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That a pension shal 'be paid when the marriage taok
place prior to a date one year after discharge of the
member of the forces.

I support that because it covers the case of
a man ivho at the time hie went on service was
engaged to be married, but postponed the
marriage tili bis return. Had hie decided to

-marry while on service he would have placed
bis wife on separation allowance, patriotic
fund payments, etc., and would have laid upon
the country the obligation to, pension bis wif e
in the evént of his death. But it suited the
arrangemits of himself and, bis prospective
wife that bie should go to the war under an
engagement and~ should not marry ber tili
hié retuin. lVe interest ourselves in the
procem of the civil re-establishment of the
soldier. We have a T3epartinent for that pur-
pose. Surely it will not be denied tliàt the
marriage of a r4a alter dissharge fromn the
service is a part «~ hie civil reeftablishrent;
and~ if in tbe caitwp of civIlly re-establishing
himself be intends to Iýtarry the woman to
whom hae was previoualy, eiigaged, surely hae
sbould have at least a y"ar in which ta make
bis arrangements. 1 submit tbat if that man
marries in accordance with the pre-war engage-
ment, bis wife ougbt to rank witb those wives
who sent their husbands to the war. Tbe pur-
pose of this clause is to allow one year for the
soldier to have arranged bis marriage. if.
you strike out this clause, the situation Is
tbat a woman gets no pension at ail if she
bas married a man witb a disability.

Hon. Mr. PARDEE: Honourable gentle-
men, ahl I have to say in regard ta that is
that it was discussed in Committee. The aid
argument came up, as ta whetber or not a
woman, knawing a man had a d-isability and
marryîng bim, could profit by any pension.
There may ba something in what the hion-
ourable gentleman says, but we discussed that
question and were not quite able ta arrive at
any definite means of putting his idea into
affect. Speaking for myself, I sympathize
witb a man who was engaged, went ta war,
came back disabled, and carried out bis mar-
riage engagement. Nevertheless we must
reahiza the fact that by allawing the clause ta
remain as it is in the Bill you are opening
the door ta men who bad disabiIitieÉ, whetber
trivial or seriaus, and who got married; you
ai e simply taking upon yourself something
that , will result in a vast liability. For this
reason the Committee thought it better ta
strike out the clause.

Hon. Sir JAMES IOUGHIEED: Thare is
a difficulty in dealing witb such hypothatical
cases as that mentioned by the honourable
gentleman froin Edmonton (Hon. Mr. Gries-
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bach.) We bad the advantage of bis presence
at the meeting of the Committee, and we in-
vited him ta give a free expression of bis views
upon the sub.iect, which hie did ta the extent
that appealed ta bis judgmant. From what
I know of this class of legislation and from
my own experience in administering a de-
partment. I regard this as a dangerous type of
ie-gislation. The ane-year provision is arbi-
trary, and there will soon ba many cases
which will require this period ta be ane
yaar and six months, then twa years, then
three years, thaen four and so on. That is
ta say, if you fix a period of time, there wil

b some wbo are just outsida tbe baundary,
and application wili ba made ta Parliament or
ta the Department for ant extension of the
tima. The State in my judgment is not un3der
an obligation ta the wife wha married after
the discbarga of the saldier.

Section 9 was etricken out, as recommended.

On section 10--when pensioned prior ta dis-
ability:

The Hon. the CHAIRMAN: Section 10 is
stricken out.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACTI: I do not agrea
rthat; but if you bave strieken out section

6, you bave ta strike out section 10, because
tbey are related clauses.

The Hon. the CHAIRMAN: Section 6 bas
been striekan out.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBAC!: Then necessarily
section 10 goes with it.

Section 10 was stricken out, as reeammended.

Tbe Hon. the CHAIRMAN: Section il is
struck out.

Hon. Mn. GRIESBACH: By vîrtua of
wbat?

Tbe Hon. the CHAIRMAN The Coin-
mittee's report.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Well, we will dis-
cuss that a bit. 1 bad agreed that tbis was
a dangarous clause, but I would ask the Chair-
man of the Cammittea ta explain the clause
s0 tbat tbe members of tbe House may know
wbat tbey ane vating on. Tbis is tbe clause
which invalves the axpenditure of $616,000,
altering the status?

'Han. Mr. PARDEE: Yes, altering tbe
status of prospective dependent cases. The
old Act read:

When a Parent or person in the place of a parent
who was not wholly or to a substantial extent main-
tained by the member of the forcee at the t.ime of
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