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*to deflne the abjects for which express trusts of personal property may be
created, as they have done in relation to trusts of real estate. Such trusts, there-
fore, may be created for any purposes which arc not illegal."

[n Poiwer v. Cezssidy,* the court said : "The law does flot limit or confine
trustýs to persona] prop. *y, except in reference to the suspension of ownership,

j" and they may be createu for any purpose flot forbidden by law."
Many of the States, including Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, California,

Dakota, North Carolina, Georgia, Pennsylvaiiia, Connecticut, Kentucky and Ver-
mont, have statutes expressly specifying the abject for which a trust may bc
created.t

The recent decision in Louis~iania v. tn~eriea. C'cdfon-seed Oil Trzist heId that
ý7M where an Association of pcrsonis or an unincorporated joint stock compati%

assume ta act as a corporation, a suit %vill lie in the niame of the State against
such persan or association, even though the corporate acts donc arc dcclarecd

"-e fot ta be done as a corporation, but as a commercial partnership or as a boardl
of trustcsl but this view of the law wvould flot be sustained in any of the othe,
States; nor would it bc sustainied under the aId comnmon law of England. Un-
incorporated joint stock companies have existed for ycars and arc common
throughout aIl the other States.§

If the "Trust" is ta be considered a corprtin the question arises
whether a corporation thus incorporated in one State cati do business in another.
Each State pursues its own rnethods in regard ta granting acts of incorporation;
and, under the carlier decisions of the Suprerne Court of the United States, a

ýu, State that granted acts of incorporation only, througli its legislaturc, and prc"
sumably, after careful investigation of the niemnber.ship of the prapased corn-

Ce
pany, its means and its purposes, could protect itself from the comtpanies that
might get acts of incorporation unider the general incorporation laws of another
State, because the principle %vas inaintained that a corporation created by ance
State could do business in another State oniy b>- grace of the latter State
This ivas the doctrine of the Supremne Court iii ;876 in the case of the lpz.wrazce
Co, v. Doye. 111 that case, the permission of the State of Wi. cansin ta a foreign
insurance company ta do business within its limits %vas withdrawn, because the
insurance cornpany retmoved its litigation fromn the State to the Federal courts,
The Stuprenie courts held ini this and a --omewýhat analogous case that also carne
from Wisconsin a year or tivo before (Mlforse v. htsureence' Ca.1¶) that a State hadi
no right ta require that a company doing business %vithin its terrîtary should

e M"e agrec not ta resort ta, the Vederai courts;- but it hiad a right ta require cvcry
foreign corporation ta take out a license as a condition of d(oing business ; and
that license the State may revoke at its pleasure for any reason. The court said:
'As the State has a right ta exclude such company, the mecans by which she
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