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THE DOCTRINE 0F EXCLUSIVE
JURISDICTION.

IVe regret exceedingly that we shouild
have mîissed] the opportunity of seeing
the E'ditor of our respecîed contemipor-
ary, the CANAT)IAN CRAFIvSîMN, on the
occasion of* bis recent, visit to ilie old
country, and showving hii those cour-
tesies whicb a visiting brother is en-
titled to, z nd %Yhich it is a pleasureand
a privilegi- as well as a duîty on the part
of t.ie brother visioed to show. We
sbould gladly have discussed wvith him),
so far as imie permitted, questions of
general interest-all and sin1gular-
affecting the wvelfare of the Fraternity.
Especially should we bave I)een pre-
pared to hunior hini to the top of bis
bent in considering the vexed question
of Exclusive Masonic J urisdiction,
wvhich has fornied the SUI)ject of more
than one article botn in bis and our
colunins. We do not imagine wve
should have got nmucb further than we
are now in establishing a coninion
basis of agreemient in respect of ihis
doctrine, not because we are less open
to correction than other people, but
because the doctrine is essentially
modemn and alinost exclusively Amien-
can. There has always been, as far as
we know, sonie general principie
governing, the interjurisdictional rela-
tions of Grand Lodges %witb eïach other,
and as ]3ro. Cbietwode Crawley, in bis
1"Notes on Irish Freema,-sonry"» No.
II., in Volume V111., P'art 2, " Ars
Quatuor Coronaýtorunm," points out,
"at the present imiie almost every
Grand Lodge in the world bas given
ils implicit or explicit adherence to-
sorne miodification of the principle
whicb may thus claim to that extent,
and no more, the force of an Estab-
Iished Usage, though it can neyer lie
classed as an Ancient Laiinark.» But
the extent to which this principle was,
and outside Freemnasonry in the United
Sta-tes and British Nortb .Amnerica still
is, Iinîited, is shown in the passage he
quotes froni an anonymous pamphlet
published in London in 1765, and en-
titled, IlA Defence of Freemasonry as

Practised iii the Regular Lodges, Both
Foreign and I)omestic, under tbe Got-
si/uiwzi of the Englikh1 Grand Mas-
ter" ;-"13ut the E,,igeisli Masc.ns
sbou.ld. le cautious with whom thiey
con'ýerse, a-, there are miany irregzi/ar
Masunis, i.e., modern Loaý,es under the
title of Anciez/ or Yrwho sortie
time ago îwetended to be cons/if uied or
au//w,'sed by the Grand Master of Zre-
land, who (beîebeI ani credibly
iifurmed, refused to counitenance tbemi,
as it would be bighly absurd for one
Grand Master to constitute badges in
tbe Tlerritorics of another." The same
write r in the sanie article quotes a case
noted in the minutes of the Grand
Lodge of Ireland in 1796, in which
sundry bretbiren of tbe " Loyal Iniver-
ness Iencil)es applied for a w-arrant
of tbe said Grand L.odge and were re-
ferred by it to their owii Grand Lodge
in 'Edinburgh ; and tbougbl wve caninot
lay our bands for tbe mioment upon
the reference, we bave read of a siniilar
case in wbicli certain Scottisb brethren,
residing iii Lon don, applied to the
Grand Lodge of Scotland fora wvarrant,
and were referred to the Grand Lodge
in London. TFhis 1)rinciple of the
territorial junisdiction of Grand Lodge
was, indeed, as Bro. Spetb points out
in a note on Bro. Crawley's article,,
estal>lished, so far as the Grand Lodge
of Engiand wvas concertied, in 1770,
whetî l"in acknowledging the new
Grand Lodge of the Netberlands, it
agreed to refrain in future from estab-
Iisbing any nev Iodges in that country,
but it explicitly insisted upon the night
of such lodges of its Constitution in
Holland as chose to adhere to their
English jurisdiction being allowed to&
do so, ulidis.-urbed." 'l'le pninciple
thus laid down in 1770 bias been con-
sistently foilowed by the Grand Lodge
of England ever since, and as fat as we
know hy the Grand Lodges of Irçelanid
and Scotland, wbich bave concurrent
jurisdiction witb iL iii those parts of the7
British Empire in which theý-re are not
recognised local Grand Lodges. In
the United States of North America,
each State lias its Grand Lodge, whose7
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