
( cun se,1 arguekd at soine leng-th that the Crovn, bky ae
inig to a 4ta1tu1te ceXpressiy providing for the incorporation of
oeinpanlis 1,y letters patent, andi the (cancellation of ýueh

letter> patent, waived its prerogative right to grant anti to

revoke such letters. 1 find it unnece sary to deal with titis

question. Azssuning the power of reocat1ion nom to dpn

upon) thie statute, it niay weIl be tijat Wt proVIÂioi1, iii forîn
conferring or rce'-krving a righit, ini eubstancet and Mi reality

imposes a dult-v to be discharged in il rpr ae for t1he

public wdl-bing Jlis v. Biishlop of Oxford, ') Apip. Casý.
714. hrea mure right or privileg 1a ewaio or. b[S-

penldeil, a dut v canmnot be thus abandoncil. Bu1t, wheuthltr the

righit of cancellation of letters paýttent (kf inclkoorat(In 1w 11ow
only statutoèry and ïnerely a powe(r, not a dutyr whether
1t. prurogativo righit stili. subsists, ini xY opinion the b)ring-
ing of th1iaio lias not clothed tho~ Court kNi11h jurisdiction
to rea-train its exer-cise.

C'ounjSel arg-uued thait the Crown, sckimg tho aid of thiîs
Court, ad(opitinig remedies ai>ssgnod to its subjeets, waiv>S

riglits ind priiigs euliair to itself, ani subjec-ts itself to

sucb orders and imandates a4 the Court imav, under like( cîr-

cumastances, issule againat a1 subijeet ltgit os anti
proposition upjoni the authority ol'f eginai v. Grant. 174 1'. W.
16.5, eounsel ,tatud thiat the Crown, for dte purj1oseý of anyi

acetion mwhichi is instit1uted, Subinits itefto il 11wodiar

raies of p)rac(tice andl protedure of the Court îkhieýh it uentcrý.
Not concinsivi, upo)n the question now under con ' ideurationi,
*bicli is nlot onie of practice or prcdrthi slýttotunt Î,
Fibjee(t to seainotable qualifications and exceptionsý.

For inistance. thie Crown, thioughl it hais the saime right or

dlscovery as a subjet, imay flot be orderud itsoif tok give dliý--
covry:Atorny-enealv. Newcastle, [1912Q. B3. 38.

The righit to withhiold discoverY is a prerogative of the Crowil
wbiclh it does not reliquishl bY instit11ting itgio.Tho

Crown, suing thirouigh its duyconstituited officers, upjon oh-

tuining an interiocutory' inijiinctioni, nmy not be requirimd W
gve an undertaking asý to aae: tony-ee v.

Albany Hcotel Co., [18901 21 ch). 696. "The( King's MaLjesty
cuinot ho nonsu'iit, becaulse in juinenllt of la\ w hois evlr

present ini Coutrt :" Co. Litt. 139 h. Jure Coronie, ilt Sov-

ereign is entitlid to be actor iii any' litigainftiing bis

lights : Attorniey-General v, Barhnnr, L R. . E\. T7.~lieý
Crown, as a p)rerogaitiveý righit, is exemipt from annn of
osts. As a plaintiff. therefore, the Crowni by no momns pt

itaelf in ail respecý.tS in the p)ilit of a su1bjeet4-litigant.»
If seeking the opinion of thev Court uploni iiN, imtteýr re-

lating ta the exoeise of p)rerogative rights or eýx(ceUtivp fune-


