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it would be contempt. This is repeated countless times in
countless courtrooms across our land, and the government
would have us believe it is seriously responding to the submis-

stons and correspondence it has received from Canadians in
recent months.

_ Society sees violent crime as an abhorrence needing retribu-
tion and a sensible social defence response. If a violent offender
of 16 or 17 years of age is kept within the bounds of the Young
Offenders Act the maximum penalty available for first degree
murder would be 10 years. If that same violent offender were
dealt with in adult court, the penalty for first degree murder
would be life imprisonment with no parole for 25 years.

Wh}le 10 years under the new proposal would seem to be
sufficiently harsh, the reality is that probably only six years
would be spent in detention, with the remaining four years being
s};:ent under community supervision. How tragically painful for
the famx!xes 0{ the victim and perhaps how dangerous for the
<f:ommumty. It'ls blatantly obvious that this provision is written
or the protection of the offender, and a violent one at that, with

?&ill;ifard to the rights or protection of the victims, past and

17‘:?;?:2;3?%16 of committing a premeditated murder at 16 or
e atge must surely be accountable to society at a level
highlight tha eh with thg severity of the crime. I choose to
el € cdq.rge of first @egree murder as tha} is as severe as
s anadian ‘law..Thxs dpes not even begin tq touch less
Vit Islmils;‘ which in reality seem no less serious to the
Offend;:rs a%h is cla}lsg does not appropriately respond to these

Gutkia - 17€se criminals are not young offenders; they are
¥ ul appearing adults and should be treated as such.

11?,:52:: olt(l;er end of the spectrum there are youngsters 10 and
take then? t Who are flexing their muscles and daring society to
Untouchablo task. Undgr the provisions of Bill C-37 they remain
i e. By thg time they'are 12 years old they are street
system V::e bec°ml.f}g Increasingly sophisticated in testing the
often aireadenbthey finally appear as young offenders they are
successive Y beyond being intimidated by the system and the
become m ewmlngs and breaks they receive as young offenders
the caningless. They are often too deeply entrenched in
game to see or desire a way out.

urr{bfeellllae‘; tt}:lat‘ 10 and 11-year olds, if brought under the

i ; Justice system, publicly denounced and placed

n.p grams of education and rehabilitation, would be much
€ responsive to efforts to set them straight.

o nsc?ef:l;;;ltzis 1woliznt patterns in children are identifiable at the
P sy t;tlve_. Schools and social helping agencies re-
agt a,'u . ¥y the time these exceptional children are 12 years of

» @ Justice system response of monitoring and intervention is
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problematic. By identifying these young offenders before they

‘graduate into the teen world of crime set before them, we

drastically reduce the number of youthful adults we are forced
to deal with six years down the road. This is social engineering
at its best.

Statistics indicate that of the 42 murder cases heard by youth
courts in 1992-93, 25 cases or 60 per cent involved 16 and
17-year olds. That means a full 40 per cent of the cases involved
children 15 and under. Of the 74 cases of attempted murder, 39
per cent were 15 and under. Manslaughter saw an even split of 50
per cent. For aggravated assault, some 311 cases or 32 per cent
were 15 years old and under.

® (1650)

These are astounding figures in themselves, but consider the
burden placed on the youth court system and the correctional
facilities. It has been argued that 16 and 17-year—olds should
not be placed in full adult prisons, a position we endorse. There
is ample flexibility within the correctional system to accommo-
date the youthful adults who would be sentenced in adult court.

It is imperative that 16 and 17-year old violent offenders be
removed from the environment in which true young offenders
are housed. The younger we are able to begin the process of
education and rehabilitation, the greater chances of success.
Seeing negative role models who are 16 and 17—year olds who
can exert tremendous power over the younger population de-
creases the chances of positive redirection.

Teens themselves are frustrated and concemed about how
they are perceived within our society. There are so many young
people who are really trying to make a positive contribution to
their world. They see themselves as victims within the youth
culture. They are in fact victims of the violence which is so
prevalent in the high schools.

Inner city schools have gang wars between ethnic groups,
punkers, skinheads and others of diverse styles and attitudes as
well as drug dealers. These differences erupt in fighting over
territories and are typified by aggression using weapons. It is
easy to say that the problems of the schools are provincial
jurisdiction, but if there is little accountability for violence
under the law the schools have little recourse.

Teens often feel that society blames them for all its problems
and they feel condemnation for just being young. At a recent
high school meeting of 40 young people, my colleague, the
member for North Vancouver, addressed the issue of the Young
Offenders Act. Thirty—nine of the 40 students raised their hands
to appeal for changes to the act. Locally about 250 students
participated in a march through downtown Hull to protest the
violence of a schoolmate’s death. Melanie Moore was quoted as
saying: ““We just want all this violence to stop”. Student Renée




