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that it-sanotions-nothing-of the-kind; ‘but I think-the argu-
‘ment bas irresistible force when I show that these properties
have not been. considered a securityfor these purposesat all.
The hon. member for Simcoe (Mr, McCarthy) challenged
the propristy of'my report upon this Act, whon, after
favoring the House with his loog and interesting
‘theologieal discourse, and afier having excited to some
-extent the feelings and sympathy of the House, he de-
clared that I-had prescntod that siatute to His Excellency
-a8 of 'm0 more impoitance than the eleven others accom-
panying it, which 1 had recommended should be left to
their operation. Now, upon the importance or unimpor-
tance of the statutes it is not necessary for me to advise
His Excellenoy, but -1 take tho responsibility of having
adviscd His Kxcellemoy that that Act was no less within
the -powers of the Leyislature of Quebec than the other
eleven which accompanied it. And when | have remicded
the hon. gentleman that it is not a8 question of trust, that
there is no diversion -of trust by the authority of that Act,
-and that these estates have not been the souree from
which bigher education has been supported, I thitk he will
be almost inclined to agree with me that I wss right after
all in saying this-was a fiscal matter within the control of
the Province. But this is not the first time, ‘although it
is the first time this excitement has been raised with regard
to it, that this society, who have been spoken cf 0 severely
in this'debate, have been dealt with by the Province of Que-
bee. I have in my possession a list extending back over
filteen years of appropriations in the Supply Bills made
by the Liegislature of Quebec to support the higher education
-carried on by this society within that Province, and,
according to the statement we have heard this afternoon, all
that has been unconstitutional, and every one of these Supply
Bills onght to have been disallowed, because, forsooth, they
were ignoring the distinction between Church and State.
I think it is rather late to treat this question a8 anything
other than a fiscal question, and that the difference between
the Supply Bills in all those fifteen years, and the Act
which is now .being discussed is simply & question of de-
gree and of amount. The principle of supporting the higher
education carried on by that society in that Province has
been recognised, ‘as 1 have gaid, every year in the Supply
Bill, and, yet, for the first time, because this is a larger sum
which is being dealt with, and larger because it deals with
the rights or claims of that society to lands, we are asked to
assert a principle which we were never asked before to assert
inregard to them. Now, I desire to call the attention of the
House for a moment to two other branches of the argument
which were presented to it this afternoon. We were told
that there was a restriction in the Act as regards the
expenditure of the $60,000, but that there was no restric-
tion as regards the expenditure of the $400,000. The $60,-
000 has been appropriated to & body which had no claim,
legally or morally, and had never asserted any as regards
the title to the Jesuits’ estates, They have claimed to be
interested in the appropriations which are made from time
10 time for higher education, and rightly so, and those
claims have always been considered. I am not pre-
pared to say, whether the proportion allotted to them in
this Act is right or not. That is & question apon which
the hon. member for North Simcoe (Mr. McCarthy), if he
had a seat in the Legislature of the Province of (Jaebec,
might have addressed the House with great force, but for
us here 1o discuss the appropriation of money, and the pro-
portions in which it is appropriated by a Province would be
‘88 absurd as for us to take the Sapply Bill of the Province
every year, and enter into a discussion of its different ap-
propriations. The reason why, as I presame, the restric-
“tion has been imposed in regard to the $60,000, and not in
regard to the $460,000, is that the $60,000 is voted for
educational parposes purely and simply, and, while the
$100,000 has every prospect of being so applied, becanse it

is voted to & -body whore business it-is to teach, -still it is
paid to them in extinotion of a olaim which they had made

1o & part of the public domain of the Province. But we were

told, and this is almost the last argument used by my hon,
friend from North Simecoe (Mr. McOarthy).but one o which I
maust advert, that the grant of money to this ocorporation

was & church endowment which violated the principles of

the separation of Church and State in this country. I pass
by at this momeat the position which any church occupies
in this country. [ do not intend to discuss how far, in any
portion of the country, any church may be considered as
now ostablicshel; but I do say that it passes the power of
ingenuity to show that the grant of money to & corporation
of teachers and preachers is the endvwment of & ohurch in
Cunada, It is true that & church may be in part a society of
preachers and teachers, but this society is not & ohurch,
and in the most illogioal - way in which a fallacy could be
put on paper, this resolution asks the House to-come to the
conolusion that, because a society incorporated under &
statute of the Province and employed in preaching and
teaching the tenets of & certain religion receives a grant of
money, that is the endowment of & church within the Pro-
vince. I venturc to say that there is no one in this conntry,
who knows the facts upon which that resolution is based,
aod who reads that resolution, but must be surprised that it
should receive the support, as it has done, of able and
intelligent men in this House. Let me eay to my hon,
friend from Simcoe (Mr. McCarthy) that this is no more the
endowment of a church, and that it is no more an inter.
ference with the separation of Cburch and State in this
country than would be the endowment of a hospital or an
orphansge or an’ asylam which was undor the care of &
religious organisation. We all cherish the principle that
there should be no Church control over the State in auy
pert of this country, but my hon. friend proposes something
worse than that control, He proposes that we ehall step into
the domain of a Provincial Liegislature, and shall say that no
Provincial Legislature shall have the power to vote any
mooey to any institution if it partakes of & religious
character. It may profess any other kind of principle, It
may profess any objectiouable principle, and it is lawfal to
endow it, but, it it professes the Christian character, it is,
torsooth, unconstitutional to allow such an Act to go into
operation. I listened to the remsarks which the hon,

member for Simcoe (Mr. MoCarthy) addressed to the House

on the third branch of his argumeaut, a3 to the objectionable

teachings of this society with somo surprise, though [ do

not intend to-night to challenge his ample liberty to differ
from me as to the correctoess and propriety of those
observations, I hop:d that, in this discussion, he and
those who will vote with him will not prove them-

selves any less friends of religious liberty than they

have professed to be in the past, but [ assame—I

think I have & right to assume—that, when the case of the

gontlemen who are opposed to the allowance of this Aot is
placed in the hands of an hon. member who is so able and
so skilled in argument 88 he, we are not to be condemned
for not asking His Exzoellenoy to disaliow this Act, unless
the reasons which he urged with such great force this

afternoon are reasons which I conld use in addressing His
Excellency on the subject. Surely I have a right to assume

that the hon. gentlemun has put forward the best case he

could, and I am not to be condemned unless I could avail

mywelf of his reasons in asking His Excellency to disallow
the Act. If [ could picture myself going to His Excellency
and asking for the disallowance of this Act, for the reasons
which the hon. gentieman (Mr. McCarthy) presented in the
latter part of his address, I wonld imagine myself just fit
to be expelied from His ExcelleLcy’s presence as quickly
as possible, What would be the reasons which I should

arge? I am not finding fault now with the striotures that

the hon, gedtleman made in regard to the society, bat,



