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governnélents constitute g limitation upon the powers of the central government,
Id. at 4,

Canada’s Commerce Clause, while similar to our Own, has never Played g major
role in the country’s development, being rather “an insignificant Source of Par-
Iiamentary authority”, Canada’s 'C’onsstitution, under which the country has pros-
pered dramatieally, thus has not suffered the fate of our own which, “while
Strictly federa] in form, has, under the influence of the Supreme Court, taken
on distinectly unitary character:istics,” the'me-tamorphosis being due mainly “to

6. '

Provides that bowers not granted expressly to the federal government (8§ 51+52)
remain in the stateg (§107), with certain rights reserved also to the ‘British
Crown (§74), ana it containg numerous examples of the dual exercise of power
by central and local governments over the same subject matter®, v .

igni is th ; e Clause in the. Australian system,
ean Zelman Cowan of the University of Melbourne Law School hag observed :

and. is restricting the 8cope of constitutional limitations on that Ppower, the

judiecial interpretation of the Australian Constitution in this respect ig following

an . opposite course,” Cowan, 4 Comparison, of the Constitutions of Australio and
o, ,)" : .

The basic concept obviously underlying the “double aspect” doectrine and the
recognition by Congress of the value of state regulation (as illustrateq by its
regulation of petroleum Dipelines, motor carriers and gag distribution companies
discussed above) is, ag Lord Bryce well put it, “the whole spirit of the Con-




