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Pro%-ince is as purely incidentai as was the operation of the
statutes under review in the ce which Mr. Masters denic.s to
bie relei-ant. He Ipropoffl the following tes.t of his theory.-

"A4sunie thât in Roy2l Batnk V. Rex. the Ia>ndholder,3 hâd beem re',ident
ini the Province and the property in Montresi. In that cse tIle legislation
vrould hare deait with civil rights ini the Province and wit', pr.>perty out
of it. the converse of the pimition on which this discussion i* based. ('an
vre "ay that the Priv'- Council woul,1 bave upheld .he legiiation in these
rircmsitauces"

In niy opinion they certainlv would have upheid it. But thc
situation supposed is not reall the coneri;e of that involvcd in
Royal Banuk v. Rer. It is one in whicb the argument in favour
-)f eonstitutionality would realay be much stronger: itor the
Legisiature having controi of the persons ,ýwning the prnperty
wvould be dealing with their rights in prccisclv the saine niait-
ner as a court deals in the ordinary course ivith s'uits
ir.volving the right of litigants in regeard Io l>n?-erty tvhichb
lies beyond its jur-isdîction. Under these cireumstaiiccs a eourt
adjusts those rigbts by aeting in personaîn., not in rrni. Il
would surcly be going very far r) argue that the B.X.A. Act
should lx! construed in such a manner that, under the supposed
cireurnstances. the powers of the Liegisiature would bw (if nar-
rower scope than those normally exeîeised by judges. These
consideratirns, 1 need searcely Say, are independent of the de-
duction which 1 should draw front the general principle on
which I have bc-en insisting. viz.. thar a statute relating ta a sub-
jct-niatter with which a Tiegislature is authorized tu deal cati-
flot be pronounced invalid on the mere ground that it affect"
eonsequenfiaiiy another subjeet-niatter over whieh the Legisia-
turc 'tas iflu jurisiction. If this prineiple is accpted. there
wiII manifestly 1we no ground upon whieh ail ena;'tnieîit of the
tenor suggested by Mr. M1asters could lit annulled.

The statement in my former article that '"Iht right% ne-
quircd hy a non-resident shareholder as a resuit of ait a&qign-
ment, pledge, or tcstamcntary disposition ni ghares in a Pro-
vincial companiy* are rigbta outaide the Province, is stili con-


