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far as they purported to apply to the defendant conilpain (a
company incorporated by letters patent issued under the:tauthiority
of the Companies Act, IR.S.C. 1906 ch. 79, for trading proe)
were valid and intra vires of the Legisiature of the Province- of
Ontario.

(2) That the defendant company was precluded froinary
ing out its objects and undertakings in Ontario unless ani unifl
licensed under the Extra-Provincial Corporations Act.

(3) That the defendant company was subjeet to thew penaliesu
prescribed by that Act for carrying on business witlhouit binlg
licensed.

(4) That the defendant company was incapacitated or pro-
hibited, by reason of not being licensed as required by thlat Adc,
froni acquiring and holding lands for the purpose of its buisiness
in the Province of Ontario.

Looking at the Act as a whole, it is not in its " pith andii( su!>)-
stanice" an Act designed Lu restrict Domiànion cmaisin thie
exercise of the powers conferred upon theni by Domiinion auithlor-
ity, but an Act lawfully passed for purpuses as to which t1wi
Legisiature by whîch it was enacted had authiorit y to le'gislate.
The lattter part of sec. 16, providing that su long as a vnpn is
unlicenlsed it shall not be capable of inaintaining anly action or
proceeding in any Court of Ontario i respect of any contract
made in whole or in part within Ontario ini thc couirse of or in
connection. with business carried on contrary to the >rovisions
of sec. 7, is objectionable and ultra vires.

on the fourth point the judgnîent of Masten, J., iýs affirnied.
The, basic principle of the British North America Act wýas

intended to be that each Province should be autonomous ami
"&masteýr of iLs own house." This principle lias Dot always bwen
appliedl te the determination of questions that have arisen under
the Act, partly, perhaps, because it lias been thoughit thlat, fiavýing
regard t o the language used in the Act with respect to thle quiestion1
under consideration, the principle could not be applîed, and
aornetixnes hecause the principle was net kept clearly in view%.

M ACLAREN and MAGEF, JJ.A., agreed with the Chief Just ice.

HODOINS, J.A., in a short written judgment, agreed that the
questions should be answered as stated by the Chief Justice.

FpRtGUSON, J .A., reached the saine conclusion, forreon
briefly stated in writing.

Appeals of the plaintiffs allowved as Io thre
questions with rosis and dismissed as Io
one wilh costs.


