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three trials before the House of Lords sitting in
this capacity ; namely, the trial of Lord Byron
(the poet’s grand-uncle) in 1765, for killing Mr.
Chaworth in a irregular duel; the trial of the
Duchess of Kingston for bigamy in 1776 ; and
the trial of Lord Cardigan in 184] for wound-
ing Mr. Tuckett in a duel.

These are all the Courts ordinary and extra-
ordinary which at present exercise criminal
jurisdiction of any importance in England, but
great historical and legal interest attaches to
the criminal jurisdiction of the Privy Council.
The criminal Law of England in early times
was vague and meagre, and the system by
which it is administered (trial by jury) was
open to every sort of corrupt influence. In-
deed, the local power of the aristocracy during
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries was so
great that trial by jury was in many cases a
farce. There are many curious proofs of this
in the Parliament rolls and elsewhere. Under
these circumstances the Lord Chancellor exer-
ciged in civil cases, powers which Lord Bacon
compared to the powers of the prators and cen-
sors in ancient Rome. The intervention of the
Lord Chancellor in civil cases was accepted by
the public, struck deep roots in English law,
and introduced by degrees the system of juris-
prudence which we call « equity,” and which has
done much to correct the faults and fill up the
deficiencies of the common law. The Privy
Council (sitting under the title of the Court of
Star Chamber) tried to do the same with re-
gard to the criminal law, and I have little
doubt that if it had exercised its powers discreet-
ly and fairly, it would have succeeded in doing
80, It rendered, in fact, considerable ser-
vices by punishing persons whose local in-
fluence enabled them to intimidate juries and
to set the ordinary courts at defiance, and by
punishing a variety of offences which for dif-
ferent reasons were not regarded as crimes by
the common law, Perjury by a witness, for
instance, was not a criminal offence till it was
treated as such by the Star Chamber.

Whatever may have been its merits, how-
ever, there can be no doubt that under James
the First and Charles the First the Court of
Star Chamber became oppressive in the highest
degree, attempting by cruel and arbitrary pun-
ishments to put down the expression of all
opinions unwelcome to the then Government.

This brought about its abolition, which ¥
effected by one of the first acts of the Lon8§
Parliament in the year 1640. After the resto‘:"
tion the Court of King's Bench took upon it-
self some of the functions of the Star Chambef:
and in particular recognised and acted upo®
most of the additions which it had tacitly mad®
to the original criminal law.

A remnant of the criminal jurisdiction of
the Privy Council survived the destru®
tion of the Court of Star Chamber, 88
still exists. In all cases arising in India O
the colonies, an appeal lies from all Courts
of Justice, civil or criminal, to the Quee®
and such appeals are heard by the Judicist
Committee of the Privy Council. Such appe“lf
are hardly ever permitted in criminal 033‘?5’
but sometimes a legal question of peculiar dl' ”
culty and novelty may arise which it is desi™
able to decide upon the highest authority, 8%
in such cases the Judicial Committee of th°
Privy council is the body before which it ¥
heard. The committee is not, strictly speaking
a Court. It is a body of advisers by whos®
opinion Her Majesty is guided in the orde™
which she gives.

[To be continued.]
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COURT OF REVIEW,
MonTrgAL, June 30, 1882.
TorraNCE, RaINVILLE, MaTHIEU, JJ.
[From S. C., Montreal:
Brais v. CORPORATION OF LONGURUIL.
Damages for criminal proaecution—PrﬂbaW
cause.

The inscription was from a judgment ré%”
dered by the Superior Court, Montreal, Macksy
J., November 26, 1881.

The plaintiff complained of the defendant®
that they had illegally arrested him and causé
his detention while they had a warrant pl‘ep“‘:e
against him, and then compelled him to &¥°
security to appear on a subsequent day. It ap”
peared in evidence that on _the 15th Jﬂn““.ry’
1881, the plaintiff removed a barrier WhiC
had been placed by the corporation on 8 Pi_ece
of land donated to the city, called the Qui®®
Avenue. There was a constable present t0 PTe,
vent people passing through, and he ar
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