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of inter-provincial concern, and it mav l>e•that they
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■, r sx stress rssms.iSfWi for the decision of the present 
Vlse . , sav that, in their view, it< authority to igislatc. 

the regulation of trade and commerce dews not 
.mprehend the power to regulate by legislaon the 

contracts of a particular business or trade, such as the 
business of fire insurance in a single province, and. 
therefore, that its legislative authority does not m the 
present case conflict or compete with the power over 
pronerty and civil rights assigned to the Legislature of 

Ontario by No. 13. sec*- cf2-
Analogie, from Liquor Trade Deel.lone,

This question has also been discussed many times m 
other cases, notably in Russell vs. Regina 7 Apy al 
C u„,. 1 ltalge vs. Regina. •). Appeal Cases. H/ .
Dominion^ License Act. 4 Cartwright. WSAturr- 

General of Ontario vs. Attorney-General of 
Dominion. .*/>! Appeal Cases. 34«. and the Mamtoha 
I icvn<e \ct Appeal Cases, U)02, V- 73* ,ythe1 prohibition and regulation of the »“!««*■
There is no question but that the liquor business isJhSSÏÏU'oi . . ....which provides for the prohibition oM'te «le of 
toxicating liquors, wherever ,t is bro .gh nto effeet y 

I.,., v,ltc was held good, not under the clauses n
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Ik- sustained under the trade and commcru clause 

The Manitoba Liquor Act. which was really a r< 
vincial Prohibition Art. was held not to cncroaili 
the powers of the Dominion Parliament under the

in that case that in its practical working it must ' <‘ 
fere with Dominion revenue, an.l indirectly, at ■ •
with business operations outside the province, and 

act was upheld.

the

to the Dominion Parliament. remarks:
Judge Clement, in his work, at page - 3. j
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assortfor consumption, and the carr>mK 1 Ntmiggling : (*>
“Offences against trade arc. O) >, i\tononolv”
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thC 1 " sun,L eaking Z the Council, says:-
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“A question was raise,1 which led to
tbcl'tmsTnessSo^<"in^urtog' bi*ildb*K^ia®K^,sj^r® 

trade, M
™>’ ,no "tut contacts of indemnity made by insurers
a "ttrclu lie M trading contracts, nor w«e in­

surers who made ,hvl".l"1^.11 * been'made subject 
English bankrupt laws, 1 . . Whether theto these laws by special description Whether Me
business of lire insurantc propc j j ■ viw, <lc-scripti, i„ of a ‘«rade’ mt,  ̂m the,, 1 in the
pend upon the sense n which the worn „
particular statute to be construe1 but m. 1 ^ (
case their lordships do not ,|u. llsjncv,
their decision on the narrow grouml that me 
of insurance is not a trade.

h has been ass,une,I in hel(, tha, ,hv
in the l arsons case t ,j,at ,iu. Insttr-
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,f the later cases that

Limitation, of Dominion’. Power..
The study of these cases makes it difficult t- 

to the conclusion that the regulation of trade an, 
mere, intended bv the framers of ihv V.nlyl V r 
America Act indu<lc«1 the regulation nf •\t^1 
might lie carried on in more than one i>
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