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Divorce

Mr. SHAW: I li.stencd with a grcat deal
of interest the other day to my lion. fricnd
describing« the J3ritish N'ýorth America Act as
a treaty, an arrangement between the pro-
vinces and the Dominion. Now. do 1 under-
.stand lim to suggest to-day that although
divoree is covered by the British North
America Act, that part of the treaty must flot
be operafive at ail?

M'.r. VIEN: I do flot îîndler-.tand mv lion.
friend. I do not. sec in what w av 1 arn
teuching the British North America Act.

Mr. SHAKW: Well, a lot of us can. I want
f0 suggest this. My hion. friend salys that
lie objeefs te this bill because it deals with
the question of divorce and because if would
put a divorce l'iw on the statute book. If lie
respects the British Nort h America, Act why
does lie flot vote in faveur of this blli. having
reg-ird f0 flic fact that there is provi'sion for
divorce in the orig-inal agreement of 'confed-
eration?

Mr. VIEN: The British Northi Amerîca
Act enaies tic Parliarnent of Ca'nadla f0
pass legisiation on divorce. But I wouid
oppose any legisiation introduced in this par-
liament in respect of divorce., even thougli if
is witiîin tlie province of the Parlianient of
Cao nýda f0 pas.s iauch lcgi'.iafion-I wvould
oppose :t on th groîînd of flic princile
involved. I contcnd fliaf if is a wrong prîn-
ciple f0 introduce leccisiafion enabling flic
people of Canada te obtain divorce. I woffld
prohibif divorce itogeth(,r, flot on the gromnd
that if is flot ivithin fthe province of flie
Parliamrnei of Canada f0 granf or provide for
divorce. but on flic ground thf if is mnd-
visable f0 pass any divorce lgs.in

Mr. IIUGHES: Ma'I ask flic lion. mcm-
ber a quedsion? There are fwo groups of
people in Can:ila, one made up cf flioSe
icho do flot beHieve in divorce at ail and do
flot pract ise it nitucli, and the oflier
consisfing of fhose who believe, f0 sýome
extent f le sf, in legal divorce, N'oW~' is if
fair for tliose who do flot believe in di1v orce
f0 try f0 impose their avili on flic rcsr of
flic people and te place tlie femaýle portion
of flic rcst of tlic people in an inferi'or
position? I would not be a party f0 thaf. I
do nlot believe in divorce myz elf, but I do lie-
lieve that -where divorce is granfed or re-
cognized af ail flic injurcd wife eshould have
flie same standing and flic same riglifs before
flic courts fliat flic injured husbafnd h is.

Mr. VIEN: I tliink miv lion. friend's
questfion i.. hardiy fair. I amrnt fltfring, te
in2?ýo-ýe my ivili on aniybody. But sitfing in

fMr. Vien.]

fliis Iloîlse as tlie represenfative of fliccouinfy
of Lotbiniere I find it mv dufv f0 oppîose ail
leg-isiafion on divorce, because I conisider fliaf
if is a iseriouis cvii. flot only in respect of the
section of flic country in whicli I live but in
respct of the whole of Canada. I do flot
fake this stand on accounf of my reiigious
belief, wliich alone wouid be enougli fo
prompt it; but nsa Canadian citizen and as
a representafive of the Canadian people
hiavingý a seat in this House 1 amn convinced
tIat divorce is a social cvii; flit we sliould
rcsfricf if liy ail poss-ible meins, and thaf in
so doing- wc would rePnder a great service f0
our countrvý. I reie-.t fiat, I do nlot desire
f0 impose m.v opinion iipon otlier hon. mcm-
bers of tliis Hou' e, stili lesýs shlould I trv f0
stampede flic Huse. ev-en if I could, info
pas.sing egi -iafion wliicli would debar efliers
frorn cxpî'essirii different views. I take fliis
aittitude flot, becatîse I do nlot respect the
V iews of hion. members wlio differ from me on
fhis question. but because, ais 1 have said, I
arn opposed f0 ail divorce legislation. I fliink
if is flie duf 'v of lion. mombers f0 re'sfrict
divorce liv ail moans and nlot to introduice
afny legislafion whicli avilI rentier divorce esier
in future.

Mr. L. J. LAD'-\ER (Vancouver Soufth)
Mr. Speaker, as one cf flic members fromn
Brifisli Columb;i. whicli is affecfed by tliis
legislafion, I wouidl like f0 say a few words
on flicblI now under con.sideratàon.

Those wlio have taken part in flic discus-
sion can be dividcd info fwo classes, namely,
tiese wlio are discussing flic principle of
diivorce and fliose wvlo are cliscussing tihe prin-
ciple of fle icll, whicli is the matter of
the relafionship of liusband and avife in mari-
tal differences of flic kind referred fo.
Tliroucioîif the whle of flic Cliristian world,
in ail Cliristian coiîitri-elz flic pi-inciple of
divorce lias been cstaid ied liy legislafive
enacf mc of. I do net know of one country
wlie fI:at is flot îlie case. In seven of flic
nîime pruv uces of this Dominion the principie
of hiv , been acccpfed. andI by acfs of
the Ir er In paî-lifament the principle cf divorce
is est;blislied for the peîupe of Canada as a
whlîoe.

l)ivorce iri many cases is a social evil, but I
sîbiut tlflt it is an arbîtrarv course te class-
ifya- lI ilose wlîo seek divorce or beh'ex-o
in il s principies as concloning an cvii in otîr
social svtu.Tlici'e are instances wlicre ýin
rny jiidcni cft divorces are absoltely justi-
lie.d. As ccc eceagel ii tlie practice of iaw
and cnr.iwîi on occasions in div'orce cac
I know personaliy of individual cases in con-
nedîjion avitlî whichi no lion. memiber of thîis


