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Il perchance the autho-ities binding on the Court happen to have
df:cided a case foolishly somne hundred years ago the present

Igeneration of judges is bound to perpetuate the folly until on
higber Court, or the Legisiature, steps ini and undoes it.i ~j That is one of the penalties we pay for the principle that the
lav, should be certain. In many matters it is really of no material
cotîsequence which wav a rule is laid down, but when it is laid
dlown it becemes of moment that it should be adhered to. On the

other hand there are cases where rights are affected in which real
injustice mav be continually donc by maintaining in force some

F.piece of judicial folly which ha.s acquired the force of "authority."Il J In this Province ive have an obliging Legislature ready annually
to correct ail real grievances of that kîind which may arise, so that

jqr prhaps, as far as we are concerned, ive have not much ground of
complaint; , ith our fel!ov subjects in England the case is différent
and the ponderous judicial or legisiative machine is slowvly and

wîth difficultv and at great cost moved. We had a strikîing

when the Houise of Lords considered itself bound by a fc-olislh
judge-înade law, which had ultimatelv to be corrected bx' Iegis!a-
tion. See Ont. Jud. Act, s. 58 (8,

ZNCREA4SED PUNISIMENT 0F CRIMINALS FOR PERIUR Y.
Since the introduction of the provision permitting p)risoners to

testify on their owvn behaîf, we hiave frequently hearci dcclarations

froîn certain occupanits of the Bench Mien pronouncing sentence
et; on convicted prisoners, that their punishrnent should be increased

byreason of their havîng perjureci themsclves.
j Is it inot unjust and contrarv to the spirit of our crimninal juris-

prudence to thus punish mnen %vlîo have been neither chargcd, tried
nor convicted of the specific offence of pcrjury for which thcy arc

thussumariy puishd ?Is it not also illogical to thus punishi

for perjury a prisoner wvho lias been convicte1 of an entire]v d;f-
ferent offence, and permit die defeated litigant ini civil proceedings
to go free ? \Vhy should this unfair distinction be madle just
bccause a petit jury has scen fit to dîsregard thc evidence of theI prisonier?

It mav also be asked, what about a prisoner who lias so falselyr
testified and been acquitted? Or is it only Mien hie -lias been


