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first wife hearing of this pnrsnos him. An old acquaintance
who liad not soon him for sovonteon yoars recognizes and
accosts him—with some hesitation he owns that ho is tho
same man—and when askod what mado him loavo his wifo
in the States and marry another woman at Parrsboro', ho
does not repudiate tho marriar^'o or allege its illegality,' ho
says only that he did not think his wifo would follow him
from the States

;
ho thought she novor would trouble him,

but as long as she had followed him, he would take her and
support her as long as they livod.

Uero was an admission that satisfied every requisition in The
Queen v. Norton and the other cases. It was not hastily nor
lightly made— it was made when the interest of tho prisoner
was all the other way—and it is corroborated by tho proof
of an actual marriage solemnized. A mere admission said
Pollock, C. B., 2 Car. d Kir. 783, of the first marriage is
not enough—yon must give some evidence beyond it. Here
thero is evidence beyond it,8o circumstnntittl and so plain that
the objections to a simple acknowledgment no hinger apply,
and the first marriage must be held, wo think, to be clearly
established.

And now as to the second marriage,
(His lordship here stated tho evidence as to the second

marriage.)

This evidence would open a much wider field than we have
been hitherto surveying. Thero is, first of all, the question
whether the second marriage must be equally valid with the
first, on which there are various opinions. Thou would come
the far more important question, whether this second marriage
solemnized by a Presbyterian minister stands on the same
footing in this country as a nmrriage in presence of a clergy-
man opiscopaily ordained. On this cardinal point—that is,

on the extent to which the common law as it has been de-
clared by the House of Lords in the case of The Queen v.
MiUia is to be accounted the common law prevailing in this
Province—or whether we have the power of limiting its

operation as has been done by the Courts of New York, Penn-
sylvania, and others of the United States^-these are very
large and imoortant aii»Htinna nn vuhlr,u it ic »»»..

and would be improper for me to enter, as differences of


