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ternplated divorce, ànid were about to seele
redress by applYing to this parliament, but
were deterred by the consideration of ex-
pense. These parties would have separated
and made their familles horneless, but were
prevented by the expense lnvolved froin
na king application for divorce. And ln the

end it was found that they Iived happily
together. On the question of expense, a1
good deal can be said on both sides. It 15
no doubt a hardship that a poor min or a
poor wornan who has just cause for seeklng
a divorce-and the cases are very llrnilted
where there is just cause-sbould be de-
Irnrred frorn a remedy by reason of the ex-
pense. It will be found unwise, 1 amn sure,
and unfortunate if we make the menus of
obtaining divorce any ensier than they are
now. except in the matter of expense alone.

I did not hear the riglit hon. leader of
the government spenk on this question, but
1 gathered froni the remarh-s of the member
for Victoria tlmt the leader of the goverui-
ment said that this motion should not be
adopted at the present tume because there
liad been no petitions ln favour of it. Why,
is thaqt a sufficient answer to this proposition,
or to any other ? So far, experience seenis
to show that in thisMlouse. ait present, the
greater the number of petitions against a
grievance, the less chance there is of get-
ting redress. Not only during this session
of parliament, but during preceding sessions,
we bave badl petitions pourlng in ln favour
of certain measures and nothing has corne
of theni. Take for instance the cattie-
guard question. If we are to judge of
thue effectiveness of petitions by the istory
of tliat question in this Huse, we would
rather corne to the conclusion that the fewer
the petitions the greater the probability of
obtainîng redress.

Now 1 corne to the resolution itself. The
bon, gentleman Trho moved It says:

That this Ilouse is ot the opinion that the
lawvs of Canada should clcarly and within nar-
row limita define the causps foi which divorces
mnay be granted.

Upon that point I entirely ngree witb the
l10on, gentleman. 1 believe it would be
greatly in the interest of Canada to define
exactly what causes may Justify the grant-
ing of a divorce. I eutirely agree that we
should define within narrow lirnits those
causes. SPeaking for myself, I mnust say
that I arn entirely opposed to the principle
Of divorce except lu the rnost extreme cases.
E'very effort should be made, both by legis-
lation and by educating public sentiment to
muinimize as rnuch as possible the number
0f cases in which a divorce may be ob-
tainable in this country. It would be very
linfortunate if we opened tlue door for di-
vorces as widely as it Is open, la the neigh-
bouring republie, where so great facilities
exist for, obtaining divorces, and where so
great a number are grantedl la consequence.
The lion, gentleman then says
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But that the present syste.m of granting di-
vorces by legisiatîve eaactmnent is unduly -
pensive. and often capricious and unrellable.

A word later on about the question of
expense, but I agree that the present means
for obtaining divorces are to a large ex-
tent capriclous and unrellable. He says fur-
ther:

That if cause for divorce rnay exist, the
means for obtaining a decree should be render-
ed less expensive than at present.

1 subrnit that the means ean be rendered
lcss expensive without going to the opposite
extrerne of facilitating the ohtaining of
divorces. 1 hope -parliarnent will take this
matter up, flot in the sense of eacouraging
divorces-nnd I think that Is what males
some lion, gentlemen afraid to speak uponi
this question-but recognîzing the fact that
in some isolated cases parties must have
divorce. Recognizing tlîls fact, I subinit
the resolution is probably on the right Unes
when it asks parliament f0 declare that pro-
ceedings for obtaining divorces *should be
Iess expensive than at present, in order tliat
the poor mnan may have the saine facilities
for obtaining redress as the ricli man. Theni
lie says:

And that as the Justification of divorce by
virtue off law, dcdining adequate cause, can only
be established hy investigation and evidence,

[the proceedings upon whlch such decree may lbe
obtained are judicial in their character ;and
that ccrnsequently divorce proceedings should be
taken before. and decree of divorce emnanate
froma a properly constituted divorce court.

Now whatever opinion rnay be held on the
abstract question of divorce, there can be
no difference 0f opinion as to where the in-
vestigation, can rnost properly be had. It
should surely take place in a court of jus-
tice, whiere the machinery and procedure
are adapted for eliciting evidence, where
the court is ln the habit of restrainlng every
expression of levity, and whiere the utmost
decoruni is always observed. There can be
littie doubt I thiak tbat the Investigation
can better take place ln a properly con-
stituted divorce court than elsewhere. I
,qrn not quite certain that 1 understand
the meaning of the mover of this reso-
lution. If hie intends that we sbould have
a separafe divorce court, distinct from fthe
existing courts of tbe Dominion, I would
îîot be prepared fo agree wifh hlm ; but
if his meanlng is, as I apprehend It is, that
some court at present consfituted should
have these functions added to, ut, or that some
of the judges of the Supreme Court or of
a Superlor Court sbould constitute this court,
then we would avold the additional expense
which would be lncurred by constitutlng a
niew court. Iu thîs vlew of the matter T
woiîld be lu favour of the resoluflon. 1
arn rather happy at the fact that.for flue
flrsf time la my very short parllamentary
experience I bave been, fo a large extent,
with the >dlstlnguislied gentleman who has


