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hroughout the world , a wave of moral laxity is 

being felt at the present t i me . his suspension of 

intrinsic conventions causes many misfortunes not only of 

1 -

an individual , but oi a national character, as well . This 

regrettable situation mirrors itself clearly in our regard 

for the bona o matrimony , upon which rests our every penna­

nent social anu personal good . - oral decadence mar~ed the 

fall of every kingdom and empire from babylon to ~apoleonic 

.vrance . It stifled pro ress by _produ cing a primarily ins i d ­

ious, but an ultimately blatant cancer in the body pol i tic. 

t s tr c~ at the very vitals of all the empires of antiquity 

and the near contemporary powers of worlu might , by attack i ng 

the foundati on of all social progress , enl ightment and 

stability . Its poison us f ngs have fastened tnemselves 

u on the youth of '"' oviet ussia ; and this decadence is more 

or less rapidly sappin the virility of that a l most primeval 

land of ussia. 

In the ni tea States , we find loose conceptions of 

marriage ana a wi · esprea use ~f divorce that are appalling. 

Soon ..-unerica will leave pagan apan t·ar in the rear in the 

ignomin io us records of the divorce courts. cl ear under­

standing of the principles un erlying the mos t i mportant 

fall human relations - the marriage contract is pre ­

requisite to curative met ' ods along this line . ~1e must corre 

t o the true conception of marriage , as a mo n ogamous indissol ­

uble uniot). . 
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n•he unity and inaissolubili ty of marriage are 

vital ly dependen t upon the natural law, whose principles 

we shall briefl y set ~orth . 

-=. he p r ecepts oi the natural law are divided into 

primary and secondary precepts. r. 9ppos i tion to the 

primary precepts of the natural law are - first , acts 

direct l y opposed to the last end of man, such as destroy 

the relations that exist between man and uod ; secondly , 

those acts wh i ch tend to undermi ne the ve ry foundations 

of society, and , so , of their nature, overturn the 

relati ons that are essential between men , and necessary 

for the common weltare . Opposed to the secondary pre­

cepts are those acts vhich do not tend to destroy the 

established or d e r , but a re of a nature to inju re or 

thwart it in the generality of cases . ccording a a they 

are really injurious to it , 01 rrerely less favorable, 

such acts are f orbidd e n or si ~ly iscountenanced by the 

natural secon etary law. 

lt is t rue that .hat i~ contrary to the secondary 

principl,es o the natu r al law i not injurious to the 

social order , except in the enerality of cases , and may 

per accidens , and exce tionally , fit in with the general 

oo ; nevertheless , this ·oes not prev nt 1 t from being 

forbid den by the natural law , for the law considers 

things in their enerality , in that whi ch is per ee. 

'o permit an action opposed to the primary precepts 

is not in the power of anyone, not even of God , at 

least, by way of a general measure , because the Creator, 



Himself , can not undermine the order established by Him . 

Billot declares thereare two kinds of primary 

prece ts of the natu al law. He contends "Th re is, 

in the fist place, a ll that is in direct and immediate 

cont adiction to the last end , all that which is directly 

and immediately opposed to God . For these God,Himself, 

can give no di pensation , not even in virtue of His 

absolute power . In the second place, there are those acts 

hich are forbidden because they are generally distinctive 

of the common cod , of the social order, and on that 

account are in mediate opposition to the last end , s ince 

that can not be attained otherwise than by means of hwnan 

society . 

For those acts it is evident also that they admit 
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of no general dispensation , granted to a hole community, 

so as to be regarded as an ordinary privilege ; neverthe­

less, there is no reason why in a articular and altogether 

exceptional ca se those acts should not be withdrawn by a 

divine d isposition from their natu a r conditi on, accor.ding to 

which they are contrar y to their last end, so as to tend 

to Go in a higher and , so to speak, miracu lous manner 

outside of the order of s econ causes." 

o pe1mit an action contrary to the secondary prec epts 

of the natural law , is in the po er of God , even by way of 

a eneral measure , but not in the power of man . God alone 

can do that . It elon s to Him alone to dis ense from the 

law that e ms made ana to determine the cases in which , 

per accidens, the law admits of derogat i on . He can give 



this dispensation airectly , without an intennediate a ert , 

or mediately . 

arriage may be defined as a contrac t by which man 

and woman are associated and united with one another as 
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a common principle for the generation and education of 

children . The contract exists from the accord of two 

distinct wills in produc i ng a legal effect ; and it possesses 

a special natu e in that the accord is between persons of 

different sexes; and they associate 1ith one v i wand end ; 

and the unity as a common pri nciple for the generation 

because the partners bec , me a princ iple physically and 

morally one in respect to the same work of g enerati n and 

education . Procreation is not the work of either alone 

but of the two together . They do not cans ti tu te two partial 

principles but they act as a single and common pr i nciple 

of generation . The education of the chilaren presents 

not the same physical unity as thl t of generation and hence 

results a difference in the manner and unity of action 

between the respe c tive du ties of husband and wife . ever­

theless , aa the one obligation naturally fo l lows from the 

other , parents are bound to bring up their children pre ­

cisely for this reason that as a common principle of 

generation , they have procreated them . Education , then , 

be l on s to the province of the proc rea ti ve pri nciple and 

devolves upon the husband and wife as cons ti tuti ng this 

principle . 

The matrimonial contract has it~ origin in the natural 

law . It is in the order of nature that the human race shou d 



ropagate itself by generation , and that the in ant once 

procreated should not be left to its native p~1erlessness, 

but shoul be formed anu educated physically anti morally . 

This education naturally rec;uires the intimate and 

permanent collaboration ofthe father and mother, but this 

in its turn presupposes a positive agreement , inasmuch as 
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there is at the outset no obligation to marry and consequently 

each one is at liberty to bind himself to the con j ugal life 

and to its corresponain duty of cohabitation , or to remain 

unmarried . 

To the doctrin of a matrimonial contract many volu­

tionists oppose themselves . They claim the marriage 

cont act d id not exist originally but was decidea upon as 

an ex edient, evolving into its present arm . They state 

that promiscuity was the primitive form of married life . 

Then came marriag e by abduction an ten marriage by pur­

chase . ' estermarck refutes these hypotheses . e points 

out that promiscuity did and still does prevail in a fer 

uncivilized c ountries ; but he observes that many of the 

facts formerly alleged have since been recognized as false 

or insufficiently proved , and he adds quite rightly that 

one can not logically in f er from the existence of promiscuity 

as a primitive and universal system of marriage . Abduction , 

he continues , st i ll persists in a few rude tribes which 

seem to support this part of the thesis . However , it can 

not be sho ;n that abduction ever axed general or passed 

through a legal and universal stage . s a matter of fac t, 
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few tribes are found in whi ch at the present cay they 

mimic the abduction of the bride - and - rho can say this 

symbol had a historical origin in reali ty1 Other explana·­

tions are possible. It might be merely a device for 

emphasizing the separation that marriage imposes on a 

woman - she must leave her o~n people and follow her 

husband . And marriage by purchase seems to have more 

foun dation in fact than either of the preceding types . 

'o doubt money or its e quivalent did change hands in ancient 

marriages but this is not of necessity the sign of an actual 

purchase . It may have indicated a return made by the husband 

for the parental favor or to counterbalance the loss that 

that the parents sustained through the departuDe of their 

daughter. It is easy to see ho they came to g i ve the 

price paid on this occasion the name of nup tial price , as 

the fixing would naturally lead to much discussion . 1e 

may rightly infer tha t in g eneral , arguments drawn from 

ancient customs in support of marriage by purchase are not 

conclusive . 

Therefore , historical data do not weaken in the least 

the Christian conception of the origin of marriage . The 

contract by mutual consent has been its true fmrm from the 

be inning . If certain customs have deviated from it , if 

some still do so, that is not a question of evolution btt 

rather of degeneration . 

he end that marriage seeks to attain , naturally , is 

no other than the propagation of the human species and the 

education thereof . The very idea of marriage includes the 
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Propagation forms the end and enunciation of this end . 

aim of the institution . It has no other - this is the only 

end . Undoubtedly marriage brings with it something more,­

a fection and mutual support , lawful joys and a remedy for 

concupiscence; but the true end of marriage is not there . 

There we find but the means to atta in that end , or at the 

most, and in no proper sense , ends essentially subordinate 

to the true end . 

ihe use of marriage, while allaying the passions is 

accompanied with sen~ible joy , so as to give an impulse to 

the procreative faculty, and thus come more surely to the 

end in view . Husband and v,ife derive from their common life 

mutual comfort and support that so stability might be given 

to tha t life and the education of their offspring secured . 

The main types of marriage in the human species may 

be grouped under the heads o polygny-.., , polyandry , and 

monagamy . 

Polygny became common among many tribes due to a 

complexity of causes. This fonn provided one man with to 

or more wives. It is possible that this form existed amon 

the higher types of animals and some barbarous tribes . In 

general , it demands a n accumulation of wealth ad ie , there ­

fore rarely p rac ticed . As a human institution it received 

its chief development in the period or barbarism and appears 

to have been an accompaniment of the evolution of dominantly 

militant life and of slavery in that period of human culture . 



Polygny may be a~tributed to the lower instincts of the 

male, over - supply of romen and their economic value. 

olygny viol~- tes the natural law in that the v,i f e 

is reduce d to the state of servility for she becomes 

restricted whereas the husband may do as he pleases . It 

does not oppose the primary principle of the natural l aw 

as here applied , but it opposes the secondary , for it 

hinders the proper education of the children and works 

against mutual solace and comfort . Howev e r , its greatest 

drawback lies in the lack o equity in the practice of 

polygny ; . 
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The union of one :roman with several men rarely 

occured . olyandry, apparently has never bee a widespread 

form of marriage among humanG . cLennan supposed that 

polyandry had at one time been universal , but we can 

discov er no s ound basis in fact for this theory . This fonn 

of matrimony militates against the proper education of the 

offspring and places obstacles in the way of mutual faith . 

In this system n o man can ever know his own chil<i and the 

house can have no true head , unless the polyandrous wife 

be so recognized . n the face of it , the iife surely will 

act as no fount of authority and the house w.i.11 be vitally 

rent where it should. be united . Suffice it to say that 

polyandry closely approximates promis cuity and is wholly 

detrimental to the family and the race , for the children are 

thus born out of wedlock. 

Now we shall consider the moncgamous marriage , ~hich 

has prevailed because it possesses the rightful ch~racteristic 

of the marriage contract . Due to general knov,ledge we need 



not tar .ry long on this form . The word "mono gamous" comes 

from the Greek, meaning II on e wife" . whereas polyandry and 

and poly · i)" have ever been excpptional forms of marriage , 

the union o one man with one woman prevailed among all 

peoples ; and in all ages there has been constantly some 

form of monogamy . 1'he i ns tin ct of man favored mono gamy , 

e specially on account of jealousy, so evident in the,. male . 

Biological conditions tended to encourage monogamy as the 

s exes have been fairly consistent in numerical equality . 

· en foun d it hard t o support more t han one wife and the 

c onsequent fami ly and so avoi ded polygamy on ec onomic 

grounds . } oat important of all reasons , however, i s that 

the mono gamous marriage affords ampler opportunity to 
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carry the duties incumbent upon those who wed . The children 

are properly brought into the world and are more apt to 

sufficient education un der the singie union than under any 

other . This form d evelops affections of an altruistic type 

and bind more closely fami ly ties . !ii.onogamy , therefore , 

favors the development of higher types of morality and of 

civilization g€nerally . Its a sociation with finer kinda 

of culture is not an accident . At its best , the single 

marriage p resents such sup erior unity and harmony that i t 

seems easily better fitted than all the forms of marriage 

t o work in harmony with hi gher civilization and thus th e 

benefit of the indi Yidual an d the community . 

Up to this point we have reviewed the differen t types 

of marriage (promiscuity not being a trpe form) - pol ~Y- , 
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polyandry. and monogamy . The two forms first named may be 

called polygamy , which we have briefly proven in the fore ­

going to be unethical . Anything that opposes the primary and 

sec ondary precepts of the natural law is hostile to matrimony. 

olygamy prevents the necessary unity of the marital contract, 

as has been shown specifically, and violates all the pre ­

cepts thereof . 
DIVORCE 

onogamy fin ds itself a victim of a virulent disease , 

more than ordinarily aggravated by our modern complexity of 

life and the consequent and inevitable restlessness that seems 

so general. There appears to exist a vague somewhat illogical 

tendency to shift from basic principle to basic principle 

until the very term principle" resolves into a mere catch­

word or advertis i ng medium . Ve vitally need a readjustment 

along sound lines of clear , correct t hought . , e must work 

toward a definite crystallization of ideas concerning the 

true precepts of matrimony and its present principal foe , 

divorce . 

The arbitary ct issolubility of marriage, preached by 

aavocates of free love, is in opposition to the primary natural 

law. Ii'o r t bi·s system means the ruin of married life and of 

of the family, and so of society also . It does away wi1h 

the proper end of ma rriage . i . e., the procrea tion and right 

educat i on of children . he attainment of this end requirea 

for a long space of time the constant and common solicitude 

of father and mother . There must , therefore , be a bond , 
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which , if not perpetual, isat least lasting and secure to 

bind husband and wife together in such a manner that neither 

one nor . the other is free to break it capriciously at any 

moment . 

Dissolubility reBtricted and l i mited ta certain 

determinate causes and circumstances is not repugnant t o 

the primary principles of the natural law , for neither the 

essence of marriage nor the attainment of its princ i pal end 

necessarily requires absolute indissolubility . Thus the 

generation and education of children would not be radi call y 

r uined , if it, were lawful to dissolve the marriage when 

the work of education had been comple t ed . 

But restric ted dissolubility is in opposition to tlE 

s econdary precepts of the natural law . If it tends not to 

destroy marriage in its essence , a nd so to undermine society 

itself , it is neverthe l ess of a nature to injure seriously 

the partnership of marriage . If we look a t things , per se , 

and in thei r generality , outside of strict indissolubility , 

the stabil ity of the union between husband and wife and 

their mutual fidelity are adversely affected by it ; the 

dignity of the wi fe and the educatinn of the children suffer, 

so that the end of marriage though still remaining possible 

becomes more difficult of att:i.nment . 

~o one will deny that the prospect of a new marriag e 

and of a new family will renoer the p rents less solicitous 

in provioing for the welfare of the children by the existing 

marriage , and that the lot of the children is truly lamentable 

when t he father and mother are divorced from one another 
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and have contracted fresh marriages . 

utual love and conjueal fidelity will weaken and 

diminish as a direct consequence of the possibility of 

divorce . In the nature of things , the stronger the 

marriage bond is, the less it can be tampered with , the 

closer will be the union of hearts , the greater will be the 

effects of mutual l ove, the better disposed wil l husband 

and wife be to ~ ear with one another ' s shortcomings and 

to avoid occasions of dis cord . On the other hand , if 

separation is regarded as a realizable possibility , intimacy 

slac ens , love grows cold , especially on the part of the 

partner contemplating a new alliance , and a friv~ ous 

pretext suff ices to turn it into aversi un and hate . The 

mere possibility of dissol ution causes marriage to be 

entered upon lightly, without any serious proof of one 

another , and v, i thou t looking fo r a well fixed mutual a f' fec ti en . 

inally , the very possibility of a fresh marriage makes 

married people less inclined to shun unlawful amours and 

even serves as an incitement to infidelity . 

ne can now easi l y understand that the dignity of the 

wife is at stake , and that the diss olubility of marriage 

exposes her to contempt and distress . In fact , divorce has 

far graver· consequences for the woman than for the man . 

It m:1y be admi tte that in certain exceptional cases 

the power of divorce wo uld not be gravely injurious to the 

a tabili ty of marriage and to that of the social order ; but 

in order that strict i ndissolubility be part of the 

natural law , it is enough that it is , if we look at things , 
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per se , _and in their generali ty , the only effective guarant e e 

of the stabil ity of the family . If there are grounas far 

granting a dispensation in certain cases , for a definite 

.class of marriages, in view of special circumstances , i t 

is to God , anu to Him alone , that it belon -s to do so . 

oreover , no purely human authority would be capable of 

restriction to the narrow limits within v1hich the power of 

divorce would be compa tible with the general good . 

ak ing into consideration the inconstancy of man, 

his inordinate desires and his aversion to trouble and 

ifficulties , the power of gran ting divorce would inevitably 

extend more and more until it ended in free union or free 

love , anu the suppressicn of a ll permanent marriage . 

(Loslever defines free union as a union of man and woman 

contracted without the intervention of any social authority 

and dissoluble at the will of the parties . ree love , he 

continues , oes further , for whil e free union preserves 

some senb lance of marriage and wedded life , and leaves to 

the parents the care o the children , free love supposes 

communism, the surrender ing· of the chil d ren to the care 

of the community a n d the ma triarcha te . ) There then we have 

the logical consequence which the defenders of indissolu­

bility advance against the advocates of divorce ; here , too , 

i 8 the ideal that the ad-roca tes of divorce aim at ; to this 

the current of popular opinion is strongly tending as daily 

ex erienc~ only too clearly shows . 



, e may, therefore , conclude that di vorce mili ta tea 

aga inst the good of s ociety a s a whole , a nd consequently 

the natu r a l lav, . Therefore I no huma n author ity should 

hav e the right to dissolve the marriag e bond . 

Divorce is inj urious t o society on more than one 

head for i t not only affects marriage , but also favors 

immora lity, even apart from the vi ol ation of the nuptial 

law. This point is brought out by the i nfidel writer , 

ors ell i, in his "Per La Polemica s ue .uivorcio" who sayE 

that in proportion to the number of divorces crime of 

every k ind increases especially s uicide , ,restitution a nd 

the like . 

lo-

Leo Xlll wrote some powerful a nd memorable pages on 

the in d is solubility of marriage , in which he cl early sh owed 

the evils of divorce and its s ad consequences. 

pp osit i on to the doctr ine we have just e e tablished 

seems abundant and we shall endeavor to treat a f ew of the 

more weigh ty objection s . 

1 - 11 'le are a l l fa iliar wi t h the saying tha t the same 

causes t hat produ c e a result ate suf ficient also to do away 

with it . Therefore , just as marriage is c on tract e d by the 

mutual consent of the parties so it can be disso lved , also, 

by the s ame . " 

rie rep ly, wi th Billot , tha t "'i'hat is qu ite true of 

contracts that concern only the private aovantage of the 

contracting parties ; in such a case either ~a rty is at 

liberty to renoun c e h ls r i ght and liberate the o ther from 

his en gagemen t. Bu t in the case of marrtage the obligation 



concerns the common Lo oa and has rel at ion to t h e no~na l 

propagation of the human species ; and , s o, thuuLh th i s 

obligat ion is subject to the free will of t he contract ing 

par ti es at the moment that th ey a ssume it , it ceases t o be 

so from the time that it is assumed; for , if it is a ssumed , 

i t is neces sarily assumed in conformity •i i th i t e nature; 0ut 

the natural lav, , having in view the common go od , re quires 

that it should be lasing and that i t should have all the 

c ondi tions of stability . " 

2 - ' The i ndisso l ubi l i ty of marriage fetters and 

insul ts the liberty of man" . 

16-

Liberty is not t h e end of man but only a means to 

it; hence this liberty is the more perfect as it conduces more 

~urely to the ~rop er end of man. But we have sufficiently 

shown how useful and even neces rary t his i ndisso lubility is 

f o r the safeguard i ng of the na tural law , and h ow the liberty 

of husbi n r and wife has need of i ts salutary restraint , to 

prevent t:'1em from ~vi g away too readily to feelings of 

i mpa tience a nd weariness and from li gh tly t hrowing off the 

marriage yoke . 

3 - ''l'he union of husband and wife is all tne more 

intim~ te and co nse quently more lasting if it is spontan eous 

a nd f ree from constraint of a ny kind . • 

,, e ouj_ te agree t hat if th e conjugal union is to be 

int ima t e it mus t be ~pontane ous i n its origin , that is to say, 

that the part ies interes ted ought to choose t heir respective 

partners in acc o r dan ce wi t h their free ad inaividual tastes . 

But in order that such intimacy may continue and remain 



unshaken after marriage there is need of a new elemen t, viz., 

a bond that bin u s , to strengthen the par t ie s against 

tempta tions that are always possible, and a gains t the trans­

itory uifficulties tnat may arise . 

4- ·"l'he ve:ry d:i.sso lubili Ly of marriage would p rovide 

the desired chec ~ and cement mutual affection even better 

than i ts indissolubility . }o r who does not see how easy 

it is for a husband of a bad d jsposition totaJ{e advantage of 

the obl iga tion that his wife is under, to annoy her with 

greater securi ty't 11 

,,e ao not a eny that t his mtvy sometimes hapr en , an a 

h eartl ess husbanu 1ould , perhaps , t reat his . i fe wi th more 

respect 11 he knew sle coula obtain a divorce. Bu t in the 

first p l a ce she c"'-n have recourse to judicial separation 

as a remeo for t he evil; ana , in the second place , these 

oc c sione. l ca.ses in -1; ich the po ~er of ai vorce ,cul really 

promo Le a union of heart s , cannot outv,eigh the multitude of 

17-

c on tra1y cases . } or it cannot be denied, in the face of daily 

experience th.:.. t, as a mat ter of fact , married p eople who are 

free t o leav e one another a nd see their way to a new marria e, 

are less patien t in putt i ng up with mutual shortcomings, a nd 

fi nd t :,iei r love growing remarkably col d . 

5- ~• here are households in which lite in common has 

become quite intolerable , a nd whe re there is urgen t need f or 

di vorce . '' 

~his , a gain , is a case fo r separation , llhich \il l, to 

a gre~ t exten t , reme dJ af!airs . But if it is still urged 
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that the lot of the innocent party is made too hard , being 

forced to lead a single lite through the fault of the 

o ~her , we can a dmit the lot a hard one and can understand 

h i the dream of a n ev, alliance might come inspi te of 

on eself ; but , once more , the law uoes not lapse because 

its hand is heavy on some exception~l cases . It looks to 

the general go od as based on the natu1e of tnings; and every 

law , however , good it may be , accidentally treads on s ome­

body's corns . }rivate good must give way to pu lie good , 

and un er the circumstances , this demands the strict 

ind .1 ssolubility of marriage , as St . Thomas points out , tha t 

'in legib· s matrimonii atteruitux quid omnibus expediat 

quam qu i d uni competere os. it. 1 To break the conjug:J.l bond 

in a. case like this .,oul o be to aep!' ive it of cl.l efficiency 

for the future . 

oreover , like hardships happen in many other m~tters . 

bus the natural law , which forbids the .,;:~ 1 i ng of an 

innocent person , at times demands the sacrjfice ~f life , as 

for inst~t ce,that of a mother in the birth of her child , 

when it can not be ot:herwise brought ab lJ ut . 

6 - Liarried lile without mutual love is abnor1 al , or 

rather i mmo r al ; consequently , ,hen love is lost , the bond 

ought to be broken ." 

a we have seen the perseverance of co jugal love 

is largely aue t J the ind i ssolubilitf of m~rriage ; for 

eng~ged parties , ·11itt the knoiledge th t death , alone,can 

dissolve t~eir contemp lated union , ill be carefu l not to 

enter the married state lightly , out 0 1 mere passion, and 
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wi thout a sincere assu ance of real and mutual love . ,/hen 

once the marriage has been contracted the consciousness 

of its inaissolubility will protect their affection for 

one anther against the natural i nconstancy of their dis ­

position and the blind impulse of pas e ion. If , in an 

exceptional case , cohabitation b ecoines intolerable , o; in 

to the irremediable loss of love , the solution of the 

difficulty is to be found above in the answer t 0 the fifth 

objection . 

?-·".1.he good o1 the children requires that the marriage 

should be uissolved when the parents are in continual 

quarrels . ' 

~he remedy in such a case i s rather to be found in 

separation than in divorce , for though botn measures alike 

put an end to these domestic scenes, the former is mo e 

advantag0us to the children since their ather Rnd m· ther will 

be better able to attend tot heir educatiorn, if they remain 

separa ted, without mar ry ing again , than iI they rere divorced 

a nd severally occupied with the care of children by another 

marriage . 

8 - "But at least ought to be permitted where there<are 

no chil ren, for then the good of the children , which is the 

b8.sis 01 in u issolubility is not in question . ' 

1he good oi tne chiluren is not the only advantage 

that comes from the i ndissolubili ty of marriage . Even .,here 

•here are no children 1e must remember that marriage is to 

be considered in its normal :=i.na n'ltural conditions , rather 

than in conditions that are accidental and foreign to its 
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proper functions. Bu t it is cert~in that sterility is no t 

natural to marriage , but , rel':ttive. to its 01fice, of an 

accidental nature . inally, if divorce we~e permitted where 

there are no child ren, married people might be in clined to 

shirk the duty of procreation for the purpose of obtaining 

it . 

l t is o f ten stated tha t oses permitted di v orce amopg 

the sraelites and thus the severance of the bond ias 

justi fied . God allowed "o ses to do this because of 11 the 

ha r dn ess of heart' of the Jews . He can do t h is , as ,,e have 

shovm in t h e outline oi the natural la ·1 , .'hen · e so desires , 

for some reason . St . Thomas says "God can dispense even from 

t e primary precepts of the natural law , but such dispensa ­

tions are not given to all in general but rather to inoivid ­

uals, in a way anal ogou s t o that which is exernpli fi ed in the 

ma tter of miracles . 

lhe matter of the expediency ana righ t of the monogamous 

marriage is quite generally recognize , at present ; but the 

immora l i ty o1 divorce is not admitted by many i o shoul be 

capable of close iscernment in this connection. lfost 

reasonable persons grant the undesirability of divorce but 

f l a tly deny the evil of the cutting - a vinculo - of the 

bands of matrimony . They sum up their arguments by claiming 

just i f ication for the means by the end . · ere neither the means 

nor the en d can ever p ossibly be countenanced by a conscientious 

vigorous morali s t . bor the bulk of people, divorc e has been 

shown, in the foregoing , to be inexpedien t as has polyg~my , 



except in case of ivine dispensat i on, with which we are 

not herein concerned. The entire discussion rests u ~on the 

world - old ! atura l aw . Its precepts ar e definite; its 

observati on obvious . f-
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