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the eoinpaniy determined the powrer to, incotporate. One of the
arguments urged iùganst this view. wag that thé application of
it to our own constitution wua impossible. If exclusive jurisdjo.
tion bad been given to the Dominion over certain subjeeti. ana
to the provinces oveil others, the theory would work; but in the
early case of Hodge v. T/te Qtueen, the Privy Concil declared
that "subjects which in onle aspect -and for one purpose fait
within section 92 may, in another ýaspect And for another pur-
pose, fait within section 91. " In order to illustrate the extent to

which this view o! the constitution had been established by the
cases, a list o! theni) with an explanatory taible, was prepared
end referred to on the argument. These are now repro-
duced (a) ias they may be useful for reference. An explanation
of' the table ii; giveu on the following page.

(fi The following is the list of eases; the table ls on 1p. 040.

1. L'Union St. Jcqtues de Montreai v. Bolislo (1874>, L.R. 6 P.CJ. 31.
Legislature may pasa an Act for the relief of a company iii financial etu-
barrassinent to avert insolvency.

2. Cushing v. Dupuy (1880), 5 App. Cas. 409. Parliament niay
déclare judgment cf Court of Appeal in inattere of insolvency final and flot
subject to right of appeal given by provincial statute.

3. Peek v. Skiolda (1881>, O Ont. A pp. Rep. Parliamtent iiliy inter-
*ere wvith property and civil rights and civil procedure in pa*sing Insolv.
ent Act, 1875.

4. Shoolbi-ed v. Clarke (1890). 17 S.C.R. 265. Parliamnent Miay piles
Winding-up Act affecting provincial companies.

ô and 6. Clarkaon v. Ontatio Batik, Edgaer v. Central Bak (1888)e
15 Ont. App. Rep. 100, Atty.-Gen. Ont. v. A.tty.-Gen, Dom. (1894), A.
C. 189. Legislature may pass Assigunents and Preferences Act, when
there is no Dominion Act cf Bankruptcy and Insolvency.

7. Quirt v. Queen (1891), 19 S.C.R. 510. Parliazuent may legisiate
respecting the property of an insolvent batik.

8. Regitta v. Boardoin- (l1871>, 30 TJ.C.R. 553.. Legislature Mnay pre-
scribe penalties in régulations for tavern and &hop lcenses.

9. Hiodge v. Queet (1883). 9 App. Cas. 117. Législature mÉty niake
police regulations for taverns.

10. Potelin v. Corporation of (Juebee (1884), 9 S.CR. 188, Legisîsture
ýîý May prohibit sale cf liquor un Stinday.

11 and 12. Âtty.-Oen. Ont. v. Âtty.-Oen. Dom. (1890), A.C. 348; Âtty.-
Gle*. of Mfanitoba v. Alan Lioense Holdera' Aàan. (1902), A.C. 73. Legislîî.
ture inay prohibit liquor traffle within thé Province.

13. Breivera and 3laltatoi-8 ÂAsn, of Ont. y. Âtty.-Gen. ont. (1897).
A '. 281. Législature nMay issue licenses to brewers and distillera to seli
wtioleale wltiiin the P>rovince.

14. Ruselel v. Reginu, (1882). "j App. Cas. 829. Parliament nmoy
suppress liquor traffic througlit the Dominion.
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