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in greater detail, and also Vo the question of inortrwain. The
rnethod of the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of Ontario
would rendei' it nece8sary to litigate to the Privy ( 'ouncil the
provisions of the Extra-Provincial Corporations Act of each of the
Provinces. It is a pity that the precisu %ording of the British
Columbia and Ontario Acts was flot coxnpared so that it could bc
seen to what extent they differed. In this way the Ontario
tegisiation escaped the resuit oC the decision in the Jolin Deere
Ploiv Comnpany case.

The subjeet is now pouding before the Judicial Coiniittee of
the Privy Council iii an ajpeal froi Cvirrie v. Harris Lit hoaraphiyr
Company, Limiied; Harnier v. Alacdonaïd <1917), 33 D.L.l. '163,
and Davidson v. Great Wiest Saddlery Co. (MW17), 35 D.L1. j26.
If after the decision in these caseti the Canadian Corsstili follow
the miethod applied by the ('hief Justice of Ontario, it is IikelNv
that no further assistance %viI] he given in solving this difficulty.

There are two grounds upon ivhich the Provinces contend
for- the Pontrol of companies; first. and perhaps the miost important,
is tI.- revenue derived; second, and one upon which great stress
is laid, is the right of the Province in mortmnain. With respect to
revenue there cari bc no question wvhere it is in the forixi of taxation.
WVith respect Vo the question of inortmain, the whole subject bas
been tuisconstri.ed and the positions of the Provinces and the
Doi*nion in this respect are noV adequately understood. Sonie
of the Provinces, notably Ontario, as indicated in the Chief
Justice's judgment in Currie v. Harris Lithographing Co., Lùnited,
inaintain their attitude with respect Vo Dominion coinpanies niainly
on their asserted right in inortmnain, and the ('hief Justice quotes
(ceisions Vo support Vhis contention. It should bc pointed out
that tiiere are no decisions which'substantiatý this claini. There
are a nurnber of dicta in decisions of the Judicial Comittec of
the Privy Council which might support this view, but these utter-
ances cannot, by any mieans, be conoidered to be decisions of the
Comniittee. The decisions in question are: Citizens Insu ranec
Company v. Parsons (1881), 7 A.C. 96; The Colonial Buiild-ing and
Investment A88ociation. v. The Aitorney-Generml of Quebec (1883),
9 A.C. 157; Chaudiere Golti Mininq Coinpanjy v. Dcsbaratp (1873),
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