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have been unable to find anything distinctly bearing on this
question of constituitional power, but in Mr. Forsyth's work on
Constitutiona] Law~ (Forsvthl's Constitutional Law, p. i-)t he
states that this ideýiticaI point arase with reference to the power
of the Indian lcgislature ta pasq laws binding oni native subjects
ouit ùf India, and came before the law officers of the Cro\vn, and
hiniqulf in 1867, . . nd the), ail, \vith the exception of the
Advocate-Gencral, Sir iR, Phillirnore, thought that, as thc extent
of the pmv~ers of the Iegislature of India depended upon the
authoritv canferred upon it by Acts of Parliamnent,ý it was unsafe
to hold that the Ino-ian legislature had pr'-ver to pass such

Althouigh n.) a called upo, ajs hie said, ta decide this question,
yet Mr. justice Strotng dIld. in sortie sense, decide it by msing the
coniclusion thiat such a law wvas idi;'c vires to strengthen the Prce-
suînption that the law ini question in this case \vas to be mider-
stonul, in the bcc of express languagu ta the contrarv', ta be
iiitended to bi.u rkes-trIcted. in its operatiun t o the D)ominion.

lienry, J., at p. 6oo, savs: "'I cannot conie to the conclusion
that the lcgislature inedda party gnilty of fraud ini atîy other
coulitry . . tu bu inîprisoîîcd here for fraud coniitted iii
some othei' country, andl fot against an. subjeets of the Dominion.

.*.Further than that, 1 doubt that the' constitutional riglits
o)f the Parlialien t woutl flot go as far as to jnass an Act, under
the peculiar circumstances of t his comntr\ ta punish a party for
fraud Comilitted ouside of the Dominion.''

Taschereati, J.. at 1) 6oo 1 doubt very inucli if the Parlia.
nment of Canada woîiid have t heý 1po\er tu legisiate at ail on the'
dealing-s or actions wvhich hai ýe taken place outside of Canada(z."

Buit the hlighest authority on this question is the decision of
thc Judicial. Cornmittee of the Privy Counicil :Mýcl-cod v. A ttorney-

r Gene>'al (f Xen' ,S'oith IVaIcs, (xS9 x) A.C, 45. In delivering the
judgnILtt Of the ,ourt ill this case, Lord Halsbury, L.C., says.

Upon tht' face of this record the offence is charged to have
been coînîîittud in Nlissuri, iii the United States of America,
and it, therefore, appears to their lordships that it is manifestly

et sho\vn, bevoiud ail! possibility of doubt, that the offence charged
was an offeénceý \hich, if cotnmitted at ail, wvas committed in

Iz another country, beyond the jurisdiction of New South Wales.
The result, as it appears ta their lordships, must be that there


