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kind. It Boems to me that the Law Times conld cot
have oarofally coDsidered the qaestion, othorwiuo it^wuuld
not have arrived at the oonclasion I intend to point^out.

The hon. mombor for Munkoka states in his resolution thut
the Act is not legal, firstly :

*' Bpcanse it endowa from the public funds a rellKiouii organ Istatlon,

thereby yiolatinp; the uowrittea but undorstood constitutioh .1 piinciple
of* complete Beparation of church and state, and the absolutely equality
•fall deuominations before the law."

We have an unswer to that in the Law Times, which eays

:

** The policy of diaallowing a Provincial Act must be determined by
mpoDSible MiDiators ot the Dominion. They are couetitutionHlly aa<
werable to PArliument and the people, aud as has frequently been
hown, the right to diaallow Acts was not granted in order thi>t uncon-
•titntiunal or invalid ieg:i8lation might be got rid of, but in order \.hnt

the more important policy ot the Dominion should not be interfered
with by the Provincea. Toe whole course of English history shows a
•truggle with the ecclesiastical houses to prevent property from fulling

into their hands. The policy both in England and her colonies has
bwn the same—to prevent the property of the lation from falling into
Bortmain. tiut it is a question, not of legalitv, but of policy, and with
the policy of the Goveruments of the day we nave nothing lo do.";; ,^„

WhercaH, on the other hand, the Alail says it is entirely a
question of policy with which we h uve to do, yet tho Law
Times is of a contrary opinion

:

" If a particular Province choose to depart from this policy and per-

mit The abdorplion of property by ecclesiautical orders, itis undoabtedly
acting wiihin its cousiitutional rights. The Uovernor in Council would
also be acting within his conatituuonal righta in opposing such a policy

by diaallowing all Acts tending thereto ; but it iu a queaiion of policy

as we have aaid, and not of law. The Act then must be looked at with
regard only to its contents.

"

So that while the hon. member for Maskoka takes ttrong

groand that no Legislature has a right to vote money for

eccleBiastical purposes to seminaries or churches, or any-

thing of the kind in the I'rovinee of Quebec, yet tho Law
Times says that they have got absolute power. Now,
which authority arc we to take? Are we lo tuke that of

tho Law Times, or that of tho hon. member for Muskoka, or

are we to say that the Government acted strictly within its

oonstitutional rights and privileges by saying : We will

not interfere, because thoy had a perfect right to vote their

money ; at auy rate it is a matter of purely local concern

.

Kow, it is stated that the Pope is an alien, and as each has

no right whatever to express an opinion upon this question.

Vi we look at tho Treaty ot Paris wo tind that, to a large

extent, his authority is recognised bo far as is necessary for

church purposes. The clause says

:

'* For her part, Her British Majesty agrees to grant to the inhabitants

•f Canada the liberty of the Catholic religion. Uousequently she will


