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of .
“dn%::,.;hl]d’ which necessarily involved

Vi With some person, according to his
&l:}; of the case.p The claim ig, that
'nllldgh there might not have been any
thag wi for divorce in the first instance,
ady)y 1th regard to the subsequent acts of
of g 'y —that is to say, living as the wife
Yelj Other man—it is clearly a case for
" But it ignores altogether the pre-
afancégs Circumstances, These circum-
Tofore are the delay in taking action with
bipy, :fce_to the matter in regard to the
"‘Volve;hm child, which he assumes to have
takey, .o 30 act of adultery. The delay has
1889 Place since the 1st day of January,
the éow en he admits that he first formed
I iy oiusion that that child was not his.
that he is undor a mistake as regards
Sion, oo t all events, that was his impres-
a“d’las ® acted upon that impression,
Msume that it is a mistake, because

18g; the date he left himself as April,
birty, ond he got the information of the
OVer the oo child by letters which came
Someg ¢; Plains, and which necessarily took
farthg, - I need not go into the matter
Bayg . than to say that the child may
Propey l(im" and probably was, within the
n whmxt. It is stated in the evidence
the chy dat authority I do not know—that
Weekq W?Stll)lorn nine months and two
mhi. . oF the petitioner's separation
therel?: ife. Umfer these circun?stances,
of the |, ]f doubt that the child is the child
hearg 1 03080d.  Pwo years aftorwards he
!lfe, andat his wifo was living an irregular
'S Somg 10 then sent her $500 ; and there
the petit.’mPOrtance attached to this by
thepg walsoner himself, from the fact that
}11:50 qnestioz Mmistake in the evidence when

Was asked him, was this before

13 .
Yeu, eof the birth of the child; he said
desired N 0 he read over his evidence he

Ougg 1y COTTeCt that answer, and the
:hat inWIII 8ee by referring to the minutes
he Very 1, Attestation of the minutes at
U8 hig gopottom of his deposition he gave
answer, which was that it

\ 8, but after, After all these
80 unt;) t °®P8 upon the matter and lets it
:ﬁ‘ll't of N Proceedings are taken in the
s pr%eegw Yor e does not defend
‘nonlyas INgs against himself, and we
fakey, , 488Ume that the proceedings were
&‘tll\en% of the® divorce granted in conse-
e ‘%“%ti © application being unopposed.

li\;s delll Darrows itself down to this:

8y and the subsequent pro-

ceeding in any way a condonation, or, can
it be construed into collusion or connivanco
between the parties ? The rule as regards
delay is laild down very clearly by
authority. It is laid down in Dixon’s
“Law and Practice of Divorce,” page 206,
where it is stated :

‘“ Unreasonable delay is another ground for the
exercise of the discretion of the court. It is such as
makes it appear that the petitioner is insensible to
the loss of Fns wife, and it might also be be said to
be equivalent to condonation. Again, it has been
spoken of as meaning culpable delay, somewhat in the
nature of connivance or acquiescence. What delay is
unreasonable or capable of explanation is purely a
question of fact, and will be decided solely upon the
evidence.”

Then it is laid down in MacQueen’s
Law of Husband and Wife that a delay
of two years, after knowledge of all the
facts, requires explanation. It is also laid
down in the same work that a husband
may still be guilty of desertion so as to
connive at her committing adultery even
though he supports the wife while absent
from her. On the same page it says,
where there has been no bargain or con-
sent, absence may constitute desertion,
even though an allowance has been made.
The authorities are very strong upon that
point, and the reason of it is stated here
in larger form:’

‘A husband cannot neglect and throw aside his wife
and afterwards, if she is unfaithful to him, obtain a
divorce on the ground of her infidelity. If chastity
be the duty of the wife, protection is no less the duty
of the husband. The wife has a right to the comfort
and support of her husband’s society, the security of
his house and name, and his protection, as far as cir-
cumstances permit. If he falls short of this he is not
wholl{l’b]ameless if she fall, and though not justifying

her fall, he has so far compromised himself as to for-
feit his claim for a divorce.”

These are plain principles, upon which,
I fancy, there will be no difference of
opinion in this House. They are founded
upon reason, because a husband may, by
living away from his wife and keeping
away from her, place her in the position
that when she is neglected she cannot be
made responsible if she does fall ; and it is
a prolection to the bond of marriage be-
tween the parties in itself, that if a hus-
band acts so, and waits for years and
years, he need not afterwards come to this
court for relief. The petitioner says that,
in the year 1883, he wrote to his wife and
informed her that if she did not come at
once and live with him that that was the
last she should ever see of him. So it
seems to have been a somewhat mutual



