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Viscount Simon, Lord Wright, Lord Porter,
Lord Uthwatt and Sir Lyman Duff

Heard: July 16 - 19, 1946.
Judgment: December 2, 1946.

The judgment of the Board was delivered by

1 LORD WRIGHT stated the terms of the Orders in Council and the provisions of the relevant
legislation as set out above, and said that it was convenient first to deal with the question raised as
to the effect of the Naturalization legislation of the Dominion on the topic of the adoption of the
British Nationality and Status of Aliens Act. His Lordship continued: The contention of the appel-
lants was that the Parliament of Canada did "adopt" Part II of the Imperial Act in the sense in which
that word was used in the Imperial Act, and that in consequence Part II formed part of the law of the
United Kingdom extending to the Dominion. The contention of the respondents was that the Cana-
dian Statutes are only parallel legislation. In arriving at a conclusion as to the advice their Lordships
think it right to tender to His Majesty they find it unnecessary to express an opinion as to the cor-
rectness or otherwise of the contention of the appellants. Their Lordships will assume that the ap-
pellants are right in their contention, but they do not express any opinion one way or another on it.

2 There was a considerable diversity of opinion between the members of the Supreme Court on
some of the points which fell for decision under the reference. In one important respect at least - the
invalidity of sub s. 4 of s. 2 of P.C. 7355 - the views of the majority of the Court were adverse to the
respondents. No cross-appeal was lodged. This in the circumstances was only the absence of a for-
mality. A determination on the legal effect of the orders as a whole is necessary to arrive at a con-
clusion on the matters in respect of which the appellants appealed. The whole matter was fully de-
bated before their Lordships and their Lordships accordingly propose to deal with the orders in their
entirety. Their Lordships now turn to the question at issue. On certain general matters of principle
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there is not, since the decision in Fort Frances Pulp & Power Co. v. Manitoba Free Press Co.,
[1923] A.C. 695, any room for dispute. Under the British North America Act property and civil
rights in the several Provinces are committed to the Provincial legislatures, but the Parliament of the
Dominion in a sufficiently great emergency, such as that arising out of war, has power to deal ade-
quately with that emergency for the safety of the Dominion as a whole. The interests of the Domin-
ion are to be protected and it rests with the Parliament of the Dominion to protect them. What those
interests are the Parliament of the Dominion must be left with considerable freedom to judge.
Again, if it be clear that an emergency has not arisen, or no longer exists, there can be no justifica-
tion for the exercise or continued exercise of the exceptional powers. The rule of law as to the dis-
tribution of powers between the Parliaments of the Dominion and the Parliaments of the Provinces
comes into play. But very clear evidence that an emergency has not arisen, or that the emergency no
longer exists, is required to justify the judiciary, even though the question is one of ultra vires, in
overruling the decision of the Parliament of the Dominion that exceptional measures were required
or were still required. To this may be added as a corollary that it is not pertinent to the judiciary to
consider the wisdom or the propriety of the particular policy which is embodied in the emergency
legislation. Determination of the policy to be followed is exclusively a matter for the Parliament of
the Dominion and those to whom it has delegated its powers. Lastly, it should be observed that the
judiciary are not concerned when considering a question of ultra vires with the question whether the
executive will in fact be able to carry into effective operation the emergency provisions which the
Parliament of the Dominion either directly or indirectly has made. It is unnecessary, therefore, for
their Lordships to take into review or even to recount the particular circumstances obtaining within
the Dominion that led to the Orders in question or the arrangements made with a view to their exe-
cution.

3 The validity of the War Measures Act was not attacked before their Lordships, and, consistently
with the principles stated, was not open to attack. The validity of the orders was challenged on
many grounds. Their Lordships have considered not only the points put forward on behalf of the
appellants, but whether the orders were susceptible of criticism for reasons not put forward. Their
Lordships are satisfied that all possible grounds of criticism were in one form or another included in
the grounds on which the appellants relied. For the validity of the orders it is necessary first, that on
the true construction of the War Measures Act, they fall within the ambit of the powers duly con-
ferred by the Act on the Governor in Council, second, that, assuming the orders were within the
terms of the War Measures Act, they were not for some reason in law invalid. The points taken
were, first, that the War Measures Act did not on its true construction authorize orders for deporta-
tion to be made as respects British subjects or Canadian nationals, and that it should in certain re-
spects receive a limited construction: second, that if the Act purported on its construction to author-
ize the making of such orders, yet the orders made would be contrary to the Imperial Statute, British
Nationality and Status of Aliens Act, and therefore to that extent invalid: third, that the provision
contained in s. 2, sub-s. 4, of P.C. 7355 (relating to the wives and children of persons in respect of
whom an order for deportation had been made) was for a specific reason invalid: fourth, that in any
event the order made under the National Emergency Transitional Powers Act continuing the former
orders of the Governor in Council was invalid.

4  The first point raises questions of construction with which their Lordships must now deal. The
language of the War Measures Act is in general terms, but it was argued that certain limitations
were as a matter of construction of the Act to be implied and that to the extent to which any order
purporting to be made under the Act fell outside its proper ambit, the order would of necessity be
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invalid. The first suggested limitation was based on the Colonial Laws Validity Act, 1865. At the
date when the War Measures Act came into force legislation made by the Parliament was in its ef-
fect subject to the provisions as to repugnancy contained in the Act of 1865, and it was argued that
the War Measures Act should be construed as confined in its possible ambit to the making of orders
which would, consistently with the Colonial Laws Validity Act, 1865, then be valid as law within
the Dominion. If that was so the orders were not authorized by the War Measures Act in so far as
they were repugnant to the British Nationality and Status of Aliens Act, 1914-18, which was an Act
of the Imperial Parliament and in the appellants' contention extended to the Dominion as part of the
law of the United Kingdom. Their Lordships are unable to accept this contention. The effect of the
Colonial Laws Validity Act, 1865, was only that Canadian legislation repugnant to the statutory law
of the United Kingdom applying to the Dominion was inoperative. The only conclusion to be drawn
from a consideration of the Colonial Laws Validity Act is that the War Measures Act did not on its
true construction confer a power beyond the extent to which it might at the date of its use be validly
exercised. The statutory law of the United Kingdom is not static and, in their Lordships' opinion,
there is no justification for the imputation that the Parliament of Canada legislated on the footing
that it is static. The effectiveness of legislation of the Parliament of the Dominion at the date when
those delegated powers are exercised, not the limitation on that legislation at the date when the War
Measure Act was passed, is, so far as the Act of 1865 is concerned, the relevant matter.

5 Secondly, it was argued that, as a matter of construction, the War Measures Act did not author-
ize the making of orders having an extra-territorial operation. This point was relevant by reason that
the orders in question in terms authorized "deportation." This point may be shortly disposed of. Ex-
tra-territorial constraint is incident to the exercise of the power of deportation (Attorney General for
Canada v. Cain, [1906] A.C. 542), and was, therefore, in contemplation. Any lingering doubts as to
the validity in law of an Act which for its effectiveness requires extraterritorial application were, it
may be added, set at rest by the Canadian Statute, the Extra-Territorial Act, 1933.

6  Thirdly, it was argued that the War Measures Act should be construed as authorizing only such
orders as are consistent with the accepted principles of international law, and that the forcible re-
moval to a foreign country of British subjects was contrary to the accepted rules of international
law. The Act therefore as a matter of construction did not, it was said, purport to authorize orders
providing for such removal. It may be true that in construing legislation some weight ought, in an
appropriate case, to be given to a consideration of the accepted principles of international law (cf.
Croft v. Dunphy, [1933] A.C. 158), but the nature of the legislation in any particular case has to be
considered in determining to what extent, if at all, it is right on a question of construction to advert
to those principles. In their Lordships' view those principles find no place in the construction of the
War Measures Act. The Act is directed to the exercise by the Governor in Council of powers vested
in the Parliament of the Dominion at a time when war, invasion, or insurrection or their apprehen-
sion exists. The accepted rules of international law applicable in times of peace can hardly have
been in contemplation, and the inference cannot be drawn that the Parliament of the Dominion im-
pliedly imposed the limitation suggested.

7 The next question of construction arising under the Act has more substance. It was said that
there was inherent in the word "deportation" as part of its meaning the necessity that the person to
be deported was - as respects the State exercising the power - an alien. The express power given to
expel persons from Canada was therefore limited to aliens, i.e., persons who were not Canadian na-
tionals. It was not permissible to treat as authorized by the general power a power to make orders
for deportation in relation to a class of persons impliedly excluded from deportation by the terms of
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the specific power. There was therefore an implied prohibition against the deportation of Canadian
nationals. On this argument it may be conceded that commonly it is only aliens who are made liable
to deportation, and that in consequence, where reference is made to deportation, there is often im-
ported the suggestion that aliens are under immediate consideration. The dictionaries, as might be
expected, do not altogether agree as to the meaning of deportation, but the Oxford English Diction-
ary gives as its definition "The action of carrying away: "forcible removal, especially into exile:
transportation." As a matter of language, their Lordships take the view that "deportation" is not a
word which is misused when applied to persons not aliens. Whether or not the word "deportation" is
in its application to be confined to aliens or not remains therefore open as a matter of construction
of the particular statute in which it is found. In the present case the Act is directed to dealing with
emergencies; throughout it is in sweeping terms, and the word is found in the combination "arrest,
detention, exclusion and deportation." As regards the first three of these words, nationality is obvi-
ously not a relevant consideration. The general nature of the Act and the collocation in which the
word is found, establish, in their Lordships' view, that in this statute the word "deportation" is used
in a general sense and as an action applicable to all persons irrespective of nationality. This being in
their Lordships' judgment the true construction of the Act, it must apply to all persons who are at
the time subject to the laws of Canada. They may be so subject by the mere fact of being in Canada,
whether they are aliens or British subjects or Canadian nationals. Nationality per se is not a relevant
consideration. An order relating to deportation would not be unauthorized by reason that it related
to Canadian nationals or British subjects. Even if this were not the case, the same result may be
reached by another route. The general power given to the Governor in Council in the opening part
of's. 3 of the Act is not in this statute limited by reference to the acts particularly enumerated, and
their Lordships see no reason for differing from the view expressed by Rinfret C.J. that the order
was justifiable under that general power (see King-Emperor v. Sibnath Banerji, (1945), L.R. 72 L.A.
241).

8 There remains one further question of construction of The War Measures Act, namely, whether
it authorized the making of an order which provided that deported persons should cease to be either
British subjects or Canadian nationals. That matter must be considered in the light of views which
their Lordships have already expressed as to the construction of the Act. They see no reason for ex-
cluding from the scope of the matters covered by the general power contained in s. 3 a power to
take from persons who have in fact under an order for deportation left Canada their status under the
law of Canada as British subjects and Canadian nationals.

9  The result is that on its true construction the War Measures Act authorized the making of orders
for deportation of any person whatever be his nationality, and the deprivation, so far as the law of
Canada was concerned, of his status under that law as a British subject or Canadian national.

10 The next question is whether The Colonial Laws Validity Act, 1865, applies to the orders of
the Governor in Council. If it does, then in so far as they are repugnant to the British Nationality
and Status of Aliens Act (which their Lordships are assuming to be an Act of the Imperial Parlia-
ment extending to Canada) they are invalid unless the provisions of the Statute of Westminster can
be relied on. The contention of the appellants was that the orders, though law made after the date of
the Statute of Westminster, were not law made after that date by the Parliament of the Dominion.
The activities of Parliament in the matter in question had, it was said, ceased in 1927. The orders
were not of its making. The passing by the Parliament of the National Emergency Transitional
Powers Act, 1945, was, for the purpose in hand, immaterial, for the reason that s. 4 empowered the
Governor in Council to order the continuance only of orders and regulations "lawfully" made under
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the War Measures Act. Their Lordships agree that in considering this particular matter the National
Emergency Transitional Powers Act, 1945, cannot be prayed in aid of the validity of the orders, but
in their opinion the orders in question were made "after the passing of this Act [i.e., the Statute of
Westminster] by the Parliament of the Dominion" as that phrase is used in the Statute of Westmin-
ster. This, again, is a question of construction. Both in sub-ss. 1 and 2 of's. 2 of the Statute of
Westminster the matter which is dealt with is "law," and that is a general term which includes not
only statutes but also orders and regulations made under statutes. Undoubtedly, the law as embodied
in an order or regulation is made at the date when the power conferred by the Parliament of the
Dominion is exercised. s it made after that date by the Parliament of the Dominion? That Parlia-
ment is the only legislative authority for the Dominion as a whole and it has chosen to make the law
through machinery set up and continued by it for that purpose. The Governor in Council has no in-
dependent status as a law-making body. The legislative activity of Parliament is still present at the
time when the orders are made, and these orders are "law." In their Lordships' opinion they are law
made by the Parliament at the date of their promulgation. A contrary conclusion would, in their
Lordships' view, place an artificial and narrow construction on wide terms used in an Act of Parlia-
ment the subject-matter of which demands that a liberal construction should be put on the language
used. In the result, therefore, the Colonial Laws Validity Act, 1865, affords no ground for question-
ing the validity of the orders.

11 The next matter arises on sub-s. (4) of s. 2 of P.C. 7355. Under that provision an order for de-
portation may be made as respects the wives and children (not over the age of sixteen years) of per-
sons with respect to whom an order for deportation has been made. The case sought to be made runs
as follows: The recitals in the order relate only to the desirability of making provision for the depor-
tation of persons referred to in sub-ss. 1, 2 and 3 of's. 2 of the order. In the case of the classes of
persons referred to in sub-ss 1, 2 and 3 (leaving aside detainees) request for repatriation was at some
stage necessary; a request was considered by the Governor in Council to be a substantive matter, but
no such request is required as respects the persons mentioned in sub-s. 4, and the only apparent rea-
son for subjecting them to liability for deportation is that an order for deportation has been made as
respects the husband or father. The order, therefore, not only does not show that by reason of the
existence of real or apprehended war it was thought necessary for the security, peace, order, defence
or welfare of Canada to make provision for their deportation but, when considered in substance,
shows that these matters were not taken into consideration. A deportation of the family consequen-
tial on the deportation of the father might, indeed, be thought desirable on grounds other than those
requisite for a due execution of the powers given and, it is contended, it is apparent that it is grounds
not set out in the statute which alone have here been taken into consideration. The incompleteness
of the recital is, in their Lordships' view, of no moment. It is the substance of the matter that has to
be considered. Their Lordships do not doubt the proposition that an exercise of the power for an un-
authorized purpose would be invalid, and the only question is whether there is apparent any matter
which justifies the judiciary in coming to the conclusion that the power was in fact exercised for an
unauthorized purpose. In their Lordships' opinion there is not. The first three sub-sections of s. 2 no
doubt deal with the matter which primarily engaged the attention of the Governor in Council, but it
is not in their Lordships' view a proper inference from the terms of those subsections that the Gov-
ernor in Council did not also deem it necessary or advisable for the security, defence, peace, order
and welfare of Canada that the wives and children under sixteen of deportees should against their
will also be liable to deportation. The making of a deportation order as respects the husband or fa-
ther might create a situation with which, with a view to forwarding this specified purpose, it was
proper to deal. Beyond that it is not necessary to go.
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12 The last matter of substance arises on the National Emergency Transitional Powers Act, 1946.
It was contended by the appellants that at the date of the passing of this Act there did not exist any
such emergency as justified the Parliament of Canada in empowering the Governor in Council to
continue the orders in question. The emergency which had dictated their making - namely, active
hostilities - had come to an end. A new emergency justifying exceptional measures may, indeed,
have arisen, but it was by no means the case that measures taken to deal with the emergency which
led to the Proclamation bringing the War Measures Act into force were demanded by the emergency
which faced the Parliament of Canada when passing the Transitional Act. The order under the Act
continuing the orders in question was therefore prima facie invalid. This contention found no favour
in the Supreme Court of Canada, and their Lordships do not accept it. The preamble to the Transi-
tional Act states clearly the view of the Parliament of the Dominion as to the necessity of imposing
the powers which were exercised. The argument under consideration invites their Lordships, on
speculative grounds alone, to overrule either the considered decision of Parliament to confer the
powers or the decision of the Governor in Council to exercise them. So to do would be contrary to
the principles laid down in Fort Frances Pulp & Power Co. v. Manitoba Free Press Co., [1923] A.C.
695 and accepted by their Lordships earlier in this opinion.

13 One remaining matter relied on by the appellants should be mentioned. First it was said that
the words "of the Japanese race" were so vague as to be incapable of application to ascertained per-
sons. It is sufficient to say that in their Lordships' opinion they are not. All that can be said is that
questions may arise as to the true construction of the phrase and as to its applicability to any par-
ticular person, but difficulties of construction do not affect the validity of the Orders.

14  In the result, their Lordships find themselves in agreement with the conclusion at which Rin-
fret C.J. and Kerwin and Taschereau JJ. arrived, and for the reasons they have expressed will hum-
bly advise His Majesty that none of the Orders in Council is in any respect ultra vires and that the
appeal should be dismissed. There will be no order as to costs.

Solicitors for both appellants: Lawrence Jones & Co.
Solicitors for Attorney General for Canada: Charles Russell & Co.
Solicitors for Attorney General for British Columbia: Gard, Lyell & Co.






——



THE “ALL-CANADA” SERIES

ANNOTATED

11947] 1 DLR.

Editor-in-Chief

CECIL A. WRIGHT, K.C.,, S.1.D.

Associate Editors

Wilson E. McLean, K.C. Bora Laskin, M.A., LL.M.

CANADA LAW BOOK CO., LTD.
417 Terminal Bldg., 207 Queen's Quay,
TORONTO
1947,




DomINION LAW REPORTS, [[1947]
1

. 650 no-par common shares qoeg - 'l“'l

“ome.
- With;,

\Vas :
€mab).
"eﬂeem
diStl'ib

mmon shares into rede

y in 1938 an issue of

or in part, absorbed the up
any had on hand ;

: eriod
a,\‘.’ltlon p : e ‘e
] »

. . 19 ¢«
" mhe Concise Oxford Dictionary also -
up .

gives tha
r VVOrd ‘“absorb”™’ n t s n
«incorporateé - s ne Section j, .
apt.

The gection
redcemable sh
the vendor com
income. .

Does an 1SSU€
kind incorporate

-9
any ! : )
p Al IR conclusion that it does so, ang

contemplates a transaction in which
a

ares is given as consideration fo, th n ingy,
pany, which company had on hand e

of redeemable shares in a tpq

= : nsact;
the undistributed income of Sactiop of 4

the vendp, cohiil
m.
that this

hest shown by the position after the sale and op the Wind?a" be
st %

the vendor company.
nfThe asset side of the balance sheet of the vendo

would show the redeemable shares of the purchager,
lien of the assets which 1t sold. Both before anq ,
the liability side would sho.W t.he paid-up capital
tributed income. The 11nd1§tr1b11tecl iIncome of t}
pany is then In the form o1 redeemable shares o
company and on the winding-up when such shar
ed among its shareholders, the undistributed in
ated in the form of such shares. So to that extent and
sense the issue of redeemable shares has Incorporated th
tributed income of the vendor company. .
Then on the redemption of the shares a tax of 49 i -
to the extent that the redeemable shares represent t; 'Mpoge]
tributed income. € undig.
There must be an issue of redeemable shares in the ¢ :
to come within the seetion. ransactiop
In this case, however, an issue of no-par commo
given in consideration of the assets, and the vendor com
then wound up. Eight years later some of the no,parpany was
shares were converted into redeemable preference sh e
these were subsequently redeemed. ATeS ang

-up

Pany,
ftep thi n

and the

Undjs.

)1 p.L.R.] DOMINION LAwW Repoprg
1 :

: this transaction it was an IS8 e .

Clenrll;or‘ninion 2 that incnrpomtetl otfhc(“\‘::':‘lfm Shares
¢ the * " he Ontario company. The | Wdistribygeq
» redcomable shares eight ve

been wound up, did not ;
. hcome of the Ontario company
done eight vears before,
f the section does not

0
. me .
0 lntO

peen

Y "Janguage ©
saction' .
n Leasons given the appeal must he allowed with
COSsts,

cult that the assessment appealeq Fdin i b
set

+ 1 My opinjon,

Appeal allowed

VE COMMITTEE ON JAPANES :
ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF C Axﬁgﬁ“

ommittee of the Privy Council, Vigeo, : .
ﬂg,-,'gm, Porter, Uthwatt and Sir Lyma,:n;, Blt)mon, Lords P.C,
December 2, 1946, - Dup.

AD‘ANS et i\

__war 11 F—Constitutional Law |—Orderg o™
Aliens lpol't““on of Japanese and for denaturdizg:&'ﬂmz for de-
J‘p‘nae lﬂeCted—Vllldl(y of Or“rg udel' : Clum of

» - » » W‘r M
Can.)—Colonial Laws Validity Aect easures
a’cetst(minster (Imp.)— (Imp.)—Statute of

ouncil P.C. 7355, 73536 and 1357, dated
+5 and passed under the War Measures Act, RS.
19 | continued in effect under the authority
('anal Emergency Transitional Powers Act,
:)'rao"vide respectively for:
deportation Lo Japan of (a) Japanes '
in(1) Tg: who have since December § .ergz‘:ll:nrﬁurezisdetzt

ation or who were detained, under specia) ay :
‘;?:;ir;m of September 1, 1945; (b) naturalizeq Br?&z?i;,&c?;
of the Japanese race rgsndem.. in Canada who have made requests
for repatriation not rexz oked in writing prior to midnight Septem-
ber 1, 1945; (¢) natural born British subjects of the Japanese race
who have made .requests for repatriation not ‘;evoked in writing

to t (d) the
g;ii‘l);ren under 16.}.ears of age of persons in an)y of :t::e:b:::
classes (by their inclusion in any order of deportation of such
persons) ; (2) the loss of status of a British subject or of a Cana.
dian national, as of the date on which he leaves Canada, by any
deported person who was naturalized under the Naturalization
Act, R.S.C. 1927, c. 138; and (3) the inquiry by a commission
into the activities of Japanese nationals and naturalized persons
of the Japanese race in Canada with a view to recommending
whether they should be deported. Held, the three Orders are
valid in toto. They fall within the ambit of authority conferred
by the War Measwres Act which must be deemed to have con-
templated extra-territorial constraint in relation to deportation.

Further, the Act, both in the general power granted by the opening
37—[1947] 1 D.L.E.

e



OMINION AW REPORTS, [[1947] .

. the specific reference to “d
: t':(‘ making of Orders for the

jens. And so far as the ]
'gri?:]os deprivation of a deDOrle: o - validity of an Order in Counci) (and, gem

an ! ati by the fact that SO0me of it
¢ or Canadian national, The d i . st
xn”'.). C. 63 cannot be in"()ked CO g a may gi\e l‘ise t
e extent of their repugnan &
g Status of Aliens Act, 1914 (Imp
1tV an" Impf‘f“” Act extending to Canndn)'
o be @ je after the passing of the Statute of
9 m= c. 4, and are covered by g
he War Measures Act on whiep
Statute of Wc'stmmster. N y ' ationgle legislation.

Orders in SO far as they provmo idered: Orders in Counci) pe -
fe and children of a person liabjg ¢, 809';%] 4 S.O.R. 368); 7357 ([15251'34

6 ( - P> ‘
“emergency” Lt R.S.C. 1927, c. 206; National Emerg

: S ini 5 (Can.), ¢. 25; British Nationaljt 5
tutional Law ies ct, 194 ~. - SV and Siqy
wiudiciarf‘" ) A¢Ump.), ¢ 17; Colonial Laws Valigit, Act,

. - : 7 inster, 1931, 1931-

he B.V-A. Act legislz}ll\e power in relauon Ach oot te of westm 32 (Imp,), C. 4.

der Ll rovinces is committed to the Provineiaj L: r : AL NOT.E: One could cavil at the rather

‘he several P of Canada in a sufficiently gpg,, Sial is case that “under the B.N.A. Act PYODErty ang civy) py h
Fights

rliament . :
put the Pa al adegqy m n,r,evef”" Provinces are committed to the Provincia)

'sing out of war has power to de Lead
.5 as that arisl oty of the roperly have been sai o Elslatureg”,
7 gency for the safety Dominion 4, g spowie B a1 12 “legialative Power

, - Dominion are to be protected a h ' reas » eotc., I8 given to the pProvinecial e 8

Carelesg refer.

rliam . AR .
wei’;l are the Parliament of the Domlmon mus
Leres dom to judge.

siderable free :
con at an emergency has not garj

' clear th .
exi{sftsutgire can be no justification for

-ercise of the exceptional pOwers. . of law
g;\quqb‘U“““ of powers belweel the Parliaments of the

| es of the Provinces comes in
and the .Leglslafl;,gt an emergency has not a!['(i)s:;:ay'
emergency no longer flests is required to justify ¢
even though the question is one of ul'tra vires, in OF i
decision of the Parhamem Qt the Doau.nion that exceptio
ures were required or were still required. It jg not o
diciary to consider the wisdom or propriety of the particy,
embodied in emergency legislation. Nor are the judlcia:-po‘

v : 'S inexplj
e ‘‘emergency’ language of the Fort p XDlicable
s t‘A..C. 695, 256 O.W.N. 60] and Snige ir‘;"zcs? ([1923),
: after its rather startling voite face gp ey 2 DLR.
ada Temperance Federatwn case, [1946], 2 D.LR €rgency in

. ) . - 1. AoCo 193
. 225. Such vacillation, without explanatip :
C'ﬁn ate power to define the limits of legislauv: 'ai

state, indicates a want of appreciation of the e Uthority in

adians have in understanding what BCope for 12;':3&0:“::

the central and local Legislatures respectively, [t e

enw' " ”» |
ting to the “emergency” doctrine ag of old, the

as added something which appears to pe new,

d, when considering a question of ultra vireg w 7
lcjirnnewbether the executive will in fact be aple : “\ery Cl?:::rm?::cteb;h:;c{‘s?o:ugrggcgal}?
effective operation the emergency provisions which th Par S Tk ui;a{ 'egc.ei)tional measures were required”. ; ad
of Canada has directly or indirectly (by Order jp Uneq Dom;nio(;ncmnmcme case! [60 D.L.R. 513, [1922] 1 AC. 191]. It may
Board uch to hope, however, that this self-denying attitude to

Cases Judicially Noted: Fort Frances P. & P, (o, v. Mani . 00 I lation carries with it any promise of enlargement o«;mﬁ;

- - > mo N S
press, [1923], 3 D.L.R. 629, A.C. 695, 25 O.W.N. 60, . 4 i go,i?sg‘ot emergency beyond the single instance of war.
ca

Lo - : ’ t of the Supreme Court of C
Constitutional Law I—Deminion Orders or Regulations peaL from a JROSnAN Of Lanads,
ot !‘;n.“..h legislation applicable to Canada—Col .::Dnmnt to o 3 D.L.R. 321, on a reference as to the validity of certain

idity Act (Imp.)—Statute of Westminster (1..,,)._1"" Val. in Council providing for the deportation of ecertain

Section 2 of the Blafule of Westminster, 1931, 193133 (1 Jasses of Japanese persons resident in Canada. Affirmed.
c. 4, which frees the exercise of legislative Power by the mp.),

5 Hugh E. 0’Donnell, K.C., Frank Gahan and W. R. Jackett,
ment of Canada from the strictures of the Colonigy Laws V“‘:;lilt; tor A.-G. Can.; Hon. R. L. Maitland, K.C., Attorney-General of

Act, 1865 (Imp.), c. 63, covers not only statutes but 2 | ) ;
regulations made in pursuance of statutes, and sy orders ang British Columbia; F. A. Brewm and C. Shawcross, for Co-opera-

ch . :
regulations are, for the purpose of s. 2 aforesaid, "law?'n:::: and tive Committee on Japanese Cana.dxans.
the Parliament at the date of their promulgation. % The judgment of their Lordships was delivered by

o [t

3 - 3

‘ .

- 4 .
.




[)OAMINION Law REPORTS, [ ]
(1947, : l p.L.R.] DOMINION LAw R
N SURTR

These are appeals by Speecial .L.R
[}* . exportation, i'"l"'"‘hﬂiul\

."h(’
\V'RIGH s :
('umnllllm' on oJc'llNlll(bs(. (' '(‘u‘.o
L an

ative ’ .
katchewan from the SR
{ he OPiniop % a
"=t} ac .
v \pprop’

p.C \ f Sas
rne, . ; I~ . . ' ) 3

i ‘§”“ ary 20U, 1946, D) the Supreme Lourt of Canag
0-OPERATIVE "“"r”"-i.vll apon a reference ordered by the Goenn |
Ges “\'-rr“. D.L. J-'.I under S 55 of the Supréme Cowurt ;O;m.“‘)r.u Y I and 0

o _  in Counc T R : et W=l ope” ders and
J,APAND"' ”l(-( 'I‘I“. ‘,l“.s".()ll '_(.t(,'-"('(l '()l h(‘c'll'l“}.' “'l(l (U()l ". ltos.(" .-\Il Ol d(.-‘i\ 3

DIANE ¢ 30 l.\ldcmtio foree of law.
 .G. CAN. as qum\.s’. Ny gve ,jrovisions ol the three sections |

HAre Wl .« during war, invasion (n'. Wit

], ORD \

[mp ! 'u-nlu'l'

g - the
3 _(teneral ¢
ation., control, forfe
( “ “".' :“'(l

he use thereot disposit:
: (an()
——
CO{)

‘ re \]lati : :
| 4 uons lllcl(]l‘ ll!ldcl' ”li‘&
! &:(!\\f)ll .\ll&n (‘I"“'hb

|
—
the

(‘q\"

.(ouncil dated the 15th D

7357 wltra vires of the (;0\.ccﬁ‘mber

i part and if so in “.-haternol'-'
Part;

e Hnlvrs-ill
-355, 7396,
hole or
to what extent 3’
’ Orders lnt Lm;ncil which jt ¢ ymble
. 2oh - that they purpor (o have > SO e
“”:;(;:l-“. of the War Measures Act. Thatbe:(nt made unugft lo contains b '
: 10138, + <AC 16+ . 1¢ CO :
,:‘u the Parliame no‘\:Yas first D&sstehe Where' 'dl;ll:;llrslgmanifes?:tslc t(}:t'the i P
- : ) p : " 2y ) . / . . lO ell'

Rt"'i-*t‘d Statutes OI .umddd 1.9‘2" section 2 Pm\»ic(i <06 of thd o nl;ﬂ’ making requests for rsympéth

jssue of proclamation by His Majesty or under ), " thay the " Japsn 7 tpatriation to Jq

> . (overnor-in-Council shall be coneclusiy :
ol Ul_t o St | clusive evide origy,
r invasion 0Ol insurrection real or apprehended . ~ica tha, sz Jav request that they be sent to J
- o : . . Y1 3 ll - - S
ce until by the 1ssue of a fur R 3 es ed OI R : O Japan;
they Proclap, nq ;¢ 9% s\pd wherees it 1s (;eemed desirable that pl'ovi,sion s

S classes of persons referred t S D€ mad

0 abO\'e. €
’

hat war, invasion or insurrectj at;
gel' (lel)( ° ~ . . > “.d »
hereas it 1S consl ered necessary by pe
» > aSOll 0{ t .

—

wright. ',(.jng‘ P.1 e
rmm w
and

als to the

-

| rd

p:n'tiv
to the first Order (P.C. 735
. 3 : o \J & 7‘5- -
the following recitals: < Ul'd-lf)] 1 SOR

The recit

Sllp pon
Pan and

whereas other persons of the Japan
€s¢ race h
ave re.

wa
1ts continual

IS declared 1
ation first called for by this seetig o
*tion was (hll\- -\lSts. . _\nd W d ¢
: itv. defence, peace, order and '
welfare of O
0of Canad
a,

May . the gecurity

The pruchm
but no pI'O('
g S be .ion be made accordingly. ™
. relevant sections Of this Act are as + € rovis1o! > ngly.
The € are as t()U()ws: h f ()l‘d?l' (S. 2, GL), A2) (3) and (4)) Sk .
¢ of Labf)ul- to make orders for ge Onau.thorms
he following persons. portation ‘g

«+9 The Governor in Counecil mayv do and author:
" : alr "y + 5 l'lz PR
things and make from time to 234 € su
and gs time such ordepg ch g,
person of 16 years of age or over, oth
; er than g O
an-

lations, as he may by reason of the existence of p land 'egu
hended war invasion or insurrection ) Cal op 4 ' ; i 8 o 3
g SO djtm necessary ). aDDre. : . onal, who is a national of Japan resident in
g » 29 o -~ . : - . Q
- peace, order and welfarg of o had since December 8, 1941 (the date of the declara
by the Dominion against Japan) made a l‘equ:cst a:u-
or

ada: and for greater certainty, but not so as to restp: L Can
F1Ct the gy, . tion or who had been detained unde

: atria : r certai :

o S0 detained on September 1, 1945, il

erality of tll:c foregoing terms, it is hereby decla, q
powers of the Governor in Council shall e : €d that
: : : . ).\tend t thu a8
coming within the classes of ote hamde pRE and WE ] 1t '
: subjects hereinaftep enu"?;:;:ers (2) Every naturalized Brmsl(ll subject of the Japanese race
ed ! . of age or over resident in Canad
‘ 0 LW : a who h
repatriation provided that such request ha daxg) tllﬁaet:e
n

that 1s to say :—
““(a) Censorship and the control and
SUppressi
ppression of Publicy. i in writing before midnight on September 1. 1945

tions, writings, maps, plans, photogra
: ,. 4 phsy Co ’ '

means of eommunication; MMmunicationg ang Natural born British subjects of the Japanese race
or over resident in Canada, who made a re?;i::

‘““(b) Arrest, detention, exclusion :
) , exclusion and deportatiop. -ears 0f age .
ntrol of the harbours, ports and teppifae: for repatriation and did not revoke it in writing bef
erritorial Waters \finister had made an Order for ‘‘deportation.” ek tib tl-l
(4) of s. 2 provided as follows:

of (;z;na(flz‘i and the movements of vessels:
“(d) Transportation by land, air, or '
: . . ~ : , OI' Water Subsecnon :
of the transport of persons and things; and the contry| (4) The wife and children under sixteen years of age of any
person for whom the Minister makes an order for deportation to

Jamation that the war no lox
1€ povie .




1

| b,
ed In such order and deported k? LR
lth

fure. TS
rder (P,C. {300 ’“1945] 4 SOR
<on being a British subjeet b

3 Y n;
¢uralization Act, R.S.C. 1927 o 133“

Canada under the provisions of PG ;’ho

e fre Jate upon which he leaves Canag :
as alldf . cease 10O be either a BntlSh n the

o wright- of such ¢ ] sub.ieet
Lore : : e ¢

| : 1. (P.C. 7857 [ [1940] 4 S.OR 369

a Commission to make inqu'])

for tIIJv loyalties and extent of Co-ope Iry
ing tac .pnada during the war, of J
T t of Lan , 4pan
LIO\QrD?;erI;“.ZCd pQI‘SODS ol the Japax‘)esfg race in
and DAa e referred to the Commission by the e

. s d . 7
their name . ation with a view to
stigation wit recommendatio

or 1nve
Labourf oc of any such case, su
jin the cireumstances 0 . » Such pepg,

d. The Commissiop was also at the re
Qepe e [abour to inquire 1nto Lle case of ansing
15&’1" UlI' ot of the Japaneseé Trace wio had Made
su uqon and make recommendations. It wae
ey fiie Japanese race who was peg,
the (‘ommission for de.portatlon, shonid be deemed to \
son subject to deportation und.er the R P.C. 135
s and from the date upon which he left Canada jp, 4
deportation, he should cease to be either a Britigy

Canadian national. : |
There is one further Act of the Parliament of

. the :
chich it is necessary to reier — the Nationql DOmlnjon

Transitional Powers Act, 1945 (Can.), e. 25, Tpie Ame
d to on December 18, 1945. It was to come i ct
January 1, 1946, and on and after that day the E: '
Germany and Japan was for the purposes of the War Maeaixm

(0 V

sente

®BSure,
Atinye j,

not they

¢t to be deemed no longer to exist. The Act wag to co
torce until December 31, 1946, or if Parliament were

sitting until a date deterfnined by the sitting of Parliay
The Act recites the War Measures Act and the . ti:int.
of a national emergency arising out of the wap ol th:aﬂce
un.

conditional surrender of Germany and Japan, ap
sitv that the Governor in Council should exercige a

tional powers during the continuation of the exce
tions brought about by the war and the necessit
acts and things done and authorized, and cert

d the DNeces.
ertain trapg.

Dtional condi.

.y that certajn

.1 R.] DOMINION Law REPORTS
1 Ny L 5.

lﬂdt‘ undf'l' the _“ ar "I(’“"‘“”'-\' Act be ¢ :
it was essential that the U()Vl:nml‘"ll "(‘L"nh"l i
1 .

hat ; . |

dlt to do and authorize such furthey acty “OUnei] Y,
: ) e ' . “eis, a

ed = rders and regulations ag he might 'd' nd , |

fC.u'“ “‘.‘.‘

i

e by reason of the tmergency ang ki -
.nuuﬂcc 111 an OI‘d(‘l’l}' manner as t.h( the pur.
3 - an(.l.

ares adopted during and hy reason of 1) geney
‘ 1e

Cner.

was given Dowery

-

regulations as he mi ,
re‘jstcncc Ofgthe Il&tiOllﬂl Cmergglé:{c},’) ar[::::“ 01 Lthe l"‘wﬂg}m
a.inst Germany and Japan, deem neee g out of

certail purposes set out therf:in,
arre JEses
r S-S. (¢) ‘‘continuing or discont
the emergency Permits, measures g ,
o aSOfl of the \}'ar," Subsection (3) of g %og;?)%ig?;‘?g
+ in Council passed under the Act, being laig befoot
nd being ann}'lllec.l upon resolution of the Senate l‘e.
of Commons. Section 4 provides as follows - uwi&l
e to any other power conferred by this Aet th.
Couneil may ord.er that the orders ang re g\ﬂa,tione
under the War Measures Act or pursyant ;
i d under the. sald Act in force immediately he.
ay this Act comes into force shall, while this Act is in
(ptinue in full torce ’and effect subject tg amendment
¢ on under thls Act.
mber 28, 1945 the Governor in Council passed Order
C. 7414 [[1946.] .S.O.R. 9], pursuant to . 4 of the
Emergency Transitwnal Powers Act, providing that
and Regulations lawn.llly made under the War Meas-
or pursuant to .authomty created under the said Aet
; . nmediately betore the day the National Emergency
al Powers Aci, should come into force, should, while
Aet is in foree, continue in full forece and effect sub-

the latt‘;u ondment or revocation under the latter Aet.
ject 1O cult of this legislation 1s that the Orders in Council are

Thcian reforce, if at all, by virtue of the National Emergency

n ; t
1 mal Powers Act. : : ;
Tr{l:i‘:fn':ction with the question raised by this case, three Aects

:a] Parliament are relevant. |
of;‘lll; Ién rfter;f these is the Colomal Laws Validity Act, 1865

3.
(Tmp-), ¢ : d 3 of that Act run as follows:

: n8 2 an » » »
.S‘f,cnim. colonial law whieh 1s or shall be in any respect re-




poMINION LAwW REPORTs

’,“,\hinll.\ of any .
which such law may relate
sulation made under authority-
— or I::n'in;.' in the colony the foree ,
o OPERATIVE Jiament, ] <ubjeect to such Aet, order,
o ) 22 aa - . i
CoMMITTFE «tent of such repugnalcy, .but not of
Ju'\.\'f-'“'. - i ").-U,llfpl\' \'Uid «'”l(l imoperative, |
: . a1 aps : :
ChRar” ”M.'f.‘ \o colonial law shall hv.ux be deemeq to | Pe,
e ~rative on the ground of repugnancy- i th&\-e been
% m“{mlmq the same shall be repugnant i, thee lay, Yojg
' ot of Parlhiament, order, or l'eglllation Proy;. . .
| is the Statute of W estminster, 1932“
gssed in the year 193.1 W)hwh lwas dul.}. adopted by
1Ix)wm of Canada. Section = ”I\-L ;‘.’L;.?Ct 1S 1n the follq
“ T I d11dityv -
.9(1) The Colonial Laws v ¥ Act, 1865, sha
nv law made atter the commencement g¢ thj
(o au, , .. S
parliament of a Dominion. o ~
.«(2) No law and no provision ot any Jayw mag
Olllm;;](‘(\lllenf of this Act by t}ht‘ Pal'liameut of :D
(, . . g - - : : .
. . noperative on tne groun et YA
d or 1moj g d that it i Oy

! v ')“'

ax ialuen
lony (0

» OT rep
u
of Suge) Bn

}HN—'““”
: to the ¢V
p.C order oF K

I
A.-G. CAN.

=

T’l() SC("()II L

shall be VoI Eneland, or to the provisig 0 €p
: nel: : - ' d
to the law o1 LUS g any o e

fature Act of Pzn-liun.lt’nt of the United Kingdom \13“"
order, rule or ,.egulatlou r.nade undel any such A,(.tor to
powers of the Parliament of a D(?mmwn shall nclyge ; b,
to repeal or amend any suqh Act, ordfar, rule op l‘egu?e Dowg
< far as the same is part ol the law of the Dominion Uatig,, o
The third Act 18 the-Brmsh R’ a.t:gtcalaty and Status.
Act, 1914 (Imp.), €. 17. Part 1 of that Aect relates tOf .
born British Subjects.. Part II relates to the Natura
Aliens and s. 9 provldgs that Part II sha]] not nop
certificate of naturalization granted thereunder hgay
in anv of the Dominions specnﬁed in the Schedy]
cludes Canada) unless the Leg1§lature of the Dg
part 1I. The Act of the Imperial Parliament W
amended. The Parliament of Uanada by the A" "'t“"alizat- “elltly
1914 (Can.), c. 44, did not in terms **adopt’’ the ton
of 1914, but passed almost identical legislation.
Parliament of Canada amended the Naturalizati,
introduce the amendments that had been made T
ment of Great Britain in Part IT of the British Natignoyss "
Status of Aliens Act, 1914. That Aect [1914 (Can 2ndtty
¢. 7] contained a recital to the effect that the D(.) : Seaa),

adopted Part II of the British Act. MiNioy hyg
It is convenient at this stage to deal

Oy
am
g Op

an.\.

any
€ effeqt Wit h‘

€ (Whig}, .
mlllion ac(;]o n.
das Sllbseq Pl

with the question Faiseq

!

a(lé
('ﬂ"" .»h thﬂt
i
‘vons"‘
dolﬂ

R.] DOMINION LAW Repoppg

; D.L.

ffect of thas legislation of the Do
VB -

3 Minion
the (ention of the appellants wag 1) 4y

at the p this Lopie

:L*Th(. C(i]id °°ndhpt" Part Il of the lll\]wriu\ J\N‘H‘H:lmr-n\ of
|

word was used in the Tmpepiq \ct 1 the yonge
whi€ e Part 11 formed part of the law of t ‘
guel to the Dominion. The econte

|

tendIDE , :

exten ‘hat the Canadian statutes are

S ‘;nsarri"i“g at a conclusion as to the
n

.k it right to tender to Iis Maje
thl. ¥ express an opmion as to the cop
:+n of the appellants, '

Paralle
advice thes
Sty the

. ion under the reference. Inoneimy
- alidity of s-s. (4) of 8.2 of P.C. 7
e 1:1‘ of the Court were adverse to t
]

" oal was lodged. This in the cirey

: : nstances “
formality. A determinatio upon th;v&llesgzllﬂz ﬁthe
%0 ect

arrive at g

the O ' w turn to the ‘ -
Theil' Lordtfhlps no . guesftlo.n at 1ssue.
{"pon certain general matte;ls of pl:mclple there
Jecision 10 Fort F"‘“.‘Cf-\' P. £ P. Co.v. Manitoba Free Prigss
: [1923], 3 D.L.R. 629, A.C. 695, 25 O.W.\. 60, any room
fbo(:’dispute- Under the B.N.A. Act property and eiyj) rights in

i itted to the inei :
veral Provinces are committed to the provincial Legis]a.
the sebut the Parliament of the Dominion in 3 sufficiently gglrseat

v such as that arising out of war has pow
egler‘%;?:l"_ with that emergency for the safety ofptheelr)otl(r)liﬁ?:;
a e;l Whol.e- The interests of the Dominion are tg he protected
asd i+ rests with the Parliament of the Dominion to proteet
:;lem- What those interests are the Parliament of the Dominjon
ust be left with considerable freedom to judge.

Again if it be clear that an emergency has not arisen or no
longer €Xists, tpere can be mno Justification for the exercise or
continued exercise of the exceptional powers. The rule of law as
10 the distribution of powers between the Parliaments of the Do-
Linion and the Pa.rhaments of the Provinces comes into play.
But very clear evidence that an emergency has not arisen or

IS Not sinee




})U.\”‘\"“'\ AW REI‘()RT‘\-. [[19
47]
geney O 1NEET EXIStS s raquj

’ pmtnr”“mgh t he qucs!.mn IS one of il

ev et .on of the Parliament of the
ere required or were still

1 b-l
d t, :

e
OMin;

S

sures W
- be Jld(](’d as a UUPO.“ﬂl'y thut lt‘ .
v to consider the “"5.(]Om gl
. which is embodied in the b

ation of the pf)]jc}- o e fouo‘ve
¢ parliament o1 the

»
-

" Dimerty ; : 1 its po“‘Cl'S.
— e . 1 ‘Il"'cltctl i
: : . :lb (it - IO . .
s wright it h hould be observed that the judieig

4]y It S . :

dw

r i e S St
tion the emergency Provisions whijap t;:arry i
I)omillidn either dll’(’(’!l.\' or .lndlreCtly has 5 P&rh
pcessary therefore for their Lordg

. hips
count the particular cil‘c‘umzt to tak, in

Dominion that led to the Orders j,

ade with a view to their eXecutiop

Dominion and tr e
O08e |
0

ryaren

cerne
3
tion whethe

fect1ve operd

yiew or €¥

within the
é’omentS Im

The validity of the War Measures Act wag no
e :

=3 dships and consistel.lt!_\' with the Prine keq ) .
Lﬁ:lzptzl to attack. The 'vfldg;\; of the Ordergux)::: :Latelr)jel‘::
on many g,-oun'ds. i b (I)]rl £ 111? S have C'Onsidered a“ellged
the points Pu’ forpans ogble a’t of the appellangg butnot ol
the Orders were susceptl € oI criticism for reasop whe‘he}

corward. Their pordsmPs are satisfied that a]j possibls Rot

of criticism were in one form or another included e the gm“"ds
o which the appellants relied. © Broyg,
" For the validity of t!le Ol'd'ers 1t is necessary ot
the true construction of the War .yemur'es dct, they that
+he ambit of the POWErS duly conferred by the
ernor-General 1n (‘ouneil ; s.econd that, 4Ssluning
ithin the terms of the War Measures Act, th
<ome reason in law invalid.
The points taken were, first, that the Wa,

ot on its true construction authorize Orders

arrall

ey

.Ueasures AC‘ :

g : for d °t dig
be made as respects British subjects or Canadiap Portatiy,

that it should in certain respects receive a limited co:::tnals ang
second, that if the Act purported on its constryetiq TUctigy.

1o

ize the making of such Orders, yet the Orders s (111 to authy,.
contrarv to the Imperial statute British Natio e € woulq },
of Aliens Act and therefore to that extent invali dy. (tlhnii Statu,
the provision contained in s. 2(4) of P.C. 7355 (el rd, th

wives and children of persons in respeet of Whor(nre::tlgfdto the
er for

a . . . 0
he executive will in fact be ap)q tf) Wit thetq%n'
Uy,
to €1.

Made ey

 D.L.R.] DOMINION Law Repopqyg
[1947] '
on had been made) was for a —

‘thﬂt ‘n any event the Order made

. < ™ 2 . :
foul th ol Trans:ltor.ml I owers Act contin,
b"""rgttne Governor 1n Council was invaligd

* O . @ .
s : t raises questions . _
de o first poin ld of const uetion wi
Th rdships must now deal, With whi,
AL :

nage of the War Measures Act ;

16;1}' Order purporting to be made under the
l » - . )
! roper ambit, the Order would of necessity

limitation was b
rst suggested S based on :
i 1865. At the date when the w*;er (

S10f 1865 and it was argued that the Wop pro- ned in
4 be construed as confined in its possible amb; asures A of

rders which would consistently with ty . -
4ct, then be valid as law within th: I(S‘zigmal Laws
so the Orders were not authorized by the Waruuon. 11

far as they were repugnant to the Britigh
‘lésw-tus of Aliens -lf:t, 1914-18, which was an -
an ) parliament and in the appellants’ content;
per Dominion as part of the law of the Uniteq Kingdom

he - '
t s Lordships are unable to accept thig contention. The ef
that Canadiay

foct of the Colomial Laws Validity Act, was only
legislation repugnant to tl.le. statutm"}' law of the United Kine.

plying to the Dominion was inoperative. The only cop.
Jusion t0 be drawn 1rom a consideration of the Colonial Laws
ralidity Act is that the War Measures Act did not on its true
constrllCtion cor.xfer a power b.eyond the.extent, o which it might
ot the date of its use be .vahdly exercised. The statutory law
of the United .ngdc.nu Is not static and in their Lordships’
opinion there is no Justification for the imputation that the
parliament of Canada legislated upon the footing that it is
static. The effectiveness of legislation of the Parliament of the
Dominion at the date when th98e d.elegated powers are exercised,
Lot the limitation on that legislation at the date when the War
Weasures Act was passed, 1s, so far as the Aect of 1865 is con-
cerned, the relevant matter.

Secondly, it was argued that, as a matter of construction, the
War Measures Act did not aut.horize the making of Orders hay-
ing an extra-territorial operation. This point was relevant by




Lor

DOMINION LAW Rg; A
- ‘.\...

reason that the Orders In question in term
: S

tation . .
This point may be shortly disposed of
. lent to the exercise of thid

. . s 1Nel
CO-OPERATIVE  SrpqIinl 1S v ane :
CoMMITTEE 4 @ (an. V. Cain, [1906] A.C. 542

J\,,_:):r,sr' contemplation. ‘\{'." ’."“g"""“g.doul)ts :
~ANADIANS ¢ an act which .hn' i1ts effectiveness equiy.
" .« application were, it may l.)v added, set »¢ Xy .es ‘
\E : Statute the Extra-territornal Act, 1932.33 ((".St bb’ t
4 Wright Thirdly, it was argued that the Waq) | B
construed as authorizing u.nl.\' such Orders pe:
+he accepted principles of International Jgy,
removal to a foreign country of British
‘o the accepted rules of International ]y
as a matter of construction did not, it “°aS.sa'
thorize Orders providing. for such removg] l
It mav be true that in construing legi.
ought 1m an appropriate case to be gj
;u-(rcpt(‘d principles of international layw (c
[1933], 1 D.L.R. ._’_”) ..\.L'. 156, 39 Can. C.@
rure of the legislation in any particular cagq
ered 1n determining to what extent. if at
question of construction to advert to those
Lordships = view those principles find ng Place ; .
tion of the War Measures Act. The Aet js dir 11 the Cop
cise by the Governor in Councll of powers - €Cte
ment of the Dominion at a time when war, iy
tion or their apprehension exists. The accepted 33
national law applicable in times of peace can h ileg
in contemplation and the inference cannot be Zrdl."
Parliament of the Dominion impliedly imposed Fawn ¢
suggested. the |;
The next question of construction arisine
more substance. It was said th r
word ‘‘deportation
the person to be deported was—as respects the S
the power—an alien. The express power given :
from Canada was therefore limited to alieng ¢
were not Canadian nationals. It was not p
authorized by the general power a power

deportation in relation to a class of persons imni:

: : 1m

from deportation by the terms of the specific pofvléidly exeludeq
therefore an implied prohibition against the deporta.t' e wy
adian nationals. 100 of (ap.

. the
ceSSlty thA(

O €xpel pe
I'sg
.C:; DEPSQns W;]l:

.' The

] g D.L-R‘] DoMINION Law RePORTE

. ~qament it may be concede
thlwlt::;h‘::" made liable to depo‘litl;(t'
'8“0"?]10!‘(‘ reference i1s made to 'h‘l‘ﬂl'lmi(,n
! (;;.d“lhc Suggos(il)n that aliens are undey %
r
efnt‘o,n.l-onﬂ".‘es as might be expected do
dic oaning of deportation but the New poor:
o the mm -t definition "“The action of carpy; “Nglish e
::;‘ gi:lese{;;ecially into exile: tmﬂSDOrtAtion).’l’lg away:
emO¥ ~ of language their Lordships take
a .+ ig not a word which ig mis-used
s not aliens. Whether or not the worq
lication to be confined to aliens op not
qs a matter of construction of the par
it is found. e
present case the Act 1s directed to dealing wit)
.. througho‘{t‘ it 1S 1N Sweeping terms; ang the ‘\"m‘n\.,'.-
. the eombination ion, exelusion ord g
~ As regard the first of these words Dationa[;'d de-
'y not 2 relevant copmder.anon, The general naz: nt.,\' s
B + and the collocation in which the worq ig found <
the AC LordShiPS’ view that in this st establis),
i theT g used 1n @ general sense and a
. ns irrespective of nationality. This he
, judgment the true construction of the
qll persons who are at the time subject
They may be so subject by the mere §
ether they are aliens or British subjects or
jonals. Natiqnalit}' per se 18 not a relevant consida:;a-
n Order relating to deportation would not be unauth >
son that it related to Canadian nationals op Brit:‘l;

ot dh‘"get h(g I

¢ this were not the case the same result may be reached
- another route. T.he general power given to the Governor in
Y il in the opening part of s. 3 of the Aect is not in this
limited by reference to the acts particularly enumerated
Lordships see no reason for differing from the view
by Rinfret C.J.C. that the Order was justifiable under
ral power (See King-Emperor v. Sibnath Banerp
R. 72 Ind. App. 241 at p. 247).

There remains one further ques:tion of construction of the War
Veasures Act, namely, whether it authorized the making of an
Order which provided that dep?rted persons should cease to be
sither British subjeets or Canadian nationals. That matter must

that gene¢
(1945), L.




er an Order fop
‘us under the Law of Canaqa
tionals.

depo

he his natl :
e C . was concerned of his staty
Jaw O

. subject or Canadian national.
ion is whether

son whateVve! .

: ﬂllﬂd‘ S under

Aliens | | Ds “Onay;
> f the Imperial Parliament eXtendjnga l:) aS§y . fy
w»?eare invalid unless the provisions of the Statyt, fahadj
tmr;cter can be relied upon. f'w
AT n of the appellants was that the Orders

The Se ofter the date of the Statute of W} €Stmingte, | thou%

r that date b}'.the Parliament of the I’)Were loy
of Parliament 1n the matter ip -~ OMinj,
i 9 he Orders w uestion hy .
said, ceased in 1927. The Orders were not of its gyt
;“'l"]’j passing by the Parliament of the Nationg Emm :
o o e .

S Powers Act, was for the purpose ; g

T mnszhm't"lfe reason that s. 4 empowered the GO‘_l:m}:)an.d lme:,?
er the continuance 9n]y of Orders ang Fln .
«:1awfully’’ made under the War .ll.eaml.res Act. glllation3
Their Lordships agree that in considering this Particy),
ter the National E mergency T'ransitwnal Powerg Act can; Mmat.
praved in aid of the validity of the Orders, but in thejy oot b
the Orders in question were made ‘‘after the Passing p
Act (ie., the Statute of Westminster) by the Pal‘liamOf thi
the Dominion’’ as that phrase 1s used in the Stats ent o

minster. This again is a question of construetion tte of Wey
Both in s-ss. (1) and (2) of s. 2 of the Statute of Westm;

the matter which is dealt with is “‘law’’, and that o Mingter

term which includes not only statutes but also Orderg ko dgene

lations made under statutes. Undoubtedly the law gg 3 Regn

in an Order or Regulation is made at the date whep the
conferred by the Parliament of the Dominion is ex eTcised POwer

Is it made after that date by the Parliament of the Domin;
That Parliament is the only legislative authority for the B’:

- ul;stgntive m

. set upP ‘
Houneil has no independent

—
Preseyny Coorpn,,,
Aivy

1r : S y ; ers ar C(.“M‘ |
¢ atmtfhc date of their promulgatiop, cmade by thi m""‘.m
Could in_ their Lordships’ view ODTary oo, CATANES
W Ogtruction on wide terms used in ay, o Ofr AN S
70 bjc(:tl' natter of which demands that 5 e
su

» put upon the language used.
1d b gt therefore the Colonial Laws yq
the round for questioning the validity
0 5" tter arises on s-S. (4) of 5. 2 of

n

<t ma .
nevision an order for deportation mgy
ro . ]

1

4 Wrighs

Case of the

ces) request for repatriation was at some méeezzzsg

est was considered by the Governor in Council tg he
atter, but no such request is required as respects
ns mentioned ir.1 S-S. (4) and the only apparent reason
ing them to liability for deportation is that ap order
tation has been made as respeets the hushang op father
therefore, not only does not show that by reason of
s, real or apprehended war it was thought neces.
the security, peace, ox:der. defence or welfare of Can-
ke provision for their deportation but, when consid-
1 in substance, shows that these matters were not taken into
ere Jeration. A deportation 9£ tl3e family consequential on
consde ortation of the father might indeed be thought desirable
the pun ds other than those requisite for a due execution of
on gro0 iven and. it is contended, it is apparent that it is

wers g1 :
tg};zug::b ot set out in the statute which alone have here been

taken into consideration. Pty - |
The incompleteness of the recital is in their Lordships’ view

¢ no moment. It is the substance of the matter that has to be
OonSi dered. Their Lordships do not doubt the proposition that
:n exercise of the power for an unauthorized purpose would




[DOMINION AW R“’“R‘rg [
) [1947

and the only question is “"H'thol.

justifies the Judiciary there :

. whieh Bt IN ‘credl
. Ion\\i'l' was 1 tael "’\"""iS('q] foomlng
: & . Lordships opinion the Fan
(MITTEE s hre€ S '”_'('d the attention of the (;

rilyv engs : v
“in their Lordships Vview a propey inf
hose subsections ”l«:lf the f;”\""'“(n' i
A-G (AN 2180 deem it m,‘.t,_\\‘.,,.:\' 1.)1- ;u]]‘.-nsz;hl(? for ”,}. :
e . .1..1- g elfare of anag .l‘ that .thc _“'l\'(fs o
AR T lopOrtees should against their will alg, }
16 ol ¢ tg[')w n;.’iking of a d(‘[’“l'fﬂli()n ()1"](3!' as)
hand oOr father ”Ij!_r}.”.('l"‘i”(" : ,Sit.‘m“““ “’hich,
‘.U',“.‘-”-.Iing this spm'm(.'d purpose, 1t was prop
that it 1S Dol necessary 10 go.
The last matté
7'/'/IN.~'1.{"”””1 Powers Act.
[t was contended by ”“-'.“I'I"t‘“unts th
- osing Of this Act there (.ll(l' not exist ap
;,,,“'ﬁml the Purli:mu_'r.n of Canada in e
por in (‘ouncil 1O ('.(»““UUL‘ th.c Orders iy
gency which had dictated their making
tcivs——-harl come 10 un. cllfj.. |
A new emergency justiiying exceptional me
have arisen. BU( i1t was b.\' 110 me(?nS the case th Ina.‘ illd .
taken to deal with the emergency which led tq the Pat Meg.
bringing the War Measures Act mmto foree were foc]
the emergency which faced the Parliament of Canag €map,
ing the National Emerge ney Transitional Powera “'henp
Order under the Act continuing the Ordeps in $ At
therefore prima facie imvalid. Questjg,, &
This contention found no favour in the
(‘anada and their Lordships do not accept it
the National Emergency Transitional Powers Lot
the view of the Parliament of the Dominion ;
of imposing the powers which were exereige
ander consideration invites their Lordshi
erounds alone to overrule either the consider Watjy,
liament to confer the powers or the deeisio of Py,
in Council to exercise it. So to do w Govepy,
principles laid down in Fort Frances P. & P. ¢, Y 1o th
Free Press Co., [1923] 3 D.L.R. 629 and - Lo, v, J{mu'toba
: g , g g accepted bv th
ships earlier in this opinion. * HIIr Loy,

One remaining matter relied upon by the appellants g,
’ S 8houlq

"u\
oy qma
[ APANES! .’.““ it 3

CAS ¢ ('rcn
r termnis 0l

e
tation.

er t

r of substance aris

€S on the Na¢:
- ﬂlunuu
By
e

at at the
Ly Su(‘h o
n‘po\\'erin
l ‘lueSti(;n‘

dSureg

PS on Spec
ed d90i8ion

473 1 p.L.R.] DoMiNioN Law Rerorts

ntimlcd. Fiarst 1t was said thgy the wWordg ¢«
B \'ilgl.le as to be im-ul)ub\c. -
persons. It 18 sufficient tq say )
y opinion they are not. All that cae
may arise Pr - ”w Lrue construetion of t} |
jcability to any particular w0 the
ns ruction do not affect t.hc validity ()f- ;l}l\
we result their Lordships find o) ‘
conelusion at which Rinfret ¢ j ¢ :
1 Jel. arrived and for the reasunx'. ti iy
| humbl}' advise His "\laj('s‘.\: that none i
1 js in any respect ultra vires and
1gsed. There will be no order R

= - l('(.

an bhe .

with the

>
i

s (t):\ the Ordeps i
| “ appeal shoyld
S 10 costs,

Appeal dismissed

" —

BROWN et al. v. PREMIER TRUST Co

et al,
ontario High Court, McRuer CJ.H.C.

Ja" llaru 8. 19$~.

: 0
Sale to client of Trust Company

transaction after client’s death—Trys
estate—-—Laches and acquiescence

A SO .
ager of 2 T TR
and his wife copcerning their wills
vantages

execu i,
established himself in the couple’s confidence sq 1

st Company manager, and they decided (th
:eins bad) to turn over their affairs to the Tr:std
' act on the solicitor’s advice in making their wil
sously the solicitor entered into a contract With the doector 1
or

o him of a block of speculative e¢o
ny and this transaction requir edmltltlx? 8tock of the

8. Contempo-

hig

Company ,
ficiaries of the doctor's estate authorizing it, as

‘nue to hold the Trust Company’s stock as an
ll‘n an action brought by the beneficiaries in 19:?‘:) ﬁu‘ﬁxﬁ"?{'
stock transaction, held, plaintiffs were entitled to have Lh: ule
. set aside, and further the Trust Company should be removed -
executor of the estate. The relations between the deceased doct::
and the Trust Company were such as to require the company to
prove that he had entered into the transaction after having been
given all reasonable advice against the company that would have
been given to him as against a like investment in another company
This onus was not discharged, especially in light of the fact that
the solicitor overstated the true position of the company's shares
[t was immaterial, in the circumstances, that the price paid to;-
the shares was that paid by other purchasers at the time, and

38—[1947] 1 D.L.B.

€xecutor,




