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We have no hesitation in saying that there is no valid ground for the present
j "Ultiplicjty of courts and judgments, and every reason for their simplification

all restriction. One High Court, including a Court of Appeal, essentially one
'I Substance as in name, is enough. Fourteen judges now on the I3ench Nvuuld

fudsufficient to perform ail the duties, and they would find sufficient leisure
1Itheir office to make life more pleasant to thein than it is now. There *is no

l'eessity for sets of judges trying cases over and over again, and making work
for themselves xithout any object whatever. We are not amongst those who
belieVe that one set of men are much better than another, assuming the condi-
tto 115 to bie practicallv similar. The name of the Court of Appeal does not bear

itself any peculiar charm not possessed by any other court. Four judges
16eiected frorn the High Court are just as likely to be right as four judges selected
'elSewvhere, because our judiciary is, we are proud to say, composed of able, pains-
t2akijg men. There is no reflection on the Court of Appeal in what we say, and,
Were the positions reversed, we would humbly, yet firmly, dling to our opinion
that in this country, at least, the whole Bench is practically on the same high
level. Experience has tanght us that it is possible for the Divisional Court, nay,
for one judge thereof, to stand the test of the Privy Council as well as the Court

~fAppeal and the Supreme Court of Canada combined. Having said this, let us
See how îa change could be made advantageously.

Let the ten High Court and the fourÀ Appeal judges compose a High Court.
?ieof them should sit in Appeal, and their decision as regards proceedings be-

frire provincial courts should be final. Their sittings might bc once a month,
CcPt during vacation, and there would still be more tirne at the disposai of

"VeY jud'ge on the Bench tban there is under our present arrangement. The
sellior judge of the fourteen, or the one considered most comrpetent for the posi-
tiofll Would, we suppose, be the chief of this appellate body, and be free fromn

Uiut work. We do not even suggest a word against the erudition, ability, or

~'git~ ofth present Court of Appeal when we submit that ajdmn fa

'APlaeCourt of five judges, taken from the High Court and Court of Appeal
C'flbirled, would be as high an authority and entitled to as much respect in every

SelISe as that of any court iri the Dominion. The present Appeal judges would
be ifleînbers of the Uîgh Court, and litigants would still have the benefit from

le to time of the opinion of one or more of them.
Under the systemr now suggested, there would be no failure in an appeal.ý

Telitigant would go from the ýItrial judge to-the Appellate Court. The resuit

~oli e speedily arrived at. The litigation -would not in any case be fruitless,

ls ISlow often the case, and the cost of an appeal would be less than one-haif

that it is at present; and, above ahl, there %vould be finality. This, after ahl, is

*t gr eat object; for even if one feels that a judgment against him is erroneous,

rS0 oile satisfaction to know there is an end of the inatter. To illustrate this
. st'Ofl * A. sues B. and obtains a verdict at the trial. B. appeals, not to two'
Judges who may differ; nor to four, who may be equally divided; but to five.[ lPPOse his appeal to be dismissed; would B., in, ordinary cases, take his appeal

Îther, irn the face of six judgments against him? But assuming that three only


