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This Act, as is well known, gives a .number o .f matters exclusivelv
ta the Dominion Parliament, hardIv Rny of ývhich can bé legis.
lated upon without affecting property and civil rights ini the
différent Provinces; and yet by another section the Act gives the
*sUbject of property and civil rights i-the Provinces excltïsivtlv\
ta the Local Legisiatuires. The Act gives marriage and divorce
exclusively to the Dominion Parliarnent, and yet it gives the
solemnnization of marriage exclusively ta the Local Legislatures ;
and it gi ces crirninal la\v exclusively ta the Dominion Parliarnent,
and yet gives the imposition of fines and irnprisonrnent for
breaches of Provincial laws exclusively to the Local Legisla-
tures , it also gives the regulation of trade and commevrce exclu.
sively ta the Dominion Parliament, and yet gives the policv
power, and the imposition of shop, saloan, tavern, and auctionceur
and other liceuses exclusively ta the Local Legisiatures ; it fur-
flier gives the raising of nmoncy bv any mode or systern of taxa-
tion exclusively ta the Dominion Parliamnitt, and Vet gives direct
taxation within the Provinces in order ta the raising of a revenuec
for provincial purposes exclusivcly ta the Local Legislatures.

NW-hen we rernenmber the broad, far-reaching general îrin-
ciple laid down andl illustrated by Russell v. The Qzoeen, and
Hvdg,)e v. The~ Queem, and in the matter of the Dominion Licensv
Acts, naniely , that an Act which in anc(. aspect and for anc pur-
pose cornes within the iurisdiction of the Local Legisiatuires
rnay, ini anather aspect and for another purposc, corne within that
of the Domninion Parliarnent, it muiist, we think, be admitted that
the J udicial Coirnitcc have, with gi cat astuteness, forrnlatud
the only general principle whereby it is possible to reconcile thie
apparent inconsistencies of the Act which they hiad to constrtu.
it is not aur opinion only, but also that of ane who has inadc a vcrv,
careful and special study of the dclsioni of the Privy Counecil onl
aur Constitutional Act, scparately and in relation ta each othur,
that the assertion that there is ans' incons istency ta be foulnd ilu
the decisions of that suprerne tribunal is %vithout any warrant
whatever ; they are not only' consistei.t, but satisfactory.

MINr. Marsh considerQ it a most unsatisfactory tile that the
Privy Couincil refrains, as far as possible, from laying down gen-
cral principles, but endeavours in eachi case ta determine the
question uipon sortie narro%\ paint peculiar ta the case in hand.
But what Mr. Marsh regards as a defect, we regard as a mark of


