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Jaannàry Inl, Thse Law of Divorce.

against the presnt mode of conducting such investigations. They deeply affect
the rnora. and the best interests of that class of persons who are weathy enough
to seek for and obtain relief in circumstances which justify divorce. ,We need not
say that, by the existing mode of proceeding in Parliament, those who are too
poor to seek and pay for the ever-so-much needed relief must put up %vith their
%vrongs and bury their sorrows in some othcr way. This ensues sirnply because
the Parliament of Canada lias not deenied it wise to.give them a relief which
-ought to bc within their reach. They nominally possess the riglit to have the
marital tics which bind thein sundered for sufficiently grave reasons; but it is
too cxpensive for any man of even modcrate means-much more so for a woman
uwithout means- -to seek to enforce that righit. This thought is wcll e::press,'d
in an article~ in the St, T/wmna Dai/y Times, as follows :-<' Divorce is allowed
to the richi and denied to the poor, and because one man hias nioney in his purse
to mect the neccssary contingencies of cmploying counsel and of applying for
ani Act of Parliament by wvhich alone, in those Provinces, divorce can be procured,
hie rnay obtain it by paying for it, whilst any other person may flot do.so,
This'state of the laiv is promotivc of, and a direct incentive to, polygany and
immorality. A poor man in the year 1845.was convicted lbcfbre the late justice
Mauie of bigany, and the absurdity of the then cxisting iaw was grimly brought
out in the Judge's satire, The prisoner's wifc had robbcd him and ran away
with another man. In passing sentence the Judge toid him, 'You should have
brought an action and obtained (?) damages, which the other side wvouid not
have beeni able to pay; and you wvould have had to pay your own costs, perhaps
'C1oo or Li 5o. You should then have gone to the ecclesiastical courts and
obtaincd a divorce a miensa et thora, and then to the House of Lords, where,
having proved that these preliminaries hiad been complied %vith, >,ou %vould have
been enabled to be mnarricd again. The expenise mnighit arnount to five or six
hundred or perhaps a thousand pounds. You say you arc a poor man, but 1 must
tell yoi! that there is flot one la%«. for the rich and another 'for the poor.' The trouble
%Wth the Iaiv, as it is administered by Parliament, is that although there bc only
,one law for the rich and the poor, the remedy is placcd so far above the means
of the poor : .hey are like shcep stailed with the taller animais: they cannot
reach the fodder upon wvhich the bulloclcs are fed from high racks." Surely that
is a one-sided, irrernediai, incomplete and pooriy administered iaw which cannot
be invoked by every wronged one, man or womnan, rich or poor.

Many persons have gone from Canada to the United States to take proceed-
ings in a divorce court against a husband or a wife who lived ini the Dominion,
and wvho had neyer set foot on the soil of the United States or out of Canada.
In one instance withîn the knowledge of the writer, a Canadian woman (once
supposed to be a lady), whiist stili living with lier husband, betook herseif to a
Detroit divorce lawyer, a well-known affidavit broker and specialist. She retained
him to procure a judiciai separation a eneusa et Mhoro, on account of incompati-
bility of temper, The papers were servedi on the husband just when she thought
it about Urne to quit his house; and hie, flot caring enough about that kind of a
wife to fee a lawyer, and looking upon it as rather amusing than othcrwise, let
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