
maTHE CATHOLIC RLüORU
JUNK 25, 1831 attempts lo evade the lime and to 

avoid making proper reparation loi 
the Injoetlce done me.

I am, My Lord,

appearance of an admlnion of either 
weak near or inoonipetence.

I beg to remain, My Lord,
Yoote sincerely,

A. P. Mahoney.

r,„.......... ...........r______  nw ...I,.*., .1.1. »"

■a^asrjsrissr^. .Nereis‘AïÆrs
strau!”Bl■-*.
enmmary ol the action taken by the 1920 one with the “ propagandist eppen-
Synod ol Huron. Reverend and Dear Sit ïour st. Peter's Seminary, (4) The word» " lorlpiural caore" dix."

In hie oh urge lo the Synod, the letter ol May 20 ih received and con London, Canada. (n ray summary cf the action ol the (2) that my étalement of the
Bishop of Toronto etatee emphatl- tente noted. In reply, I «hall con- May, 26th, 1921. Synod of Iloivn did not imply that I doctrinal position of "some other

sï: Ti%irB,..Bï=Vn.wluu"'' sTTaMSis ....
tor the one cause allowed by her ing you into the side tracks. p nominations admitted adultery as a " original point," yon failed to show
divine head." But the resolution of m Youti was not the only My Lord I beg leave to aoknowl- porip|niel causa" for divorce. It any “animus" in my pamphlet.arMisraja
HZK3KtrJZs rrr.,ïïv.t'^‘. »-T-'»> :
mïmïï “ A.ti rSs1" BTSisrevjrMoppose with all ite power any ‘ bo„°,oar Communion. Why insert attempting to befog the isime. certainly not quoting the text ol the seems to have so fat disc rnoerted
allempl to extend or enlarge the . controveretal stuff in a paraph- M 1“ both yonr \®.tt®' Synod’s rerolntion there. you that you have dropped this
grounds on which divorce may be . . hich was supposed to be issued t*f®,t,r®d *° a pamphlet on * ' (■) Yon aocused me ol misstating “ original point ' entirely in your
obtained." to. Le sake of winning "Protestant" published under the auspices of the the polllion o( •• 10me other com- utter ol June 1st, without, however,

The Bishop’s words to the Synod J,BlnUm'again»l Divorce, unless there Catholio Churoh, which contains a munlonl... when I asked you it the apologizing for making such a
are therefore explanatory ol the doo °pln 8“ ,erior aim ? propagandist appendix. I have no 8ynod 0| Huron was some other groundless charge.
Irlnal position ol the Church implied, ° rBBatd, yoot own paraph- knowledge ol such a pamphlet And commnniont|. yon replied : Your In regard to the other pamphlet
though not stated, in the resolution. <2> A® ™ ^nMnsUtoiice on a ,hou«h 1 uœ î0n0ernud ??ly JÎ statement about the action of the with "propagandist appendix I
The Synod, while admitting adultery *«*■ what y°“ Loli(. teaching " de,ence ot my own PamPbl6* .Bgal“** Synod of Huron is an Illustration of asked for Information as to author
as a cause allowed by Christ, opposes common place ol Catholic teaching yQnt accusations, ! am anxious to wbu, , meau, by Inaocnraoy, and / and publisher. The request was
any extension of the present grounds wben POOLPBumntiou is eee the PamPblel which first ud 0g your trustworthiness or the made in good faith as I do not know
for divorce. ed fir Protestant consumption, is ptorapled your orlticlsm ns to „TeIte, as regards the rest by what Lot any such pamphlet. Your Lord-

In giving the aotion of the Synod ?“oWLTha* AthÜ'ftihlnonlvis the anlmua-" Would Your Lordship be you lay about the action ol the one ehip very rudely and in a manner ill
ot Huron which Yonr Lordship The Bible, and the Bible only, is the d enough to furnish me with a y , of which I have personal knowl- becoming a gentleman refused to The Right Reverend D. Williams,
d «nlües hi the extremely misleading slogan of Protestantism but strange aQpy 0, lhe 1)amphlet or at least the “dy wn,° glye me the information. I repeat Biehop of Huron, City,
name “tome other communions," I *° 8ay rhe 1Blble and “‘“otheM namee ot the aathcr and Pnblishers ? “ven wsre j guilty—which is not that I am not particularly concerned My Lord Yonr letter ol June 9 th
-rate’. on this question, as on many othe s, (2) Let me say here that Yonr tbe 0a,6—of misstating the doctrinal j with any but my own pamphlet. But reoeived. In reply let me say :

“The Anglican Synod ol the 18 ‘belt °wn condemnation. Losdshlp is altogether wrong in the ltl0Q „f the Synod ot Huron, such yonr refusal to prove your statements (1) on May 12th, I wrote you
DIooese of Huron, held at Brantford, Feadl°*that sa°‘®nc;-°ne °BD ,ik assumption that my pamphlet was a BSatement on your part would be, regarding the pamphlet in question Mking you to prove or retract the
Ontario, in the latter part of May, b ,ail *°J“onolude ‘bat, you, too, ime .|nlended lot Protestant consump tQ aay the least, unpardonable. Is does not tend to heighten my opinion Bocueatlons made against me in your
1920 also put the Anglican teaching *be author o e p lion'.or “lo win Protestant opinion kb£l nn example ol the logical method ot yonr Integrity and fair dealing, charge to the 1921 Synod. Since then tribute to the Sacred Heart in the
on record in a resolution to the propagandist appenaix, against D.vorce." It was written by „hlch the Bishop cf Huron arrives In faot my suspicions cf the contrary ÎOu have written four letters in which I m0nth dedicated lo His honor send
effect that while the causes lor anxious to score what ise y wholly for the information of Cath_ al B judgment? One would expect are aroused. yon have utterly failed to make good an offering towards the completion
divorce should not be extended, a 8‘fon8 P°‘n‘ a*a,“”. nt olios—to show that the much to flnd tbe tuudamentali ol justice l The second "original point" is y0ur charges. On the contrary, yon 0| the Snored Heart League Burse
divorce should be granted for the l,“ aB eao.lb Th advertised eoriptnral cause of the and f^r-deallng in a man occupying that I misstated the doctrinal posl- have side stepped the whole issue. tm lbe education of miislonaries for
one ‘sorlptural cause’ of adultery.” opinion Bge‘°B' .. Protestant sects did not exist even your p3iltlon. I tlon ot “some other communion»: (2) Regarding your first accusa cblnB. Surely the future mission-

The resolution ol the Synod of mark is whollyunneceisa y 0n a critical examination cf their The truth of the matter le that you I gave the official teaching ol font tlon of “ animus " In my pamphlet, arieB who owe their ordination to 
Baton reads as follows : argument on lLvorce. y own Authorized Version. When I male a Btatemenl which you cannot communions. yon defined what you meant by tbjg Burse will deem it their duty to

" That this Synod strongly protests wai“ *n8erted , n0‘ p p tell yon that 400 copies of my v[nd[cate and y0at attempt to dodge 1 Did 1 misstate the doctrinal position anlmne in your letter ot May 23rd. spread the love ol the Sacred Heart
aeainet any extension ot the grounds 6andm purposee t pamphlet went into the hands of tbe i,lne bal ied y0u into another ol the Presbyterian communion ? It “What you call ‘insistence on a am0ng their converts in China,
ot divorça by the Parliament ol To the same effect is yonr use ol Oathollos for every single copy that Btayemenl less excusable than the so, prove It. commonplace of Catholic teaching’
Canada " tbe term “Protestant Sects’’ when reBched Protestants you will eee how flr|| D.dl misstate thedoolrlnal position when inserted in a pamphlet intended

Yon tell me that my statement was referring collectively to other Com- abiard y0nr statement really is. |n’ your reply, kindly note that this ot the Methodist communion ? II so, for Protestant consumption is
“ materially dllTarent from the text munions than your own, whioh yon j am lully awate of the fact that ti one 0| the " original points” raised prove it. exactly what 1 mean by animas."
ol the Synod’s resolution." I answer: term always the Cathol.c Church, my pamphlet was mailed lo Protest by me. Did I misstate the doctrinal position I answered in my letter of May
In my statement of the position ol lorgettiag or ignoring or denying the BQt mlni,terB and the members ol (f) You assure me that had I of the Baptist communion Î If so, 26th, that my pamphlet was not wrlt-
the four leading Protestant denomi- fact that some of us hays just as |hg SooiBi Service Council of taken the time, 1 might have easily prove it. . , , ... ten tor "Protestant consumption’’ but
nations l was concerned only with good a title to be styled Catholic Cinada daring this present session Beoared the official teaching ot the Did 1 misstate the doctrinal position (or distribution among Catholics ;
their doctrinal stand. The purpose as your Communion and in oar own q{ pariiament with a circular letter Anglican Communion as a whole of the Anglican communion 1 II so, that its circulation among Protest-
of my pamphlet, as stated on page 4, judgment a little better title. But iBBned by the Catholic Unity League jtom recognized official docnmenle. prove it. ants was not even thought ol at the
was to show that the " scriptural again, why import such insinuations q{ 0anada. The object was to start would yon be good enough to say You have side stepped this issue time it was written ; that four
cause " admitted by all ol them was of Inequality il the object was only, dleoalBion and thereby awaken the wba) these documents are, and in long enough. My patience with yonr bandred copies went into the hands
not really justified by a proper exe- or even chiefly, to win supporters paopie 0t this Province to the danger what respect the Anglican teaching, quibbling is just a bit overtaxed. „| Catholics for every one that
gesls of the Soriplnral texts. My against Divorce ? Is this also a little a( tbeir d0ors. The mailing of the al officially announced by the Bishop Hither prove yonr charge or with- reaohed Protestants. On yonr own
summary was not merely ol the text "commonplace ot Catholio teaching pampbiet to Protestants was done 0j Toronto and yonrsell, is at vari- draw it as publicly as it was made. declaration ol what you meant by
ot the resolution of the Synod of th-»t slipped in inadvertently Ï some seven or eight months after its Bnoe with the official leaching ol the | Up te date the only justification “ animas," your accusation is shown
Huron but ol the doctrinal position The f jregoing are sufficient to publication and distribution among church as a whole. This is a very you have offered lor yonr accusation t„ be groundless,
ol the Church as implied in the teso h _ _bat j meant by a certain Catholics, and was not even contem interesting “ side track " into which of inaccuracy in my statement ol the (3) In yonr first two letters yon
lotion. The resolution, by itself, Bnimne in the pamphlets. It makes plated at the time X wrote the 1 have no objection to following Yonr position of some other com assured me that my pamphlet was
like the resolution cf the To.onto “0 d ffateDoe whether it is conscious pamphlet. u Lordship. , I munions " is that I misstated the no{ the one you had chUflj inmind
eynod, meant notbiog doctrinally. „„ nno0neoious, and 1 must insist on The Catholio Church is as much (4) " in view ol the foregoing,' I action taken by the Synod of Huron. in your statement as to a°lmae-
But when the resolution is ocneid- ,1-^ lo interpret yonr words as oppessd to compromise in matters s|m demand a public retractation. Let me repeat : You furnished me with a funu 01
* ed in conjunction with Yonr Lord- tb6 ara wrjtten. If you say that no doctrinal as was her Divine Founder. gven Bishops, in their Synodal (a) The Synod of Huron is not information .
ship’s charge to the Synod, my b intention was present to your Hence, in writing the pamphlet, I I charges cannot afford to disregard " some other communions. pamphlet on Divorce, publisnea
statement of the action ot the Synod mtnd that is another matter. I am faw no necessity to water down 1 lbe ordinary rules ot justice; nor (b) The Synod ot Huron is not the under the auspices ol the Catholic
of Huron is borne ont absolutely. prepared to accept your statement, Catholic teaching on either of the Bbould they a’low their Episcopal Anglican communion.

I aip ind the following extracts of but lba| doeB not remove the animus poin s to which you have drawn my dignity to suffocate tuem when a (c) The Bishop ot Toronto ana
Your Lordthip'e charge to the 1920 ebown by the appendix in the other attention. 1 might add that my request is made ol them to make you, in yonr offlaial capacity ns
Svnod, and the debate of the Synod pimpbiat t0 which I have ref «red. classification ol the Anglican Com , good their statements. Bishop of Huron, stated the doctrinal
ou the Divorce question, as rtpirted „ritioi6m tbat munion among the Protestant sects , b tQ remain| My Lord, position ot the Anglican communion
in the daily press. As these press (3) A®, re8ardl8 “J cnmmnnions is es much a “commonplace of Oath-| Yours sincerely, on the subject of Divorce. My state-
reports appeared in severtl tapers in the positon ol some Oomm s ollo Teaching" as the other stale I A. P. Mahoney. ment of the Anglican position rests
identical larguage and were never might have bsen stated mo * m8nt to which you took ex3«ption as _______ upon the words ol two Bishops of
officially denied, 1 assume that they etely, very tew words will su 0. indloating animus. Neither the one that communion who are supposed
are at least substantially correct. On page 4, yon proless to give l nor the other "slipped in inadvert The Bishop’s Room, to be faithful guardians and

„ ,, ... . , v Mivl.„h official teaching of ‘be Anglican gnt „ Naltbet the one n0r the Bishop Cronyn Hall. expositors ot Anglican teaching. Is
<Free Press, Wednesday, May tsth. 1920.1 church and quote the action of the ‘“h/, lndlcBtes animus in the author. London, Canada, lone 1st, 1921. it possible that 1 have over estimated 
"Bishop Williams stated that the Synod of Huron as showing it- Were I writing the pamphlet now I . p M.hnr.-- ci the doctrinal value ol an Anglican

only real cause for divorce sanctioned Apart from the question ot whether would nut chaags a word of it. The The ^“seminary “lly ' Bishop’s pronouncement to his Synod
by the Church, was adultery, and the resolution of a Diooesan Synod o| tbe proceedings ot the Peter s seminary, ui y | on B matter of the Church's teach
eaould divorce courts be established, |B the proper place to seek for the Pbeth con|ereno3 and ol the Rsverend and Dear Sir :-Your 
that should be the only cause per- official teaching ot the Anglican rtean# g d over wbiob y0U pra. I letter of May 26,h received. In reply 
milled for securing separation. Communion as a who e, which, hau tends to confirm the I let me say :
Quebec would have to be incorpor yon taken the trouble, you might ■ byQtb Btatements,—it con- (D I do not believe that you are
ated in Dominion legislation regard have easily secured from recognized re necaBBaty. so ignorant ol the publications
less ol the desires ot the Church ol official documents, yonr statement Taly ludicrous issued under the auspices ot your
Rome." (The Globe, May 12th, has about the action of the Synod ol ’ to ja6ll[y y0nr accusation Communion in this country that an
the same report as above.) Huron is an illustration of what I ^ P bBd inaceurately stated the outsider like myself can give you in

(Free Press, Wednesday, May 12th, meant by inaocurooy, and 1 1° ® position of “some other commun- formation about the pamphlet in
" Divorce as a matter ol provincial ^TeyB°eUaB ,egards°the rest, by what tracks but 9°(“ One ol the "original points"

legislation, is approved by him jon BBy abmt the action ol the one 8° . , y.d Z d the wh0le in dispute was the statement, in your
( Bishop Williams ) conditionally, in 5fa d , wblob j have personal "oriainal 7otnt" pamphlet, about the resolution of
that no divorces should he granted kpoyl6dge. You state that the iseue. On this point ^ gynoà ol Huron. On page four,
sane as provided for by the 8ermon 8ynod 0| Huron “also put the Angli- ' **'1 * you state that the resolution “put
on the Mount." 0an teaching on record in a résolu- 0C,®rva*10“ f pamphlet I I the Auglioan teaching on record."

( In eame report ) *40n {0 the efleol that while the a ni the The reeolutioD, eccordiog to you,
‘He then elated that for certain oaaaeB tor Divorce should net be ex- i®^, ® Communion in the exact contains the teaching of the Anglicancauses divorce should be made easter |anded, Dinorce should be granted for th“ ÂnXan Bishop o Communion. That is why yon quote

than it was at present, and that the ^ Qne ~8criptural cause' of 7°'d®t.01 yoù kindly say », i- e., because it represents, accord-
provincial coort was probably the aduUcry,, whetoer'or not the Bishop oITomSo ing to yon, the position ol the

Christ said was sufficient ground. împly apparently that you are quoi- (b) . L th^Vllro taken Anglican Cimmunion is made by
(Advertiser. May nth. 1020.) ing those two words leom the text, Svnod of Huron ■ not merely yon’ *n y0Dr Pamphlet, not by me.

SS eEebHH EElgEflEES™
brant6 “lend “ SZ SS M ^ X^tCjeast W^fŒ}onï
to^opmi the g» jMT- ^r%0;:rekeydonth,h1a,Pt5th°at,To
that relief in that case should be open Church. The membersoltbeSyno ona 0( the "original points" 89uallyinacc .s ssfïisfs r. s-.-r ssns rrSS"
for which diverts may be granted, while they recognize adultery as n „B; . williams stated that the °Bishop ol Huron
The Christian public is sufficiently ground lor Divorce, hey do not^.ay ^ oau,a ,0I divoroe sane ' Bishop ol Huron,
alive to its immoral and its dislnte- that Dtoorce shouW be panted eve tinned by tbe church, was adaltery." 
grative effecls as to make it impossi- for that. Wbetherthey might,oon —Free Press and Globe, Wednesday, 
ble of adoption. I repeat, that to would have said it in certain crcum^ ^ ^ 1Q20
extend causes for divorce, in mv stances, is another question. so . Nq divoIoaB Bhould be granted
opinion, would be a calamity of matter of foot they dldnt say It ana Bve bb provideâ for by the Sermon , «.«rend D WilliamsssJsa .in 5; - •». ■ *—•Ti- ,k; xssxa.

(Free Press, Thursday. Mav 13th, 1920.1 gtan-6d f0, the one ‘Scriptural da^va$Ioa'BLuld be Umlted strictly My Lord :-Yonr letter, dated June
cause’ " is your own ®”endat‘°n. to the one cause that Christ sold was 1st, post marked London, June Hrd, 
the resolution, and not what the ground.”—Free Press, 8 p. m., was reosived on Jane 4ih.
Synod passed. Is it necessary to say Wednelday May 12lh, 1920. I I flnd it necessary for the fourth
more ? will you kindly say whether or I time to draw yonr attention to the

(4) In view ol the loregoing yonr not ynu, yourself, misstated the fact tbat there are just two original 
demand for a public retractation is Anglican teaching in thsso state- points " to be dealt with in this 
simply end ridiculously ptepoeleroue. m3UtB? If yon did not, how do you correspondence. They are contalnea

If there is any public retrxctatlon justify your accusation that I JodItl nlm does not take into consideration the
to be made, it should come from your misstated the Anglican teaching ol WSl Synodl with^ relarence to pa,^ tnaoWog o{ tba church as
Communion, for having, under the the Synod cf Huron in my summary phials issu -.J a on Your expounded by the Bishop? Do you
pretext of combating Divoroe, ol the action taken by that body l r nrfl.hln a own admission—ohitily to mean to say that the Synod of Huron
endeavoured to work ia some props- (c) Yen object to my statement- Lora»hIp s own edmieshm^ chit y t bBs no regard for purity ol dootrlne ? 
ganda for its own ends, which bad “Divorce should be granted tot theone my own pampblit Marriage Am j to inter that the Biehop of
nothing to do with Divoroe, and for ‘scriptural causa ot adu.tery_ My Divorce. w“Bf®e”®,B,hB am. Huron iu hla official charge to the
having, in the endeavour, given a use of the word should ie baaed upon PcLtmpe iiooif Svnod over which be presided
most incorrect account ol the aotioo your own statement to the Synod ^ave” he^n enhaneed K a ‘‘voxel praeterea nihil ?" If I w
of the Synod of Huron, and for its “He (Bishop William, then stated would bare been «“banoad if a ^vox »P , would no,rrsrssrs.*r^*a sîœëv—l». *-

Yoon sincerely,
A. P. Mahoney.

The Bishop's Room, 
Bishop Oronyn Hall. 

London. Can., June 91b, 1921. IRISH RELIEF FUND
The Rev. A. P. Mahoney, St. Peter's 

Seminary, City.
Reverend and Dear Sir:—Your 

letter of June 0th reoeived.
I do not not sea any value In 

prolonging tbe correspondence be
tween us. As Sydney Smith onoe 
remarked when he saw two persons 
disputing with each other on oppoe 
lie sides ot the street : “ They will 
never agree because they stand on 
different premises." So is the case 
with us. My criticism, in the Synod, 
I have fully substantiated in my 
letters to you. I refuse to digress to 
other matters.

Believe me, yonte faithfully.
David Williams, 

Biehop ol Huron.

Previously acknowledged... 
A Friend.........

«83 00
6 00

THE SACRED HEART AND CHINA

BY BBV. J. M. FRASER, CHINA MISSION 
COLLKOB, ALMONTE

Let “ China for the Sacred Heart “ 
be our constant prayer during June. 
Think of our two young missionar
ies, Fathers Sammon and Carey, in 
far off Kwei-ohow. How like to 
those of St. Paul are their Journeys. 
Like him Ahey travel through the 
highways and the byways. Strange 
faces watch them in the streets, and 
men wonder who they are. Some 
may smile at their simplicity—going 
hall way round the world to tell an 
ancient people that now after tout 
thousand yet ri they must give up 
their household gods and adore the 
One and Only True Creator ; that 
their temples and priests and pago
das are only superstitions ; that their 

worship is devilish ; that

St. Peter's Seminary, 
London, Canada. 

June 11th, 1921.

ancestor
Confucius was a mere man, but that 
Christ is the Son ol the living Ood. 

Then, as a fitting and practical

QOHBN OF AFOSTL18 HUBS!

Previously acknowledged 12 020 80 
A Friend, Fairfield, P.B.I.

BT. ANTHONY'S 8UBSS 
Previously acknowledged— 11,185 20 

IMMA0ULAT1 OONC1PTIOB BUB81 
Previously acknowledged— 12 439 48
OOMFOBTBB OF THU AFPLIOTHD BOSS'S 
Previously acknowledged—,, 1870 10 
BT. JOBBFH, FATBON OF CHINA, BOBB1 
Peevionsly acknowledged— *1,965 44 

BLBBBHD SAOBAMBBT BOBIB
Previously acknowledged.—. 1821 06

1 00

BT. FBANOIB XAYIBB BOBS1 
Previously acknowledged—., 1160 60 

HOLY HAM1 OF J1BOI BUBSF 
Previously acknowledged— *329 00 

HOLY BOUM BOB8U 
Previously acknowledged... *1.029 75

10 00

anotherconcerning

Church. a Child ol Mary.................."Several pages at the end are Tbauk iv|ng| Hazel Hill, 
devoted to controvert what Protest
ants’ are supposed to be saying 

communion." (Your
5 00N. S

LITTLE FLOW1B BOMB 
PjeviauUy acknowledged,
A Friend, Sherbrooke, Qne
C. T., Renfrew...................

SACRED HBABT LBAHCB BUBBB 
Previouelv acknowledged... *1,540 82 
Richard Fleming, Bay de 

Verde......
A Friend, Canso,,N. 8.......
E. A. McGrath, Fresno, Cal.
B. M. & E.

about your 
letter of May 23rd )

“Why Insert such controversial stuff 
In a pamphlet which was supposed 
to be Issued for the'eake of winning 
'Protestant' opinion against divorce 
unless there was an ulterior aim ?" 
(Your letter ol May 28rd).

It had a “propagandist appendix." 
(Your letter of May 23rd.)

", , . Animus shown by the 
appendix in the other pamphlet to 
which I have referred " (Your letter 
ot May 23rd.)

The only information which yon aid 
not give concerning the pamphlet in 
question was the information which 
1 requested, viz, title, author and 
publishers. I asked twice for this 
spécifie Information. On both 
occasions you refused to give it.

Why did you refuse ? Were it not 
discourteous, I would ba tempted to 
say that 1 strongly enspeot the 
existence ol this pamphlet. You had 
nothing to lose in giving me this 
information. The faot that you did 
not would lead one to believe that 
you could no*.

The faot remains that yon have 
offered no proof for your statement 
that the "animus" in this un named 
pamphlet justified your 
tion.

1624 84
1 00
1 00

00
00
00

ing ?
(d) My statement ot the aotion ol 

the Synod ot Huron was not a 
quotation bat merely a summary of 
the doctrinal stand ol the Church 
implied in the resolution, and based 
upon yonr o wn words to the Synod.

(e) Even il I had been guilty of 
inaoouraoy ot statement ol the action 
ol lhe Synod ol Huron,—whioh I 
deny aad which you have not been 
able to prove,—the doctrinal teach
ing ol the Anglican communion 
would still be ootreolly stated in the 
direct words ol the Bishop ol 
Toronto.

(I) Granting but not conceding 
that l did read into the resolution ol 
the Synod ol Huron more than the 
resolution actually implied, will you 
kindly show wherein the Anglican 
teaching ie incorrectly staled ? 
What is the official teaching ol the 
Anglican Church on Divorce ? Has 
the Anglican Communion any 
doctrinal eland that oan be called 
official or is it in a continual elate ol 
dootrinal flax? In your letter of 
May 23rd you referred me to 
" recognized official documents " lor 
the official teaching of the Anglican 
Communion as a whole ? What are

THAT SOFT 
ROSY,VELVETY 

COMPLEXION
Blemishes Removed Quickly
Your Complexion Makes or Mart 

Your Appearancenon-

if'§Ej
accusa

(4) Yonr second charge was that I 
misstated the position ol “some other 
communions.” The only explana
tion yon offered wee that I had mis
stated the poettion of the Synod ol 
Huron. Granting, bat not conced
ing that 1 did, the Anglican poeition 
ie still correctly stated in the exact 
words of the Bishop ol Toronto. My 

these " recognized official docu- summary ol the aotion taken by the 
meats? ’ Ie the official teaching ol Synod ol Huron le baaed upon yonr 
the Anglican communion ae a whole own worde and agrees with the state- 
sufficiently elastic to include the mant 0t the poeition ol the Church 
offi.Tel pronouncements of yourself mad, by the Biehop of Toronto. I 
and the Biehop ol Toronto on the aaked you In three letters to point 
one hand, end that ol the Biehop ol ouj ^ Inaccuracy In my statement 
Niagara and the opinions expressed c£ lba teaching ol the Anglican com- 
by the author ol the pamphlet munion. Yon did not do so.
“ Divorce ” No. 38, issued by the jn y0ur charge to the 1921 Synod 
the Council lor Social Service ot the you nBed the plural “ some other 
Church of England In Canada, on the communions." You have no explan 
other ? Is there even a possibility atU)n to tffet for the accusation 
ol an Anglican holding heretical agalnel me oouiatned in these words, 
opinions on the doctrine ol Divorce ? Yonr second charge, then, remains 

(5) I take the liberty of quoting jikB lb, Bret, unproven, 
tbe following choice bit from your Notwithstanding nil this, you have 
last letter : " What I said or am tba effrontery to tell me in yonr last 
reported to hove said does not ies(er that you “ du not see any 
effect the resolution and is therefore VBiae in prolonging the correspond 
entirely beside the mark." anca between ua " us your criticism

in the Synod " has keen “ fully sub
stantiated ” in your letters to me.

(5) I have given yon ample oppor
tunity to prove or retract your 
clargee. You refuse to do either.
II Your Lordship thinks I am going 
to rest quietly under yonr unproven 
and unretracted accusations yon are 
very much mistaken. .

I desire lo notify you that 1 shall 
proceed at onoe to publish the entire 
correspondence between us, together 
with my own comments. The cor- j 
respondent will reveal your rhlfty —■ “

r ' & ) i
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PEARL LA SAGE, former
offerm to tell women of the

actress who 
most remar

complexion treatment ever known.

iSSSliil
Is full of muddy spots, peppery blackheads, embarrass-

fui treatment beautifies your skin In a ninrvclous way. 
You look years younger. It elves the skin the bloom 
which nature Intended it to have. In ten days no 
matter what your age, your Menus will be surprised
MiTKowt :ir,r;"«»id'.1",Tss»
wear, not hliv; tot. ke internally. Your fare, even arms, 
hands, shoulders ; re _L>eaut Med beyond your fondest 
dreams. All tills 1 will absolutely prove to you before 
your own eyes In your milror. Hits treatment is absolu- 
tely harmless to the most delicate skin, nn<‘ very pleasant 
to use. No change In your mode of living Is nect 
A few minutes every day does It.

'■t

St. Pator'a Seminary, 
London, Canada. 

June Oih, 1921.

"On the resumption of the debate 
on divorce courte, Judge Hardy of 
Brantford, urged the Synod to ask 
the Government not lo enlarge the 
causas for which dive to 3 is granted, 
Tbose now in force were sufficient to 
meot the needs ol n 1 right-thinking 
paopie."

In conclusion I may say that I 
have no desire to give this matter 
needless publicity. However, I feel 
that a very grievous wrong has been 
done me in the most public manner 
possible. A public retractation is in 
all Justice due me. I look to Yonr 
Lordship to render the publication 
ol this oorroepondonoa unnecessary.

I beg to remain, My Lord,
Yours sincerely,

You do not risk a penny. Send me no money—-Just send 
your name end Address on the free roupOD below and I 
will give you full details by return mull.

;------- -FREE COUPON----------1Has It come to this, that in tho 
Anglican communion a Synod may 

record in a resolution that
PEARL LA SAG8!, Reg. Dept. 604

Box 209, Station B, Montreal. II I am a reader^of this ^paper and am entIUeVM.o .
I Bclentlfle method for giving marvelous beauty to the | 
I complexion. There Is no obligation whutsoev 

for ttys Information. Imy partI
I

Iis a I
str

A. P. Mahoney. i

i
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