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Divorce

that in what it amounts ta wlien remarriage
fellowing divorce is permitted. Marriage is
a divine institution. Man when lie was firet
crcated liad a lielpmate created for him also,
and it was divinely institutud tliat these two
should corne tagether in the marriage contract.
We recognize the divine sanction of thu mar-
Tiage contract by having the marriage cere-
mony përformed under 'the cloak, of tlie
-liurch; we acknowledge that it is a divine
institution. If we are going ta follow out
that lie of ruasoning wc sliould also reaihie
that it is divinely ordained that "wliosoever
shail marry lier that is divorced cammittetb
adultery."~ If remarniage is permitted follew-
ing divorce, adultury in committed and legal-
izcd.

Mr. GOOD: I would like ta asil the lion.
member if in the ordinary meaning of divorce
we do not imply thle right ta rumarry?

Mr. CARMICHAEL: I thînk that is cor-
rect, but I think that aur law as it stands
is not a proper enactment-that la my own
personal opinion. We grant the riglit ta re-
marry, but ln so doing we legalize adultery.
I amn preparcd te admit tilat it la nat fair ta
put upon the woman in the four western pro-
vinces restrictions that are flot placed upon
the man. But tilere le a way areund that.
Onu lion. membur made mention of a reasen-
ablu way around that, and his remarks were
ratlier made liglit af. But in alI fairness, if
divorce is a national social evil, if it is some-
tliing that wc wish ta iuppresa rather than ta
-encourage, shoid we net place on theu man the
same restrictions that are now placed on thle
woman, ln the four western provinces, namely,
that ln addition ta, adultery it should be neces-
eary ta prove cruulty or desertion for a peried
of twe years?

Mr. BEAUBIEN: Is it net se that ln
many cases thle man could prove cruelty?

Mr. OARMICHAEL: In any case it should
be just as easy for the husband ta prove
cruelty on the part of tlie wife as for the wife
ta prove cruelty on the part of theu husband.
I presumu that in same women at luast there
in a streak of the aId Adam that is flot good,
just the same as there is in some men.

I seriously think that aur divorce legiala-
tien should be reconsiderud ln this parliament.
It lias been more than amusing ta me, it
bas caused me ta think very seriously, ta
ait bere during the past three sessions and se
the divorce miii grinding out divorce after
divorce until tile number reaclied ovur ane
hundred for two provinces of this Dominion.

If we lied the statistics for the nine pro-
vinces I arn sure that our divorces would nusa-
ber more than five hundred for the past few
years. During the lust eiglit, nine or ten
years there lias been a very great increase
in the number of divorces granted ini Canada.
I do net know whether there is mueli
sympathy ini tihis H-ouse towards such
a coxdition or flot, but personally I feel
that it is a menace to our national life thla
we shDuld'unitedly stand against. We have
but ta, lcok ta our cousins ta the soubli of
the international line, et least in the wesltern
portion of that country, to find cond-ition>
existing which are flot very enviable. It wam
my privilege to have in my home nome few
years ago a lady from the western statel,
and in aur conversation she etated that she
had been divorced three times, and mile glibly
remarked. tha.t if this -man did flot suit her
she would divorce bum and geV another one.
Ithlad, corne ta be with lier a sort of ordinary
thing. That is the kind of tbing that we
as a young nation are up again!st. The citizen
is given the impression that he may quite
properly gay, "Oh, well, I amn going into the
marriage contract, I will take a chance, and
if it does nat suit me, I can easiy jump out
and try it over again." I amn of the o~pinion,
Mr. Speaker, that suoh laxity should flot be
permitted, and if we in thia parliament cam
raise the bars and make etiil more restridtive
thle restrictions, I feel that we would be do-
ing a great benefit ta aur national life. If
it in to be mMgested as one hon. meinber re-
max4ked, that we have divorce and are not
likely ta get away from it, then I would sug-
gent that we aeriouely consider the propo-
sition af 'taking the celebration af Vthe mar-
niage contract away from the cloak of thle
church and put it under the judiciary. I
feel that ithat would be a seriaus step, but
if the marriage contract in going ta be con-
sidered as lightly as heretofore it has beenl,
and if we in this parliameiit are going te
sanction aucli lightness of cansideration, then
in aUl f airness ta wliat I consider the sacred-
nes of the marriagu contract it should be
performed by the judiciary, by a magistrate,
a justice of thle peace, or samu ocher civil
authority, snd taken away untirely fram the
eloak of the churcli. Believing as I do, Mr.
Speaker, I cauld net sanction the bilI as lb in
before the Housu, and I feel compelled to vote
against it.

MT.. ROBERT FORKE (Brandon): I al-
most hesitate ta say a Tew wordN 'On thi
subj ct after the very cloquent adidrues t.hat
we have had from the hon. membur for Belle-


