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and practically all of whose time is taken up with the work of
the Committee, Divorees could be tried by a single Judge, as-
sisted in some cases by a jury. In Ontario a Supreme Court
Judge receives $9000 a year. Moreover, these Senators are sent
tu Ottawa presumably to deal with matters affecting the
country as a whole-—not the troubles of individuals. Their busi-
ness should be affaivs of state. The above figures do not take in-
to account the cost of having the bill before each Hous. 3 times,
with the Members of Parliament cach drawing $4000 a session
and always pressed for time,

In the next place there iy from the decision: of Parliament no-
appeal.  True another petition supported by fresh evidence may
be presented at a subsequent session; but on a finding on a ques-
tion of law or fact, there is no appeal. The advantages of a sys-
tem of appeal in judicial matters is too widely recognised in
practice to warrant further discussion here.

The chairman of the Senate C‘ommittee on Divorce is always
a lawyer; usually 3 or 4 of the other members are lawvers: an-
other 3 or 4 are doectors; and the remainder are anything.
Could a body less suited for the trial of sueh actions be imagined,
especially as the eapability and eccrtainly the training of the
chairman to act in the advisory eapacity of a Judge may often
be questioned? The hedy can not be likened to a jury, nor
will it be so regarded by many applicants or respoudents; the
Senators are not the pears of many of the parties who come before
them. The poor man who goes before a Court and asks for a jury
fecls that he will have the opinion of men muech in his own station
.« life; if he does not ask for a jury. he relies on the legel train-
ing of the Judge. On the oceasion of the seeond reading of the bill
introduced by Mr, Nickle (Kingston) in 1920, providing for
the establishment of Divorce Courts, Mr., Steel, the Chairnan
of the Private Bills C'ommittee said: ““......The greatest evil
is that under the present system divorees can be obtained and
are being obtained on evidence whieh. .. .would not be aceepted
divorees granted during the present year which no Judge or
lawyer entrusted with the examination of witnesses would have
been disposed to grant for one moment.”’ The Divoree Committee
apparently recognises the necessity of making their proceedings
resemble those before a Court of law—e.g,, theiv examination of
witnesses and insistence on proof of poiunts of law—then surely
the matters should be disposed of by a competent Court of Jaw,
instead of by a mere make-believe Court.




