
3770 COMMONS
Proc<edurc 'pc( Divorce

Aftecrwards I reviewed the evidence to the
best of my a'bility and I ýwish now to place
before the committee as well as I can the
situ&tion as it appears to me.

The petitioners in this case seemed to rest
ail their evidence, in the first plaýce, upon the
alleged fact that the respondent and the co-
respondent had been living together as man
and wife in a certain block in the city of
Rochester. A witness was brought before the
senate comrnittee to prove that. The .ianitress
testified that these people 'had been living
there under the asstumed namne of iRugg. The
name of the co-respondent is Kottmoir. The
j'înitress, as I say swore t.hat these people had
beon living thero undor this as.sumed name.
She n'as brought here evidently at the earnest
solicitation of a private detective nainod
Wilcox. If you read the evidenco ynu will
,-e tînt it roquircd a good denI of persua,3in
on the part of the private detéctive to get
that &4om.in to corne; but finally she was
pers'itded to appear and give evidence. Later
evidence xvas brought that en'tirely rebutted
that testirniony. It n'as shown that Rugg was
flot. a fictitious nýarn but the real naine of
a man who had beon living with bis wife
in these apartrnents at the t'ime in question.
There n'as at least suspicion that perjury
liad been cornrittcd in the case. It was shown
that the wornan xvho v.as living in) these aD.-rt-
ments did nlot in any way resenible the re-
spondont; the respondent is, I understarod. a
woman of meodium sizo while the wrife of Rugg
was a 'large, taîl woman. So that this at least
gives countc'nan-ce to the holief thfat thero had
been perjury in the matter. At any rate, the
evidence was cornpletely overthrown by the
testimonv of the former janýitor, a man named
Shaw, and of bis wife, who proved that Rugg
and bis wif e had occupied the apartment at
the tirne the respondent and the co-respond-
ent wero ai'eg-ed to have occupiod it. The
testimony on that point soemed absolu'ely
conclusive, and the whole case rested in the
flrst place upon that allegation. But when
that was overthrown they sought to bring in
evidence on another point. This private
detectivo Wilcox accordingly swore that hie
had seen the respondent and the co-respondent
going into anothor apartmoent or aparcrnont
blonk for there seemed to be sorne confusion
on that point-on three differenit occasions.
On two oýf these occasions, he sa.id, ho watcbed
them going into the apartment but ho did
not see them coming out, and on the third
occasion he san' them going in at a certain
tirne early in the afternoon and coming out
about five o'clock. This is an entirely un-
curroburated statement on the part of the
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vrivate detective, Who we have roason to ho-
lieve was guilty of bringing forward false
testimony in regard to the other apartinents.

is testimony is entirely unsupported. At
the very best it would be on'ly negative e-vi-
dence; he says ho saw thera going in but
did not, see therm coming ont. On the third
occasion however, as I say, ho saw them
cong oit a fewn hours, lator but ho did flot
follow tb.om furthor than to, the door of the
apartmont houso. When the case was hrought
before the sonate committee counse'l for the
rospondent wished to bring forward furthor
evidenoe; at loast, ho sought a delay in ordor
that ho might su'brit additional testimony.
And to support his roquest for an adjo-urnrnent
fho produced certain affidavits. Ho did nlot
produco them by way of evidonce, bocause
the sonate cornmittee does flot admit affidavits
as evidence; ho produced thern to support his
plea far a furthor adjournment. Ho was not
granted the lengtb of ad.journrnont ho wishied;
he was given a short adjourn'ment, which did
not afford hirn an opportunity to bring the
evidence ho wanted. The affidavits produced
are 'bere and I believo they aro in proper
ordor. I amrnfot accustomed to doaling with
these matters, but so far as I can sec they
are. in porfoctly propor ordor. And the affi-
davits are to the effoct thaît diîring the time
covoring the dates on whicb the respondcnt
and the en-rospondont are said to have beon
soon going into the apartrnont hotise, the man
i-as sick in bod and therofore '-ould not pos-
sibly bo seen by the privato detective as
alleged. Thcre is, it is truc, anathor incident
that took place in the Oliver apartments, but
even in respect to that incident nothing more
than an infeTonýce can ho dran, and both
the respondent, and the co-respondent give
what seems to be a reasonable explanationi of
what bappened there.

Rememnber, thon, thoso fatt: The state-
nient uipon wxhich the whole case was based
turiied ont to bc false; it was absolutely dis-
pro'.cn. Thon tbcrc was the privato deýtec-
tivo. who, wve have roason to bolieve, induced
tie janitress to corne bore and commit per-
jury. 1 saxv ber affidavit in which sho wiLh-
drew the staternonts sho had made. What
wcight, thon, vaýn bo givon to the tostirnony
of that privatc de tective ?-bccause after ail
it is on bis evidoncoe n'o must depend. 1
have reviewed the case very hastily and only as
a layman, but it scerns to me that the charges
against the wornan have not been proven, and
I think this cornrittee should throw out the
bill.


