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5ir, by documatary et 1 the Frc-rcation has shown that

the s ceased absented Mas elf from the SOth of July, 19«, 8y further

rroseoutlon has shown that the accused was ayrrehendeddocumentary evidence the 
on the 19th of February, 1946, makin; s total of nice hundred and thirty-

In the accused’s evidence there Is nothing to show thatthree days absence.
He stated that in t~e summerhe hsd just cause to remain away from * *- -rroy. 

of 1945! he took unto himself a Common-law wife.

True, he made application through certain Individuals for Impendent»

He «as called up in Lecember

of 194K.
The fact remains, however,The Allowance however was refused•Allowance.

that a person who takes unto himself a :-rmon-law wife has to take Into con­

sideration any consequences which might arise froe such a marriage. rte 

couldn't throw the • urden onto the government by claiming that he had to

sup-ort his wife if the • .government, vreu h its rules end regulations, refuses 

tc support or ive support for such de-edent.

The accused further stated that he is of t he belief that he

Well, somebody in a certainwas discharged on account of Illegal absence.

department made a grave error and any reasonable san certain would not

- that theHowever, this statement that he wasrely on such a statement, 

accused was discharged illegally occurred in the month of September, 1946.

His absence dates, however, from the l"ta of July, 1943, an absence of over

In a question by the Court this morning the accused statedtwo years already.

that he knew nothing of ..ehabllitaticc Grants. The accused was in the army

for eight months before he went absent and I thick the Court can take it as 

a fact that if the accused had a reasonable belief that be was discharged 

properly, then he oertainly would have applief for a Rehabilitation Grant.

The Prosecution submits that the accused did desert His 

Majesty’s Service on the dates 30th July, 1943, until the 19th of February, 

1946.
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