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I have now concluded with the constitutional aspect power of disallowance or Dot, this Governmont ean ex-

of this case. I hold that the incorporation of the Society of ercise the power, it bas exercised the power, and it has in
Jesus is unconstitutional because the existence of that so- repeated instances put that power into operation. It bas
ciety is probibited by English law. In England the Jesuits' done it in the case of railway legisiation ln Manitoba, and
society is an illegal body; the initiation into the Society it bas done it in the case othe tweams Bil, and numerous
of Jesus of a member is illegal, it is illegal on the part of other es. I am willing to admit that this power should
the man who does it, and it is illegal for the one initiated. be exercised with the utmost caution; 1 amnwilling to admit
They are under pains and penalties, it ie an unconstitutional that the plainest and moat palpable resons should exist for
society, it is under the ban of English law; and that being the exorcise of'this power, but 1 am ready to assert, Sir, that
the case, it is not an order that can be constitutionally there bas neyer been a case in the history of the Dominion
incorporated in any part of the British realm. Then I of Canada where, upon broad constitutional grounds, and
hold that the Jesuits' Estates Act, being predicated upon, having due regard W the genural interests of the great
that Act, is itself necesarily unconstitutional. It is mass otthe people of this country, it was more proper
unconstitutional further in the fact that it calis in a foreign w disallow a Bill; than in this particular instance;
potentate, recognises him, places money at bis disposai, and that the settiement 0f the Jesuits' Iàstates Act wu,
places a piece of legislation at his disposai to ratify or to set above ail other masures that have ever core under the
aside, and in that respect it is clear that it is in contraven- cognisauce of this Government, a neasure that should b.
tion of British law and British supremacy. For these rea- disallowed. My hon. friend the member for Bothwell
sons I hold that the measure is clearly unconstitutional, (Mr. Milis) says that there are two classes of cases
and as such should be without delay disallowed by the where disallowance is warrantable, and one la the cas
Government of this Dominion. where the Bill18 clearly unconstitutionai. ihis la aacase of

But even if it was constitutional, even if the whole that kind; this Bili8 clearly unconstitutioual in my opin-
argument I have constructed so far was baseless and ion. lie says the other case is where a Bill1 1 not in the
was swept away, and if this measure was shown to intereat of the entire Dominion. Woll, this case covera thia
be constitutional, constitutional as regards te Bill, con- Billalso. £te Bilié clearly unconstitutional and it lu
stitutional in being founded on a constitutional Act, cleariy not ln the interest of the Dominion, and 50, by the
permitting the incorporation of the Society of Jesus, hon. gentlemans own logic, this Bil sbould be disallowed.
yet I hold that, as a question of public policy, the measure This power of veto la clearly a constitutionai power which
should be disallowed. The position which the Liberals of may be exercised by tbe Governmeat, wbîch the Government
this country occupy in this case is briefly this : They take bas the right to exercise, whicb the Government has ex-
high ground in defence of provincial rights; they take ercised in former cases, and whicb, in my opinion, in view
high ground upon the question of the Dominion Govern. of the character of this Bil, ani of the probable future con-
ment interfering with provincial legislation. And I sup- sequences of allowing thia Bilw become law, the Goveru-
pose, with their views upon this case, with their record, ment oughte upon the higbest ground of public interest, to
even though they did not approve of this Bill, even if they disallow.
considered it was an improper Bill, they would not counsel Now, as I said sone time ago iu conèidering this question
and support the proposition to disallow the Bill, on the of disallowance, lu considering as 10 whether it la proper to
ground that it was interfering with provincial rights. But do so or note the Government were warrnnted lu investigat.
whether it is desirable that the Government should be de- ing the character of the Jesuits, 1 have a list here 0f the
barred from the exercise of the prerogative of this disallow- countries from which tbis order had been expeled before
ance, is an abstract question; whether it would be a good thing iLs suppression by Clement XLV. They were expelled
to reconstruct our constitution and to bar the Government from the following countries at the dates mentioned
Irom the exercise of that privilege or not, I do not venture
to say, but I do say that the right exists and is cleariy con-aramtine....... ...... ît3 Naples and Netherland8. 1622
ferred on the Government. And further, the right bas been venice.............. China and Idia..........1623
repeatedly exercised. The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. ...... . . .. 100. ................ 1634
Millo), in the course of his argument said that the preroga-Pougal and Segovia.. 1o78 Uusâia..... . .......... 1723S16Egad .. .... .. .... i79 ibavoy.......«, . . .......... 1729
tive of disallowance was not essential to the maintenance Eagiand, .... 1581 Paraguay ............... 1733
of our constitution, and he said that in the United States Bngland.. -.... 1586 Portugal. . .1.69

no such prerogative of disallowance was permitted on the J &.lOb France.................... 1764
part of the Central Government, that the remedy there lay 6 tdeauxa..a......1158 ài ..... 1767
in an appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States. France............. 159 4 l'arma and Mata.........1768
That is perfectly true. But the hon, gentleman is aware .O.I.....-..... 1596 AilUbrîetendom by the Bull

Tournon and Borne ...... 1..097 of (Jiement XI y... ........-
that there is a vast difference between the structure of the England.. ............ ThOl Rusa. ........... ..... 1776
Dominion constitution and that of the United States. The Bngland. ....... 1601 France.................... 1804
principle of the United States Government I believe is that Uenmark........... ...... 1606 (*riaonm, Swieu Canton.....1804

1 lVenice.................11 N pe..............-..80the State is sovereign, within its own proper sphere, and alJapan....... . ......... 1616 France........... . .... 180
the powers exerciked by the Government of the United Bohemia. .... 1618
States are powefs delegated by the States, which in their
individual capacity as States ratified the original consti. fhe order was restored by Pius VIIon lth August, 1814,
tution, and must ratify all amendments to the same, and and since that date thiâ self ame order has been expelled
every power not thus specially delegated to the Centralfron the foiowing couatries
Government by the constitution is reserved to the States. i...... 1816 Switzerland.............1847
What is the case in the Dominion of Canada? Ail powers French towna............1819 bayarts.......... ...... 1848
not specially granted to the several Provinces by the iussia....................1810 apies and Papal States,
British Noith Ameiican Act are reserved to the ominion FranFe.. .............. 1838 ua, .sisbuuiiaof'
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and any Act passed by a Provincial Legislature may bePortugal...... ...... 1834 hiciy............
disallowed by the Privy Council. That is the difference SPain......... ........ 1836 s1858
between the two. We had in this country a Legislative France........... . 6 Italian towns.........169
Union and we parted with that and entered into Con- Now, w. are Lold that the character of thia order bas
federation, and whether it was wise or whether it was changed, forsooth; that it is fotte order it was when
unwise to invest the Government at Ottawa with the Cement XIV suppremed iL; that is flot the ordor it wa
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