ances, I.do not know when I can be present;
certainly not during thig week.. " ~ > ¢
" Yoursy traly, o < e
L T T B MAPES -
In gecardgnce with that request, I offer the
following order; .~/ = - - -
“ Ordered, That it be eptered. ypon the
- journal, upon "the request of Mr. ‘Mace, of
Baltimore county, (absept froni {ndisposijion,}
that the vote cagt by him against. the prdpo--
sition of Mr. Schley, of Frggp'r.icli; reéquesting
the Pregident of. the United States, and the
- wmilitary authoritiés in Maryland, to’ assess
~upon the known rebels of the Siate, the logse
- gustained by the loyal men of the State'hy
* the recent. rebel rnid, was so cast in’ etire
misconception  of; the true state of the facis,
and ‘that -upon more mature Teflection and
better: fn‘fo'mintiojn,'hé i"; convinced ::im g[uz
proposition was just and- proper, apd ough
to nve bﬁ?q udo;}a,:d'ﬂx p ?,1 ?’. 8 .
The order was agreed to, '~ =~~~ -
Qg'm?ﬂ"ﬂbf”?ib‘;ngqiﬁ R
[t wug ordered that it be entered on the jour-
anl; that if John Barron had been presest on
Monday, July 25th, he'would haye voted for
scctjon’ 40, of the'legislative department, as’
-reporled by the commitpee, " T " T
On motion of Mr. Mamnony, . - -
- Tt'was ordered -that it be entgred on the
- journgl; that had Mr. Marbury, of: Prince
- George's county, been preseat when'the réso-
lution of Mr. Cushing, of July 9th, the re-
prigal resolution.of Mr. Schley, of July 19th,
and the banishment resojution of Mr, Stir-
~ ling,- of July 20th, 1864, were “presented, he
would have voted ip the negatye.
‘On motion of Mr. RingeLy, ©

. It was ordered that it'be g‘:’g(gpgd_'upoh the
journal, that :if' M¢, Ridgely,” 9f Baltimore
couuty, had been present when. the vate was
‘taken “upon thé resolutions. gffered by ;fr;
 Stirjing, of Balimore city, on Thurgdny, the

21st inst., relqting to dicloyalists, he would

have voted for the pesolytios.”’ = "
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT—MARRIAGH. -~

. The conveatiqn proceeded to the considera-
tion"of the' arder of the dny, befng the second
reading of the legislative article, thé pending:
question being on'the adoptioli of the folloiv=
- ing amendment submitted by'Mr. Doviir:’ -
“Section —. ' Tha gengril [nasembly shall
pass laws providing for the rités of ‘murriage
. between any pergons 'legally competent ‘tg
contract marridge, and 'Pquidé‘fOi-" the regis-

- tration of all matriayes, in whatever manner
the snme gy be'solémuiged.’” "< 77 %
- Mr. Cuautazes, ‘I have not heard any reasop
‘assigned. fur thiy sinendment; and {he voled
_-seem to indicgte’ that. the désire for such an
amendment s growlng ‘weaker. - I -hqpe thie

~ copvention wiil'dedline toadoptit.” ‘I do‘not
know that therg-ig a religious Gect’ that doeg
. not regard-the marriage cereniony as of a re-
- ligioud'character. - The  Bomidi" Oatholic’ be-

‘the wildi of the west,

| lieves it to be entirely a sacrament. The

Quaker has other religious forms. -1 think

| dny infond ‘upon that'principle would be d -

very serjous violation of the feelitigs of ninety-

‘nine outof every one hundred of the commu-

*

‘oity.

~Mr. _Bguxv} of Ptince George's. [ shall op-

_pose any legislation upon the subject of mar-

riage, other than the legislation” now upon

the statute books, which I'think is sufficient to

cover all questions which may arise. We had
a most interesting case which arose in Prince
George's county; -which'was very fully tried
before the circuit court of .the United States
for the district of Maryland some two years
since; in which all the law of marriage was -
fully discussed "before the court.. There we
had a most learbed and elaborate opinion de-
livered upon the law of marriage. The court
in:its decision determined that cohabitation
and 'birth ‘of children and recognition were
presumptions of marriage; that niarriage was
first of all & civil contract. [ recollect that
the judge very forcibly stated reasons why
thiis should be the case. " Very frequently in
| pariies wWho represent
themsel ves to be ministers of some denomina-’
tlon of christians, are called upon to perform
foarrisge ceremonies; - The marriage ceremo-~
oy is’' pérformed by-'them. Would it not be
an ontrage that the children born of that con-
tiection stiould be bastardized because they
could not ‘prove that the' party who married
thein wus a minister of some denomination of
christjnng, and authorized to. .perform. the
ceremony 7 . . :
* This question has heen twice hefore the Su--
preré Court of the United States. I think a
case will-be found ip 8 Peters’ reports where
this -very ‘question was presented, and the
court gave a divided opinion upon- thdt ques-
tion. A subsequent question arose in the SBu-
preme Cgur't.:‘(‘ the United States, and the
court then determined that that’ was the law
ot'theland, and should be thelaw of all civil- -

jzed nations. . Then thut is now the law of the

Stite of Maryland—the recognized law of the
State of Maryland. That is enough for all
purposes; and I do notsée the use of legisia- -
ting further upon this subject. Ushall oppose -
all further legislation upon tte subject, as
baving -a tendepcy to break down the fixed
rules df law upon the subject.” The adjudi-
cafed law upon the subject would again be-
come unsettled; and it would be necessary to
go‘into the coiirts of law of the State in order
to-havé a judicinl interpretation of the law.
Mr. DovaLy demanded’ the ‘yess and nays,
and they 'were ordered. -~ -
: “The question being taken the result wag—
yeas 11;'nays 58-—as follows: -* = + -
- ‘Yeas:Mesbra. - "Abbott, "Annan, , Carter,
Duvall, “Hatch, Landdale, Marbury, Nyman,
Parker,: Peter, Ridgely—11. 5"~ "~
'Nays—Messrs. Goldsborough, - President;
Audgun, Barron, Berry, of Prince George’'s,




