Keefer [MARCH 10, 1890.] Divorce Bill.

219

: qnfﬁ: offence was committed long subse-
on Up'ic"?o that first suspicion, and the
Teli éf,_lon was not the ground on which
'Detiti(zs sougnt, The facts on which the
8re 1. 2er comes to this House for relief
to th:;,:g’ which occurred long subsequent
is an gg T8t susYicion. Dixon continues: “It
ledge f'dmomz forgiveness on a full know-
i ng Of allantecedont guilt—.” Now, there
evidence, as hon. gentlemon will see
Petitioa Perusal of the report, that the
ce:i)er had any knowledge whatever of
Conditg ent gullt on his wife’s part—* the
be re 10n being that the offence shall ot
'must%eated’ In order to found it there
© a complete knowledge of all the

ady}
terous connection and a condonation

eqQuent to jt,”

89113:’ I d.o not think there is an hon.
m Ome:]nan In this House who will for one
the d%t 88y that this case is one in which
applic Tine of condonation can be made
a _le; for here we find it laid down
whi&alitlcularly emphasized in this book,
e qu take to be the standard work on
know estion, that there must be complete
Subge ge of all. the adulterous acts and a
%nd(gx“e!lt forgiveness of them. It is a
fal] wation of the conjugal offence with a
Now aowlege of all the circumstances.
Qch&t are the facts? If ever there
or viol:f-e of an aufiapiqus cgntravgntlon
e on 100 of law it is in this particular
in the fthe part of the petitioner’s wife,
My, . 2¢t of her being married 1o this
divo, !mpson without having obtained a
livip, 2 this country, and that she is
Simp%:’t the present time with this Mr.
Petiti, N a§ her husband,—her husband, the
Counpo e being still a resident of this

' 'Y and not divorced from her——

Hon, My .
taineq 5 div(;rg.AULBACH—-Havmg ob-

tleg(;‘;‘ Mz, LOUGHEED—The hon. gen-
Consige _fl‘Om Lunenburg appears to lay
) rable stress on_the fact that there
Tunge tvorce in the United States. As
hize thrst-a!}d, this House does not recog-
far as at‘ divorce one way or the other. So
of iy, 01'18 ouse is concerned, the decree
is in th'ce obtained in the United States
and thels chamber so much waste paper,
cong] Committee very properly refus
ider the evidence of that divorce.

- Ho i
Was t:ndlg‘red I.KAULBACH—-NO evidence

Hon, Me. LOUGHEED.—I am quite
correct in saying that the evidence wiis
excluded by the chairman of the commnrit-
tee as to this particular divorce. Now, as
to the ground of delay, very great stress
has been laid on that by the hon. gentleman
from Lunenburg, but there was a very clear
and distinct explanation of this delay. We
find that this petitioner was insolvent in
1880, ard to such an extent had he failed
that he had to leave his home in 1881 and
go out on the Northern Pacific and work,
as I take it, as a railway navvy. In 1882
and 1883 we find him drifting to British
Columbia and there working on the rail-
way.

Ho~n. Mr, KAULBACH— As a con-
tractor.

Hon, MR. LOUGHEED—There wus no
evidence before the committee that he had
any means by which he could prosecute a
case for obtaining relief. On the contrary,
he states very emphatically that he was
not in a position to furnish the necessary
means to obtain this legislation. Those of
us who are acquainted with the circum-
stances of such a man know perfectly
well that when he was living at a distance
nearly 3,000 miles from Ottawa he was
not in a position to provide the necessary
means, under the circumstances related
by him as to his occupation, for the pur-
pose of prosecuting his case. He states
most emphatically, in evidence, that he
was not in a position to do so. Itake that
to be a most satisfactory explanation as to
the delay. Now, let me cite to hon. gen-
tlemen from the same authority that I
have already been quoting from:

¢ Unreasonable delay is another ground for the
exercise of the discretion of the court. It is such as
makes it appear that the petitioner is ingensible to the
loss of his wife, and it might almost be said to be

uivalent to condonation. Again, it has been spoken
of as meaning culpable delay, somewhat in the nature
of connivance or acquiescence.”

Can it be said there is one scintilla of
evidence as to this man’s conniving at the
marriage of his wife at the time he left ?
There was not a shadow of doubt that his
wife had any improper dealings with
Simpson. This authority continues:

““ A husband whose pecuniary circumstances were

embarrassed l.(fxocstpon proceeding until he could
bring forward conclusive evidence of his wife’s guilt,
held reasonable.

Dela

¢ k of means to proceed earlier, though a long
time has elapsed since the commission of the acts
_oomglained of, will be a satisfactory explanation of
the delay. ”



