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1 have now concluded with the constitutional aspect
of this case. I hold that the incorporation of the Society of
Jesus is unconstitutionsl because the existence of that so-
ciety is probibited by English law. In England the Jesuits’
society 18 an illegal body; the initiation into the Society
of Jesus of a member is illegal, it is illegal on the part of
the man who does it, and it is illegal for the one initiated.
They are under pains and penalties, it is an unconstitutional
society, it is under the ban of Hnglish law; and that being
the case, it is not an order that can be constitutionally
incorporated in any part of tbe British realm. Then I
hold that the Jesuits’ Hstates Act, being predicated upon,
that Act, is itself nece:sarily unconstitutional. It is
unconstitutional further in the fact that it calls in a foreign
potentate, recognises him, places money at his disposal,
places a piece of legislation at his disposal to ratify or to set
aside, and in that respect it is clear thatit is in contraven-
tion of British law and British supremacy. Ior these rea-
sons I hold that the measure is clearly unconstitutional,
and as such should be without delay disallowed by the
Government of this Dominion.

But even if it was constitational, even if the whole
argument I have constructed so far was baseless and
was swept away, and if this measure was shown to
be constitutional, constitutional as regards the Bill, con-
stitutional in being founded on a constitutional Act,
permitting the incorporation of the Soociety of Jesus,
yet I hold that, as a question of public policy, the measure
should be disallowed. The position which the Liberals of
this country occupy in this case is briefly this : They take
bigh ground in defence of provincial rights; they take
bigh ground upon the question of the Domirion Govern-
ment interfering with provincial legislation. And I sup-
pose, with their views upon this case, with their record,
even thovgh they did not approve of this Bill, even if they
coosidered it was an improper Bill, they would not coansel
and support the proposition to disallow the Bill, on the
ground that it was interfering with provincial rights, But
whether it is desirable that the Government should be de-
barred from the exercise of the prerogative of this disallow-
ance, is an abstract question ; whether it would be a good thing
to reconstruct our constitution and to bar the Government
from the exercise of that privilege or not, I do not venture
to say, but 1 do say that the right exists and is cleariy con-
ferred on the Government, And further, the right has been
repeatedly exercised. The bon. member for Bothwell (Mr,
Milis), in the course of his argument said that the preroga-
tive ot disallowance was not essential to the maintenance
ot our conmstitution, and he said that in the United States
no such prerogative of disallowance was permitted on the
part of the Central Government, that the remedy there lay
in an appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States.
That is perfectly true. But the hon, gentleman is aware
that there is a vast difference between the structure of the
Dominion constitution and that of the United States. The
principle of the United States Government 1 believe is that
the State is sovereign, within its own proper sphere, and ali
the powers exercized by the Government of the United
States are powe:s delegated by the States, which in their
individual capacity as States ratified the original oconsti-
tution, and must ratify all amendments to the same, and
every power not thus specially delegated to the Central
Government by the constitution is reserved to the States.
What is the case in the Dominion of Canada? Ail powers
not specially granted to the several Provinces by the
British North American Act are reserved to the :.ominion
and any Act passed by a Provincial Legislature may be
disallowed by the Privy Council. That is the difference
between the two. We had in this country a Legislative
Ubnion and we parted with that and entered into Con-
federation, and whether it was wise or whether it was
uonwise 10 invest the Government at Ottawa with the
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power of disallowance or not, this Government can ex-
ercise the power, it has exercised the power, and it has in
repeated instances put that power into operation, It has
done it in the case of railway legislation in Manitobs, and
it has done it in the case ot the Sireams Bill, and numerous
other cases. I am willing to admit that this power should
be exercised with the utmost caution ; I am willing to admit
that the plainest and most palpable reasons should exist for
the exercise of this power, but 1 am ready to assert, Sir, that
there has never been a case in the history of the Dominion
of Canada where, upon broad constitutional grounds, and
having due regard to the gencral interests of the great
mass of the people of this country, it was more proper
10 disallow & Bill, than in this particular instance ;
and that the settlement of the Jesuits’ Kstates Aot was,
above all other measures that have ever come under the
cognisance of this Government, 8 measure that should be
disallowed. My hon, friend the member for Bothwell
(Mr, Mills) says that there are two classes of cases
where disallowance is warrantable, and one is the case
where the Bill is clearly unconstitutional, This is a case of
that kind ; this Biil is clearly uncoostitutioual in my opin-
ion, He says the other case is where a Bull is not in the
interest of the entire Dominion. Well, this case covers this
Bill also. IThe Bill is clearly uaconstitutional and it is
clearly not in the interest of the Dominion, and so, by the
hon, gentleman’s own logic, this Bill should be disallowed,
This power of veto is clearly a constitutional power which
may be exercised by the Government, wbich the Government
has the right to exercise, which the Government has ex-
ercised in former cases, and which, in my opinion, in view
of the character of this Bill, and of the probavle future con-
sequences of allowing this Bill to become law, the Govern-
ment ought, upon the highest ground of public interest, to
disallow.

Now, as I said some time ago in considering this question
of disallowance, in considering as to whether it is proper to
do so or not, the Governmett were warranted in investigat-
ing the character of the Jesuits, 1 have a list here ot the
countries from which this order had been expelled before
its suppression by Clement XIV, They were expelled
from the following countries at the dates mentioned :—

SATAZOBR 0100t woust 00 1avasc seservess LBOS MOTAVIA . covcene wwerraestens sessreees 1619

La Palintine........ccevee eeeee. .. 1069 Naples and Netherlands. .....1623

Venice. veieeeeeeen o coesruee s seses .1668 China 82d Indis .eeeeees ceesneen. 1623

AVIgROD coverrar crsvsneine. sovsnsees 1070 Malta...... .ol severrr 00 1634

Poruugal and Segovia...... ... 1578 kussia

England .... ........ . eenes .. 1679 BAVOY weeee

England ....... ..... cosre s -essrnnne 1581 Paraguay,

England ....ee. meres s veevne. caeee 1586 Portugal ... [pRT— X |

Japan ......... . eseen sssnrrene seane 1607 TADCO..cous vuevevene cwosevene wnneens 1764

Hungary and Transylvania...1588 DPRINcicecer sne e e0seec 1767

Bordeaux .. . 1589 ‘Lhe Two Bicilies,.o.. s 00e 1767
1694 Parma and Malta ........ veonnss 1768

All Uhristendom by the Bull

of Olement XIV. vueieesreenss ==
Russia... .eveeeees nemsene 20ees 1778
wors. 1804
eeses 1804
wses 1806

The order was restored by Pius ViI on 7th August, 1814,
and since that date this self same order has been expelled
trom the following countries :—

Belgium........... tenemen seseseres 1816 Switzerland ...coceee asessseerssaes 1847
French towns.....c cueess.. . 1818 BAVAIIB. oot aeececees  voveom venar. 1848
Hussis.coeet coverae orenne oo 1840 Naples and Papal States,

Oolleges in France.......sus.... 1828
France ..., s «onni. s10000. 1831
Portugal . . ... 1834
Spain ... ccenies + 2. 1836 ParBQuay...ccceeceeveees s onneeve. 1858
France w.eess e messeer aeeerces. 1846 Italian tOWDB.ceeeeensseeeconsesni s LEDD

Now, we are told thav the character of this order has
changed, forsooth ; that it is not the order it was when
Clement X1V suppressed it; that it is not the order it was

Austria, Galica,Saruinia,

rarma, Arch Duchy ot} 1848
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