
Q. Would you mmid saying what klnd of treat-
ment-

The Chairman (Senator Roebuck): Now. what
is the sigalficance?

Mr. Pager: Weil, 1 will have to give testmnony
myseif, I will have to say what I know right
away. She had a child.

Mr. Riel: That should have been alleged In the
petition.

Mr. Pager: We have a wjtness here.
Senator Barbour: Is it In connection wlth this

child?
Mr. Pager: Not dlrectly, but niaybe lndirectly.

She may have some sort of a debt to Dr. Ferron.

Then later:
By Mr. Pager:
Q. Would you mmnd saying what kind of treat-

ment you were given by Dr. Perron?
A. I amn stili belng treated for my nerves.
Q. You had a chlld, did you?
A. No. I did flot.
Q. Did you not testif y in court that you had a

child?
A. I neyer said any such thing.
Q. Why did you leave the Ferron home?
A. Because I was constantly fighting with Mrs.

Ferron.

Then the lawyer for the petitioner realized
that this was verY serious evidence, and be
asked ber:

Q. Witness, I don't know if you heard the
question asked by Mr. Pager. HIe asked you if
you had a child and if you had been treated
by Dr. Ferron: Is that what you meant?

The Chairman (Senator Roebuck): She denied it;
1 don't think there is any necessity of going over
it.

Mr. Riel: I want to know if she understood the
question.

The Chairman (Senator Roebuck) : She thoroughly
understood it and answered it; very emphatlcally.
As f ar as this committee is concerned you don't
need ta go further into that matter with this
witness.

By the Chairman (Senator Roebuck):
Q. Witness. I would like to be perfectly clear

about what you told Dr. Perron about the incident
you have described to us. You saîd this was after
the separation, but can you not fix it a little
more definitely than that?

A. I don't remember when It was, I know he
had already started a separation.

Q. But had the separation gone through?
A. It was golng through.

Later on Mr. Riel, counsel for the peti-
tioner, said:

Before the witness leaves the stand. I should
like to make a statement. The doctor is here. It
is possible the question asked by Mr. Pager took
her by surprise, and she is bashful about it. But
the doctor treated her for a child that she had,
so I thlnk there must be some misunderstandlng.

The Chairman (Senator Roebuck): Go ahead and
clear it Up).

Mr. Riel: I want to, ask this girl if she cor-
rectly understood what Mr. Pager asked her. I
understand that she denied about the child. I
put my question ta her. and she has not answered it.

The ChaIrman (Senator Roebuck): She dld not;
answer it because I stopped her. Go ahead and
clear the matter uP.

By Mr. Reil:
Q. You have to state the truth even if It affects

your own feelings.
A. AUl rlght. yes, I had a child. but It had

nothlng ta do wlth Dr. Perron, If that ls what they
are getting at.

Private Bills-Divorce
By the Chairman (Senator Roebuck):
Q. How long since did that happen?
A. Three years last January.
Q. Was that prior to your going to the Ferrons?
A. That I had the child?
Q. Yes.
A. I had the child alter I left the Ferrons.
By Senator Barbour:
Q. That is shortly after you left?
A. Yes; I left in December and I had the child

in January.
By Mr. Riel :
Q. You were pregnant when Fou were at the

Ferrons?
A. Yes,

I think we ail feel it is unfortunate that a
medical doctor should corne to parliament
asking that we accept evidence that would
lead to the granting of a divorce on the testi-
mony of two girls who were so very young,
and one of whomn certainly did not tell the
truth. She had been well coached between
the time she gave evidence before the Senate
and when we heard ber. One of the members
asked her about this statement, and she had
a very clever reply that a 20-year-old girl
would neyer think of. It was the answer a
very smart lawyer would put into the girl's
mouth. There was no apology whatever for
having misled the Sgnate or for having a
prepared reply. That disposed of the matter
as far as that was concerned.

There are stili two more matters I should
like to mention. Counsel for the petitioner
introduced two pieces of evidence which, in
my opinion, were most unfortunate. 1 have
not read ail the evidence in connection with
these Senate divorce cases, but I arn sure the
Senate would not have printed the language
this girl used in trying to besmear Mrs.
Ferron. 0f course Mrs. Ferron denied the
ailegations completely. I thought it was un-
fortunate, but her lawyer consented to ber
introducing this evidence. 1 could tell fromn
the attitude of a number of members that
they thought this was most unfortunate.

The other piece of evidence whicb counsel
tried to introduce and which was rejected by
our committee-and by a very small majority
of the committee-was an affidavit wbicb
counsel for the petitioner had secured a few
days previously. The co-respondent namned
in this particular divorce case was alleged to
be 19 four years ago, when this incident oc-
curred and he bas been witb the air force.
Whben tbe case was heard before the Senate
counsel pointed out tbat a notice bad been
sent to the brother mentioning that be was
being named in it, and tbe law of the country
required that he should be informed as to
wbat was going on. I arn reading fromn
page 32:

Mr. Rui: Accordl.ng to the practice, 1 have sent
a registered letter to Ronald Leonard at his sta-
tion of the R.C.A.F., Comox Island, B.C., notifying
him that he was the respondent in this case.
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