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geiierc provision, which would manif estly have authorized
Provincial Lfgisiatures to incorporate compantiets, even if the
former clause had flot been inserted in the organic êtatute. Laws
which regulate the formation of coinpanies are certainly lawa
"in relation to civil rigbts." The special power of making lawa
in relat-on to incorporation may doubtiesa be regarded as including
by implication the power of making laws which affect either the
companies themselves in their corporate capacitv or the members
of the companies in their individual capacity. But, having
regard to the broad provision as to " property and civil rigbt8 in
the Province," it 'aould seem that thi8 is a case in which there is
no necessity whatever to resort to the theory of implied mowers.

Equallv unfounded, 1 venture to think, are the two objetions
which Mr. Masters twus forînulates ini the cancluding paragraph
of his article:-

"If tbc position be Bouwd that the civil righta out of the Provinze
mnust be emiorceable out of the Province to invaladate an Act, relating
to such rigbta, then 1 coaceive cadil quaeatro, for obvioualy nic righte of
a shareholder cari be enforced claewbere than ini the Province of oengin
of the company. But, irrespective of that position, the tact that the
righta of a &bareholder exist oaly lui cominon with those of the body of
hbarebolders, and that any proceeding to enforce aucb righta mnuet b.

on behaIt o( &il ahareholdere, show., to my mind, that the civil rights,
if any there are to be affect-d by lopiation, iuit be thoee &' the body
r4 éhareholders. bhat il ni tht company itaelt, nd no 'civil righta in the
. uWine.

The proposition whichi is here treated as "obvieus" iii the

former sentence of thîs passage, and the doetrine priîpouinded
in tlie second as te the nature of*the riglits of a shareholder, are,
it is submitted, absolutely iflc<lrrti4t. There is nothit g, either

in the organrîi statute itself or iii any general prineiple of juriq-

prudence, that would warrant the supposition that the riglîts

acluired hy a non-rf ident àlîareholder am a r"tilt of an aigu-

ment, pl4t4ge, or testamentar>' disposition of mharet§ in a Pro-

vincial rompany. are flot "rigtts' witlîin the meanting of the~
clause under discussion. t4urely Nlr. Mai;tert would flot serious]%
contend t haf such a ghareholder who desires te enforce riglite of
this dew-ription against iJwsng who are non-régirlents; mîs.-t
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