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Moreover, the Bibi referred ta has been
passed by the Hanse of Commons and in that
view it would III hecomne a member of that
House ta question the canstitutional power of
parliamnent to eaact legislation af this char-
acter.

1 beg, therefore, to say by way of reply to1
your communication mereiy that ini my opin-
ion the subWet with which the bill in ques-
tion deais is within the legisiative autharity
of auy provincial legisiature. unless it may be
in >o'far as the Ujîil woubd autharize (if it
does autharize) the incorporation af saviugs
banks.

I have the hanaur ta be,
Your abedient servant,

A. B. AYLESWORTH,
Miaister af Justice.

Hon. Mr. ROSS (Middlesex)-Before thîs
question is put. I %vish ta offer a fe-w ab-
servatiaîîs, particularly as I do not belleve
the Bill la within the juriadiction af thîs
House; that it is au encroachment on the
.jur!stUctibîi of the provincial legislature
that It la not necessary and la uncalled
for in the existing condition of begisiatian
lu the varions provinces. The columittee
ta which the Bill was referred, took a gaad
deal af pains ta ascertain Its pawer lu
the matter, so far as juriadictian is con-
cerned. We had direct representation
fram Ontario and Quebec, but I do nat
knaw that we had auy direct reprsentatiou
from the other provinces, aithougli we
had a letter, I thlnk, from the Attorney
General of British Columbia w-ho reon-
strated or %vlio rather argued, and I thouglit
argued very successfully, lu favour of pro-
vincial juriadiction and exclusive provin-
cial jurisdiction. The representatives af
the provinces-aud that is my own view if
It is of auy value-did not 100k, upon this
as a matter ai concurrent or dividéd juris-
diction, but ns a matter ai exclusive juris-
diction, and lu presenting their case they
based their plea upon the British North
AmerIcaj Act, which. it seems ta me, is ex-
ceediug-ly clear, and ta whiclî I u-ili just
refer for a moment. Under the powers
gîven under the British North America Act
the provinces are authorized under setion
il ta legisiate for the incorporation af
companies with provincial abjects. Now, lu
ail matters In regard ta which the provin-
cial legislatures have juriadiction. the inria-
diction of the Dominion parliament la
ousted, except perbapa lu two or three,
say Immigration, agriculture and Iu a small
way In regard to' education. The argu-

ment Is that If It is withln the powver of
the provinces to incorporate companies
wvith provincial objects, it is flot witbin the

power of 'the Dominion gavernment to en-
ter that domain. Section 16 miakes it .even
stronger, for section 16 says that the pro-
vinces generally have powers lu ail mat-
ters of a purely local or prîvate nature lu
the province. Theargument Is-and It la
my arguinent-that these co-operative sa-
cleties are purely local and of a prIvate
nature. They are local in this sense,. that
tlxere Is no society that bas jurisdlction
beYond the limits of Its own members. It
ls coufined lu its duties, and lu its opera-
tions ta its membership. It cannot buy
f rom or selI to any other persons except
its members. If it la a credit and Joan so-
ciety, or what la called briefly a saving
society, It can only boan to, Its own mem-
bers, and on ly boan, deposit and receive
from Its own members; but it does not
take power to itself apparently to borrow
money f rom others to Joan to its members.
So that it la so dlstinctly prîvate that Its
duties are confined to Its own members.
That brings it withln the provincial juris-
diction, under clause 16 of the British
Northi America Act. It la not only local
but it la prIvate. We incorporate insurance
societies here. a head society with a right
ta establish agencies wherever it may, In
ail the prav:itees of the Dominion ;but
thtase co-oPerative societies have not the
power to establish agencies. Each la an
indivîdual entity, a unît lu ltself, so that
it Is so distinctly prîvate and Sa dlstinctly'
local that it exista at that particular spot
and cannot exiat anywhere else. There
ean be notbing in my judgment more dis-
tinct and clearly local than the jurisdic-
tion of these societies. Without goiug
Inta the matter as one might at this stage
of tile scssion. I inay submit a brief quota-
tion from authorities on the subject. The
hon. leader af the Senate argues that it is

desirable to, have uniformity. Is it desirable
ta have unlformlty? Is It flot the whole
pallCy of the federal system that uniform-
lty la not desirable, that unlty Is not pos-

sible ? If uniformity -was the abject, then
we would have a legislative union as they
have lu the United Klngdom. We have a

federal union because we w-ant diver-
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