
I'AUl.rAMI NTAUY IMNulUi: IN I'ANADA.

fvidt'iii'i.' <i|' (loiiiKil wlu'ii the iiatui't' t>i' tlit- rcsidcMCr is iiuM)!i-

sistont with, or rebuts (ho presiiniptiMii of. the exHtciU'.' ol' uii

intontiMn In rt's'ulc then' (nuimus iwinrrili)'^ (/;.

Thf liiw (if <lomieii, as well as 1 It' < li. M utereo o f

t..rr;j^-ii ( o'Ut. (lissolvin^f a, marriai^o wliich \i:\'\ (ak<n plaet; in

t'ana<Ia. was th(»rouc^hly (liseussnd in the A><h case. The lacl"

il ih- »-asc wel'i- as i'oUvJAVi M aiir.'iii iiiairi»( I Sn- ail Asl 1 m
Kingston, Ontaii'i, in hSGS. slio lived with him there for six

vvi'ok'^, and tlien left with his consent to visit Iier fatiier i))

Montreal. On her return six weeks latei- she found his properly

liad been sold, and ho had j];Iven up housokoepini^. She i-esidcd

with him at liis Ix.ardinjj;' house but Jiis intinipi-iMte luibits

r*-ndered life witli him intohn'altle. so she left him shortly itftcr-

vard'-. thi^ lime without his consent, and rctnmcd to liei*

tatlu'rs n\ Montieal, where siie hail since continuously resided.

Manton went to the Statos, and in 1S7 1, obtained from tlie

(.'ourt of Massaehusf.'tts a decnv of divorce from Susan A-.]t, on

tile i^i'ound that she had de.serteii his iioiur. Tli'.-i-e was no evi-

' ''U tf his resideniv; tliere other than the jeeital in tie.' decree,

whicfi. lieitijr j)ut in evidence in the ap.plictation to l*arliament.

recited that for the perioil of five consecutive yrar^ precedinu'

the time of liis appIi<!ation to the Massachusetts C'ourt, Manton
'i.i i M^^ided in Bo-;ton. On :Jrd Sept.. ]fS74. Manton marrie<l

; _anwjt StiriiiJir. Ontario, a woman named llatidi. and they

!vmoved ; t on,' t<t Boston, remaine<l there liviay; a,s husband

and wife, Jtnd ha<l a family. Susan v\sh fouu led her application

upon this decree of divorce. allcLjing that tht decree Iteinsjj for a

cause not recoiruized in C'anatla. the decree was null, and there-

fore the second marriat^'e bii,nimou.s. The Mini.-rer of Justice, in

a lenjrthy and lucid speech, expressed the opinion tliat Manton
had no d.oniicil in Mas.sachn.Shctts because the evidence in the

(Uh; did not sliow that Manton IwKi been tiicre otherwise tlian

UH a citizen of (.'anada, prior to the <late of tlh' decree, or that h.-

»;) ni'>!j ., l,a* .if liomicil, up. ;!. '.». The londiiK? eiiPc" ou domiuil arr Iiro„h- wltrook,
;t il. L. Cus. l'j;j; SolUmuiifr v. Ih Ihirrm, ;t V D, 1,5; ,si,/i„nin v. M.iiU, 2 S w. « Tr. fiT

;

Dahi/mvh V. Daltympl,. L' IlinrR. «'. .M ; fin v. I'Ut, 4 Miu-iuotMi II. L. Cujies, fi27: X'ui-
.'.t.«.Mr: V. McD'mfl/, V C. A F. M7: //.irr.V V. Farnic, I,. 11. S App. Ca. iO. IhAphin v.
AU./u, 7 U. L. Canes 300; Shuw v. Aifornrv-Grmml, L. R. 2 1'. A 1). 15(); Nibovt y
Nlt.<:i>fi. •» p. n. 1.


