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fajl;
NAI"g to defend the suit in the court of
Justigeq T dmitted that his wife was
haq be n applying for a divorce. If he
woulq ‘l’]n Innocent, can we imagine that he
Poseq 7 ve 2llowed the case to go unop-
eans | ‘ould he not have used every
and l‘ell'n hig power to protest his innocence
W 1eve his wife trom the illusion that
of g, S unfaithful to her ? He does nothing

08 kind ; | i from her
and ; he remains away from he
gmu:yOWS her to get a divorce on the

w of his adultery with another
bi(t)xgli?’ and the judgme{;t in that case is
actiollg.on us. Since 1883.he has taken no*
Warg 50, this matter until he comes for-
. 8t this late hour and asks this House
is marriage and to stamp the
with infamy and disgrace.

N. MBR, McKAY—She has married

1850lve |
x.esp()hdent,
Ho

Again

”“g)otnﬁ?‘-h' KAULBACH—Yousay, if you
t0 the > Teport. that she is not married
angd W-maﬂ with whom she is now living,
18g3" 'th Whom she has been living since
Cony of € divorce. was obtained from a
Whiel, Competent jurisdiction for a cause
ang p Ve would consider sufficient here,
hig Wit ViDg by his negligence allowed
it WOul?jto get a divorce on that ground,
thyt

XI8ts between the parties.

haﬁ*’N- Mz, MACDONALD (B. C.)—We
Ong ino évidence before us of what was
Stateg the divorce court in the United
Obtaiy, (‘;Vhen' the wife of the petitioner
Shoy, tg a d1.\701'ce. We have evidence to
thay a at this petitioner could not defend
time 5000, He was a poor man at the
ang 5o 7108 three thousand miles away,
hag po ¥ Be was first told that his wife
10 hep » 8Uilty of indiscretions he wrote
Tepliaq 1iilg her to come to him. She
Very < thatshe was married when she was
Ming ya oung, and did not know her own
for h’infld that she had no more affection
SO eyen 0 Was not eatisfied to let it
atg D there. Her father was with him
Mopey OUVer, and this petitioner gave him
hig Wi, O return to Ontario, and see why

o c: Would not come to him. What
fathex-l uld the man havedone? After the
Ry o;-;t for Ontario he heard no more of
thig yy o 0 his wife. After spending all
New ;ney » he had not the means to go to
The onlork and defend the divorce case.

¥ ground for opposing this Bill is

be unwise for us to sever the tie | con

that the petitioner had a suspicion in his

mind that the child that was born after his

departure from Ontario was not his, but

that suspicion was not confirmed at the

time he forwarded the money, and could

not be construed into a condonation of the

offence. Condonation must be a forgive-

ness, a restoring of the wife to where she
was before in his affections: but there was

nothing of that kind. There was a mere

suspicion, and the money was sent before

her guilt was established. As the question

of condonation has been raised, I will read
from Dixon on Divorce what condonation

is :

‘“ Condonation, as applied to matrimonial causes,
had its origin in the lesiastical courts, and it is
obivious, on an examination of the cases subsequent
to the Divorce Act, that it still bears its original
signification. The whole doctrine is a structure of the
courts, founded on the necessities of the case. It
means a blotting out of the offence, 8o a8 to restore the
offendirg party to the position which he or she occu-
pied before the offence was committed. It is a con-
ditional forgiveness on a full knowledge of all antece-
dent guilt, the condition bein% that the offence shall
not be repeated. In order to found it, there must be
acomplete knowledge of all the adulterous connection,
and a condonation subsequent to it. In other words,
it is ‘forgiveness of a conjugal offence, with a full
knowledge of all the circumstances,’ 7. e., those relat-
ing to the guilt of the erring party.

¢ It must be marked by a return to matrimonial
cohabitation. It is, of course, in the power of the
party to annex a condition precedent to an offer of
onation. If this condition is not complied with
there is no condonation of the offence, and it cannot
afterwards be pleaded in a suit in which the offence is
charged.”

But even if he had condoned her first

offence, he did not condone her second
offence of getting married.

Hon. MR. McMILLAN—What was the
first offence ? Was it that child ?

Hon. MR. READ—Yes.

Hon.Mr.MACDONALD (B.C)—Suppos-
ing he had condoned the tirst offence, he did
not forgive her for her marriage with
another man, with whom she is now living
in this Province.

Ho~n. MR. McMILLAN—Did the peti-
tioner establish that the child was really
not his?

Hon. Mr. MACDONALD (B. C.)—He
did not establish it.

Hon, Mr. McMILLAN—He certainly did
not in the evidence. We know the period
for which a woman should carry a child is
two hundred and eighty days, and as I



