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3 tl}zi()f opinion that criminal jurisdiction is vested in the HighCo
ti atioHWhlle the Queen's Bench and Common Pleas Divisions,
bspectivzl of the.former Courts‘of Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas,
Cen madey exi’)r?lse a general crlmiqa! Jurlsdiction, yet that no provision has
h ygeneralena. ll.ng th_e ?hgngery Division, or its Divisional Court, to exercise
Towp, CaSescnmmal jurisdiction.  This, of course, does not apply as regards
18h (ot -reser%d for the flePOSIUOH of which each of the Divisions of the
0 at i neeclis dexpressl)./ constituted a Court (R.S.C., c. 174, 5-5. 2, 259 ot s¢q.)-
omips e . agcordmg to the v1ew‘of Ferguson, ., is some enactment by
" Whep lon Parliament, enabling the judges of the Chancery Division singly,
: g?“ﬁral S.ltt.mg in the Divisional Court of that Division, to exercise the
.4l criminal jurisdiction vested in the High Court. Owing to the
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had, hr;dof }?pmlon th§ decision has not the same weight it would have
Tess, i ht e learned judges been agreed, but, though lacking in conclusive-
?“d this shas nevertheless made clear that the point is one open to doubt,
% remeq IIO'UId be r‘emoved at the next session of the Dominion Parliament.
Wing ¢, elling the Courts, as was done by the Judicature Act, it is obvious that
Vin, the divided powers of legislation possessed by the Dominion and Pro-
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g INEQUALITY OF CRIMINAL SENTENCES.
]I“ ge, Wit;t' Cases l}nd?r _the Criminal Statutes, there is a discretion in the trial
dn uch o n C‘ertam limits, as to the extent and duration of the sentence imposed.
Oeei e th:Ses 1t must be a pa?nful and anxious duty for a conscientious judge to
tne of oy punishment to be inflicted in each particular case. We extract from
0 °Vernr ebeanges the following clear exposition of the principles which ought
“ the judge undersuch circumstances: .
‘:’f qlfei_(?ent debate in the House of Lords has again brought forward this much-
aeh‘ Prev:')]n. Lord HerSChe}ld?sired to.call attention to the difference of opinion
inn fnceg tol le;d as to the principles which should regulate the severity of the
t ® Sente € lnﬂlcted‘ upon criminal offenders, and the consequent inequality
Do?' oble | nces passed in cases of the like gravity. It isto be regretted that
thl of LOrds who followed him did not confine themselves more to the main
® Prige; ord Herschell’s theme, which was the difference of opinion as to
DrPC e Ciples of punishment. It is generally accepted t
Er‘ e, oronf the 'thegry of reformation of the criminal,
s:t en i(r)xt retflb'lltloni anfl it seems that, in truth, all these elem
Qontﬁnces o consideration 1n attempting to fix a canon or standar
2 m “nit- .A criminal is punished in the first place for the greater safety of the
w“(? ast] Y Seqondly, to satisfy and remoOVe the craving for personal vengeance;
hioy . Y> for his own good. And, in our opinion, this is the proper order in

ese elements should be taken into consideration.
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