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EDITORIAL NOTES—CORROBORATIVE EVIDENCE

lagt arrangement has been eminently un-
Satisfactory, that is, if there is any neces-
sity for practice reports at all, and we
fancy there must be judging from the de-
mand there is for numbers of this Jour-
Dal, containing reports of cases published
by us, without remuneration from the
Society. The system adopted before
the appointment of the late Practice
Reporter (who, not being a bird,
could not possibly be in two or three
Places at the same time—wvide Boyle
Roche), though slightly more expensive
than the one now proposed would seem to
have been preferable, inasmuch as the
sOciet;y had then to deal only with one ex-
Perienced person, who was responsible for
the reports, and who made his own ar-
Tangements for obtaining, from time to
time, with the assistance of juniors paid
by him, the information required, and pre-
Paring the matter for the printer of the
Society. The salaries which it is now pro-
Posed to give are not sufficiently large to
Induce gentlemen at all qualified for the
office to accept the position, if looked at
from that point of view alone. With an
Occasional exception, it would be a temp-
tation only to some clerk in a large
agency office, whose day is spent almost
€atirely at Osgoode Hall. But even the
Most capable students would require some
Xperience to fill the position reasonably
Vel ; and by the time they have learned
Something of their duties they will, in
all Probability, find some opening which
Vould compel them to give up a position
Which there would seem to be no sufficient
nducement to retain. The Reporting
Mmittee have not the time, and can-
20 bo expected, either to teach new
80ds, or even to find them when wanted,
30d the work will, we fear, as a whole,
n done in a more or less unsatisfactory
A00er; at the same time we are glad
%e that the Committee are alive to

the Recessities of the case.

CORROBORATIVE EVIDENCE.

In English jurisprudence it is said to
be a universal rule that the Court will
not allow as against a person deceased
any claim which is sustained only by the
uncorroborated testimony of a single wit-
ness, and that an interested one : Bottle
v. Knocker, 35 L. J. N. 8., 647 (by
Bacon, V. C.). Though thisis perhaps
rather a broad statement of the rule in
England, yet such is unquestionably the
effect of the Ontario Statute pertaining
to this subject : 36 Vict. c. 10 5. 6 (Ren.
Stat. c. 62, 5. 10). The effect of this
Statute is considered in Stoddart v. Stod-
dart, 39 U. C. R. 211, and the conclu-
sion is reached that corroboration by
material evidence is required in the case
not only of an opposite party, but also
of an interested party. This corrobora-
tion, however, need not be by the oral
evidence of another witness confirmatory
of the bargain proved by the claimant,
but may be by documents, or circum-
stances : Cooley v. Smith, 40 U. C. R. 543.
As remarked by Chatterton, V. C., in
Hartford v. Power, Ir. R. 3 Eq. 607,
unless there is something not necessarily
of direct evidence, but of circumstances,
at least, corroborating the claim, it would
be most unsafe to allow it. See also
Birdsell v. Johnson, 24 Gr. 202 ; Findley
v. Pedan, 26 C. P. 483.

It is not necessary that the evidence
of the party claiming should be corro-
borated in every particular. That would
be, in the language of Sir James Hannen,
equivalent to saying that no evidence
needing corroboration should be used
unless there were proof sufficient to dis-
pense altogether with the evidence to be
corroborated. It is enough if independ-
ent support is given to the evidence of
the chief witness in 8o many instances
that it raises in the mind the conviction
that he is to be depended upon even in



