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Once again we, the members of the bar,
the legal and judicial officers of the State
and the Judges of the Supreme Court,
gather together to usher in the new Legal
Year. It is a unique occasion in that it is
the only time in the year when the Judges
and Judicial Commissioners of the Su-
preme Court sit in banco, so that Your
Honour, the Chief Justice may deliver
judgement on the administration of justice
in the. preceding year, and set the goals
for the current year.

The opening of the Legal Year is now
an annual tradition. On the occasion of
the opening of the Legal Year 1971, my
predecessor observed that the tradition
was somewhat obscure and that the delight
of delving into its origins was a task that
must be left to the eager student with a
predilection for research. I am happy this
morning to share with this assembly the
fruits of my research.

On 8 April 1946, a ceremony was
held to mark the re-opening of the
Supreme Court. The British Military Ad-
ministration of Singapore, which followed
immediately upon the Japanese occupa-
tion, had just ended. The ceremony was
presided over by the recently appointed
Acting Chief Justice (Mr C W V Carey),
sitting alone. The occasion also doubled
up as a welcoming ceremony for him.
That probably explained why the Acting
Attorney-General was accorded the pri-
vilege of speaking first, followed by a
member of the bar speaking on behalf of
the bar. The occasion was not recorded as
the opening of the Legal Year.

No ceremony is recorded for 1947
and 1948. In 1949, the Assizes were cere-
monially opened by the Acting Chief
Justice (Justice Gordon-Smith). He alone
addressed the gathering. For that year
there was a total of 105 criminal cases on
the list for disposal, 74 of them having
been brought forward from the previous
year. One can see then the beginning of a
backlog of assize cases.

The 1950 Assizes were opened on 17
January 1950, even later than this year, by
the Chief Justice (Mr Murray-Aynsley).
He alone addressed the gathering of law
officers and members of the bar.

No ceremony is recorded for 1951,
1952 and 1953. In 1954, the Assizes were
opened by the Acting Chief Justice (Justice
T A Brown). He alone addressed the
gathering, In his speech, he made particular
reference to the fact that in the preceding
year “30 cases were settled at the eleventh
hour when it was too late to put another



case on the list and the one or two days,

and it may be more .. which had been
allocated for the case .. were entirely
wasted and all that public time was lost.”

At the opening of the 1955 Assizes
the Chief Justice (Sir Murray-Aynsley)
addressed the gathering for about a minute
or so and the Solicitor General replied as
follows: “On behalf of the Bar and all
present, [ am very much obliged for what
your Lordship. has said.”

There is no record of the opening of
the Assizes in 1956, but in 1957, the new
Chief Justice (Sir John Wyatt) opened the
Assizes for that year. In his address, he
expressed concern about the backlog of
criny” 1 and civil cases. On this occasion,
the \.__.orney-General replied on behalf of
the members of the Bar and the law
officers.

In 1958, the Chief Justice, in opening
the Assizes, reported an improvement in
the disposal of cases, but warned that
there was no room for complacency. The
Attorney-General made his customary
reply. For the first time, there appeared
the Chairman of the Bar Committee
(Mr R L Eber) who replied on behalf of
the Bar. He disclosed that the Bar had
about 150 lawyers and that some people
had expressed an opinion that the Bar
had reached saturation point. This was in
1958 when people like two of your Ho-

~nours and myself were still in the first

year of law school.
The opening of the Assizes for 1959

. coincided with the assumption of the Chief
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Justt™hip by Sir Alan Rose. Perhaps for

“this'..son, the opening address was made
by the Attorney-General, followed by the

Chairman of the Bar Council. The Chief
Justice in his reply, said:

T very much appreciate your kind

words of welcome. This gathering

of Bench and Bar at the beginning

of the legal year is, I think, a very

delightful custom, and I am very

happy and honoured to find my-
self personally associated with it.”

Thus, the opening of the Assizes was
judicially recognised as a tradition and
thereafter the opening of the Legal Year
superseded the opening of Assizes.

1 hope your Honours have not been
bored by this digression into the byways
of legal history. History is a liberating
subject, and as Santayana has said, those
who cannot remember the past are con-
demned to repeat it.

Ever since Your Honour’s assumption
to the office of Chief Justice, the members

of the Bar and the legal and judicial
officers of the State can look forward to
the opening of each Legal Year to a de-
tailed and candid account of the work of
the courts during the preceding year. This
is a significant development in judicial
governance. Just as justice is not a clois-
tered virtue, a court of justice should not
be a monastery. Justice is not confined to
those involved in a court hearing. How
and whether justice is administered affects
the whole of the body politic. It is therefore
only right that the public be informed
each year of the state of our judicial in-
stitutions. Your Honour’s willingness to
move in this direction augurs well for the
administration of justice in Singapore.

Last year has been an eventful year in
the legal and judicial world. January saw
the launching of the Singapore Law Re-
ports, our “official” law reports containing
exclusively judgements of our Supreme
Court Judges. The 1992 series of reports
are contained in two volumes with a total
of about 200 cases and over 2 000 pages of
text and headnotes. The Singapore Law
Reports will not only be the repository of
local judicial precedents, its existence will
also act as a catalyst in the writing of
more and more considered judgments.
The common law develops incrementally,
step by step, precedent to precedent.
Without recorded, and better still, fully
reasoned judgments, every legal dispute
will be a first journey which starts and
ends with the first step. Moreover, pre-
cedents will save intellectual effort and
reduce wastage of economic resources.

In February 1992 the Revised Edition
of the Subsidiary Legislation of Singapore
was published. It was mammoth venture
and also the first time in the legal history
of Singapore that such a revised edition
was produced. It is right and fitting that
I should today acknowledge the contri-
butions of all those who worked so hard
in producing it.

April 1992 saw the institution of the
1-Judge court for capital offences. This
was a milestone in the development of the
administration of criminal justice in
Singapore. There were sound reasons for
having a 1-Judge court for trials of such
offences. However there were some mis-
givings on the part of some practitioners,
some academics and also some sections
of the media that the change was a
regressive step in the development of and
could be a blot on our criminal justice
system. The 'misgiving was that persons
charged with capital offences might not be

able to have a trial as fair as that by a 2-
Judge court. Implicit in this belief is that
either (1) a single judge is less competent
to hear a capital case that two judges, or
(2) an accused is more likely to be
convicted by one judge than by two judges.
There was of course no evidence whatever
to support proposition 1. The experience
of 1-Judge trials up to today does not
support proposition 2 either. In any event,
the jury is still out.

A parallel development to the 1-Judge
court of significant benefit to persons on
trial and the legal profession has been the
requirement of 2-counsel representation,
whenever such representation is provided
by the state. It gives the accused better
legal representation and at the same time
provides essential practical experience to
younger counsel. Such representation has
now been extended to the PI stage.

In April, the Chief Justice led a
delegation of senior Judges on a goodwill
visit to China at the invitation of the
President of the Supreme People’s Court.
It was a very enlightening visit as it
enabled the Judges to know first hand
how justice is administered in a country
which is trying to build up a legal system
practically from scratch to establish the
rule of law. ’

This unprecedented event was fol-
lowed immediately by the retirement of
Mr Tan Boon Teik as Attorney-General,
resulting in my being privileged to be able
to address your Honours today.

I should mention next the change in
the publication dates of the Singapore
Academy of Law Journal from June/
December to March/September of each
year. It is not an event of such significance
except that it shows that the Journal has
come of age. The reason for the change
was that the Journal was competing, suc-
cessfully, with the Singapore Journal of
Legal Studies for publishable materials. I
think I can can say that the Journal has
achieved the goal the Academy set out to
achieve when it decided to produce it, i.e.,
to encourage legal writing on practical
topics among the lawyers. We have no
evidence that by distributing the Journal
free of charge, our other goal of en-
couraging all practitioners to read the
Journal has been successful. But we have
evidence that our appeals to them for
financial assistance were abysmal failures.

In November 1992, LawNet in con-
junction with the Law Society launched
seven new services, comprising (1) the
Case Law Database; (2) the Subsidiary
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Legislation Database; (3) the Lotbase, (4)
Biznet, (5) the Bankruptcy Search System;
(6) the Supreme Court Notices System,
and (7) Legal Practice Management
Systems. These computerised services re-
presented a quantum leap in concept and
scope from what was then available. There
is more to come. As the Chief Justice
¢promised in his keynote speech on that
“occasion, a comprehensive network of com-
puter services will be established for the
‘legal sector by 1997. LawNet will then
consist of six modules, covering all major
areas of legal practice. To quote the Chief
" Justice: "LawNNet is the first of its kind in
the world — there is no other jurisdiction
that we know of that has embarked upon
isomething quite as ambitious as this.” The future is clear.
‘Lawyers who fail to avail themselves of such services will find
“ themselves at the fringe of legal practice. They will be left behind
aby those who will be better informed and become more efficient
through LawNet.
% year, the Govemment also appointed a committee to
look( _s the supply of lawyers in Singapore in the medium term.
: Unfortunately, the Government’s concern that we may have too
, many practising lawyers by 2000 or 2010 on the basis of the
‘ output of law graduates has been misunderstood by some people
tas a statement that there are too many lawyers today. The Prime
#Minister neither made nor implied that judgment in his speech to
ithe Law Society at its annual dinner. The Government is never
{'backward in planning forward. The Committee should be ready
{to submit its report to the Prime Minister shortly.
' Now I would like to say something about the Judiciary. I am
; happy to note that Mr Amarjit Singh who was appointed as a
' Judicial Commissioner from 2 January 1992 is still with us in the
L same capacity. Mr Amarjit Singh was my classmate in law school
“and has been a leading advocate for mariy years at the criminal
bar. I am also happy to note the appointment of Mrs Judith
i Prakash and Mr T Q Lim as Judicial Commissioners from 1 Apnl
#1992, Mrs Prakash has been an outstanding law student and prac-
titioner. Mr Lim was my senior in the firm where I started my
practice in Singapore. He has taught much law and more legal
" method. I would like to offer my warmest congratulations to
“them/" ~wever belated they may be.
% k_JO mention, with regret, the return of Mr Michael Hwang
7to private practice. Mr Hwang has much to contribute to the

in Singapore.

EC is growing as an important trading block

During his tenure, Associate Professor Chin hopes to foster closer ties with the Bench and Bar,
l as well as with the Academy and the Alumni. The Faculty of Law will also continue to work together
w1th the Academy to contribute to the continuing legal education programme.

New Dean Appomted

AssociaTE Professor Chin Tet Yung was appointed Dean of the Faculty
of Law, National University of Singapore on 2 November 1992. An active
member of the Academy, Associate Professor Chin also served as Sub-
Dean at the NUS between 1984 to 1987.

As the new Dean, Associate Professor Chin will ensure that the
Faculty of Law, NUS remains the primary training institution for lawyers

As for the curriculum, more emphasis will be placed on International
Law and International Business Transactions, especially with respect to
Asean and Pacific Rim countries. This is in the advent that Singaporeans, following the Honourable

enior Minister Mr Lee Kuan Yew’s advice, will start looking further afield for business opportunies.
ere is also a strong possibilty that the laws of the European Community will be delved into as the

Courtesy Call
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development of the law in Singapore in one way or another.

Finally, I would like to mention the retirement of Justice
Chua on 15 November 1992, an event of much sadness to Bench
and Bar. Justice Chua was appointed a Supreme Court Judge on
15 February 1957 (the year I went to law school) after serving as
a legal officer in various capacities from 1937 (the year I was
born). He has thus served the State for 55 years, and for 35 years
as a Supreme Court Judge. The measure of his service to the State
can be appreciated by the fact that his second tenure as Supreme
Court Judge (he retired in 1978) is longer than the tenure of any
of your Honours. I recall with particular fondness.and gratitude
that as soon as Justice Chua heard of my appointment as a Judi-
cial Commissioner he invited my wife and me to dinner to meet
some of his colleagues. It was an act of great consideration and
kindness. Consistent with his character, he has accorded the same
welcome to other subsequent appointees to the Bench. We shall
miss him. I hope that his long and sterling service to the State will
be suitably recognised in due course.

It was said some years ago that we, i.e. the Judiciary, the law
officers of the State and the Bar, were.a trinity, with the Bench
being primus inter pares, I would prefer the more mundane, and
perhaps even pedestrian, description that the administration of
justice rests on three legs. In the past year, Your Honour’s leg has
outrun the other two legs and had to drag them along to the
finishing line. I can give my assurance that that leg which I lead
will try its best this year to keep in step with the judicial leg.

With that assurance, I, on behalf of the law officers of the
State, wish your Honours a less hectic, more successful and no

less happy new Legal Year.

Piease note that in
our December
Newsletter feature
on the launch of
the Singapore
Academy of Law/
DBS Corporate
MasterCard Charge
Card programme,
the validity date of
the Seoul Garden
Korean Restaurant
(Bukit Timah
Branch)
complementary
vouchers was
incorrectly stated as
December 1993.
The correct validity
date shouid be
March 1993.




