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These eitations of the \et dispose, | think, of this last
objection of the defence. Besides, it has been held in ez
parts, Lamarande, 10 L.( Joope 2805 e parte Worn 23
L.C.J., 109; in re T. P. Smith, 4 U.C.P.R. 215, that the
acts alleged must constitute an offence under Canadian law.

Ex part Seitz (Vol. 3), Can. Crim, Cas,, p. 127

The same views are held in the United States, where it
iz held that the offence must be one against the law of the
United States. See re Farez T Blatchford, 357: re Wadge,




