, B

w.hlsr\gra\\ .

. , \.lﬂv HHr( : ‘
. 1




From:
The Rev. S. Paul,
Catholic Priest,

: ¢c B BT B U9

The Secretary to the Government of ladras,

Ja-d die i il Batigan bl e £3
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j \70’&: 1,- ORI
¢ resPectfullv beg to draw your ﬂt\‘hﬁ b&tﬁe"

of Kolandai Velu Versus Rev. J« Dequidt, decided by th
Full Bench of the hadras High Court on 17th
firming & ‘decision of tne Sessions Judge of Chitdo.
convicted. a Valluvafpurohrt under S. 68 of the Indl
Christian Marriage Act 1872 for performlng the marr-ag‘
\ Bty with & Christien girl, and the father of th
8oction resd with S. 114 I. B. C. :

..\ X 3 , £l X
It is reported in page 113 of the Madras Law

Yol. XXxIind (Auéust issue Ho. 4). Wnile that cas

*’;mc:.._r..-!!

ghe ﬁlnn Court tﬁefér* s proceeding exactly a s m
No. 84 of 1916 in the same Sessioms Court betwée
noted in the margin, having been committed for ﬁf
Namasivaya Pandaram. ( |
Narayanan. ( from date t0 date t}v
Taleari Ilangan, i April 1917, on Whicﬁ
) ¢

lluruga Gound&an. , was allowed to be Wi”

Narayana Goundan.

Rev. 8. Paunils

«

nounced Bx the High Court iﬂ

s




caete( i.e., 'pries t for

dem - Polur Taluk - a marrlage ceremony b

L

a Hindu lad of 19 - and the daughter of 3rd

father and daughter Chrlstlans.

that should they‘perform the'marriegeieeco‘

rites, the marriage would be 111ega1 and C"

taken agalnst them. :

! 1

Ample oroof wes glven in the Comm
Court that 3rd Aecused and ais daughter

glel of 13 < are Cnrlstlans.

and then released on ball.

1 may urge that the solemn Full

L)

High Court pronounced on 17th
to the facts of the 2nd case,
‘v1thdraw4 only the day before

that there could ‘have been no

imagine for‘this aCtion whie

‘ot e accused.v The
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Station Tirupattur ., Dated the M;gg_h o ctie
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+he Reverend S. Paul, is & Catholic
‘ = Fiy

in Polur Taluk. It has been tHé;

1#cs in those parts to marry th
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- of Sessions for offences under S

o
Sk S
&

ppeal, the Judges were of -opinion that this Act did not

g

erred the matter to s Full Bench, and the final decision was
ot given for several months. .The accused in the case referred

#

hgvHigh Court, an@ as the Full Bench had not given its decision

P < y *

ing%the,April Sessions, and the accuéed'}ere formally acquitted,
gy ol i

iEublic Prosecutor withdrawing the charges. The Sessions Judge

%

ated at the time that he»fuliy'aﬁprbved of the procedure followed
‘the Public Prosecutor.
_2; The petitiomer points out that the decision of the Full Bench

X

ﬁaWn the &= case against the accused only the day before. Neither

i

S

was the best under the circumstances of the case,

¥

| i
pending for no less than sevens

« 7

decision. The reverend gentleman. goes to the leng
(<) (o) :

that "the Christian community feels much aggrieved

W *

abortive end of:a real good case." vl‘hap@ened>to‘
| 4 '

A +

these coses at Chittoor last year, aﬁd_ﬁus? say t

2 &t

tionmer has:distorted the facts ludicrously. The B

i B l % % T
in Polur and Chetpet belong to the lowest Secti

5 e o

nity, and are christians only in name. Theyvfollo

Hindu rituals indiseriminately, and none of the
nave, up till now, ever dared to interfere with

1
+

rend Paul has introduced a mew policy, but h s

£ 03
L B w

not approve of his action, and to Sax,tha$:~
: @ . i ks

nity is chagrined at th&‘aequittal of the ac

perversion of the truth. 1I‘doubt veryﬁm'
priests approve of his_aqtibhﬂ'gnd*ﬁh'

i i ! \f i ?‘,t %
only four or five prosecutio |

dur ing the'last~tﬂf;ly

T

Catholic Clergy ha




'fiéﬁiency.' As I have pointed out above, two of the cases have ended

in conviction, and the High:Court has finally given its decision in

® .

favour of. the petitioner's contentions. The purpose with which he

i T —

»

lladnched these prosecutions haé’already been achievéd, and, to rake

e s

f

up this case after ome year will:savour

b i i b g -

of vindictiveness. lMen can-

@.

not be made religious by eriminal prosecutions, and I do not think
‘the reverend. gentleman can legitimately expect the Government to help
him in his work of prioselytism. In my humble opinion, this is not a

fit case-for‘appeal_toithe'High'Court, and I would suggest that no

i e e et
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e

further ét_ be tak in the méﬁter; + I need hardly mention that

e A

there is no knowing that the case would end in conviction even if it
be re-tried.,

3. The petition under reference is returned herewith.

I have the honour, to be,
s Tt
Your most ebedient servant,

PR

Dt. MBgistrate.
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