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CVmrtgof the United States, tho inftrringo which took plnco in UpiicrCaiiRilain December, IflM,
wnn tlissdlvod hy th. nitonce of divorco proiioiinccd in July, 1H7(), and the (tu1)Be(|uent iiinr-
riaKO of Dr. Sanijgter in the State of Michigan, was therefon a valid luarriaiin, and nndoul)tf<ily
recoKnizablo in the I'nited StatfB. And tlie decree <if divorce of .July, 1H7(», liein^ re^-iihir ac-
cording to tho law of Illinois, and tho second niarriajjo being valid in tho United States, it is
also valid in Canada.

" (Signed),

„„ .„.,,. "J. HILLYARD CAMERON.
Uoiuaiu Bmldings,

15th June, 1874."

" I ran readily understand how a man rmyht \^o mWm^ to save them (his children)
from her (his -vifo's) polluting presence by a separation, ol.taiiiod on grounds even less strona
than adultery."—p. 14.

*

"We have seen that she (Mrs. Sangster) has been divorced, u vinculo tnotriwiojm."—p. 15.
" Circumstances, into which I df> not wish tr) enter, unless forced to do so, came to my

knowledge, which led me to see that the existing state of things n,vl,l not hv permWcd to con-
tinue, and wo were, in pursuance of steps then taken, divorced by logal process in the State of
lihnois."—p. 10.

" That I did subsequently marry on my divorce, Ac."— p. 21.

"I <i(mie days ago sent w;/ divorce to the United States, in order to obtain a certificate
from the Secretary of State as to its geniiinonoss and validKV, and also opinions from tho most
eminent legal men of the country, of tho perfect legality of both my divorco and n arriatre "—
p. 32 note. >

*

The whole tenor of these extracts gives tho indiibitablo impression that Ih: Kuwjshr obtained
the divorce, and we have not yet met a person who would imt any other construction upon them.

Now mark what follows. In consequence of discussions in the public press, Mr. Hillvard
Cameron wrote the following letter to the f;W(c ;—

(T„ the EdUnr of the. Ohihe.)

*J't\!^'~^" ^ii
'"^"'^ *" Toronto to-day, my attention has been called to an article in the Olobe of

tne 8th mst, on Dr. Sangster, and to an opinion set out therein, and alleged to be mine, on thi validity
ot a divorce from his hrst wife, obtained by him in the State of Illinois.

" My opinion was never either asked or given on such a case, ))iit it was asked for and given on a
decree of divorce obtained on the petition of his first wife, against Dr. Sangster, on a statement of
tacts submitted therewith, and as only part of it is sot out in tho O/ofc/.^ article, it does not show
ray views oil the case really sent to me, and bears no application whatever, as stated, to a divorco ob-
tained by Dr. Sangster.

"p • n ,! ,A.i. T , ,c^.„ " J. HILLYARD Cameron.
Romam Buddings, 10th July, 1874."

It will be observed that, Mr Cameron denies ever having been asked to give an opinion on
a divorce obtained by Dr. Sangster. What then becomes of Dr. Saugster's own statements,
ancl those of his friend " Hastings," incorporated in his pamphlet ? Is the equivocation they
display a mere coincidence, or does it imply collusion on their part to deceive teachers and the
public ? Dr. Sangster, in a very lame letter, addressed to the Mai/ of July 14th, says • " I have
no where in my pamphlet, either said or implied that the divorce of July, 1870, was sought for by
me, or that I ever sought for a divorce 'n the State of Illinois at all." We shall not insult tho
intelligence of our fellow-teachers \ y discussing this assertion, we feel luite safe in leaving the
question of its veracity to all who have read the above extracts, or have read his pamphlet.

It will be further observed, that Mr. Cameron says his opinion ivas asked for and given on a
decree of divorce obtained on the petition of his kir.st wife aoainst Dr. Sanqstbr, on a state-
ment of facts flubmitted therewith. Now, throughout the pamphlet Dr. oangster represents him-
selt as a grievously wronged husband, as one who was altogether tho innocent victim of the gross
wickedness of an abandoned wife. Not (mo word does he use to imply that he committed any
indiscretion, much less any fault. Yet now we find that his wife petitioned against him for a
divorce, got It, and it is upon that divorce that she married again, and that he subseiiuently
acted. The question that now arises is, upon what ground did she obtain a divorco I On pageM of his pamphlet, he says :

" In England, with twenty millions of people, some three hundred
(divorces) are granted every year, yet only on the ground of adultery, ^ipon ivkich groujid alone
I thmk divorces ought to lasm." Was it, then, in accordance with this opinion, on the ground of
his adultery she obtained her divorce ? Not so, for in his letter to the Mail of the 14th inst.,

f+t^'®^, ,

**
*il3

charge of adultery was never .referred against liim by any one but the editor
ot the Globe. Vf c conclude, therefore, that despite Jiis opinion, he acted upon a divorco granted
for some other cause than adultery. What was that other cause ? It cannot have'been cruelty,
for he represents himself as a most forbearing and exemplary husband. It cannot have been
desertion, for if we accept his statement, the desertion was on his wife's part, (see pp. 15 and


