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though, even then, it was somewhat ano malous that courts of
co.ordinate jurisdiction should solemnly decide the same point
in différent ways, yet we do flot think they ever intentionaiy
reached that stage of absurdity where the sarne court decided the
satne point lin opposite ways. That is the stage ta which we are
carried under The judicature Act, one of whose main objects ia
supposed ta be the putting an end ta this confiict of opinions,
anxd to secure uniformity of decision by ail branches of the court.

It appears ta us that, in thus pronîulgating diametrically
opposite jucigrents, the learned judges must have strangely for-
gotten that they are now supposed ta be adrninistering justice
under' ihe judicature Act, and that they are no longer memnbers of
separate and independent courts, but are juciges of one and the
saine court, and'thet that court is, flot unnaturally, expected to
speak with a harmonious, instead of an utterly discordant, voice.

\Ve are not so foolish as ta expect that The judicature Act,
or any other Act, will put an end ta all judicial diversitv of opin-
ion, but we do think sarne wr'y ought ta be found for preventing
rnere questions of practice frorn being obscured and rendered dif-
ficuit by contiictirg decisions of the court itself. Sucli decisions,
instead of assisting, serve anly ta darken counsel.

If it should be asked what rernedy can be suggeste&!. we
wouild respectfuilly suibmit that, in a case of th(- kind in questiomn,
wvheii the sane point of practice is sirnultaneously before twn) or
more I)ivisional Courts, and it iq found that the judges compos-
ing these courts have reached opposite conclusions, it ý,wud 1)e
better, rather th-an that two conflictitig jadgitnents .Ahould buv
gîven, that orte Division should foilowv thu decision of thev odiier,
expressiflg its dissent if it please ; or else that the point shwild
bc directed to be reirgued hefore a Divisiomal Court oi4e
of onme of ecd of the différing courts andi a third jndge, andi that
the decision thuis arrived at should goverii. Or, in vase a Ilivi.
sional Court arrives at a different conclusion frotn that airtady
gyiveni bv another Divisional Cwirt on the sanie or a preciseiv
sirriilar point, that it should hald itself bound b ' the first decisiMi
until it is reversed by the Court of Appeul. even thouî-i it dis-
sents fs'ovi that decision.

Hiy the present unfortunate method. the jtdgesý- are dtýéktirig
what it %vas the express ohject of The judicature Act tfn fos-,ter
and proinote, viz., uniforrnitv rif practice ini ail the Divisions of


