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SL4 UGHTER 0F THE INNOCENTS.

The cuit of so-calied Christian Science (though where either
Christianity or science cornes in,we fail to sec) has been receiving free
advertisemneft of avery malodorous character. As welI in Canada as
in England and the United States it bas corne to the front as a
sect which, as the resuit of sorne of its teachings, is occasionally
alrnost as destructive to, the child life of its votaries as was that of
the worshippers of Moloch in oid tirne.

In each of the above countries the courts have had to deai with
charges of rnansiaughter arising from the refusai of parents of this
iik to provide necessary rnedicai treatrnent for their heipiess
cilîdren. In England in the case of Reg. v. Senior (i8qq) iQ.B.
283, (which deait with one of the " Pecuiiar People " who, hold
views sirnîlar in rnany respects to the Christian Scientists); in
Ontario, in Rex v. Lewis, 6 O.L.R. 132; and in the United States,
in the case of People v. Pierson, recently decided by the New York
Court of Appeals.

As our readers have access to the reports of the first two cases
we need not take space to refer to thern, except to say that the
statutory iaw affecting the rnatter in Engiand and in Canada is
not as cornprehiensive or as full as in the State of New York. In
the case decided there, the prisoner was tried, convicted and
sentenced to a fine of $500 Or 500 days irnprisonrnent, for an
offence which most parents wouid consider not far rernoved fromn
the crirne of rnurder. The conviction was based on a statute
which makes it crirnînal to omnit, without lawfui excuse, the
furnishing of food, ciothing, shelter, or rnedical attendance to a
mnor. This conviction was sustained by the Court of Appeais.
It appears that the prisoner persistentIy refused to cail in a
physician or to furnish or administer rnedicine for an adopted
daughter who was suffering from pneurnonia. He sirnpiy sat by
the pain-tortured chiid and engaged in what hie caiied prayer to,
and cornmunion with, the Alrnighty, without exercising the
cornrnn sense and cornron hurnanity that the Almighty had
given hirn, and deliberateiy sat there and saw~ the chiid die.

The Arnerican Court liad no difficulties to contend with such
as presented thernseives in Rex v. Lewis, as to whether rnedicai
treatrnnt was inciuded in "necessaries," or whether, as iii Reg. v.
Sýeniorý, therewxas "inegiect." l'he generai resuit, however, wvas the


