident DRI -
ber of 1tallans to-sstabilshi a congrega;
gon and build» %« ch-nroh 'I‘ha cm of th
0 =

A m ‘-connd’ )

the rooms of Ca‘nada.‘oouacll, Montr
1 ls nameﬁ Doqaun‘

A coleletioh was twken
otb ggwngva

ufiding &
“The yesuit of tha
82568 71 Al of

8 i)
subscription . ‘Was

same day -a collection for the Poof &t [ 4
Mm aamumd Yo

$183.65. ‘ R o h

ﬁ t »

* &t Patelok's, Biitte, mmtana. BASS gpact 1
large congregation, indeeﬂ. There fie m‘i

following " socletios & ~
ishing condXion: 'ﬂunﬁay ach
3.000 mmbm- Ajta: 2 '
mombew £ '

gin to attac
Eng'tam m&ng thé contflb"tfou of o #Kgawjng‘ 1he.
penny 6r mofe t6'bary a sfaine of the' _opntroversy, ¥

be blessod by the Holy Father and E:{m?; &b’

will be erectsd “Ifi front of the new misrs
peription mt ﬁm ba eiose-ﬂ ot tme om! ‘

otes. On Pebrid §
iy assistants ‘lh& Reev Fa'her mem

and the Rev, Dr, Blesing wi'f onen &,
miseion at the Wmh of the vm&

lnns has Be


th.es*

