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THE LAW 0P DIVORCE IN~ CANADA.

It is desirable that this most important branch of Iaw should
be thoroughly undersý -od by the profession in viewv of the prob-
vbility of its being the subjeet of legislation at an early date.
With this in view we publish in this issue the report of the case o!
WValker v. WtdÉiker (sec post p. 385), and an an.no+ittion thereon
taken f romr the Don- inicin La% 1Peports; we reproduce also an article
from the Laiv Times (Eng.), which calls atteution to the obviÀons
need of their being uniforrnity, if possible or as far ft9 possible,
in the law both as t) iarriage and divorce in tthe various Pro nMees
of the Don inion.

Our readerq will understand from this mateiail tha"t Ontario
and Quebec are the only twvo Provinces in CawnvkL wit'u'ut. pro-
vision~ for juilicial divorce, thus diffcring from the other Provinces.

The Courts in Ontario haeconsisteatly held that Vicy have
n jurisiction to entertain divorce pleas, althoughi in t'he eatrly
case of Beatty v. Butler (sec Gewn.ill, at p. 40) the juris1lietioii %wnS
exercised in a case whiei the rearriage was void ab initia. In
Lawles v. Chamberlai (1889), 18 OR1. 296, Boyd, C. lilwiÀse
held that the rligh Court cf Justice in Ontario had juris4iction
te, declare the nulliLy of a inarriage which. was void ab initia
because it liad been procured by f raudi or duress. This VN ould
appear to be consistent with the j,.dgrircnt o! Hyndn an, J. of
the Suprelwe Court, of Alberta, in Ccx v. ccx (1918), 40 D.L.ýR. 195.

Whiere ho-wever it was endteavourcd to get the Ontexio Courts
to adjudieate in rern to dissolve the existing uxi.taùl union, the

Ontario Judges have held that no jurisdiction cxîit in t 1 eir Courts.

The following caues ir ay bc referre2d to in this connetion:-
T. v. B. (lq07), 15 O.LR. 224; ilenxies v. Far??on (1900),

18 O.L.R. 174; May v. Maey (1 910), 22 O.LiI.. 559; A. v. B. (1911),


