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law in ail matters, whereas the legii~iatures which have deait with
the inatter in Saskatchewan had only Iimited powers; so that
aithougli the saie words used by the B.C. Legisiature rnay hav~e
been sufficient to incorporate Engiish div orce Iaw into the law of
that Province, it does flot by' any means follow that the like
words as regards Sash-atchewan have the saine effeet, when.thie
comipetence of the legi;slature to enact tL law is taken into account.

For f hese reasons if appears f0 mie it would be ur1ýafe and might
lea(t to disai.,ous consequences if the courts in S&skatchewan
and AlLerf: were to assume and exercise a jurisdiction in divorce
as Mr. Thon pson suggests eveli they should.

That thcy could possibly legally assume anyx such iuri.idiction
wvithouf fthe authority of thec Don inion Parliament appears fo me
excee(lingiy doubtful. Marriage and divorce being admittedly
«vithin the legislative control of the Dominion Parliarrent, if is
for that legislature to say what courts shal exercise jurisdiction
on lhat subject, and 1 should hqpe that if the Dominion Parlia-
!rent sees fit to pass any lîiw on th(- qlUhject that such law nîay
apply to the wvbole Domninion ami be administered upon a uni-
fori plan. so that w e miay not have the Iaw on this important,

siîhject x aryîllg ii cach ProV' mcc

Wihregard to NIr. Trhonîp-soiis strictures on the private
jj\ or<e Acts of the Donminin Parliairent if iiiay lie adniittcd that

this mnode of combiniing judieial and legisiative authority is Dot,
satisfactorv; neverfheless, aîs the Domnion I'arliviînent bas un-
thoflitedix powver to pass a g(.ierial hiaw on the suI)ject of divorce,
I fail tc sve hoiv there can hu 'lny rczisonahle doubt of its îîoxý er
to pass (divorcé, lam-s in spýecific cases. and for thle purpose to n:ake

suchl inquiry for asucrtaiinig theu fact s, as to it inayý seecîn fit as a

preliilîary to enaetig such laws.
(lEO. 'S. IIOLMESTED.
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