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tppbrt them. The inatincM of interferenceon the part of the iiisters
tkf mfial in the extreme. A^einst Mrt. Hunttft there isjstill leas. It
it Mleged in one article of the libri that both Mrs. Hunter and her
<ka§hter took every opportuni^ of iniulting the proponent. This is not
oaljr improbable but it is unsupported bjr evidence, and quite incon-
iUtent with the sentiments of respect which Mrs. Aunter professed
to feel for her mother-in-law though not for her sisters>in-law.
Tbe language of Mir. Hunter and his threats were objectionable in the

extreme as proved bv Mrs. Hunter, but his own account varies very much
from hers, and the threats of sending her from the house always Meec: to
have- been coupled with the conditioQ, unless ther,e was a change of con-
duct on her part, and never were followed by any act of expulsion, unless

.^ih* blow or slap in the face ean be so conlidered. That, however, wrong
aDd reprehengible as it was, was rather theresmt of sudden provocation
under very peculiar circumstances, than a deliberate act. That sort of
cruelty, which in the eye of the law calls for the decree of divorce, I do
not think, onlthe.best judgment I have been able to form, and looking
to the conduct of both parties, has been established.
The language of Sir Wmi Scott in Evans m Evans, 2 Hag. Ec. R. SS>, isM follows ; "Everybody must feel a wish tb' sever those who wish to live

separate from each otfier, but my situation does not allow roe to indulge
the feelings, much less the first feeling of an individual. The law
has said that married people shall not be legally separated from the mere
disinclination of one or both to cohabit together. " Though in particular
eases," he adds, •• the repugnance of the law to dissolve the obligation of
matrimonial cohabitation, may operate with gre^t severity upon indivi-
duals, yet it must be carefully rememOered that the general hapfpiness of
the married life is secured by its indissolubility. When persons underii
stand they must live,together,lbut for a very few reasons known to the law,
they learn to aoftenby mutual accommodation thart yoke which tl^ey know
they eannqt shake off> they become good husbands and good wives j for
necessity is a powerful master In teaching the duties it imposes. If it
were once understood that upbn ihutual disgust married persons might
nrlefaUjMpMated, many couples who now past through the world with
mutual comtOTt)>«U||^,^tention to Ihtm common offspring, might have been
at this time livjng ina^^ieii^Q{^tual uukindness,m a state of estrange-
ment from their oommon on6pri^^f'>aa44°? *t<ite or the most licentious
and unreserved immorality;" and the poRof'^yftw is against sanctioning
on slight grounds that state of things by which7at%flb4[anie judge says,
** persons are to pnss their lives in the character of lu^i»4{r without
wives and wives without husbands." ^^'^**sfe.
^
The cases of Evans vs. Evans and Waring vs. Waring show the nec^

sity of making du» aDowances for tbe exeitementor exasperation of the,
feelingi under wl^ieh evidence is delivered in cases of this sort, even by

'

third persons; mueh more is it now refuired where the parties them*
selves are admitted to testify, which was not allowed when tfiose jcases
;»"» decided. la the very recent caseof Tbwaites vs. Thwaites, beforem OrasweU Creswell, however, the lady waii a vj^tness for herself under^
the new law, and she swore to varione 'acts of crueltj^ which were not
eatsMisbed. but it was acknowledged by her husband that he bad on one
0QM4ioa boxed her~ears, and that was for calling him a liar. The learn-
tdi^^e said he did not eonsider that an apology for the husband, for

' t)M ttwig was veiy wrong; but be, nevertheless, regarded- it as a reason.
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