5486

COMMONS DEBATES

June 16, 108

Government Orders

®(2110)

Why change the Young Offenders Act now when the Conser-
vatives did so in 1992—that was only two years ago—also to
impose stiffer penalties? We do not have any statistics or
comprehensive studies that can help us evaluate the conse-
quences of the amendments made to the act in 1992. The people
involved do not even have a good understanding of this legisla-
tion and the minister is already asking us to revise it.

We would have liked more information and more studies on
the ramifications of the amendments made in 1992 before
embarking on a substantial revision of the Young Offenders Act.
What I find unfortunate and even irresponsible, if not unparlia-
mentary, in the attitude of my friends from the Reform Party is
that they reinforce the popular belief that youth crime is on the
rise. Just look at the numbers; there is no indication that this is in
fact the case.

In closing, I would like to say that people are not born to a life
of crime. That is simply not true. Sometimes there are circum-
stances that lead people to act a certain way. I want to read an
excerpt from a brief submitted to the justice committee, which
says: ““Children who are abused will become abusers. Children
who are mistreated are three times more likely than other
children to become violent as adults. Children who are physical-
ly abused are five times more likely than other children to
commit acts of violence against a member of their family as
adults. Children who are sexually abused are eight times more
likely than other children to sexually abuse a member of their
family as adults. And the determining factor is not the severity
of the abuse, but rather the mere fact that the child was abused in
the first place”. I would have liked the Reform Party to look to
this brief for inspiration.

Mrs. Madeleine Dalphond-Guiral (Laval-Centre): Mad-
am Speaker, on June 6, the Minister of Justice moved in this
House that Bill C-37 be read the second time and referred to a
committee for further study. On that occasion, the minister
reiterated his desire that this bill to amend the current Young
Offenders Act be passed.

During the last federal election, the Liberal Party of Canada
made this bill the centrepiece of its policy on criminal justice.
The Official Opposition has had the opportunity to note that this
bill has major flaws. Like many experts on that subject, both in
Quebec and in Canada, the Official Opposition believes that Bill
C-37 is essentially a repressive measure and that it ignores, to a
large extent if not completely, the fact that the purpose of any
criminal legislation is not only to protect the public but also to
rehabilitate and reintegrate them into society.

Despite the minister’s good intentions, we have to recognize
that Bill C-37 serves only one purpose, that is to silence the hard
liners in his own party and try to mollify those in the Reform
Party. So, what is the Minister of Justice proposing? Essentially,
the bill is based on three major elements. It radically changes

the statement of principle in the current act, and I quote: th:
protection of society, which is a primary objective o i
criminal law applicable to youth, is best served by rehabi
tion, wherever possible”’.

Moreover, it provides for more severe penalties for )'Ol::j

offenders and an automatic transfer to adult court for 1 71
17-year—olds charged with serious crimes. Finally, Bill %~ i
brings in an important amendment by providing that professlnd.
als involved in a case may share information on young © 3er5
ers, and the police may retain for ten years records of offen ¢
convicted of serious offenses, and only for three years 1t
case of minor offenses.
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In 1984, the Juvenile Delinquents Act was replaced by
Young Offenders Act.
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It only applied to young people between the ages of 12 andheir

and its goal was to help young people face the reality o'bili‘y
own criminal behaviour even if their degree of respon’ 4ls0
may differ substantially from that of adults. Society was

made more responsible.
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If our society is entitled to protection against acts of

threaten its security, crime prevention is nonetheless a7 : o 8!
tant social responsibility. Young offenders were entitled 0 for?
treatment since their young age and lack of maturity €2 -
special kind of help that was not provided by the justic®

for adults.

That is why the 1984 act forbade the media to di
identity of young people charged with offences an AS edy
witnesses in their cases. That ban did not last for long- nted of
as 1986, an amendment allowed the identification of Wsae curity

convicted young persons considered a threat to publi¢
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In 1992, the Conservative government brought lrlto five
amendments to increase sentences for murder from thr p youﬂg
years in prison. It also introduced the principle that sures @
offender could be transferred to adult court if mcae inc?
protect public security were not considered adequat®: o 110
1986, there has been an undeniable movement toWa" penaltW;
overriding principles on which this bill is based: snffert ement
for juvenile offenders and a major change to the 2

principle in the law.

sclose m;
g that }

f

. 150

s nsed fO crim®”
In effect, the harshness of the sentences impo 4

serious offences means more time in prison. 17 0 t‘rz
first-degree murder, it would increase from five ¥ ve yeo ;a
For second-degree murder, it would increase from ftlbe clig‘b
seven years, during which those teenagers woul
for parole. The present period is five years. 'uveﬂﬂe
Many specialists and social workers in the field [‘,’fe},,ces f gr
delinquency have observed that the harshness of seung off"“ho
serious crimes has very little deterrent effect on y'?/i Juals wt.h‘
ers. Many studies have clearly shown that l.““i('. ng ,,bo“‘t
become serious delinquents are incapable of think!




