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Huron (Mr. McMillan) is flot in any sense an
amendmcnt to the bill. It may have been an
amendaient in a teclinical sense to the second
reading-. XVe have before us at the present
time a definite piece of legislation. The so-
called aînendment does flot propose to alter
that piece of legisiation and sO is no real
amendment. As somebody behind me suggests,
it is a rcd herring. Undoubtedly it is a red
herring, and I arn surprised the Prime Min-
ister, after having so carefully outlined- the
situation. should attempt to have us follow
that red herring. Certainly under the circum-
stances I would think any hon. member who
is in favour of the bill would vote against the
amendment. We can ail agree, as the Prime
Minister said, in a general way with the vague
idealism of the amendment. We ail want to
preserve the sanctity of the home; wve ail want
to see the number of divorces lessened and that
kind of thing; we ail agree with that, but I
am net going to be led aside by the mere ap-
pearance, by "a pious platitude" as somebody
suggcsts, wchl knowing that by voting in favour
of it, I wvould definitely defeat the bill. I can-
not understand bow the Prime Minister can
take the position he does if he is really in
favour of legishation of this nature passing. He
is simply throwing out one obstacle after an-
other. Not content with the one red herrîng
placed before us by the hon. member for
South Huron. hoe proeeeds ta place a second
one before us in case the flrst one should fail.

I would caîl upon ail hon. members who are
in favour of the passage of tbis bill to vote
down the nînendment. It is the only thing we
can do and I think the country at large wilI
quite understand our attitude. 1 am not a bit
afraid of their aceusing us of wanting to break
up tbe home or anything of that kind. That
is al nonsense.

The Prime Minister, moreover, would like
to throw upon me the responsibility of saying
that 1 will accept an amendinent when the bill
conesq into the committee stage. I do not
think tbat is quite fair. I arn only a private
member of the bouse. The Prime Minister
himef can introduce this amendment just as
welI as 1 ran. If he is in favour of it and
tbinks it wvill improve the bill, it seems to me
it is bis duty to introduce such an amendiment.
It is not for mie to say wbetber I will accept
it or not. It is a new question tbat is being
tbrown into the arena to-night. I should like
to have further time for consideration of sucb
a matter as tbis and se far as I am concerned
I do not intend to ive any undertaking in re-
gard to it. When tbat amendment is intro-
duced when the bill is in committee, it will be
time for us to consider whether it is a wise
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provision or not.' I would caîl the attention
of the bouse to a dispatch which I noticed in
the Toronto Daily Star of Saturday, March
22, as follows:

Jmiplied proposaIs that the Ontario divorce
court bill may only become operative on resolu-
tien of the Ontario legisiature have brought
f rom Hon. Howard Ferguson the statement that
tbe provincial authorities would refrain from
rnaking any represýentatioas to the f edeTal par-
lini nt.

Revercnd F. Summerhayes of Toronto wrote
Premnier Ferguson expressing the hope of the
Anuglican cotincil that bis geveraiment would
see its way clear to signify to the Dominion
govcrniŽnt their approval of the establishment
of thiis court. The~ following re-ply was received
by Mr. Summerhayes from Mr. Ferguson:

'I.inder our, system of government you are, of
cour6e, aware that the mnembers of the federal
bouse represent the people in the same sense
Quat members of this legislature represent the
public. They are in the same position to ex-
press the sentiment of the province as a whole
as would be the miembers of this legislature. It
bas been the reeognized policy that provincial
legislatiîres as sncbi slîoild relrain from making
ýepresentatione, to the Dominion parliament, and
bhat course bias rarely been departed from.

In tbe present instance I feel quite sure that
the federal autlioritiee and tHe mnembers of the
foîleral parliainent would resent our entering
a field abciis exclusively within their sphere
of action."

That is the position of Mr. Ferguson, and
I tbink it is quite a correct one. Under the
British Nortb America Act, wbicb is se
frequentýly quoted by tbe Prime Minister, the
question of marriage and divorce rests witb
tbis parliament ami not with the provincial
authorities. The On~tario members who are
bere, as Mr. Ferguson quite rightly says, repre-
sent tbe province oi Ontario just as much as
do tbe members of the provincial legisiature,
and when the quEs--tion is one of marriage
and divorce tbey have tbe right to represent
the province of Ontario and the provincial
authorities bave not that right.

Frankly, I amn rether disappointed at the
attitude of the Prime Minister. He is making
this a political question and se he wants to throw
the responsibility on~ tbe Premier of Ontario.
So far as I am coi cerned, I did not take the
matter up from the standpoint of party polities.
Tbe reason I wvas asked to introduce tbe bill
two years ago wvas simiply be-cause some of the
eastern meimbers were tied up by poltitical
considerations and I, coming fromn the west,
was not se directly involved. I think that was
the real reason why bon,. mrnmbers of the
Sen-ate asked me Io sponsor the bill a year or
two ago. As the bill bas proceeded on its
course I bave found polities in tbe Sen-ate
andi aIse in the bouse, altogether too much
politics. It would seemn to me, altbough the
Prime Minister put up a very plausible argu-


