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II-! presuiijo so to enier, de^|iite iliis prolii-

liinon, lie is, and stiull be, tli'idjq uxcoiii^

inuriicalt-il.

" Ami w herf^ns, one ol ihe chief objeeiB

of tlii.^ ailcioniiiiHi is ihe salvation ii|' ilie

said Sainiiel (.".irten, and ilie delivery ol

liis sou! fruii) itie power ist'ilie Devi!, he is

liereby most earneally conjured, in the name
nf Je^us Christ, the judjie of the living and
llie ile.id, to rellect seriously on his present

nwlni situation, and to merit by sincure

amenrlinent, and true repentance, that en-

tire pardon and reconciliation which his

Spiritual Father in Christ a''oresaid, will

III! most happy to extend to Imn, and above
.ill the pardon and forgiveness ot Ins offend-

ed Father in Heaven.
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"

I'lic. eis;i paper which wc are told is a

oioiiitioii, I ask, you if on ) ;)ur judfjin'.'iis as

men vmi believe it to be such ;— why gcntle-

rneii one of the charges contained in il— is

made upon a surmis.i of acts done by .Mr.

<\irteii some six or seven years a;^;!— and yet

ISisliop Walsii at a meeting which took plai'i;

III February openly stated that he hoped Mr.
« 'arteii wo'ild continue a member of his Church
and a pew-holder for thirty years longer.

(The learned Cou'isel here cited authorities

from (iodolphin and Brown's Civil law to

the etfoct that an excommunication could not

be pronounced without a just charge and all

due solemnities ;— and that the Canon lavv

requirei! .a previous suimnons or citation before

any puu_. could be sentenced. I

Now, then gentlemen I put il to you—have
those requisites been complied with in this

easi! ? to my mind they have not. 1 do think

this is trilling with one to cite a iiiin to appear
and riirnrt or moke rcpardtion for a crime
• it one and the same time - it is as alisurd as it

IS unjust. What, gentlemen was the answer
given by Mr. Connolly yesterday when pressed

upon tins [loiiil .^ Why, he was asked, was
not the monition issued first, and time given
for IVIr. Cartel! to appear and make his de-

fnice—and the sentence [irooiulgated f Ills

answer sount'ed strangely in my ears — most
trangtjly ; because, it would save the Bishop
iMiiiile. What, gentliuiien, is this an answer

t.i >uch a r|ueslion which ought to satisfy you ;

alien iii dealing' with rights the most sacred
anil the most holy— rights the loss (if which
d.imns the reputation and character, think you
this a good and sulfieient i.xcuse for such a

lourse. Is it right tiiat this paper einilaining

I'le oiirratiiiii of his guilt— and his senlei^.ce

• hoiild be [iromulgatv'd at one time, for no
liilter reason than that il would save the

.ii>'iiii[i iHiuitie. it (iocs s.-eiii 10 me liial sucii

.1 courr.^ H but Intluig Willi the iiionI h-a<red

feelings ofiiur iiilure— di-aliiig with them in a

III. inner III v\ bull none of yen vviiuld wish to

lia\e jour sleiiiierest right ! dealt with. \ iiii

.ire called on to s.iy thai Samuel Carten was
|ustly excluded— according to the rites canons
.ind discijilinRof the ('atholic faith ;—can \ou
do so with the evident e before you.' can you
nn yuur oallis atlirm that iho crimes charged
against Samuel Carlen are crime.s which he
didconiniit ? is there any evidence of his rul-

pubility:' I ask you gentlemen iii behalf of a
fellow subject— to give him those privileges

and iinmunilies the birthright of ev.^ry Itritish

subject. .Mr. Carten denies the justice of these
charges— he has asked for an opjiorlunity to

refute ibeiii -that opportunity has Ijoen denied
him, he has been seized by the collar— thrust

from a biii'dnig which he was entering—and
which he had a right to enter—condemned and
punished and you are asked to give your sanc-
tion to such an outragi-iius viol.ation of every
principle of justice — asked to sanction a con-
demnation couched in language from wliieli

the human soul revolts in horror.

I will now turn your atteetion to an anala-

gous case -Beaurain vs. Sir William Scott :

The defendant as Vicar (ienecal and Ullici.il

Principal »f the Consistorial and Episcopal

(Jourt of the Bishop of London had reijuired

the plaintitfto appear as guardian ud IHem to

to his son, (who was a minor, ,i id whose wile

was proceeding against liim for a separation in

that Court), and ordered him to L . excomma-
nicated for refusing to do so—and this was an
action in the case for unlawfully excommuiii-
catiii'.,' the plaintllV. Two grounds were taken
for the plaintilf: 1st, That the Ecclesiastical

(-'ourt had no authority to compel Mr. beau-
rain to become guardian against his will ; and
2ndly, because no regular citation or monition
had been served on Mr. Beaurain before the

excommunication had been directed. On the

oilier side, the counsel of Sir William Scott did

not deny that the action might be maintained
if the Ecclesiastical Court had exceeded its ju-

risdiction ; but they called witnesses, among
whom was Sir John Nicholl, Judge of a Su-
preme Court, who on appeal had uthrmed Sir

Will. Scott's sentence, to prove that the plain-

titfwas bound to become guardian for his son,

and that the proceedings against him were per-

fectly regular. It was also proved that Sir

Will. Scott had beha\ed with great generosity

to the plaintitV in his subsef|uent misfortunes,

for which tne iilaintiti" had himself expr.'ssed

great gratitude. Lord Ellenborough lelf it to

the Jury to decide upon the effect of the evi-

deiici!, staling thai he himself did not perceive

.iiiytliiiig unreasonable in the plaintitV being re-

(juireii 10 iiL'eume guardian ud (Hem in liif.


