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Procedure Respecting Divorce

I know of a case where one of 'the witnesses
who had corne to testify against a woran-
thîs was a case of the liusband accusing the
wife of adultery-met a rneinber of this lieuse
after the session and told him, "0f course,
ahl that was fabricated. If yen give me s0
mucli I arn prepared to go next year and
testify the other way." That bill did nlot
carry because of the political crisis of 1926,
and it dîd flot corne up the year f ollowing
because that member of the house, having
received that information by the merest
chance, went and informed the cornrittee.
The hired perjurer was afraid to corne, but
the year previous a decision was rendered by
that high court of justice, the senate com-
rnittee, upon the perjured, testim-ony of that
mani who was -paid te defame thiat woman. If
that is justice, if that is accomplishing our
duty by the, people who corne to this parlia-
ment seeking relief, very well; but every
tirne I discover a case like tlat I will put it
before the bouse, and wheii the house pro-
rogues I intend to put it before the coluntry.
It is about time that we should realize at least
wliat we are doing. I do not want to be too
lard. I admit that most of us have done
it wi'thout realizing what we were doing. I
rnyself-I have confessed it before-for rnany
years aIlowed divorce bille to go tîrougli
without, having the sligltest idea of t'he cir-
curnstances involved. But now I have begun
to scrutinize these bills a little more closely,
thougli not haîf as mucli as I 'would il I could,
and I arn beginning to realize the a.bsolute
and unexaggerated trutli of wlat I said the
other day. I do nlot know of any so-called
civilized country in whidh, divorces are granted
by courts under any law-lax as the Arnerican
Iaws are with regard- to the grounds for
divorce-where at least some degree of con-
cern is not given to the evidence and where
somebody is flot supposed 'to take up the
case frorn the other point of view.

Mr. CAMPBELL: Miglit I asic if ail this
la flot evîdence in favour of the desirability
of having these cases deait with by the
courts?

Mr. BOURASSA: 0f course; but I go
further. I think it is altogether in favour of
the contention that this parliarnent mlould
neot deal witl divorce, because in order to
deal with every one of tlese cases witli some
kind of decency, with smre kind of respect
for the elementary principles of justice, equity
and evidence, nlot one single item of public
business could lie attended to throughout the
course of a six monthe' session; it would take
the wlole of our time to acrutinize these so-
called private bills. Take the evidence învolved

in this bill. Three detectives were employed
to gather evidence. I happen to know Mont-
real, and on the face of the evidence one
of those wi'tnesses either neyer was in Mont-
real or does neot know anything about the city
or thouglit lie could impose anything on the
committee. The idea of declaring lie followed
the husband and a wornan to the point where
they parked their car 'before a certain hotel
oni a street whicli is haif a mile distant fromn
that hotel! 1 do nlot believe one of those
three detectives really followed the party.
They saw what they thouglit was the man
concerned in the case enîtering a certain room
in the Place Viger hotel. That is ail they
saw. Is any man convicted before a court of
justice because hie lias been seen cntering a
certain place and because hie is suspected to
have committed a crime with the person
accompanying him? I put it to any lawyer
in this chamber, would any tribunal pro-
nounice judgment upon that kind of circum-
stantial evidence? In the previous case there
was, for what it is worth, a declaration by the
wife saying that hier liusband liad admitted
to lier that 'lie had misconduoted hirnself;
but in this case there is no sucli admission.
Wliat is declared to be an admission relates
to acts committed long before and on which
the decision is nlot pronounced. The acts
upon which 'this decision is supposed to be
pronounced are unknown to the petitioner,
they are unknown to the three witnesses. The
tliree paid agents of a deteotive agency simply
testified that they followed up this man frorn
place to place, and I have mentioned the
discrepancy in the testimony of one of the
detectives. Now, are you going to pro-
nounice a divorce and, break the family tie
upon sucli evidence?

Mr. YOUNG (Toronto): If the hion. memn-
ber is going to review the evidence lie mnust
review it in full, and not take tliat part whicli
suits lis case. He neglected to inform the
house that the man and the woman who was
neot his wife registered at the hotel as hus-
band and wif e.

Mr. BOURASSA: Is thaît a ground for
divorce?

Mr. STEVENS: It is evidence.

Mr. BOURASSA: Is it evidence that somte-
thing wrong las been cornritted?

Mr. YOUNG (Toronto): It is evidence of
wrong intent.

Mr. STEVENS: Would you flot think that
is evidence?

Mr. BOURASSA: That is merely wliat we
cail ini French "presuinption of guilt."


