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When that bill or resolution is brought down
I arn sure that hon, gentlemen opposite will
-vote against it.

Mr. G. A. CRUICKSHANK (Fraser Valley):-
I should like ta say a word on this matter and
ta make myseif understood by the hon. mcm-
ber for Cariboo (Mr. Irvine). One of the
things the people of my riding cannot under-
stand is how I take advice from him. Another
thing they cannot understand is why we have
no time ta discuss such vital things as subsidies
on milk and-

Mr. SINCLAIR (Vancouver North): The
price of strawberries.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: Yes, and such vital
things as--

Mr. BOUCHER: The red curtain over
peaches.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: We eau take time i
and out-but I have only twenty minutes ta
fill m-to discuss divorce bills. I arn getting a
lot of assistance around bere. We ean take ail
this time ta discuss divorce bills but we cannot
find time ta discuss other vital matters. I
want the hon. member for Cariboa to know
that I was pot eiected ta corne bore and diseuss
divorce bills. I arn neither competent nor
have I the time ta do that.

An hon. MEMBER: You are not competent.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: My hon. friend
here says I arn not competent. Probably the
reason I arn not competent is that I corne
from the rnost beautiful spot iu the Dominion
of Canada. Hon. members rnay have heard of
Atlantic City; they also rnay have heard that
once a year a competition is held to discover
Miss America. I wish ta explain ta you, Mr.
Speaker, and, tbrough you to the Bouse of
Commons, that each and every fair girl i the
Fraser Valley is a Miss Fraser Valley far
surpassing auy Miss America i Atlantic City.
We do not have ta worry about anything like
that.

Some tirne ago this government, of which I
arn a supporter, broug.ht in legislation n-ot ta
encourage divorce but to discourage it. They
did everythiug they ouid ta promote famiiy
life. 0f course I -arn speaking of family allow-
ances. Why should we have divorces? May I
say that at any time I will vote ta prevent
divorce bis from being brought before the
Bouse of Commons.

Having had sorne experience with lawyers,
which always cost me money because they
generaily lost rny cases, I ean understand
their point of view. I can understand the bon.
member for Canleton (Mr. Boucher) because
I sympathize with anyone who bas ta live in

Carleton. I was coming dowu town on the
street-car this morning. As hon. niembers
know, the street-cars are crowded in Ottawa.'
1 left around half-past seven o'clock to get
down ta my office at eîgbt o'ciock. The street-
cars are old. What I have ta say bas sorne
connection with these divorce cases. As I
entered the car I noticed a dear old lady with
grey hair sittiug in a comfortable seat. She
saw me get on and that I had no seat, so she
got up and gave me bers. It was one of the
aId cars they got from Toronto; and any time
you get auything given you from Toronto you
can be sure it is old. Any hon. members who
travel on the Bank street-cars know they are
aId; this particular seat was woru out, and
there was a b-ollow in tbe rniddle. When this
very dear old grey-haired lady got up ta give
me the seat I noticed that in the other half of
the seat there was a very pretty girl; and I
had to slide into the seat. According Wo the
evidence I read in one of these cases froni
Montreal, that could bave been grounds for
divorce. That is wby I tbink every one of
these cases should be explaiued, because they
are not ail the same.

What I started ta say was this. I eau under-
stand iawyers doing a lot of things, because
if I were a lawyer I would do them myself.
If you are a lawyer you get $50 for the first
hour; after that there is a discount and the
client is charged only $37.50 for the next
haif-hour. But I caunot understand the names
of hon. members appearing on the order paper
in this counection. I see after bill No. 37 the
name "Mr. Boucher" and the initiais "E. F.";
I do flot know what that means. I understand
the hon. member for Carleton sponsored this
bill. I eau nover understand why a member
should sponsor a divorce bill in this bouse,
because ta me it is a very serious» thing ta
sponsor anything. For instance, I arn spon-
soring higher prices for everything the farmer
produces, but I do not get a chance Wo say
so here; I arn called out of order if I say we
shouid increase the subsidies on miik and
strawberries and peaches, and so on. This is
very much i connection with divorce,
because at the time I happened ta mention
peaches I bad a letter from a farmer in
Ontario. In this province tbey put a littie
gauze over the peaches, and this producer in
writing ta me said that this gauze reminded
me of much of the evidence in these divorce
bis.

That rerninds me that I came througb
Alberta the other day. I bave often wondered
as ta the grounds for divorce. I have been
ta Toronto; I have even been througb Sas-
katchewan, so that I eau understand why
tbere should be divorces in some parts of


