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Malot (1413), 4 O.W.N. 1577; Prowd v. Spence (1913), 10 D.L.R.
218; Langworthy v. McViear (1914), § O.W.N. 767; Hallman v.
Hallmon (1914), 5 O.W.N. 976; Reid v. Awl (1914), 32 O.L.R. 68.

In Upper Canada (now Ontario) the laws of England of
Qctober 15, 1792, were introduced. This would not include the
English Act of 1857, which emacted new substantive.law ana
transferred cases of divorce and matrimonial causes to the newly-
ereated Divorce Court. Hence when Upper Canada entered
confederation it did not bring with 1t any substantive law as to
divorce, Sinee Confederation the Dominion Parliament has as
before mentioned enacted no general law as to divoree and hence
it would appear that in Ontarlo to-day there is n~ cubstantive law
in force.

If some substantive law is hereafter enacted by the Dominion
Parliament for the Provinee of Ontario and no provision is made for
the administration of same then it would seem to follow from
. the Walker and Board cases that the Supreme Court of that
Provinee must adjudicate as to pleas filed under such law,

The old fashioned forum for the trial of divorce cases in thig
country, a Comurittes of the Senate of the Doninion, is entively
inadequate, unsuitable, and inconvenient, and is so expensive as
0 remind one of the well known sarcastic remarks of Mr. Justice
Maule, when passing sentence on a man convicted of bigamy,
in which he calls attention in 8 humorous and sareastic manner
to the hardship to which a poor man or woman is subject in secking
relief froin the matrionial tie. This unfortunate prisoner had
taken to himself a wife to replace one who had deserted him,
without previously obtaining a divorce, which the Judge said
might have cust him the impossible sum of 4 thousand pounds
or 0. The Judge concluded bis remarks ag follows: “You will
probably tell me ths. you never had a thousand farthings of your
own in the world; but, prisoner, that makes no difference. Sitting
here a3 a British Jud,.e, it is my duty to tell you that this is not
eountry in which there is one law for the rich, and another for the
poor.”

If this jurisdiction goes from the Senate to the Courts, in
Ontario aud Quebee, the staffe that will have charge of these




