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'Motion negatived.

SEDUCTION AND ABDUCTION.

Mr. CHARLTON moved that Bill (No. 3)
to anend the Criminal Code, 1892, for the
purpose of making more effectuali provision
for the punishment of seduction and abduc-
tion, be read the second time. He said: In
presenting this Bill to the House, I desire
to make a very few remarks to set forth the
reasons why I deem that the Criminal Code,
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in this respect, should be amended sligh'tly
in some of its provisions. The measure for
making seduction. under certain circum,
stances, a criminal offence, was first intro-
duced into this House, I think, fifteen years
ago. That Bill, in the various stages of its
progress through the House, received the
effieient aid of my bon. friend who now leads
the House. and from whom I solicit a kindly
consideration of the amendments that are
proposed to be made to that Act. The Bill
was at first received with great manifesta-
tions of disfavour. Very few members saw
fit to support the principle of the Bill, but
it graduailly won its way. after discussion
from year to year, and through the gradual
creation of a public sentiment in the coun-
try in favour of the measure. The pressure
of public sentiment in the country led to
the adoption of the measure by the House.
The Bill. after its passage by the House,
was reaffirmed by the action of the House,
I think, in three successive sessions before
i: secured the assent of the Senate. and it
received iin that body some modifications
which somewhat impaired the efficieney of
the Bill. At last it became the law of the
land. and that law bas been upon the sta-
tute-books for several years. Many prognosti-
eations were made with regard to the oper-
ation of the law. Those who were opposed
to it apprehended very grave difficulties aris-
ing ffrom the facilities it would afford for
blaeknail, and apprehended that it would
prove to be a law not in the interests of the
country. These fears, I am happy to say, have
ail proved to be groundless. The law has
given satisfaction, bas proved to be a law
which bas been received with favour by the
country, and has grown in favour as it bas
continued upon the statute-book. and as its
operations have developed the influence that
it is calculated to exert. The resuts. I
affirm, are in the highest degree satisfac-
tory : and I may point with great gratifica-
tion to the fact that the record of illegiti-
macy for the province of Ontario is lower
than that of any other country in the world,
so far as I know. It is lower than the re-
cord of the state of Massachusetts, it is1 lwer
than the record of the British Empire. or
of any of the European countries that I
an aware of. It amounts to only a fraction
over 12 in the 1,000; and I attribute this
fa-vourable condition of public mo-ais. to
some extent, at least, to the operation of this
law. Now, Sir, I do net need to descant
upon the character of the old law or its
provisions, for these are all familiar to the
members of the House. The old law fixed
the age of consent at sixteen years. Sedue-
tion between the ages of fourteen and six-
teen was a criminal offence. Seduction be-
low fourteen was punished with still greater
severity, and between the ages of fourteen
and sixteen seduction -was a penal offence.
I propose, in this measure, to ask the House
to increase the age of consent from sixteen
te elghteen years. This Is practically the law
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