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corroborative in the active part of the clause, i§ must be in
its nature such as would be adequate to establish the com-
mission of the offence, independent altogether of the evi-
dence of which it is corroborative.

Mr. GAMERON (North Victoria). I do not agree with
the observations of my hon. friend from West Durham as to
the effect of my amendment ; but if it were correct t:hat the
adoption of the amendment would require the essential part
of tge offence to be proved by evidence other than that of
the principal female witness, I think it would be an.amgn(.i-
ment that ought to be adopted by the House, I think it is
not desirable that we should put the principal person aceused
at the mercy of any woman, herself as guilty as he is in
an essential part of the offence, and have her evidence alone
sufficient to convict him. The words of the Bill are simply
that the evidence of the woman should be corroborated
by other material evidence. Now, I say that that
is altogether too vague, Any Judge would be
bound to rule, that any corroboration upon any point,
however insignificant it might be, but which was yet
material to the entire charge, was sufficient to satisfy the
words of the Statute. For instance, the parties were seen
together, on a particular occasion on which the woman
alleged the offence to have been committed, in the neigh-
borhood in which she said it occurred—that wounld be
corroborative ovidende of a material circumstance, but it
would not be evidence that, in my opinion, ought to be
sufficient to corroborate the testimony of the woman so as
to secure a conviction upon it. I think the Bill, without
the safeguard of the words which I have moved to add, would
be open to mostdangereus abuse. I think that probably itis
a Bill that, if it becomes law, will be abused in any case; but
certainly without that safeguard it would be likely to be
far more seriously abused than it would be with these words
added. I must press the amendment I have moved.

Mr. CAMERON (West Huron). I think, with the hon.
gentleman who has just taken his seat, that the language
made use of by the hon. member for North Norfolk in his
Bill, with respect to corroborative evidence, is too vagne;
but then the .hon. gentleman’s proposition is a little too
strong. Now, to establish a case under the provision
of the Bill, two elements must clearly appear for the prose-
cution—it must be shown that there is a promise to marry,
and it must be shown that there was a seduction following
the promise to marry. Now, according to the proposition
of the hon. member, the woman’s evidence, as pointed out by
the hon. member for West Durham, goes for nothing, and
the case must be proved as if the woman had not gone into
ihe witness box at all. Now, if that is so, it is absurd to
call it corroborative evidence ; it is new evidence altogether,
2 new cage altogether, depending on evidence entirely
distinct from that of the female. If the hon. member had
put this proposition to the House, that upon the two
material elements of the prosecution there should be
corroborative evidence, T would support it. I would
support a clause that would read thus:

‘‘In every case arising under Sections 1, 2 and 3 of this Act the testi-
mony of the female respecting whom the offence is alleged to have been
committed shall not-be deemed sufficient to sustain a conviction, unless

the same-is corroborated by other material evidence with respect to the
said promise of marriage snd the seduction aforesaid.””

Now, I think that covers the whole case—covers the
points of my hon. friend, at all events, as I understood them
from his observation—and it will not leave the prosecution
entirely dependent upon testimony outside that of the
woman. Thereis no reason in the world why the woman'’s
testimony should not go for something; the defendant is
allowed to give evidence, and certainly the evidence of the
female in the case ought to be taken as well as his. I will
sup@rt the proposition if it goes back to the Committee of
the ‘Whole, tﬁat the evidence of the woman must be cor-

roborated with respect to the material points necessary to
make out the successful ?rosecution; but I shall oppose the
proposition to practically eject altogether the evidence of
the female,

Amendment (Mr. Cameron, Victoria) agreed tojon the
following division :—
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It being Six o’clock the Speaker left the Chair.

After;Recess.

CREDIT FONCIER FRANCO-CANADIEN.

Mr. DESTARDINS moved the third reading of Bill
(No. 22) respecting the Crédit Foncier Franco-Canadien.

Mr. AUGER. Ihave the honor to move that this Bill be
read the third time this day six months. Mr. Speaker, while
discussing this Bill the other evening, the hou, member for
Bellechasse asked whether we opposed this Bill because
it concerned a French company and lent French money.
This is not the case; and I do not desire in the least degree
to act unfair towards this company. If it merely desired
to be placed on the same footing with other organiza-
tions of the same character, we would not have
objected, or now object, to this measure. This company
came to this country in 1880, and applied for an  Act
of incorporation to the Quebec Legislature, and obtained
all they requested. They represented that they could lend
money at 6 per cent. on certain conditions, and were in-
corporated. [Later, they secured an Act of incorporation
from this House, and extended their privileges over the



