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was certainly accepted as law in Canada before tlio cession of the

province."

And ngaiii, referring to the excoinniunication of

Gnibord as a member of the Institut Canadion, my
Lords say :

—

" Their Lordships are satisfied that such a discretionary

enlargement of the categories in the Ritual would not have been

deemed to be within the authority by the law of the Galilean Church

as it existed in Canada before th'i cession ; and, in their opinion, it

is not established that there has been such an alteration in the

Htattis or law of that Church founded on the consent of its members,

as would warrant such an interpretation of the Ritual, and that the

true and just conclusion of law on this ])oint is, that the fact of

being a member of this Institute does not bring a man within the

category of a public sinner, to whom Christian burial can be legally

refused.

It would iurther appear that, according to the ecclesiastical

law of France, a personal sentence was in most cases rerpiired in

order to constitute a man a public sinner."

And lastly :—

^'Gibert, in his Institutes, says that the ipno facto excommuni-

cation inflicted by the Council of Trent as the punishment of read-

ing or possessing prohibited books would have no effect in France

(lan% lefor cxtcrienr. Dnpin, a jurist already mentioned, denies

the authority in France of the decrees of the Congregation. He
says :

—

" En t'tiet, on consultant les ])rccc(lent8, on trouvo nn ct'lobre arrOt du

I'arlement do Paris qui I'a jugc ain.si on 1047, aprt's tm oloquent plaifioyor

(It! rAvooat-General Omer Talou :

"' Nous n^. reconnaissons point en France.' dit oo Magistrat, ' Tautoritt^,

la puissance, ni la.jiiridiction dcs con^T^gations qui so tiennont a Rome;
le I'apo pout les etablir conime bon hil semblo dans ses Etats ; mois/e.t

lUcreta dc ces congr/^gutions n'ont point dautorit^ ni di'xicution lans le royaumr

. . . . II est vrai que dans ces congre;rations se consurent les livros

dofonilus, et dans icollos so fait tindex expurgotorius, leqticl s'augmonto tons

los ans ; ot c'ost lu oil autrofois ont oto censuros los arrets do cotto cour

rondus contre Chastol, les aaivros do M. le Trosident de Tliou, lus libortos

do TEgliso (lallicano, ot los autros livres qui concornont la consorvatioii do

la porsonno do nos rois ot rexorcico de la justico royalo,' ' &c.—(Unpin,

Droit I'ublic Picclosiastiquo, avortisseniont .sur la 4i;me odition).

wmmm


