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@ (1700)

Mr. Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

[Translation]

Mr. Lalonde moved that the Bill as reported be concurred

in.

Mr. Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt this

motion? Agreed?

Some Hon. Members: No.

Mr. Speaker: On division?

Some Hon. Members: On division.

Motion agreed to on division.

[English]

When shall the Bill be read the third time? At the next

sitting of the House?

Some Hon. Members: Agreed.

[English]

DIVORCE ACT

MEASURE TO AMEND

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

The House resumed from Friday, February 24, consider-

ation of the motion of Mr. MacGuigan that Bill C-10, to
amend the Divorce Act, be read the second time and referred
to the Standing Committee on Justice and Legal Affairs.

Mr. Donald W. Munro (Esquimalt-Saanich): Mr. Speaker,
in what I have to say this afternoon, whether it is heard or
not—I do wish that those who have conversations would carry
them on behind the curtain—in what I have to say in continu-
ance of my intervention in this debate on February 24, 1984,
as recorded at page 1731 of Hansard, 1 want it clearly
understood that—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order in the House.

Mr. Munro (Esquimalt-Saanich): I want it clearly under-
stood that although I am opposed to this Bill, I am not opposed
to it on the grounds that it introduces the notion of what is
called no fault divorce. That I can live with, as a notion. It is
perhaps time that an element of that sort was introduced into
legislation, if only to eliminate some of the fraud and/or
fictitiousness that I am told surrounded many divorces under
the present legislation. A no fault provision may well put an
end to that fraud and/or fictitiousness and some of the pain
and anger that has gone with it for the partners and for the
children. Pain and anger may even be putting it mildly. It may
well be worse, it may be agony and psychological trauma. If
we can avoid that by introducing a no fault provision into the
divorce proceedings, perhaps we will be doing well.

@ (1710)

Not all divorce should have to rest on the no-fault provision.
In some marriages there is fault. If there is, that fault should
be revealed honestly in the clear light of day, assessed, and
settlements determined accordingly. That is one point. The Bill
is too restrictive in the grounds it recognizes and in the
instructions it gives to judges who sit on divorce cases. They
are being instructed to disregard fault where real fault can be
established. Also, the provisions in the Bill with respect to
ensuring that support costs are paid do not satisfy me and
should not satisfy any Canadian. They are not strong enough.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, there has been no real attempt so
far as I can see to enforce the payment of support costs when
one or other of the partners moves beyond the provincial
Jurisdiction in which the decree is granted. A central registry is
essential if we are to manage the payments to the injured party
in any divorce procedure. On these grounds alone I am
opposed to the Bill. The grounds are too limited and there is
inadequate provision for enforcing payment of support costs
even within the jurisdiction of the court granting the divorce.
As well there is no central registry and inadequate consulta-
tion with the provinces to assist with the payment and collec-
tion of support costs.

I would go further and suggest that Canada ought to begin
by entering into bilateral arrangements to ensure support
costs; even a multilateral or UN move to ensure that if one of
the partners should leave the jurisdiction of Canada there is
still a possibility of collecting support costs and ensuring that
they are paid. That sort of thing should be put in place. I came
to this conclusion after looking at the provisions of the Bill. I
think it well that we should look at it again. Let us understand
how the Bill proposes to deal with divorce.



