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When I received the invitation to deliver this lecture, I consulted some of my closest friends as well as members of my family. Some felt that accepting the invitation amounts to sending a lamb to the lions, while others felt it is like sending a wolf among sheep. My wife’s simple advice was watch your mouth.

On a serious note, accepting the invitation presented me with a dilemma. The celebrant of today is himself an embodiment of the law. His entire life has been devoted to the law without any detour into anything else. No politics, no business, nothing else.  Therefore, he possibly could not and would not enjoy, anyone tearing into a profession that is his life. And I don’t intend to rain on his parade. I am equally aware of the fact that the overwhelming members of this audience will be members of the legal profession who may feel that I should not make them feel uncomfortable or that I should not even put them on a spot. I have, ringing in my ears, the ominous warning from the Hon. Justice Kayode Eso, “I found it odious that anybody, anybody including a lawyer or whoever, no matter highly placed, should bring the judiciary down”. (The Guardian, Saturday, September 17, 2005, p17.)

Some of you may in fact be dismissive, as you often do, by claiming that I am not learned, even if you grudgingly concede that I am educated. My status as a consumer of your services has earned me the right to ask you difficult questions. As the third arm of government, the consequences for the country of your activities, are so fundamental that you must concede the right to put your profession under the search light. As the Hon. Justice S. O. Uwaifo once put it “ … a corrupt judge is more harmful to the society than a man who runs amok with the dagger in a crowded street; while the man with dagger can be restrained physically, a corrupt judge deliberately destroys the foundation of society” (Thisday, Sunday Newspaper, January 30, 2005, p. 31). I am not here talking about corruption. If you replace “a corrupt judge” with “ a discredited legal and judicial system”, the comments of Justice Uwaifo would still be apt. Or to use the recent words of the Hon. Justice Chukwudifu Oputa “..in fact, it is justice that produces peace. Therefore if we want peace in Nigeria, we have to work for justice – political justice, economic justice and social justice.” (Vanguard, Thursday, September 15, 2005, p.5).

On a lighter note, I am not so green in law after all. I have a Master’s degree in International Law and Diplomacy, and I write briefs on matters involving international law for companies both here and abroad.

Let me start off by making what amounts to a wake-up call. I am aware that right now, there is a non-governmental document which is still undergoing refinement that will call on Nigeria to adopt a system of judges sitting with non-legal civilian assessors to handle cases.

As startling as this may sound, some have argued that the resort to shrine justice, to assassinations and to acid retaliations, to resolve disputes, amount to a massive vote of no confidence, that adoption of a system of civilian assessors should be regarded as a rescue option that will be an improvement on both the formal and the informal system of justice that presently obtains. I agree totally with the Hon. Justice Eso when he said “…it’s an open invitation to anarchy because tomorrow, instead of people going to court, they take machete to settle scores. It is either court or cutlass.” ( The Guardian, Saturday, September 17, 2005 p19). My only disagreement with the Hon. Justice is that tomorrow is already here, and the court and the machete are already competing.

How have we come to the present state of affairs? A criminal case of attempted murder has not gone beyond a judge of first instance, after about six years. Unheard of in Nigerian legal history or that of any country for that matter. We are all living witnesses to the OJ Simpson and Michael Jackson cases in the United States. With all the plethora of motions and objections filed, not once was there an interlocutory injunction to stop the case dead in its tracks. We are also living witnesses to the Maxwell brothers’ case in the United Kingdom which was dispatched with alacrity in months. Or is it the Augusto Pinochet(the Chilean dictator) case which went from the High Court to the House of Lords in .months. I have in citing examples, drawn from cases in both the United States and in the United Kingdom in anticipation of any defence that we are following an inherited system. Two recent examples will focus our minds. Malaysia with the same legal heritage as Nigeria, and Indonesia with a Dutch heritage system spent only a year each from crime to conviction in two terrorist murder cases.

What about a chieftaincy case which takes thirteen years to get to and be disposed of at the Court of Appeal? This same case has now been appealed to the Supreme Court. How many more years would it take to be disposed of at the Supreme Court? Atedo Peterside, one of Nigerian leading bankers, once made reference to a commercial case that dragged on for 23 years. Would this be an incentive to investors? While preparing for this lecture, I came across three cases  where one case took twenty-two years to get to the stage of a Supreme Court decision, another case took twenty years to reach a Supreme Court decision, and another case that took ten years to get a Court of Appeal decision. Do these civil cases of this nature, handled this way, address the dog-in-the-manger aspects of the Nigerian culture?  A person knows that he is not entitled to a royal throne. But he wants to deny the rightful occupant his rights. And so, he goes to court and gets an injunction and denies the rightful occupant his entitlement for twenty-five years? And he pays N5000 as costs. Of course, over the ten, fifteen or twenty years, his legal fees would have run into millions. I most respectfully submit that even though our hypothetical client lost his case at the Supreme Court, he actually won because he achieved his aim. The lawyers on both sides won because they earned their fees. The only loser is the rightful owner of the throne who has been denied his rights for what must have looked like eternity, not to talk of the enormous resources which he had invested in the legal system.

The mechanism used by the legal profession which brought Nigeria to this state of affairs can be classified into five categories. The first category is the use of interlocutory injunctions. The second is the use of ex-parte motions. The third is the use of adjournment motions. The fourth is the use of injudicious allegations of corruption against Judges handling cases in an effort often successful into adopting a hands off attitude on those cases. The fifth is the use of injudicious approaches to judges to influence them which have often led to judges again returning case files to Chief Judges.  I expect you to argue that interlocutory injunctions, ex-parte motions, and adjournments are legitimate rights available to lawyers on both sides. But, is there not a world of difference between the possession of a right and the rightful exercise of that right? Perhaps, a few examples of the distinction which I am making between the rightful and wrongful exercise of a right might clarify matters. There was a celebrated murder case where the lead prosecution counsel applied for adjournment because he wanted to attend a conference overseas, and yet the accused was in detention without bail? Which right was higher: the right of the accused to freedom to life through acquittal or freedom from life through hanging and the right of counsel to attend an international conference?  With all due respect, may I suggest, that if a surgeon were to adopt the same attitude, most of the members of this audience would successfully prosecute him for negligence. And how about the unusual, from my point of view, request for adjournment based on the fact that counsel wants to personally argue the case but is either ill or busy elsewhere? Who among us with an appendix threaten to burst or with a wife in labour would ask for a medical adjournment to allow his favourite medical doctor to attend to the situation.? The Chairman of the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC), Alhaji Nuhu Ribadu, himself a lawyer, had this to say: “anytime we commence full prosecution, lawyers to these 419 kingpins use the courts to stall prosecution. They will file one motion or the other at the Court of Appeal. We need to set example by actual conviction.” (Thisday, The Sunday Newspaper, April 10, 2005, p33)  

The most trenchant criticism of the procedure of the legal and judicial system has come from the Hon Justice Mustafa Akanbi, a retired President of the Court of Appeal and a judge of no mean repute. As Chairman of the Independent Corrupt Practices and Allied Offences Commission (ICPC), he had had to suffer attacks on his reputation for being inefficient, whereas he and his ICPC had only been victims of the legal and judicial system. The ICPC was inaugurated on the 29th September 2000. Its very existence was threatened when a year later, it was dragged before the Supreme Court for being unconstitutional and the case was not disposed off until the Chief Justice of Nigeria, the Hon. Justice M. L. Uwais, on June 7th, 2002 declared it constitutional with certain provisions struck out. But almost a whole year had been wasted due no fault of Justice Akanbi. Nevertheless he had had to carry the stigma of inefficiency. What should the Supreme Court have done under the circumstances? I would answer that question later when I come to that part of my lecture titled THE WAY FORWARD.

 Justice Akanbi’s words on record can only be interpreted in one way and that is an indictment of the legal and judicial system:  “we want to amend the ICPC Act that all cases should be granted accelerated hearing. On the granting of bail to suspects, we propose an amendment that the exercise of discretionary powers by a judge on corruption-related offences must be done cautiously. We are also amending the provision that prescribes the handling of our cases by designated judges appointed by Chief Judges of States and we want our cases to be handled by the Federal High Courts”. I remember the same Mr. Justice Akanbi complaining about a judge who after several adjournments over a one-year period simply transferred the case to another judge without giving a reason. 

Another procedural issue that has drawn the ire of Justice Akanbi is better put in his own words: “I know that we used to have a fantastic judiciary…but now, you make a very serious application, the judge can stand it down. Today even before the person starts a case, and I am talking of a fraudster case, there were three motions before the court, questioning his jurisdiction. Motion exparte, motion on notice. The judge says he is adjourning for two or three weeks to decide which one to take first. When the time comes, she does not appear. She says the registrar should go and adjourn. When she eventually comes, a Senior Advocate goes into that court and says “ I have a matter before this court on the same subject. I have a motion exparte to be heard.” Our lawyer was in court. He said ‘my Lord, there is a motion on notice on the same subject.’ The judge said no, no, no, you can’t be heard. The judge granted the application, granted motion exparte, ordering an injunction, restraining us and the Senior Advocate packed his books and went out. Nothing can be more disastrous.”

Several issues are raised by Justice Akanbi’s position. Firstly, why do judges in the exercise of their discretionary powers always favour the accused to such an extent that a retired President of the Court of Appeal feels it needs an Act of the National Assembly to change the attitude? I Have often read with amazement judges granting bail to those charged with rape of minors, even when both victims and defendants live in the same house or neighbourhood. Rape is such a heinous crime that is bound to have severe repercussions on the victim, repercussions now compounded by the victim facing the alleged rapist everyday on bail.

The use of judicial discretionary powers beyond human understanding is well illustrated by the following examples: Just last month, August 2005, a Dutse Magistrate sentenced a 25yrs old farmer to one year imprisonment and a fine of N15000.00 for stealing a motorcycle worth N75,000.00, a vehicle that was recovered. (Vanguard Augusst 20, 2005, p5) The Comet of the same day (August 20, 2005) reported under a headline that read “Go and sin no more” that an Ebute Metta Chief Magistrate sentenced a 27yrs old man who stole Mercedes Benz bus valued at N380,000.00 to cleaning the court room for a month. The vehicle was also recovered. In the same month of August, an Ilorin High Court sentenced a student to 10yrs or a fine of N50,000.00 for cultism. (The Punch, August 22, 2005 p10). And to think that I used to believe that it was only the peace of God which passes all understanding.

To return to my original question, do we need an Act to fix the parameters of discretionary powers? Can the Nigerian Judicial Council not lay down guidelines, guidelines that will be binding on all judges, over those areas of discretion that have brought the judiciary into disrepute? I am thinking along the lines of a English Chief Justice who once imposed a stiff tariff for football hooliganism and stated explicitly that that was a message he was sending to judges as well as potential hooligans. Aware that our CJN might not possess such a power, I have suggested the NJC or perhaps the Supreme Court through decided cases involving sentencing, adjournments, ex-parte orders etc. The judiciary is supposed to be sensitive to the society in which it operates. Yet until there was an uproar both internationally and domestically, our judiciary continued to grant bail to those accused of 419 offences. It is good that that practice has been stopped without any change in the law, which proves my point that there is nothing wrong with the law, it is the interpretation by the judiciary that is often out of synchronization with societal norms.

Justice Akanbi  also raised two other issues: first is the issue of designated judges for corruption cases, and the other is the novel (by Nigerian standards) of crimes to be tried in only Federal Courts. This feature of federal crimes triable in federal courts is a recognisable feature of the United States federalism. It gained a toehold in the Nigerian system under the post-1975 military regime and Justice Akanbi wants to expand that toehold into a foothold. Let us leave it at that. The critical point is: why did Justice Akanbi feel he has to push this far? In his usual way, he has been pretty blunt about it: “…in view of our experiences in the State High Court, some of them, we believe, are being influenced by one thing or the other. …one or two cases I could not find a state court, because of my suspicion of what would be done by the Chief Judge of that state.” What else is there to add?    

 I expect that you could argue that once a lawyer accepts a brief, he is under an obligation to use the information provided by his client to advance the rights of his client. But, is the case being made that counsel has no discretion in the use or non-use of information made available to him by his client? Does the image of counsel as a robot of his client, one that the bar wishes to promote? Or else, how does one justify egregious allegations of corruption leveled at judges based on information provided by the clients, information that is not backed up by documentary evidence?  I would have more to say about this and the use of injudicious approaches to judges when I make my proposals for the way forward. 

The usual argument put up by defenders of the legal system is that they operating under the law. If you want changes, change the law, the argument goes. I concede the logic of the argument. But my point is that what is creating the unease in the land is caused more by rules made by judges rather than parliamentary and National Assembly acts that brought the law into existence in the first place. Or as Justice Oputa aptly put it “By general consensus, the constitution is what the judges say it is. The judges are the architects who transform into shape the various generalities in our constitution and give them a local habitation and a name.” (The Punch, September 15, 2005, p.8) There is no statutory law allowing for unlimited adjournment as a right. This is a right that has been granted by judges and that can be curtailed by judges even though nothing prevents the National Assembly from passing a law limiting the number of adjournments that a judge can grant. Again, there is no statutory law or judge-made rule that only a particular lawyer can represent a client. It is one of those courtesies granted by judges to lawyers who now regard it as a right. Even if I were to concede that the client has a right to a specific lawyer of his choice, it amounts to an abuse of that right for a case to be adjourned times without number just to accommodate a specific lawyer. This particular courtesy is in fact inimical to the growth of the legal profession as it allows for a limited number of lawyers to monopolise cases. If judges were to take the position that clients brief a chamber rather than an individual lawyer, and to that extent, refuse to grant adjournment for a particular lawyer to argue a case, then chambers will be forced to employ more lawyers if they want to handle more cases.

THE WAY FORWARD: 
1). Need for Sensitivity to Societal Needs: Speaking apropos another issue, Justice Oputa was on record as saying “we need a Bar and a Bench that will respond with creativity to the problems of non-justiciability of the Fundamental Objective and Derivative Principles of State Policy as contained in Chapter 11 of the 1999 Constitution…” My proposal is that that creativity should be extended across the board. Let me illustrate the point by reference to a United States example: After the inauguration of F.D. Roosevelt as the President, he quickly came to the conclusion that only a radical economic restructuring of the system stands between the United States and a nazi-type revolution. He therefore sent a deluge of legislation to Congress which were promptly passed into law. On being challenged, the Supreme Court threw out most of them on constitutional grounds. After several attempts which met the same fate at the Supreme Court, President Roosevelt reminded the Court that the fact that there were only nine judges on the Supreme Court was a matter of convention and not a constitutional requirement. He then offered to appoint more judges into the Supreme Court (to pack the court in American idiom). All of a sudden, the same Court now found the same legislation, constitutional. I can even draw an example from the Nigerian system. 419 suspects used to have a free run of the bail system in Nigerian courts where invariably, the suspects were beneficiaries of the discretionary right to bail. After international uproar and some imposition of economic and financial sanctions against Nigeria, our courts started to refuse bail to 419 suspects without any change in legislation. But I will still ask: why wait so late? It is not as if the fact of 419 crimes were not unknown on the streets of Askelon.

Within this context, the Nigerian Supreme Court could adopt a constructive rather than a literal interpretation of existing legislation to tackle several ills of the legal and judicial system. For example take the issue of the courts being clogged up with cases.  Firstly, does the Supreme Court need to hear every case referred to it?  Olisa Agbakoba, SAN, has drawn attention to the fact that within the United States judicial system, “the American Supreme Court declines jurisdiction in a case that is not appropriate for the Supreme Court.” If the Supreme Court were to refuse to accept cases where no fundamental issue is at stake, that would reduce the load burden of cases in the Supreme Court. If the court finds this suggestion too radical, then perhaps the Court could revisit the issue of costs. I have earlier pointed out how the present system of costs encourages the dog-in-the-manger Nigerian syndrome. I will like to suggest that the value of costs should be revised drastically. Costs of N5m for Supreme Court, N2.5m for Court of Appeal, N1m for High Court. In addition, the loser should bear the total costs of the winner, which should include the legal fees due to the lawyer. Of course, I can almost hear the criticism that what I am advocating will mean justice for only the rich. But with legal fees as high as it is, how many Nigerians can afford the present legal and judicial system in any case?

Another aspect of our law is the ridiculous low fines that are imposed even after the offender has been found guilty. Our Judges have argued that these fines are fixed by law and these laws date back to the 50s and 60s. But has the judiciary heard of constructive interpretation? It takes an economist or financial analyst only the twinkling of an eye to calculate the value in 2005 of 1N set in 1975. After all 1N in 1975 was $2. Therefore a N1000.00 fine set in 1975 was $2000.00 then which is N300,000.00 now. Our conservative judiciary prefers literal interpretation which often fails to reflect the true intention of the law makers, to constructive interpretation which will allow them to faithfully reflect the true intention of the legislature in as far as anti-crime is concerned. If the judiciary refuses to act accordingly, the Government should simply enact a bill empowering the Central Bank to supply to the Supreme Court each year, that year’s equivalent of costs set in 1950, 1950 being an arbitrary base year. Basically, I am adopting Olisa Agbakoba’s position that “we need some more robustness in the courts”(Thisday, The Sunday Newspaper, January 30, 2005, p35).

2) Need for Constitutional Court or Special Chamber of the Supreme Court to handle constitutional cases, to cut down on the delay in handling these cases. I am aware that a proposal for a Constitutional court has been a recurring decimal in Nigerian legal circles. Even at the just concluded political conference, the issue came up and was resolved in favour setting up a Constitutional Court. Such a Court or Special Chamber of the present Supreme Court can also be used to fast-tract appeals against ex-parte decisions and interlocutory injunctions.

3) The Supreme Court should use more liberally its power to release decisions immediately and give reasons later.  I am aware that a slow deliberative process is perceived as being synonymous with wisdom, in legal circles. I am aware of an amusing anecdote by a retired United States Supreme Court Justice. He narrated how on being appointed to the Court, he was assigned to write the judgement of the court after hearing the oral presentation of the briefs. A few days later, he informed his colleagues that the written judgement was ready. He got a frosty reception and was told that it was not done. He had to put it away for months at which time he brought it up again and was warmly received as exhibiting great wisdom. However, the same Supreme Court, faced with the grave matter of an unresolved Presidential election with a supposed inauguration just months away, resolved the matter within weeks. Compare this with our own experience with Presidential and Gubernatorial cases being resolved after the supposed victors have spent over half of the years of the mandate. Our judges should be aware that out of sheer frustration with the judicial system, the 1979 Constitution in fact imposed time limitation on the gap between the end of legal arguments and when judgements must be given. It is a pity that this provision went missing from the 1999 Constitution. I am also aware that the 2003 Electoral Act stipulated that all election petitions must be disposed off before the inauguration to the offices to which the elections were held. The Supreme Court threw out that provision on constitutional grounds on the grounds that two arms of government cannot lay down how another arm runs its affairs. With all due respect, I think that case was wrongly decided. Under the Constitution, the President and the National Assembly jointly are given the right and the power to make laws for the whole of Nigeria, and that includes the Supreme Court.

3) Even if the Supreme Court refuses the radical suggestions already put forward, it could still refuse to accept cases which based on the basis of submitted briefs, there was no possibility of a reversal of the Court of Appeal’s decision.

4). I suggest a system of automatic national honours for judges:  GCON for all Supreme Court Judges, CFR for all Judges of the Court of Appeal, CON for all Judges of the Federal High Court and Chief Judges of State High Courts and OFR for High Court judges. If these honours are made automatic on appointments, then any suspicion that honours are tainted with favourable judgements will be removed. In addition, this system will elevate the status of judges.

5). I find no justification for a retirement age for judges. There is not enough time and space here to argue my case against the whole concept of retirement age in certain professional sectors. Suffice it to state here, that I have come across eighty-year old  Professors and judges who were still plying their trade in other parts of the world. And there are still close to eighty-year old lawyers who are still practising in Nigeria. I believe that the whole of the retirement age syndrome in Nigeria has just become a system based on “make room; it is my turn”.

4). Abolition of what Agbakoba calls “an assembly plant” appointment system.(Thisday, January 30, 2005, p.34). Hear his words “…this one expires, this one comes in, nothing is new, three appeal court judges going into the Supreme Court, the next thing, they are retired and they are out again…” Becoming Vice-Chancellor is not the career expectation of every Professor. Becoming Chief of Army Staff is not the career expectation of every General. Becoming Head of Service is not the career expectation of every Permanent Secretary. Therefore, why does becoming a Chief Judge become the career expectation of every judge, such that judges who have only a few months to retirement get appointed as Chief Judges? This is one of the things that have brought the judicial system into disrepute. Need I say anymore? My proposal is that no judge who has less than five years before retirement should be appointed a Chief Judge, or be promoted to the Court of Appeal or Supreme Court.

5) Cut Institutionalised Socialising: Again, let me start by quoting Agbakoba, SAN: “Because the great English tradition of justice is not necessarily transferable to Nigeria, let them transfer the robes and the wigs or let them transfer the culture about it. Nobody will tell you that by virtue of your office as High Court judge, you don’t go to parties.” (Thisday, January 30, 2005, p.34) I was once told a story about the Late Justice J.I.C. Taylor and the then Lagos State Governor, Major Mobolaji Johnson. As Governor, Major Mobolaji Johnson had sent an invitation to a state social function. Justice Taylor sent a terse message back stating simply “judges don’t attend parties”. Now that looks like another world and another age away. As Foreign Minister, I successfully persuaded the cabinet to adopt guidelines banning members of the judiciary, members of the cabinet and permanent secretaries from attending en-masse diplomatic parties. I pointed out that Nigerian Ambassadors abroad do not have even one minister in attendance at our national day celebrations in Europe and the Americas, whereas, at any diplomatic reception in Nigeria, there would have been a quorum for a Supreme Court or cabinet meeting. I did not find it dignifying for Nigeria. I even pointed out that the Ministry of External Affairs which is the host agent for the diplomatic community did not turn up en-masse at these functions. Cabinet was convinced, and President Babangida was convinced. Instructions were issued and promptly ignored. I held the view then and still hold the view now, that there is something incongruous between the dignity of a judge, a dignity which is necessary for the dispensation of justice, and the informal bantering that goes on at social events.

Apropos this issue of the dignity and status of a judge, Justice Eso recently went on record on memories from the past “I do remember some years ago when I was in the Western Court of Appeal. Justice Madarikan was the President and his driver was driving faster than others (euphemism for being reckless). And a policeman waved him down vigorously. So Justice Madarikan asked the driver to stop and called the policeman. He told him that it is not a way to salute a judge. The policeman said ‘I didn’t know you are a judge’. Justice Madarikan now said, ‘now that you know that I am a judge, what would you do?’ The policeman saluted him and stayed still until he passed. That was the relationship between judges and policemen. Let me give you another example from Justice Eso’s memory. “The late Justice Edward Adegboyega Ademola was entering the old Leventis stores. The Inspector General of Police was outside the premises of the stores. I was watching as the IG came out of the store. And as soon as he sighted Ademola coming down from his car, he gave him a salute and he remained there until Ademola entered the store. That was the relationship between the police and the court”(The Guardian, September 17, 2005 p17).

I believe that Justice Eso was wrong on the Madarikan case. Two weeks ago, the motorcade of the Prime Minister of New Zealand, was pulled over for excessive speeding. In fact, it was the Prime Minister who had to apologise to the nation claiming that she was reading a speech at her backseat corner and did not pay attention to what her driver was doing. No one is above the law, no matter how high. If judges claim exception to obeying traffic laws, so can Generals, Professors, Commissioners of Police etc. Where would it get us? Precisely where we are now: a lawless society.

But I believe that the message of Justice Eso’s examples and Justice Taylor’s famous rejection of the invitation was clear: Judges are meant to be on a pedestal. Socialising is not compatible with that pedestal. In return for that social isolation, I am prepared to propose appointment for life on the bench.

8) My last recommendation deals with the bar in contrast to my earlier recommendations dealing with the bench. Earlier on, I have identified the levelling of unfounded allegations of bias or corruption against the bench by members of the bar as one of the ways to win delays in the trial. The latest such episode was of course at the Supreme Court which Chief Gani Fawehinmi called “the worst contempt in the face of the highest court” (THISDAY, June 24, 2005, p.4). As far as Justice Omotunde Ilori, a retired Chief Judge of Lagos State, is concerned “I would make sure the lawyers who made such an allegation did not sleep in his house” He went back to the case of the allegation made against Chief Judge Augustine Ade Alabi and concluded “to my surprise, that lawyer went home and even called a press conference”(Vanguard July 1, 2005, p.34). I also believe that it should go beyond this. When considering advancement to the hallowed ranks of the Senior Advocate of Nigeria and the bench, past conduct of members of the bar should be taken into consideration. Has the applicant being frivolous in making allegations against members of the bench? Has the applicant become notorious in getting judges to issue ex-parte orders that have led to dismissal of judges from the bench? All these are pertinent factors that should be considered. In order to curb rascality at the bar, judges need to confront unwholesome practises head-on. In the words of Justice Ilori (rtd): “what is happening now is that we have judges who have the highest integrity without the highest character to protect that integrity” And that is not on. I further suggest that a judge who allows himself to be frightened into handing off a case should automatically resign from the bench.

In August 2005, a mob of more than 1000 people in Guatamala hacked a judge to death after he acquitted a suspected rapist. May that day never arrive in Nigeria.           
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