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ty nor ability——acting under the usual responsibility in a
case of extreme delicacy—in a country 100, emphatically of
laws,—where guilt must be proved by legal evidence, and
which in this instance particularly, seems to have been very
severely scrutinized, and most scrupulously admitted,

Of the many falschoods in which Mr. Pattison has in-
dulged, none, perhaps, have been more fully detected than
those now to be exposed. Itis within the recollection of
hundreds, that he constantly represented the tribunal that
entertained the present case, as clerical in its nature, and en-
tirely informal in its proceedings. Being regulated by no
legal or established maxims, its decisions, he has studiously
endeavoured to show, are not at all to be respected, and
with equal confidence averring, that in Scotland, the same
facility exists in the dissolution as the contraction of mar-
riage. Let us now see whatare the facts as stated in a late
work, of the highest authority, in the history which is given
of this Court, and of the policy regarding divorces.

« When the judicial power which came to be vested in
the Roman Catholic clergy was, in common with the other
privileges which they held under authority of the Pope, abo-
lished at the time of the Reformation, there would have
been either a general failure of justice, or an assumption of
jurisdiction by some other tribunal, in those causes and
matters of which the bishops and their officials had gradually
acquired an exclusive cognizance, if an immediate provision
had not been made for the dispatch of such cases. This
was accordingly done in Scotland under royal authority ;
first, by the new nomination of Commissaries, one for each
diocese ; and again, soon after, by the establishment of a
Commissary (or Consistorial) Court at Edinburgh, consist-
ing of four judges, with more ample powers, which were
defined by subsequent instructions or ordinances, and ratified
by various acts of the legislature. To this court in parti-
cular was committed, in 1666, the power of deciding in all
suits for declaring nullity of marriage, and in all actions of
divorcement, to the exclusion not only of other civil courts
in the first instance, but also of the inferior or provincial
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band and wife, and none indeed, on the trial was insinuated.
Why then was not Mrs. Ure supplicd by Mr. Pattison,
and particularly, since, as it appears, she lived from the time
the divorce was instituted,under his protection and entire con-
trol, with all his weighty documents and cogent reasoning,
which itis alleged must inevitably have produced an opposite
result, or in other words, a triomphant assertion of his in-
nocence! Confessedly they were alike implicated in the
matter, and the fate of the one was decisive of that of the
other. But, this course being objectionable, on any account,
why not sue Dr. Ure for defamation, an action readily
to be sustained, and in which, the case would have been
reviewed by another court, and all the facts fairly brought
forward and discussed? Conscious of innocence, and willing
to bring the matter to alegal investigation, by which only, he
could be honourably acquitted, we might suppose, he would
atonce have commenced a prosecution against those by whom
the charges have been so unreservedly repeated in this
country, and more especially, as he has been challenged by
a public advertisement in the papers to do so? But instead
of adopting this decisive measure, he recurs to the loose
statements of his friends, and seems content to seek refuge
exclusively, in compurgatory expedients. -

We would further ask the reason of his withholding the
testimonv, which so entirely exculpates him? To this call,
so generally made, he answers, that from the * peculiar
character of my documents,” # they cannot be published.
But did this peculiar character prevent his printing them in
Scotland, disseminating the pamphlet till suppressed by order
of Court, and even reading it to his class? thus confessing
what is too obscene for the public, is quite fit to be address-
ed to an assemblage of youth, whose morals were commit-
ted to his care!

The true reason for hitherto withholding the publication in
this country, I am now to assign. The pamphlet containing
his defence is made up principally of allegations that were

* Vide Mr. Pattison’s pamphlet
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