L C Paper No. CB(2)1377/01-02(01)
Part V Marital rape and related sexual offences

3. It would be helpful if the Administration could explain why no
amendment to sections 123, 125, 118A and 122 is necessary, in particular, why section
122(3) need not be amended in manner similar to the proposed amendments to
sections 124 and 146.

Background
As noted in paragraph 3 of the “ Supplemental paper for LegCo Panel on

Administration of Justice and Legal Services’ (June 2001) on this subject, the
Administration recommended that the law regarding rape and related sexual offences
should be clarified by —

(1) deleting “unlawful” from section 118 and adding an express provision

that amarital relationship isimmaterial to the offence of rape; and

(2) in respect of other sexual offences, defining “unlawful” non-
exhaustively under section 117 to include non-consensual marital

intercourse.

2. Paragraph 6 of the Supplemental paper notes that the proposed new
section 117(1B) defines “unlawful sexual intercourse” non-exhaustively to include
marital intercourse that is non-consensual according to the criteria in the offence of
rape (see paragraphs 11-12 below for possible problems regarding the narrow scope of
these criterid). The reason for including in the definition of “unlawful sexual
intercourse” a reference to the meaning of “consent” in rape is to pre-empt any
suggestion that, by deleting “unlawful” from section 118, the legidature intended that
“unlawful” — in those sections from which it has not been deleted — should take its
traditional common law meaning of outside marriage in respect of the other sexual
offences (for example, further to the proposed new definition, a person who by threats

procured a married woman to have non-consensual sexual intercourse with her
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husband could be charged under section 119 — this could not have occurred under the
traditional common law meaning of “unlawful sexual intercourse” which does not

apply to married parties).

Sections 118A and 122 (particularly section 122(3))

3. The term “unlawful” does not appear in sections 118A (non-consensual
buggery) and 122 (indecent assault) and it follows that these offences protect all
persons regardless of whether they are married or unmarried. Accordingly, no
amendment to sections 118A and 122 is required in connection with the meaning of

“unlawful”.

4. The reason that it is not proposed to amend section 122(3) in a manner
similar to the proposed amendments to sections 124 and 146 is that under section 122
the protection for married girls is clear whereas it is ambiguous under sections 124
and 146.

5. An absence of consent is an essential ingredient of the offence of
indecent assault. Thisis expressly recognised in section 122(2), which provides that
a person under the age of 16 cannot in law give any consent which would prevent an
act being an assault for the purposes of the section. Section 122(3) qualifies the
scope of section 122(2) by providing that a person is not, by virtue of subsection (2),
guilty of assaulting another person, if that person is, or believes on reasonable grounds
that he or she is, married to that other person. Section 122(3), however, particularly
as it incorporates section 122(2) which refers to “ consent which would prevent an act
being” indecent assault, emphasises that, notwithstanding the marital defence, any
consent given by a married (or ostensibly married) person under the age of 16 must
nevertheless be a valid consent (as opposed to the formerly implied and irrevocable

consent given by the wife upon marriage under the traditional common law rule).

6. By contrast with section 122, section 124 makes no reference to consent,



3

much less to a requirement for any consent given to be a valid consent. Moreover,
section 124 prohibits “unlawful sexual intercourse” with a girl under the age of 16,
which gives rise to further lack of clarity arising from ambiguity in the meaning of

“unlawful”. Clauses 11 and 16 of the Bill provide in respect of this problem.

7. The degree of ambiguity in section 146 is equivalent to that under
section 124.  Section 146 prohibits gross indecency with or towards a child under 16
and also provides that it is not a defence to prove that the child consented to the act of
grossindecency. However, section 146(3) provides a marital defence but without an
express condition that the act be consensual such as under section 122(2) and (3).

Clauses 11 and 17 of the Bill provide in respect of this problem.

Sections 123 and 125
8. For the purpose of explaining the background to the proposed
amendments in respect of sections 123 and 125, copies of the following papers are
attached for your convenience (these have previously been copied to the Secretary,
LegCo AJLS Panedl) —

Annex A Letter dated 25 April 2001 from the Department of Justice to Mr
Sin Wai Man of City University.

Annex B Letter dated 26 April 2001 from Mr Sin to the Department of

Justice.

Annex C  Letter dated 26 April 2001 from Ms Robyn Emerton of the
University of Hong Kong to the Department of Justice.

Annex D Letter dated 26 April 2001 from the Department of Justice to Mr
Sin (copied to Ms Emerton).
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9. As noted in paragraph 10 of Annex A, the meaning of “consent” in rape
left a number of cases where consent was in some way important, but which were not
crimes at common law. For this reason, the law was supplemented by severa
statutory crimes involving sexual intercourse where consent has been improperly
obtained by threats, false pretences or administration of drugs, or where the woman,
though consenting in fact, is deemed by the law to be incompetent to consent on

account of age or mental disability.

10. Under clause 11 of the Bill, “unlawful sexua intercourse” is non-
exhaustively defined in the proposed new section 117(1B) to include “sexua

intercourse between a husband and hiswife if —

(8 at thetime of the intercourse the wife does not consent to it; and

(b) at the time of the intercourse the husband knows that his wife does not

consent to it or heisreckless as to whether she consentsto it.”

11. As noted in paragraph 13 of Annex A (following submissions made by
Mr Sin), it appears that the above non-exhaustive definition of “unlawful sexual
intercourse” in the proposed new section 117(1B) — which only reflects the definition
of “consent” in rape — would be insufficient to protect marital victims under sections
119-121, 123-125 and 126-128. The Administration therefore suggested (paragraph
14 of Annex A) that the proposed non-exhaustive definition of “unlawful sexual
intercourse” should be supplemented to include, digunctively, marital intercourse
where the consent of the wife has been obtained by or on behalf of the husband by
threats or intimidation, or by fase pretences or fase representations, or by
administering drugs, or where the wife is incompetent to consent on account of age or

mental incapacity.

12. Following this approach, it was proposed that “unlawful sexual
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intercourse” under section 117(1B) would (provisionaly) include sexual intercourse

between ahusband and hiswifeif —

(@) at the time of the intercourse the wife does not consent to it, and the
husband knows that his wife does not consent to it or he is reckless as to

whether she consentsto it; or

(b)  the consent of the wife has been improperly obtained by or on behalf of
her husband by threats or intimidation, or by false pretences, or by the

administration of drugs; or

(c) the wife is incompetent to consent on account of age or mental

incapacity.

13. The object of this version of section 117(1B) was to ensure that the
proposed amendments would be clear, coherent and self-consistent throughout the
whole of Part XI1 of the Crimes Ordinance and to give equal treatment to both marital

and non-marital victims not only in rape but also in the related sexual offences.

14. The two law schools (Annex B and Annex C) gave in-principle support
to providing in respect of improperly obtained consent, but had reservations regarding
incompetence to consent on account of age or mental incapacity as part of the current
exercise on the ground that these involve policy issues which need extended review

before legidative amendment is attempted.

15. City University (Annex B, paragraph 6) suggested, in respect of the
proposed amendment regarding mentally incapacitated persons (section 117(1B)(c) in
paragraph 12 above), that there would be inconsistency with section 20(2)(d) of the
Matrimonial Causes Ordinance (Cap. 179) if sexua intercourse between a husband

and wife were criminalised only for reason of her mental capacity where the marriage
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is not voidable at the suit of a spouse under that section.

16. The Administration’ s response to this (Annex D, paragraph 6) was that it
would be inconsistent with the object of ensuring that marital rape is an offence to
confine the meaning of “unlawful” to outside marriage for the purposes of sections
123-125. Section 20(2)(d) of the Matrimonial Causes Ordinance does not obviate
this principle. Consistently with that object, marital intercourse with a mentally
incapacitated person should not be permissible in circumstances that would be

tantamount to rape.

17. The University of Hong Kong (Annex C, p.2) suggested that one
difficulty with the proposed inclusion of areference to age in the new section 117(1B)
was a possibility that a man married to a girl under the age of 16 might have sexual
intercourse with her, believing her to be his wife under section 124(2), but
nevertheless could be found guilty of an offence if the jury found that she was not

competent to consent on account of age.

18. The answer to this possibility appears to be that the general provisions of
the definition would not override the specific provisions of the marital defence under
section 124(2), particularly as section 124(2) is also to be amended by the inclusion
(further to clause 16 of the Bill) of an express reference to consent (by adding “she

consentsto the intercourse and” after “if”).

19. Further, it appears that the more general objection that a reference to
incompetence to consent on account of age or mental incapacity in section 117(1B)
should await an extended policy review would be met by amending the provisiona
section 117(1B)(c) to read, “the wife is not recognised in law as competent to
consent on account of age or mental incapacity”. This formula would neither pre-
empt nor be inconsistent with any developments in policy or law in respect of

competence to consent related to age or mental incapacity (for example, a policy
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decision or a legidative amendment to set, say, 13 as an age below which a child is
deemed to be incapable of giving consent to sexual intercourse in any circumstances).
The substantive content of the law regarding incompetence to consent is a completely
separate matter from the question whether sections 123 and 125 should protect marital
as well as non-marital victims of those offences. Defining “unlawful sexual
intercourse” under the provisional section 117(1B)(c) would have the beneficia effect
of making it clear that consent is an ingredient of the offences under sections 123 and

125 in respect of both marital and non-marital victims.

20. In May 2001, on the assumption that the provisional section 117(1B)(c)
might affect a policy review of the substantive law regarding incompetence to consent,
the Administration decided to take a more limited approach by excluding both
improperly obtained consent and incompetence to consent from the proposed new
section 117(1B), and providing for improperly obtained consent to the extent of
expressly stating in sections 119, 120 and 121 that each section applies to marital

intercourse (see the present clauses 11, 13, 14 and 15 of the Bill).

21. This approach has been criticised by the University of Hong Kong (see
Robyn Emerton “Marital Rape and Related Sexual Offences. A Review of the
Proposed Amendments to Part X1l of the Crimes Ordinance’ in 31 HKLJ (2001),
pp.415-434). The criticisms (pp.425-430) include —

(@) the restriction of the proposed section 117(1B) to the meaning of
“consent” in rape (as opposed to including cases of improperly obtained
consent and incompetence to consent) would impose a higher
evidentiary standard on marital victims than on non-marital victims
under sections 119-121 and 123-125;

(b) theinclusion of the words “or marital intercourse” as an alternative to

“unlawful sexual intercourse’” in sections 119, 120 and 121 is
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linguistically clumsy and potentially confusing, and there is no similar

provision in sections 123 and 125;

(c) itis clear (because of the marital defence under section 124) that the
legidature intended sections 123 and 125 to apply regardless of the
marital status of the parties, but the amended definition of “unlawful
sexual intercourse” will mean that married women and children will no

longer have the protection afforded to them by these sections.

22. Regarding criticism (a), it is correct that the present proposed new
sections 117(1B) and 119-121 are inconsistent, to an extent, with the Administration’s
object of ensuring equal treatment of marital and non-marital victims in al of the
sexual offences using the term “unlawful sexual intercourse”, but this is because the
Administration assumed that its policy regarding the substance of incompetence to
consent under sections 123 and 125 required prior clarification (this assumption is
being reviewed). The degree of vitiation of consent that must be proved in each
sexua offence varies from rape at its highest (a complete absence of consent) to the
offences related to rape (in which there is consent or ostensible consent in fact but the
consent is imperfect in the circumstances of the case because it was improperly
obtained or the victim was incompetent to consent). If, as is the case under the
currently proposed section 117(1B), the degree of vitiation of consent that must be
proved under sections 119-121 and 123-125 is the same as in rape (as opposed to the
lesser vitiation of consent that must be proved in respect of the related sexual offences)
then the present definition of “unlawful sexual intercourse’ in clause 11 of the Bill is
too narrow and will result in an unintended (and undesirable) change to the existing

|aw.

23. Regarding criticism (b), the addition of “or marital intercourse” to
sections 119-121 was made, in part, to offset the effect of the exclusion of the

references to improperly obtained consent and incompetence to consent from the
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definition of “unlawful sexual intercourse” under section 117(1B). There appears,
however, to be merit in the suggestion that “or marital intercourse” tends to be
duplicative (because section 117(1B) aready refers to “sexual intercourse between a
husband and hiswife”), and to detract from the ambulatory utility, of “unlawful sexua
intercourse” as defined in the new section 117(1B). It aso tends to raise questions
whether, under the expressio unius rule, marital victims have the same protection, or

any at al, under the sexual offence sections in which “or marital intercourse” does not

appear.

24, The Administration disagrees with criticism (¢). Since at common law
“unlawful sexual intercourse” meant intercourse that isillicit, or outside the bounds of
matrimony, when sections 123 and 125 were enacted, it is likely that the legislature
intended that these offences would not apply to married parties. The proposed
section 117(1B) (even in its present restricted form) therefore provides greater
protection to married victims under sections 123 and 125 than before. The marital
defence under section 124(2) is linked to the invalidity of a marriage under section
24(2) of the Marriage Ordinance (Cap. 181) — in effect deeming sexual intercourse
with a girl under the age of 16 in the specified circumstances to be lawful
intercourse — and does not imply that section 122 was intended to apply irrespective of

the marital status of the parties.

25. The Administration is currently reviewing its approach to the drafting of
sections 117(1B) and 119-121. If it isthe case (as discussed in paragraphs 19 and 22
above) that a wider (or more inclusive) digunctive definition of “unlawful sexua
intercourse” may be substituted in the proposed new section 117(1B) without
prejudicing a future policy review of what, if anything, should be done about the law
regarding incompetence to consent on grounds of age or mental incapacity, that would
obviate the need to include “or marital intercourse” in sections 119-121, would deal
with both criticisms (@) and (b), and would make the Bill simpler, clearer and more

self-consistent.
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Possible Committee Stage Amendments
26. Following the above analysis, a review of the proposed amendments to

sections 117 and 119-121 includes the possibility that the Administration might

propose Committee Stage Amendments along the following lines —

Clause 11
Section 117 of the Crimes Ordinance would be amended by adding a revised

subsection (1B) along the following lines —

(1B) For the purposes of this Part, “unlawful sexual intercourse” includes

sexual intercourse between a hushand and hiswifeif —

(@) at the time of the intercourse the wife does not consent to it, and
the husband knows that his wife does not consent to it or he is

reckless as to whether she consentsto it; or

(b)  the consent of the wife has been improperly obtained by or on
behalf of her husband by threats or intimidation, or by false

pretences, or by the administration of drugs; or

(c) the wife is not recognised in law as competent to consent on

account of age or mental incapacity.

Clauses13, 14 and 15
These three clauses would be deleted from the Bill (they presently add “or
marital intercourse” after “act” in sections 119(1), 120(1) and 121(1)

respectively).

Legal Policy Division
Department of Justice
March 2002
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Mr Sin Wai Man,
Lecturer,
City University of Hong Kong,
83 Tat Chee Avenue,
Kowloon.

(Fax No. 2788 7530)

Dear Mr Sin,

Proposed amendmentsto the Crimes Ordinance (Cap. 200)
Marital Rape and Related Sexual Offences

Thank you for your letter dated 23 April 2001 (revised). In
addition to general comments on the points you have raised in your letter, | have
two minor additional amendments to suggest for your consideration which | hope
would indeed achieve the Administration’s purpose of ensuring that marital and
non-marital victims are placed on an equal footing without making drastic changes
to the Crimes Ordinance before a comprehensive review of sexual offences can be
undertaken.

General comments

1. The proposition with which the House of Lords was concerned in Reg v R
[1991] 3WLR 767 was contained in Hale History of the Pleas of the Crown
(1736) Vol. 1, Ch. 58, p.639 (cited by Lord Keith, p.770A-C) —

“But the husband cannot be guilty of arape committed by himself
upon his wife, for by their mutual matrimonial consent and
contract the wife hath given herself up in this kind unto her
husband which she cannot retract.”
2. After reviewing various court decisions which established categories of
circumstances in which the wife's implied consent to marital intercourse
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could be retracted, Lord Keith (p.775 B-D) said —

“The position then is that that part of Hale's proposition which
asserts that a wife cannot retract consent to sexual intercourse
which she gives on marriage has been departed from in a series of
decided cases. On grounds of principle there is no good reason
why the whole proposition should not be held inapplicable in
modern times. ... If [section 1(1) of the Sexual Offences
(Amendment) Act 1976, on which section 18(3) of the Crimes
Ordinance was modelled] proceeds on the basis that a woman on
marriage gives a general consent to sexual intercourse, there can
never be any question of intercourse with her by her husband
being without her consent. There would thus be no point in
enacting that only intercourse without consent outside marriage is
to constitute rape.”

At p.776H, Lord Keith concluded that, “in modern times the supposed
marital exception in rape forms no part of the law of England”.

It seems to me that the proposition which the House of Lords held to be
objectionable and inapplicable in modern times was not that of implied
consent to sexual intercourse given on marriage in itself, but that such
implied consent was general or non-retractable. It was the proposition of
non-retractability which was the rationale of the marital exemption.

The proposition of non-retractability was gradually whittled down by the
exceptions made in the cases cited by Lord Keith until the common law
fiction that a wife could not retract implied consent, and with it, the marital
exemption in rape, was abolished by Reg v R. The retraction of implied
consent no longer depends on the existence of specific categories of
circumstances but rather on the wife's genuine choice on each occasion of
marital intercourse, or on possible factors invalidating genuine consent such
asillness, injury, mental disability or the improper obtaining of consent. It
appears, therefore, that the Law Lords did not hold implied consent on
marriage to be abolished except in the special sense that the term included
Hale's proposition that the wife's consent given on marriage was non-
retractable so that a husband could not be guilty of rape of hiswife.

If the Law Lords had held implied consent in itself to be abolished, it seems
to me that their reasoning would have encountered problems with the law
as incorporated in section 12(b) of the Matrimonial Causes Act 1973 (or
section 20(2)(b) of the Matrimonial Causes Ordinance (Cap. 179)) that a
marriage is voidable at the suit of a spouse if it has not been consummated
owing to the wilful refusal of the other spouse to consummate it. In this
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respect, Hale's reference to “their mutual matrimonial consent and
contract” (in other words, the implied consent of both spouses to marital
intercourse) is not objectionable. What is objectionable and outdated is
the extrapolation of implied consent on the part of the wife to absolving her
husband of marital rape based on the fiction that she could not retract her
implied consent.

Given the above context, it seems to me that the Administration’s
interpretation of the decision in Reg v R is no less liberal than the
aternative interpretation which you have suggested in your submission.
Under both Reg v R and that decision as reflected in the proposed non-
exhaustive definition of “unlawful”, a husband will not be able to rely on
implied consent as justification for having sexual intercourse with his wife
heedless of whether in the circumstances she consents to it or not. Such
definition will comply with the crux of the decision in Reg v R that it is
clearly unlawful to have sexual intercourse with any woman without her
consent. As has been noted in previous correspondence, the wider and
much more complex question whether or not “unlawful” should be deleted
from any or all of the sexual offence sections (other than section 118)
cannot practicably be dealt with within the limited scope and purpose of the
current exercise.

It also appears to be worth noting that the term “unlawful sexual act” in the
Crimes Ordinance, which includes unlawful sexual intercourse, is not used
in the Sexual Offences Act 1956. Unlike the English solution, therefore, it
is not enough simply to delete “unlawful” from sections 119-121, implying
that those offences are intended to apply to married couples. It should also
be noted that the Sexual Offences Act 1956 was amended in 1994 to delete
“unlawful” from sections 2 (threat or intimidation, our section 119) and 3
(false pretences, our section 120), but not from sections 4 (administering
drugs, our section 121), 5 (intercourse with a girl under 13, our section 123),
6 (intercourse with agirl under 16, our section 124), and 7 (intercourse with
a defective, our section 125) and this implies that those offences are not
intended to apply to married couples. Smith and Hogan Criminal Law 9"
Ed., p.461, comments that, “This selective repeal of “unlawful” indicates
that the draftsman and the government were well aware of the significance
of that word.”

It seems to me that the statement in section 117 that the definition of
“unlawful sexual act” is for the purpose of Part XII of the Crimes
Ordinance would not make that definition inapplicable to sections 65 and
65A of the Mental Health Ordinance. It is part of the rule of construction
that statutory words are to be interpreted not in isolation but according to
their context that reference must be made to any other statute which
overlapsin respect of the same subject-matter, and, if there is inconsistency,
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an interpretation must be given which best reconciles the two (Burrows
Statute Law in New Zealand (1990), p.125). Inthe present case, it appears
that there is no inconsistency between sections 65 and 65A of the Menta
Health Ordinance and Part XII of the Crimes Ordinance since both sections
refer to “unlawful sexual intercourse”, which is within the definition of
“unlawful sexua act” in Part XIl. It is aso relevant that Part XIl is
incorporated by reference in section 65 (“Without prejudice to section 125
of the Crimes Ordinance”), thereby specifically reinforcing the contextual
application of the Part XII definition in respect of both sections 65 and
65A.

The meaning of “ consent”

10.

11.

| suggest that the consent to marital intercourse which needs to be vitiated
for sections 119-121 to apply further to the proposed non-exhaustive
definition of “unlawful” is more than the implied consent given on marriage
and less than the consent that must be vitiated in order to found a charge of
rape (“such consent demands a perception as to what is about to take place,
as to the identity of the man and the character of what he is doing. But
once the consent is comprehending and actual the inducing causes cannot
destroy its reality and leave the man guilty of rape”: Papadimitropoulus
(1957) 98 CLR 249, 261, cited with approval in R v Linekar [1995] QB 251,
259). Inthisrespect, Smith and Hogan, p.462, notes —

“The meaning given to “consent” in rape left a number of cases
where consent was in some way important, but which were not
crimes a common law. The law has therefore been
supplemented by severa statutory crimes involving sexua
intercourse where consent has been improperly obtained by
threats, false pretences or the administration of drugs, or where
the woman, though consenting in fact, is deemed by the law to be
incompetent to consent on account of age or mental handicap.”

Regarding the meaning of “consent”, the English Law Commission in its
report Consent in Sex Offences (February 2000), at paras 2.5-2.8 (copy
attached at Annex A) considered that it may be unrealistic to ask a jury to
separate out the question, “did she consent?’ from the question, “if so, what
underlay her ‘consent’ which may, as a matter of law, invalidate her
‘consent’ ?’ The Commissioners therefore recommended that the
legislation should include a definition of consent along the following lines
(para2.12) —

“We recommend that, for the purpose of any non-consensua
sexual offence,
(1) “consent” should be defined as a subsisting, free and genuine



- 5 -
agreement to the act in question; but
(2) thedefinition should make it clear that such agreement may be
(@) expressorimplied, and
(b) evidenced by words or conduct, whether present or past.”

The meaning of * unlawful sexual intercourse’

12.

13.

14.

Clause 1 of the 2™ draft of the proposed amendments provides that —
Section 117 of the Crimes Ordinance (Cap. 200) is amended by adding —

“(1B) For the purpose of this Part, “unlawful sexual intercourse”
includes sexual intercourse between a husband and his wife
if —

(@)  at thetime of the intercourse the wife does not consent
toit; and

(b)  the husband knows, at the time of the intercourse, that
his wife does not consent to it or he is reckless as to
whether she consentsto it.”

Upon further consideration, it seems to me that the proposed new section
117(1B), as far as it goes, is inconsistent with the view noted in paragraph
10 above that the consent which needs to be vitiated for sections 119-121 to
apply further to the proposed non-exhaustive definition of “unlawful” is
more than the implied consent given on marriage and less than the consent
that must be vitiated in order to found a charge or rape. At the moment,
the proposed new section 117(1B) only incorporates the meaning of
“consent” in rape. This would mean that marital victims, unlike non-
marital victims, may be unable to benefit from the offences such as those
under sections 119-121, 123-124 and 126-128 in circumstances where
consent was improperly obtained or where consent was invalidated on
grounds of age or mental disability.

Accordingly, | suggest that, in order for the proposed amendments to be
self-consistent in the context of Part XIl as a whole, and to give equal
treatment to both marital victims and non-marital victims, the following
paragraphs should be added digunctively to the proposed new section
117(1B) —
Yoo or
(c)  theconsent of the wife has been improperly obtained by or on
behalf of her husband by threats or intimidation, or by false
pretences or false representations, or by the administering of
drugs, or
(d) the wife is incompetent to consent on account of [age] or
mental incapacity.”
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- 65 -

| have provisionally inserted brackets around “age’ on the ground that the
issue whether or not to retain the marital defences which are applicable
under the present law concerning sections 123 (intercourse with girl under
13) (possibly, further to Alhaji Mohamed v Knott [1969] 1 QB1, 16) and
124 (intercourse with girl under 16) (expressly, under section 124(2)) may
be too complicated to resolve within the present limited amendment
exercise. If so, “age’” could be deleted, if not, the brackets could be
deleted. For a discussion of the defence of marriage regarding age, see
pp.48-49 of the Home Office report Setting the Boundaries : Reforming the
law on sex offences (July 2000) (copy attached at Annex B). The report
recommends that belief in marriage should remain a defence to offences
involving sex with a child, but this should not apply where the child is
below the age of 13. This recommendation appears to be consistent with
section 123 which, unlike section 124, does not provide a marital defence.

Conclusion

16.

17.

C.C.

#33188

| would be grateful for your views on whether or not the addition of a
definition of “consent” to the Crimes Ordinance aong the lines
recommended by the Law Commission (see paragraphs 10 and 11 above)
would be a worthwhile and straightforward supplementary amendment in
the current exercise (I presently see no problem with such amendment
which, after all, usefully makes plain the test that the jury should be
applying under the present law) which would also allay your concerns
regarding the proposed non-exhaustive definition of “unlawful”.

| would also be grateful for your views on amending the proposed new
section 117(1B) as suggested in paragraph 14 above. Aside from the
possible question regarding the issue related to “age’, it seems to me that
this amendment too should be feasible in the current exercise.

Yours sincerely,

(Michael Scott)
Senior Assistant Solicitor General

Secretary, LegCo AJLS Panel w.copy of Mr Sin’s letter
(Attn: Mrs Percy Ma) dated 23.4.2001
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- CONSENT IN SEX OFFENCES

A Report to the Home Office Sex Offences Review
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consider to be indecent according to contemporary standards of modesty and
pmuy.‘ -

Liability for assault (including indecent assault) is normally, but not aiways.’
conditional upon the fact that the victim has not consented to the conduct in
question. For the purposes of indecent assault the consent of a child under 16
does not count.

THE MEANING OF CONSENT
Inthesewndconadtaﬂonpaper,wepmposedmexphmﬂonofﬂaemnhgof
consent. It was intended only for non-sexual offences against the person, and
much of it is not relevant to this paper. The relevant part read:

“consent” should mean a valid subsisting consent ... and consent
may be express or implied ...

We stressed that this was an explanation to aid juries. It was not intended to be a
definition. Its purpose was to flesh out the distinction between consent and
submission drawn in Olugbofa.' Our proposal received widespread support.

Wehavethmgtumﬁdlywheﬂmltknmappmpmuwoﬂul definition of
“consent”, rather than merely an explanation for the illumination of the jury's
conddmofthc:ppliuuonofanordinnyEnglkhwwd.Thehmappmch
couldbejmunedmmebamthatumehatwo-mgemmﬂmmge
kwohuthejuryoonsldumgmm.uammrofﬁct.ﬂmw.ormayhﬁe
been.conmtmﬂumlnquesﬁon.lfso.ﬂnjurymtydlmgoontoeotﬁd«
whether that consent was vitiated by reason of want of capacity, mistake or threat.
Mleoondmgewmndlnvolveﬂieirappmmlsofhw.uponwmmmey
would be directed by the judge.’

Upon reflection, howuver.wehavecmdudedthaanexpltmdmdongm
lines would be less helpful than a straightforward definition. It is too convoluted
and artificial to ask a jury to separate out the question “did she consent?” from
the question “lfso,whatunderhylur'coment’whlchmy,asamntmofhw.
invalidate her ‘consent’?” We therefore conclude that the legislation should
include a definition of consent.

' Court [1989] AC 28, 36, perLord Ackner.

" Sea Boyea [1992] Crim LR 574; Wollaston (1872) 12 Cox CC 80; Brown (1994] 1 AC
212. In Brown, the House of Lords held by a 3:2 majority that consent it not a defence to
wmmmmmmammwmwm
within the meaning of ss 47, 18 and 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861.

' [1982) QB 320. Women Rape (L it
fo e ! Agatnst ondon)tlmglmmprumudummmp

* The law on these tssues is the subject of consideration and recommendation tn Parts IIT-V]
below.
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2.9 We also consider that, while it may be acceptable for an explanation to be couched

2.10

2.11

2.12

in the same terms as that which-it is explaining (as tn our previous suggestion,
that ““consent’ should mean a valid subsisting consent”), this is less satisactory
in the case of a definition. The essence of consent, we believe, is agreement to
what is done. “Agreement” is the principal synonym for “consent” to be found in

dictionaries. Accordingly, we have selected it as the word most likely to lluminate .

the concept for jurles.

For the purposes of the criminal law of sexual offences, we further believe that an
apparent agreement should not count as consent unless it is a free and genuine
agreement. The formula “free agreement”, and variations on the theme, are to be
found in a number of common law jurisdictions. The word “free” signifies that
an sgreement secured by duress will not suffice. We believe that it conveys and
tlluminates for jurles the essential difference between consent on the one hand
and mere submission on the other. We envisage that the concept of free
agreement would be further defined in the way we recommend in Part VI below.
Stmilarly. the word “genuine” raises the issues of deception and mistake.® We
make recommendations in Past V as to the circumstances in which these factors
should preclude an agreement from being regarded as genuine.

Consistently with our proposals in the second consultation paper, we also believe
that an agreement to an act should not be regarded as a consent to that act
unless it is subsisting at the relevant time. If what is relied on is past agreement.
this will mean both (a) that, when previously given, the agreement must have
extended to the doing of the act at that later time, and (b) that it must not have
been withdrawn in the meantime.” We believe that it should be made clear that
consent may be express or implied.” Finally, we think the definttion should make
it clear that consent may be evidenced by either words or conduct (whether
present or past).

We recommend that, for the purpose of any non-consensual sexual
offence,

@ “consent™ should be defined as a subsisting, free. and genuine
agreement to the act in question; but

()] the definition should make it clear that such agreement may be

10 Another possible term for this purpose might be “Informed"; but that is, perhaps, more
appropriately contrasted with both “misinformed” and "ill-informed". Further, “genuine”
more graphically draws the jury’s attention 0 this ground of potential tnvalidity of
mnmmolmmd'mm'mymwmmﬂhummbym
minds to the frrelevant issue of the lack of wisdom of the consent given, ’

Seednplnmﬂbllvn.mﬂndaunfmmwlmhmmmmﬂnm
of the agreement and the doing of the act. )

Onge respondent thought that anly express consent should suffice, because courts are too
ready to identify an implied consent in rape trials, We considered this view, but have come
wthenndusionﬂmmnlwﬂmyhﬁequnﬂymgmedwbymmhlmdmm
that it would be wrong to disregard such consent.

5
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2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16
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(@) express or implied, and
(b) evldmedbywoi‘dlwmdnct,whethupnmlorpw.

THE BURDEN OF PROOF

ltisconvuﬂunmdulhereumhthequauonofthebmdmofproofwlue '

consent is in issue. At present the prosecution must prove, to the criminal
standard of proof, that the complainant did not consent” In the second
consultation paper, we had not formulated a firm view on whether this should be
changed, but we set out the relevant arguments on both sides and invited
responses.

More than two-thirds of those who responded to this ilssue supported the
traditional view that the burden of proof should lie with the prosecution. Paul
Roberts stated that it would be authoritarian to do otherwise, given that it is
generally harder to prove innocence than to establish gullt, and that the
prosecution has significant investigative advantages and therefore is in a better
position to bear the burden of proof. ’

Of those who favoured reversing the burden of proof, several cited the need to
protect vulnerable victims, especially females experiencing domestic violence, It
was also said to be protective of the autonomy of the victim to make it harder for
the defendant to rely on consent. Respondents also felt that it would not be
unfair to expect the defence to prove something that is part of the defendant's
own intimate knowledge, whereas it would be onerous for the prosecution to do
%0.

We believe that we should follow the views of the majority of respondents who
were for retaining the orthodax approach. We are also aware that if we were to do
otherwise we would, in the words of Paul Roberts, be saying to defendants:

Youmlybeoonvlcmdofaaﬂousmoﬂmcewhichmrma
substantial maximum sentence unless you can prove on the balance
of probabilities that you did something that was not wrong. If, having

" It is sometimes suggested that in the case of indecent assault (though not rape) consent 15 a
defence tn the surict sense, rather than its absence being an element of the offence; that the
defence therefore has the evidential burden of raising the lssue, a3 tn the case of other
mm-dmmmmﬂmmkwmu
Pprosecution have to discharge the Jegal burden of disproving consent. It would be
Surpriaing if there were a difference in this respect between rape and indecent assault, and
we know of no clear authority for such a distinction. According to Professor Sir John
Srith, the better view is that expressed by Glanville Willams in “Consent and Public
Policy” (1962] Crim LR 74, 75, and emphatically endorsed by Lord Synn tn  Brown
[1994] 1 AC 212, viz that “It 1s ...dnherent in the concept of assault and batrery that the
vicim does not consent”. Since an evidential burden can be discharged by the exstence of
evldm&unutymurm,lhequudmmuldmlymalfﬂnr tion fafls to add
any evidence at all on the Issue of consent - eg where P testifies that D touched her
mdeemdybutghmmmmnbumwhm?wywmwm
hcdhﬂ'-yetseduaconvuonmyw-y.WetmnkndurM;mthemhkdymaf
such circumstances arising, a submiseion of no case ought to succeed.

6
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48

* Do you agree that there should be a limitation on the age of the defendant who can
use a mistake of fact defence?

« If so should it be absalute (ie. set at & particular age) or should there be an age
differential (e.g, 2 maximum gap in age between the defendant and the child)?

o What should the age differential. if any, be? ’

The defence of marriage

36.17 MucmddefumhMofmm.SBSmn!OﬂmAal%SmM
a defence to a charge of usi that where a man believes a girl under the age of sixteen is his wife,
and if he has reasonable cause for this belief he has not committed an offence of unlawful sexual
intercourse, even where that marriage might be invalid in UK law. Thus those who are married
Moﬂ\cjumdtcdmwhmthu.edwmhlowswouldhawadefeneewndmpofm
This defence raises some interesting questions. Even though our new offence is gender-neutral,
themeuldoﬂybelnﬂsbhthmph&memldmtmm
retention, because of the special status of marriage In the European Convention of Human Rights.

3.6.18 The defence may apply in only a very few cases, but these could be significant. Some
countries have a low legal age of marriage, in places as low as 9 to reflect the earliest onset of
wmmmmnw-mmm-wmwummmm
acting quits properly in having sex with their wife. In such circumstances there i no criminal
intent. Our intention is to increase the protection for children from sexual abuse, and we were
reluctant to agree o a continuation of a defence that would effectively legalise what we think
could be serious child abuse.

3.6.19 Marriage has a special status in international law. and the UK has obligations to recognise
wﬂdmmhp.kwwldh.mm:ﬁnumplynouyﬂntpwphmmkwumy
mmtobcymhm.hwludmgnmhvm;mwlﬂ:chﬂd:mmdumwmmuwmtauyhaw'
murhdmmotharjmhdhmn.%bdmdmﬂmwhoumﬂuwhwmﬂmmmuy
mmwmxmmmmmmmmmmnm
muyHmltmngeMmd&mhbcmMﬂuvﬂldtyoﬂfoﬂpm
If we criminalised sexual contact between the spouses. Differing ages of marriage within the BU,
and even differing ages of consent within the UK would create potential difficulties. We were
satisfied that there were some safeguards in place, including the operation of the Immigration
Ruleﬂnmtlnhhgandcommngtheumyofveryyuungspm. that would protect children.
We therefore thought that we could not remove the defence of marriage.

3.6.20 However, the offence we recommend is quite broad and covers a range of sexual
beluvlourvmhchudmWemough:thatltwashmndnglyhardtojmdfyammtyde&me
of marriage. Even the South African Law Commission hes recommended that the defence of
m-rrhgeshouldnotbenumed(nnyurguedthatnwumupodblefouvetyyounggtﬂmbe
forced to marry). The Australlan Model Code has made specific provision that the defence should
noupplyb-!owdnageofls-undappuathuprommﬂonmaexualmwmbetwempum
mAhmmmmmamuuwhu:mmuomuyconmudamwlymbuhon.lnomer
wsuecndbywayofmedem.memedmdmcmdmustdt}nhwebmmtmd
nmdingmzhehwofAusmlh.ortlnmedmmhawmmblywbd!md.

3.6.21 The defence may reduce to two elements ~ whether there was a valid marriage and
whethsmaccusedbeuewdhehadavandmanhge.Inunn:ofcrinumlculpabunydnbeugf
ismemmunpomm.Wedonocdunkﬂmenwauomaﬂseoﬁm-wedldnothwwofany
msumsﬂutmdeduptncourt.MCLRCmoughtthedefmceshouldbentﬂmdforthevery
unusualocusionwhenitmlgh!be_)umﬂed.Weverymluctantlyooncededdudllﬁwltym
removing the defence in law, despite our concern that an overseas marriage (even one not valid
in the country in which the ‘ceremony’ took place) meant that we should accept under-age sex



CHAPTER THREE - CHILDREN

within the UK. However. our proposal to have an absolute age of no consent at 13 means that
no defence would be avallable below thatr age. We also recognised that a defendant could put
forward a defence of belief th marrisge with an older child, but that would have to be robusty
tested In court.

Rmmmuumm:mwmmmmummmmu
with a child, but this should not apply where the child is below the age of 13.

3.7  Persistent Sexual Abuse

3.7.1  One of the many distressing aspects of the sexual abuse of children Is that it may take
place over a long period of time, This makes it difficult to prosecute because there have to be
specific instances listed on the indictment, and difficult to defend because it relates to behaviour
over a period of time. The usual practice is to put counts on an indictment relating to specific
incidents over a pertod of time as a way of indicating that it was part of a larger pattern of abuse.
It1s important that the instances are specified in a way that the child can relate to (“at Christmas”,
or “my birthday® for instance). and in a way that the defendant is able to consider and provide
a proper defence. Both these are key slements for fajrness and justice. However the other side of
the picture is that by using such specific indictments the court does not deal adequately with the
Munofmwhmmafmwmmmm.mrmmm
neceasarily reflect that course of conduct which the specific charges were brought in to fllustrate.

3.7.2  One approach which has been adopted in some other countries s to introduce an offence
of persistent sexual abuse of a child which is particularly intended to address the problem of how
the courts can fairly and Justly tackle the course of canduct lllustrated by specific examples. The
kind of offence which has been constructed provides that where a person has, ot three or morc
saparate occasions, engaged in abuse of a particular child, that i3 a criminal offence (and this
need not be the same offence each time), he or she will be Liable to a very serious sentence (25
years has been proposed in Australls). Effectively the sentencing will pay regard to the fact that
what has been proposed is a continuing course of conduct that has been fllustrated by examples.
Any such offence will need to contain sefeguards to ensure that it is fair to both defendant and
victim, and that justice is properly served, for example that the alleged incidents are sufficiently
detatled and particular to enable a proper defence to be made, and that the defendant could not
be separately tried for the same behaviour.

3.7.3  We discussed this offence with practitioners in Victoria and they all welcomed it as a
helpful addition ‘o the powers of the courts. However, it has only been used on a couple of
occasions since being introduced in 1991. Despite that, it was regarded as useful and important
lnpwvldlngaframorkforsublkhimnb\mwforprovldingarumdymatwouldmt
otherwise be avsilable. Such an offence would not reduce the evidential burden in prosecuting
whutanllwaysdlm:ultoffm.bmﬂpmvlduapmlarmedywhlchgosdlrecﬂytome
nature of the problem and provides appropriate sanctions for very serious abuse.

Rmmmdadou?&hoﬂmaoﬂbemumm-buuofnchﬂdnﬂeedqu
course of conduct should be introduced.

3.7.4  In discussing the use of this proposed new offence, we also considered wider concerns
rdndbymosewhohavehadtodulwlthpeoplewhoregularl"yadoptpmmuofumlmual
offending within Institutions or families against multiple victims. They argued strongly for a
special offence, or a widening of the offence of persistent sexual abuse, to cover a course of
conduct with a number of victims. Their concern was that the law did not have an adequate
response {0 patterns of repeated abuse involving a number of victims in similar settngs. The
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26 April 2001

Mr Michael Scott

Senior Assistant Solicitor General
Legal Policy Division
Department of Justice

1/F High Block

Queensway Government Offices
66 Queensway

Hong Kong

Dear Mr Scott,

Proposed amendments to the Crimes Ordinance (cap.200)
Marital Rape and Related Sexual Offences

Thank you for your letter of 25 April 2001. Since | understand that the LegCo Panel on
Administration of Justice and Legal Services may consider the captioned in its meeting
today, |1 venture to give the following preliminary comments on the two additional
amendments.

1.

With relation to ss.119-121, | agree, in principle, with adding a new paragraph to
the proposed s.117(1B) to make it expressly clear that ‘unlawful sexua
intercourse’ in those sections applies equally to marital and non-marital settings.
But | have some difficulty with the drafting of s.117(1B). | understand the
present draft, after adding the new paragraph (c), to read as:
For the purpose of this Part, “unlawful sexual intercourse” includes sexual
intercourse between a husband and hiswifeif —
(a) atthetime of the intercourse the wife does not consent to it; and
(b) the husband knows, at the time of the intercourse, that his wife does
not consent to it or he is reckless as to whether she consentsto it; or
(c) the consent of the wife has been improperly obtained by or on behalf
of her husband by threats or intimidation, or by false pretences or
false presentations or by the administering of drugs; or
(d ...
It seems to me that the new paragraph (c) should be added, as you suggested,
digunctively to the two preceding paragraphs (a) and (b). To achieve this, |
believe paragraphs (a) and (b) should be combined as one paragraph, instead of
appearing as two and joined conjunctively by an ‘and’. The problem with the
present drafting is it may be understood that paragraph (c) must be read together

with paragraph (a).

| agree with your points in paragraph 10 regarding the meaning of consent. It



should be noted that the consent referred to in the paragraphs from Linekar and
Smith & Hogan quoted in your paragraph 10 is not the implied consent to marital
intercourse, but the one that needs to be proved to not exist for the offence of rape.
It isin this context that Smith & Hogan understands the offences in ss.119-121 to
be supplementary to rape and re-conceptualises their elements as ‘sexudl
intercourses where consent has been improperly obtained by threats or
intimidation, or by false pretences or false presentations or by the administering of
drugs (p.462). But, in fact, while it may be correct that the offences in ss.119-
121 can be understood as involving ‘consent improperly obtained’, such is not
mentioned in the statutory definition of these offences.  Therefore, | am afraid
to introduce the element ‘consent improperly obtained’ into the proposed
s.117(1B)(c) may cause confusion as to whether consent needs to be proved in
relation to ss.119-121 in marital cases, and, if so, the kind of consent (implied
consent, consent in rape or some other consent) that needs to be proved or
disproved. It isnot inconceivable that such point may be raised in court to argue
that s.119-121 when applied to a marital case does require the proof of one
additional element, namely ‘ consent obtained by’, which is not required in a non-
marital case. Therefore, | am of the view that the present draft may not be able
to achieve the purpose of ensuring that marital and non-marital victims are placed
on equal footing.

It also seems to me that it isonly in view of their implicit purposes (as suggested
in Smith & Hogan) of supplementing rape that ‘consent’ is read into these
offences. It isnot inconceivable, as the present wording of ss.119-121 goes, that
they can be totally independent of rape.

It may be argued that, assuming the Administration’s view that implied consent to
marital intercourse has not been abolished by R v R is correct, implied consent
will invariably bein issue in a marital case regarding s.119-121. But it seemsto
me to be obvious that the consent referred to in the proposed s.117(1B)(c) is not
the implied consent in marital intercourse, as it reads ‘ consent obtained by...". If
it were to refer to the implied consent, | believe it should rather read something
like ‘consent vitiated by’. Therefore, the present draft for s.117(1B)(c) will
introduce the unnecessary element of consent into s.119-121 in relation to marital
Cases.

| recommend, therefore, in relation to s.117(1B), the present paragraphs (a) and (b)
should be combined, and joined with paragraph (c) (retitled paragraph (b) after
combing the present (a) and (b)) digunctively by an ‘or’, and paragraph (c) should
appear in the same wording as ss.119-121, as far as possible (which, | believe, is
how the present s117(1B)(a)&(b) are drafted). My more exact suggestion for
paragraph (c) is:
(c) if the intercourse is procured or facilitated by or on behalf of her
husband by threats or intimidation, or by false pretences or false
presentations or by the administering of drugs



6. | have some reservation over the proposed s.117(1B)(d) regarding mentally
incapacitated persons. It seems to me that it is inconsistent with s.20(2)(d)
Matrimonial Causes Ordinance (Cap.179) to criminalise sexual intercourse
between a husband and wife only for reason of her mental capacity where the
marriage is not voidable at the suit of a spouse under that section.

7. Similarly, | adso have reservation over s.117(1B)(d) regarding persons
incapacitated to consent on account of age.

8. | am of the view that your recommendation in paragraph 16 is to be welcomed.

Yours sincerely,

Sin Wai Man
Lecturer
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, mﬁérati"‘}e and Public Law
¥ A2 Faculty of Law
LHE 4/T KX Leung Building, Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong

To: Mr Michael Scott

Senior Assistant Solicitor General
Legal Policy Division, URGENT

Dept of Justice
Fax: 21809928
Date: 26 April ' Pages: 3

Deear Mr Scott

Proposed Amendments to the Crimes Ordinance (Cap 200): Marital Rape and
Related Sexual Offences

") 5 -
Thank you for your faxes of léjpﬁl and 25 A{m‘l, the latter attaching further suggested
amendments to the legislation. As I only received this fax this moming, I have not had
the time to review the proposals in detail. However, 1 am aware that the issue is being
discussed by the Panel this afternaon, so thought it would be helpful to provide you with
my initial thoughts — if rather sketchy at this stage. I should note that I am providing
these comments in my personal capacity, as ] have nof had time to run them past the

Board of the Centre for Comparative and Public Law.
Proposed New Section 117 (1B)(c)

1 believe the proposed new section 117(1B)(c) (as set in paragraph 14 of your letter to Mr
Sin dated 25 April) would have the desired result, if the wording exactly replicates the
wording in the relevant sections 119-]2] (which it currently does not). This would then
make it clear that the other sexual offences apply as between husband and wife, but
would also stay true to the historical basis for these offences, namely to provide for
situations where consent is imperfect and would not sufficiently support a
prosecution/conviction under section 118 (see further my letter dated 18 April 2001).

Telephone: (852) 2859 2964 Fax: (852) 2559 3543 E-mall: robyn@hkusua.hku.hk

26-FPR-2281 14327 +852 2559 3543 P.81
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T would still prefér to see sections 119-121 amended themselves (as proposed in my letter
dated 18 April 2001), but the proposed new section would sppear to work 8s an
appropriate “stop-gap” until a more thorough review and reform of the legislation can be
undertaken, _

Proposed New Section 117(1B){d)

I do not think it appropriate to add this section — regarding incompetence to consent em
account of age or mental incapacity - as part of the current exercise, | think these are
policy issues which need proper review, followed by clear legisiative amendment (as
mentioned in my caslier submission and letter dated 18 April).

In particular, such a section would have very confising consequences regarding sexual
offences with young persons - both for the public in knowing what constitutes sn
offencc, and for the jury in determining capacity. For example, under section 124, 2 man
married to a girl under 16 (and believing her to be his wife etc. in accordance with sectian
124(2)), could have sexual intercourse with her, to which she in fact consented, but could -
nevertheless be found guilty of an offence if the jury found she was not campetent to
consent under the-new section 117(1B)(d).

Section 117(1B)(a) and (b)

As sct out in more deteil in my letter dated 18 April, I still do pot think the propased
amendment to section 117(1B)(a) and (b) is at all helpful, Rather, it duplicates the
elements of marital rape in other sexuzl offences sections, thus introducing the
Tequirement to prove lack of consent (which was not the legisiative intent behind these
sections), and will lead to anomalics between the various scctions with regard to non-
consensual marital intercoursc, such as different penalties and potentially development of
diffcrent case law, (sce further my letter dated 18 April).

However, if section 117(1B)(a) is included on a disfunctive basis as proposed, then this
sddresses to s0me extent my concerns with section 117(1B)(2) and (b) - if not in my
preferred way (i.e. not to include (a) and (b) at all).

25-AFR-20Q1 14727 +852 2559 3543 P.@2
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Delinitinn of Consent

I beljeve it would be helpful to consider adding & definition of consent, as proposed by
the English Law Commission in its recent review of sexual offences. It would alse be
helpful 1o consider including 2 non-exg?itjve,list of circumstances where consent is
absent, as also proposed by the I.:.*vprﬁé'omuﬁsrsci‘t;n‘ (see Setting the Boundaries: Reforming
the Law on Sex Offences, July 2000, Vohane 1, para 2.10.6).

1 look forward to hearing from you further, following the Panel's consideration of this

issue.

Yours sincerely
Eobqn Hnihon,
Robyn Emerton.
3
14:28 +852 2559 3543 TaTA-
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L/M (2) to LP 5014/19/1/1C

2867 2157
Urgent By Fax
26 April 2001
Mr Sin Wai Man,
L ecturer,
City University of Hong Kong,
83 Tat Chee Avenue,
Kowloon.

(Fax No.: 2788 7530)

Dear Mr Sin,

Proposed amendmentsto the Crimes Ordinance (Cap. 200)

Marital Rape and Related Sexual Offences
Thank you for your letter dated 26 April 2001 (and for the very

helpful interest which you have taken in this matter). My preliminary comments

follow.

1.

Fine-tuning of the drafting will of course be a matter for the Law
Draftsman. Nevertheless, | agree with your view that the proposed
new section 117(1B)(a) and (b) should be combined into a single
paragraph (@) in order to ensure that the additional proposed
paragraphs are to be read disjunctively.

It seems to me that the references to threats or intimidation, false
pretences or false representations, the administering of drugs, and to
age or mental incapacity in the proposed new section 117(1B) will
be effective to place marital victims on an equal footing with non-
marital victims since the definition would then reflect the
terminology or subject-matter of sections 119-121, 123-125, and
127-128. Fine tuning of the definition to achieve the intended
object would again be a matter for the Law Draftsman.

Chan Wing Hung (p.476D) made specific reference to intercourse
without consent as being the issue in that case under section 119.
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Sections 119-121 can be totally independent of rape but that is
because improperly obtained consent is outside the meaning of
“consent” in rape (which depends on the absence of “consent”).
This does not mean that consent (or what underlay any “consent”) is
immaterial under sections 119-121. Whether “consent vitiated by”
is preferable to “consent ... improperly obtained by” is a matter for
the Law Draftsman, athough the latter reflects Smith and Hogan’s
anaysis.

It would be inconsistent with the object of ensuring that marital rape
is an offence to confine the meaning of “unlawful” to outside
marriage for the purposes of sections 123-125. Section 20(2)(d) of
the Matrimonial Causes Ordinance (Cap. 179) does not obviate this
principle. Consistently with that object, marital intercourse with a
mentally incapacitated person should not be permissible in
circumstances that would be tantamount to rape.

In respect of age, the need to give equal treatment to both marital
and non-marital victimsis reinforced by the need to protect children.

Yours sincerely,

(Michael Scott)
Senior Assistant Solicitor General

Clerk to the AJLS Panel

(Attn: Mrs Percy Ma) 2509 9055 w.copy of
Hong Kong Bar Association Mr Sin's
(Attn: Mr Michael Lunn, S.C.) 2869 0189 letter dated
Law Society of Hong Kong 26.4.2001
(Attn: Mr Patrick Moss) 2845 0387

University of Hong Kong

(Attn: Ms Robyn Emerton) 2559 3543



