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by the judges adopting the rule that only an unequal number
of judges shall hold sittings, and the evil, if it be one, would
not he removed by adding to their numbers. _

There is, however, in the opinion of your Committes some-
thing to be said in favour of giving representation on the
Supreme Court to the Prairie Provinces, a3 long, at least, as
geographical distinetions are recognized. In view of the
diversity of laws and practics in the d.ferent provinces, it is
perhaps an advantage to have representatives, if not from each
provinee, at least from each group of provinces, so as to assist
the court in ascerteining the customs and prastiee of gach par.
tieular centre of litigation. In that view the middle west, whieh
furnishes a considerable quantity of litigation pending before
the Supreme Court, would eertainly be entitled to as much re-
presentation as provinces which have hitherto secured repre-
sentation and which admittedly have fewer cases before that
court.

3. Should the rendering of one judgment as the judgment of
the Court instead of individual judgments be adopted {

On this question the opinion of your Committee is divided.
The majority hold the view that it would be dangerous to sup
press dissenting opinions altogether as this would tend to give
decisions rendered by a bare majority a fletitious appearanece
of unanimity and strength which really does not belong to
them. So far as the majority of your Committee know this
has not been the practice in any of the English and American
courts. The instance given of the Privy Council rendering a
single judgment without any dissenting opinions cannot he
regacded as being in point, beecause the Privy Couneil is not,
strietly speaking, a court of law, but a Committee which mukes
a report to the Crown. In the House of Lords, which deals with
appeals from the British Isles, all the opinions of the Law Lords
are given in erterso. Possibly a vie medie might he adopted of
having the judgment of the majority delivered Ly one of the
judges, and the opinion of the minority by one of the dissenters.
This would certainly be a boon to the profession and would re-
duee the volume of the reporty very coasiderably. Tt is submit-
ted. however, that this must be left to the yood sense and in-
itiative of the judpes themselves, and that the adoption of any
hard and fast rule in this regard would be undesirable.




