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mieaning of the words, or to lay down any interpretation
based on their literai scope apart from their context.

Turning to the appeal before them, the tirst observa-
tion which their Lordships desire to make is that thie
power of the provincial legislature to make laws in rela-
tion to matters coming within thie class of subjects formn-
îig No. ii of s. 92, the incorporation of companies with
provincial objects, cannot extend to a comtpany such as
thie appellant company, the objects of which are noi pro-
vincial. Nor is this defeet of power aided by thie power
given by No. 13, "Property and Civil Rights." Unless
these two heads are read disjunctively thie limitation in
No. i i would bie nugatory. The expression, 'cvil rights
in thie province" is a very wide one, extending, if inter-
preted literally, to much of the field of the other hea-ds of
s. 92 and also to much of the field of s. qi. But thie ex-
pression cannot ie so interpreted, and it muiçt bie regarded
as excluding cases expressly dealt with elsewhviere in tRie
two sections, notwithstanding the generality of the words.
If this Rie so, then the power of egislating withi reference
to tRie incorporation of companies wîth other than pro-
vinciail objects miust belong exclusively to thie Dominion
Parliamient, for thie matter is one "not comningl within thie
class of subjects assigned exclusively to the legislaitures
of thie provinces" within thie meaning of tRie initial wvords
of s. qi, and may be properly regarded as a miatter af-
fecting thie Dominion generally and coveýred by tier ex-
pression "thie peace, order aind good governivent of

Their Lordships find thiemselves in algreenient wvith
thie interpretation put by the Judicial Commnittee ti
Citizens' Insurance Companry versus Parsons (7 A.C., ait
P. 112, 113j), on head 2 of section qi, which confers ex-
clu.sive power on the Dominion Parliamient to, make lw
regulating trade. This head mu-st, like tRie expression,
<1property and civil réights in thie province," in S. Q2, ne7-
ceive a limited interpretation. But thry think th at tRie
power to regulate traide and commerce at ail events en-.
ables the Parliament of Canada to prescribe to what ex-
tent the powers of companies tRie objects of whicbi extend
to the entire Dominion should be exrialand wbat
limitations shouid be placed on -such powvers. For if it
be established that tRie Dominion Parliamient can create
such companies, then it becomnes a question of general
interest throughout thie Dominion in what fashion they
sbould be permitted to, trade. Their Lordsbips are there-
fore of opinion that thie Parliiment of Canada had power
to enact the section relied on in this case in thie Dominion
Comnpanies Act and tRie Interpretation Act. TRiey do flot
desire to be understood as suggestinig that because thie
status of a Dominion company enables it to trade in a
province and thereby confers on it civil rights to somte
extent, the power to, regulate trade and commerce van
be exerci-ed in such a way as to trench, in thie case of
such companies, on the exclusive Îurisdiction of thie pro-
vincial legislatures over civil rights in general.

No doubt this itunisdiction would conflict with that
of thie province if civil rights were to be read as an ex-
pression of uinlimiited scope. But, as Ras already been
pointed ont, thie expression must be construed consistently
with vairions powers confernred by ss. 91i and 92, wvhicb
restrict its literai scope. It is enough for preserit pur-
poses to say that thie province cannot legislate so as to
deprive a Dominion company of its qtîatUs and powers.
This does flot mean that these powvers cati be exercised in
contravention of the laws of the province restricting thie
rights of the public in the province generally. WRihat it
does miean is that the status and powers of a Dominion
company as such cannot be destroyed by provincial legis..
lation. This conclusion appears to their Lordships te be
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in full harmony with what was laid down by the board ir.
Citizens? Insurance Company versus Parsons (7 A.C. 96);
Colonial Building Association versus the Attorney-
General for Quebec (9j A.C. 157), and Bank of Toronto
versus Lamibe (12 A.C. 57)

Not Question of Enactmient.
It follows f romn thvse p)remises that those provisions

of the Comnpaniies Act of 13ritish Columbia which are relied
On in the p)resint case ais conipelling the appellant com-
pany to obiain a provincial license of Ille kýind about which
the controversy lias arisen, to bc, reiistcred in the pro-
vinc as a condition of excr-cisîig its powers or of suing
in tRie coiurts, are inoperaixe for the'e purpo)ses. The
quJestion iS niOt One of enaciiient of laiwsalrt the
genleral public in t0w province and relatiig Io c'vil rights,
or taxation, or iie, admiinistration of jutc.It is in
realily whelher the p)rovýince can interfere wiîth the status
and ,orpo)raýte caaiyof a D)ominion coirpany in SO far
ais thant si:tts and capac:i(ity carrnes wirh it powers con-
ferred by tIe Palaent of Canada to carry on business

ineeyfatofteDmno.Tlieir Lordships are of
Opinion thait tus, qusinust bc answe.red in the
niegative.

Ini thi, course of ie ir-gument thirt Lordships gave
coneideration to) tIe opiions deiive-red( in 1913ý by thie
juidges of the Stipren'e,( Court of Canadai in response to

certainiwý abtatqetons on the extent of the powers
whic-h exist under thef ConfederatIion Act for the incor-
por-ation of comipanies; in Canada.ý Two of1 thes-e questions
be-ar dirctýly on Ili. topics now under isuio.The
qiXth quelstion %w;]s weherth logislature of a province
fins power to hibalil' vompanies incorporatIed by thie
Pairli;tment of Ca:natda from) cairringi. on buieswithin
the prxnein the beneof a ice(nse from, its G;Overn-
mntif feesý arereqire tco be paid uipon d'e issýue of
suich licensew. The seventhqetion wa whehier thec pro-
vinial egslaur cold restict a comipany qo incor-
por.nted for lire puirpos, oif trad(inyg throughout the wliolle
Domlinion in thie exeri se of thl,(.ia tradinlg power; So:
conferrccd, or couild limit suich e xer.ise withini tRie province.
This usto fuirtit-r ailedtb point wvhether a Domliniion
ft.raig corlpanyv wa l bjct Io provincial legislation
liitiing ihe butsiniesIs which corporations not incorporated
uinder thie liltinof thec province couild carry- on, in
thecir powers, or iniposing conditionsý onr tRie gging i
buinescs hy stuh corporations, or rticnga Dominion
comnpany othcrw\ise in, tIexie of its crrtepoweri
or C.1pacity.

Rave Read Wlth Care.
Their Lord.ships have readi( witli cire the opinions de-

livered by th(.ienebers of thre Suipremne Court, and -ire im-
pressed by tire attention and researchi which thie learned
judges broughit to bear, in thie elaborate judgmnrts given,
on thre diflicuit task ipsdon themi. Buit tRie task im-
posed-c was, in tlieir Lodhp'opinion, an impossible one,
owing to tRie abstract charac-ter of the questions put. For
the reasonis alrecady indicatedi, it is impracticable to at-
temipt with safetyv definitions inarking out logical dis-
juinctions betw.een thie variouis powers conferred by thie
915ct and 92nd seci ons aind between thieir various sub-
heads inter se. Lines of demiarcation have to be drawn
ini construing the aýpplica-,tioni of tire sections to actual
concrete cases, as to each of wvhich irndividually the courts
have to determnine on whichi side of a particular line the
facts place thymi. But while in somne cases it has proved,
and mnay hiereafter prove, possible to go furtiier and to
lay clown a1 principle of general application, it resuits
fromn what has been said about thie language of thie Con-


