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ment of Canada, and wvas a renuncia-
tion by the Parliament of Great Brit-
ain of powers ov'er the internal affiairs
of the niei D)omîinion. In Sînilest.
Belford, deci&d by the Ontario Cýurt
of Appeal in 1877, ceei this view waLs
reriiarked upon. Mloss-. Ju 'stice, at
page 147, Ontario Appeal Report.,
Volume I., reverts to the old assurnp-
tion: - It mnust be taken to be be-
yond ail doubt," says the learned
Judg, tt','at our legisiature biac nu
authority to pass any ]avs opposed to
Statutes whichl the Iinperial Paila-
ment had miade applicable to the
wvhole Empire. Now. it was settledl
by the hiighest authority that a copy-
righit -%vlen secured in Eugland ex-
tended to every part of Her 31ajýesty's
Dominions, including Canada." Oit-
ingy Ru.Jedgre v Lowe, LR%, 3 R1.L 100.
Judging from the report of t.his; case,
the argument before the court ivas
not upon thiese constitutional princi-
ffIcs, but assumingr thien as existing
solely upon the terms anal construc-
tion o? the various Acts pa.ssed by thc
Imperial Parlianient, including the
British North Amierica Act, 1,67.
he question of the inhierent righit o?

the Imperial Parliainent to so lgs
late se.-ns to have gone by defauIlt
The case did mot reachi a higlier court.
In no case since the Confederatioxi
Act lias the Privv iouil' beeîî asked
to pronounc on t1zis broadI cons-itu-
tlonai ground.

The case oi Rutledlge r. Lowe, Law.
Reports, r, lousc~ of Lords, page 1(0,
ivas referred to i le ('4madianl
Court of Appeal case as autliority for
flhegeneral assuuîptionand the particu-
lar proposaton that the Imperial Coýpy-

rigt cs hi operation ili Canatla.

lu thle calse it-s;If thie fundaniental
question scenis Iii 't to have becen ar-
gued. or aiîy reason given or auulhority
quotcd fo'r the conclusion cited h-y the
Ontario Court of AppeaLs. The w'hoie
question for dleterinination in the case-
before the Ilouse of Lords wis thie
righits in Eg 'Jof au alien author
it7zder- t;e JL'glisl( Stat«t-f, the Trnptr-
ili Copyright Àckt., 5 and 13 Victoria. It
w-as decided tluat under the ternis of
that statute, an alien friend! wlio, dur-
ing ]lis teniporary residence i a Bri-
tishi colony, published ini the tTniteid
Kingd4om à ;,ook o! whichi lie is the
author, is eutitied to the be-nefit of
Engwlisli copyright. The resason given
-was the express int.ent of tlie Bnitisli
statute, wlîich undoubtedly w-as that
iitishi copyrighlt shiould extend over

every part o? the Britislh domnin*ions;
ailhough,, it -as not argued, and %vas,
perhaps, unniees-sary., yet the court
certainiy expre-ssed the opinion tlîat
hlie English Act w-as operative to the
extent of its terns -in tlîat respect,
not onlvy ini Great Britain, but in ev;ry
colony. he ivhole reference to hIs
latter point is irdly incidentai, and
lu the briefesqt ternmi> There was not,
ln fact, ally argument upon thie flues-
tion of the existence of British> legis-
lative jurisdiction over the coloiiies.
The arý_unicnt on the part o! iffth ap-

pellant aud respondent tshue
jurisdicLion, i f erical, n the w-hole
argunient is cine taf ennstruction. Timus

tha: appel autt. Page 10-2
The 23t1î secion aktvs copyright

personal property, and thle 2-!Ith eec-

tion cxtwcnds t1iw Act to every part of
thtw Britishi dominions. SNoi, refer-
ring the MaL siectioin back ta«ý tIe sec-
ondl section, it, is reinankable tliat no

M


