_ - from-us und wint to be married in a particu-

- ask. But Lask-them not to insist that the

- the commuaity be violuted in other Tespects.
' The respect which ‘the -community have for

. would detract from them t0 ‘be marriéd in

- willing to grant this to:them ; but I do'not

. Russell,) whose ‘dnughter had ito go over the

~low thein to bie ‘married here, as they are now
.thém évery_thin%they now have in - the Stdte
Ttstruck me when ‘my colleague - presented
- his.proposition, that it would-put personsto
- -some of the counties, -~ -t

- “clerk.”” ‘Everybody has got to-have a’li-
‘cense, 'and they will easily: find. either the

- latioh ; ‘and if ‘you-gtick:somany ‘other mat-
ters” into the constitution; yoa will have.a

. geatleman from- Harford : complainy, «strikes
~ me'as\a very carious oné: ::If:arises:front the
indispodition - of the outxider to. 'be murried

|

. . | . .

far to go beyond what I think ought to be
the policy of the State: I am willing to
make 8n exception; for them; but when!I
have gone thus fur and made this exception,
T do think our friends ought not to.ask us to
go any further, and let all. people -be married
in the same way, because they-chioose to differ

larway. o S
'1donot care which amendment is adapted ;
but I rather prefer the smeadment of the gen-
‘tleman from Howard (Mr. Sauds,) becausge I
think it takes the very proposition enbmitted
"by the gentleman from Harford - (Mr. Rus-
sell, ) and allows a magistrate or mayor of &
‘city to marry them.| As that is.theit propo-
sition; T want to yield them/everything they

religious sense of myself or 'anybody else, or:

this religions sotiety is-such’ that their reli:
‘gious serise would not-be violated in grantin

them this privilege, because:everybody knows
that denomination too wellito suppose that it

any-way they thought proper.. But I think to
extend "the-same privilege to persons:not re-
ligious would detract from this ceremony, and:
shock the sensé of the community, T am

think it ought to be given to:others; on that
account, - ot b

- It 'is said ‘here, as T understand it, that the
prdposition of the gentleman from -Howard
i3 covered by the law alrendy on the subject.
That ‘that caunot be the'.case, is shown ‘by
the case of the gentleman from Harford (Mr.

line to:get marriéd. :Under :this provision
sbe would not buve been obliged to go to
Philadelphia to get married.! But if you al-

married when they ctoss the line, "you -give
and’out of -the State. = -
- I-do ot carewhicl #mendment is ndopted.

tonsiderable _trouble to-find- the judges :in

_ Mr.” Smieuine, - 1 will 8dd - the word

judge or the clerk. |© :
‘Mr. Necrev. - 1 am entirely oppored to all
these amendments. (I think with:the gentle-
man on ‘ths- other | side ‘of| the -house '(Mr.
Bond,) that this is entirely a:gubject .of legis-

conlsti u‘tionit!;at:mh%-be‘ very-burdensome to
print'and to-redd.: “Phe matter of 'whiclihe

987

‘according to the rites of the denomination of
Friends.. If theoutsider would always con-
seat to.be married acpcording fo the rites
of the denomination of Friends, there would
‘be no trouble about it. Aund I canoot see
why ‘the.man or the'woman outside of that
denomination. must always be married by
ceremonies - outside of thut denomination,—
We have'a religious denomination in Wush-
ingten county known us the Menomists ; and
if youpass this law with regard to the Qua-
kerd you ought to pass it in regard to them.
If any of their: members mnrry an outsider
and are married by an outside minister, they
are subject to discipline. The. - are under
the same 8iscipline that the gentleman from
Harford says his-denomination is.

- There i8 no need of it. It is not properly
a subject for the constitution but for the law,
I think the law as we have it on the statate
book already, nearly covers the whole case.
If it does not, let thelegislature pass the ne-
cessary law. = - - C ' E

Mr. Berr.  Thave an amendment to offer,
which [ will preface with & remark or two. .
My -colleagues nnd myself take very little in<
terest in this question, and we should have
preferred-that the discussion should be limited
altogether to the gentleman. from Cecil (Mr.
Pugh,) the |gentiemun from Howard (Mr.:
Sands,) and jhe gentleman frum Anue Aruan-
del (Mr. Millér,) by whom in the earlier paft
of the discussion, it was o ably handled.—
The question- how marriage shall be celebra-

‘ted is one in.which we benedicts cannot be

said to have the same interest ag the unmar-
ried ‘members; although perbaps we might
take more interest in the questionof the way
to getout of it ‘ ‘, :
The-original proposition submitted by the
gentleman from Harford, is one towards
which [ occapy the singular attitude of being
in fuvor of it, and yet apminstit. 1 am in
favor of it, at this present stage of the ques-
tion, and shall vote for it a8 a naked proposi-
tion, embracing #hat I think to be the true

.doctrine ‘a8 fur as it'.goes. But I will say

thut-the only-proposition -which I huve ‘heard

‘which I am fully infavor of; is that of which
natice‘hag been given by my friend irom Mont- .

gomery (Mr. Peter,z and which - has been so
ably and opportunely supported by my friend -
from "Arne Arundél (Mr, Miller.) "It has
been justly remarked by some gentlemen,
that if we proceed in this direction, putting
into the- constitution :provisions; -entorcing
upon:thelegislatura the performauce ot these -
particular positive,. affirmaiive -duties, we

‘shall never cease until we get the - legisiation

in the'consdtitution in such.a condition -that
there will be'no -necessity for:a legislature at
all,. One greatdifficplty.in the present con-
stitution, ‘which upon _conversation with
prominent members, we trusted this conven-
tiom'would ‘remove, is-that there is too much

in'iit, that it igall-full of restrictions upém .



