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torm? Does Your Lordship consider
guch language fair or just to me?

The stand of the Avglican com-
munion wae given in the exact words
of the Bishop ot Toronto and in &
summary of the action iaken by the
Synod of Huron.

In his obarge to the Synod, the
Bishop of Toronto states emphati-
oally that the Church of England in
Canada is opposed to divorce " save
tor the one cause allowed by her
divine head.” But the vesolution of
the Synod of Toronto reads thus :

“That this Synod hereby records
its recognition of the solemn duty of
the Church to uphold the sanctity of
the marringe tie and declares ite fixed
determination to protest against and
oppose with all ite power any
attemp) 6o extend or enlarge the
grounds on which divorce may be
obtained.”

The Bishop's words to the Synod
are therefore explanatory of the doo
trinal poeiticn of the Church implied,
fhough not stated, in the resolution.
The Synod, while admitting adultery
a8 & cause allowed by Chrisd, opposes
any extengion of the present grounds
for divorce.

In giving the action of the Synod
of Huron, which Your Lordehip
dignifies by the extremely misleading
pame, ' eome other communions,” I
wrote:

“The Anpglican Synod of the
Diocese of Huron, held at Brantford,
Ontario, in the latter part of May,
1920, algo pul the Anglican teaching
on record in a resolution to the
effect that while the oanses for
divorce should not be extended,
divorce should be granted for the
one ‘scriptural cause’ of adultery.”

The resolution of the Synod of
Huron reads as follows :

“That this Synod strongly protesls
againet any extension of the grounda
of divorca by the Parliament of
Canada.”

You tell me that my statement was
“ materially different from the text
of the Syncd’s resolation.” I answer:
In my statement of the position of
the four leading Protestant denomi-
nations, | was concerned only with
their dootrinal stand. The purpose
of my pamphlet, as stated on page 4,
wae to show that the ‘' scriptural
cause " admitted by all of them was
not really justified by a proper exe-
gesis of the Soriptural texts. My
summary was not merely of the text
ot the resolution of the Synod of
Huron but of the doctrinal position
of the Church ae implied in the reso-
lation. The resolution, by itself,
like the resolution c¢f the Toronto
eynod, meant nothiog doctrinally.
But when the resoiution is ooneid-
@ ed in conjunction with Your Lord-
ghip's charge to the Syood, my
statement of the action of the Synod
of Huron is borne out abzolutely.

I appind the following extracts of
Your Lordehip's charge to the 1920
Synod, nnd the debate of the Syneod
on the Divores question, a3 reported
in the daily press. As these press
reports appeared in seversl papers in
identical larguage and were never
officially denied, I agsume that they
are at least substantially correct.

{Free Press, Wednesday, May 12th, 1920.)

“ Bighop Wiliiams stated that the
only real cause for divorce sanctioned
by the Church, was adultery, and
gaould divorce courts be established,
that should be the only cause per-
mitted for eecuring separation.
Qaebec would have to be incorpor-
ated in Dominion legislation regard-
less of the desires of the Church of
Rome.” (The Globe, May 12th, has
the same repord a3 above.)

(Free Press, Wednesday, May 12th, 1920.)

“ Divorce as a matter of provincial
legisintion, is approved by him
( Bishop Williame) conditionally, in
that no divorces should be granted
save as provided for by the Sermon
on the Mount.”

(In same report )

“He then stated that for certain
causes divorce should be made easier
than it was at present, and that the
provincial court wea probably the
bast remedy. He urged, bhowever,
that the causes for divorce should be
limited strictly to the one cause that
Christ said was sufficient ground.”

(Advertiser, May 11th, 1920.)

“Moreover the Christian public of
the Province ought to see to it that
the causes tor which divorces may be
given shall not be extended beyond
what the teachirg of Christ would
warrant. To extend the causes
beyond the one which He allows i3
to open the fliod-gates. -Ib 18 right
that relief in tRat case should be open
to all equally, which is not the case
at present, because of the expense.
But that is quite a different matter
from sxtending the range o1 cauees
for which diverse may be granted.

The Christian public is sufficiently ground tor Divores, f
alive to its immoral and its disinte- | that Divorce should be

grative effecis ag to make it impossi-
ble of adoptlon,
oxtend causes for divorce, in my
opinicn, would be a calamity of
the first magnitude.” i

(Free Pre Thursday, May 13th, 1920.)

“On the resumplion of the debate
on divorce courie, Judge Hardy of
Brantford, urged the Synod to esk
the Government not 0 enlarge tha
eauges for which divcrea is granted,
Those now in force wera suflicient to
meot the needs o! al right-thiuking
people.”

In conclusion I may say that I
have no desire to give thia matter
needless publicity, However, 1 feel
that a very grievous wrong haid been
done ms in the most public manner
possible. A puhlio retractation is in
all justice due me, I look to Your
Lordship to render the publication
of this correspondencs unnecessary.

I beg to remain, My Lord,

Yours sincerely,
A. P, MAHONRY,

\

|

i
|

The Bishop's Room,
Bishop Cronyn Hall,
London, Canada, May 28, 1921,

The Rev. E, P. Mahoney, St Peter's
Seminary, Oity.

Reverend and Dear 8ir:—Your
lotter of May 20/h received and con
tents noted. In reply, I shall con.
fine myeelt to the original polnts,
which you raiged, instead of follow-
ing you into the side fracke.

(1) Yours wae mnot the only
pamphlet, published under the aus-
pices of your Communion, which 1
received on the subject of Divorce.
In one, several pages at the end are
devoted %o controvert what “Pro-
testunts” are alleged to bs saying
about your Commupion. Why insert
suoh controversial stuff in a pamph-
let which was eupposed to be issued
tor the sake of winning "Protestant”
opinion against Divorce, unlees there
was some ulterior aim ?

(2) Ae regards your own pamph-

let, what you call 'insistence on & |

common- place of Catholic teaching,”
when inserted in & pamphlet intend-
ed frr “Protestant’ cousumption, i8
exactly what I mean by animus.

The Bible, and the Bible only, is the | good enough to furnish me sith o

slogan of Protestantism, but strange
to eay " I'he Bible and the Bible only
on this question, as on many others,
i{s their own condemnation.” In
reading thet sentence, one cAn BCArce-
ly tail to conclude that you, too, like
the author of the pampblet with
propagandist appendix, are more
anxious to score what seems fo you
s strong point against “Protestant.
{sm” ae such than to win Protestant
opinion against Divores. The re-
mark is wholly unnecessary to your
argument on Divorce. Whany then
was it inserted if not for propa-
gandist purposes ?

To the same effect is your use of
the term ‘‘Protestant Sects” when
referring collectively to other Com-
munions than your own, which you
term always the ‘‘Oatholic Church,”
forgetting or ignoring or denying the
tact that some of us have just as
good o title to be styled “Oatholic”
a8 your Communion and in our own
judgment a little better title. But
again, why import such insinuations
of inequality if the object was only,
or even chiefly, to win supporters
against Divorce ? Ie this also a little
“sommonplace of Catholic teaching”
that slipped in inadvertently ?

The foregoing are gufficient to
ghow what I meant by a certain
animus in the pamphlete. It makes
no d {ference whether it is conscious
or unconscious, and [ must insist on
my right to interpret your worda as
they ere written. If you eay that no
such intention was preseni fo your
mind, ¢hat is another matter. I am
prepared to accapt your statement,

pamphlet to which I have refarred.

(8) As regards my criticiem that
the positon ol some Communions
might have b3en stated more accur-
ately, very few worde will suffice.
On page 4, you profess to give the
official teaching of the Anglican
Charch and guote the action of the
Synod of Huron a8 gshowing it.
Apart from the question of whether
the resolution of a Diocesan Synod
is the proper place to seek for the
official teaching of
Communion a8 a whole, which, had
sou taken the trouble, you might
have easily secured from racognized
official documents, your statement
about the action of the Synod of
Huron is an illustration ot what I
meant by inaccuracy, and I judge
of your trustworthiness er the
reverse, a8 regards the rest, by what
you eay abut the action of the one
body of which I have personal
knowledge. You state thal the
Synod of Huron “also put the Angli-
can teachimg on record in m resolu-
tion to the effect that while the
causes for Divorce should net be ex-
tended, Divorce should be granted for
the one ‘Beriptural cause' of
adultery.”

Now, in the sentence wh'ch I have
underlined, by pufting “‘Seriptural
cause” within inverted cemma’s, you
imply apparently that you are quot-
ing those two worde from the texh,
while in the other words you ave
giving the substance cf the resolu-
tion. As a matter of fach, the reso-
ludion contairs absolutely no refer-
ence to Scripture. Nor does it ssy
thad Divorce should be granted for
adultery. Nor does it claim 8o repre
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|
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the Anglican |

gend the teaching of ths Anglican |

Church. The members of the Synod
s'mply express theis own opinion.
Their exact words are: "'We resog-
nize only one cauie &8 ground for
Divorce, namely adultery.” But
while they recognize adultery a8 o
hey do nol say
granted even
for thal. Whetherthey might couldor
stances, is another gquestion. As @
matter of fact they didn't eay i? and
you have said that they did. The
gtatement ‘‘that Divorce should bg
geanted for the ome ‘Seriplural
cause’ " is your own emendstion of
the resclution, and nod what
Synod paseed. Is it necessary to say
more ?

(4) In view of the foregoing yous
demand for a public rateactation is
gimply and ridioulonsly preposteroue.

I repeat, that to would have said 1) in certain circum- |

l
l

I there is any public refractation |

to be mado, it should come from yoar
Communion, for having, under the
pratext of combating Divores,
endeavoured fo work ia some propa-
gandn for iie own ende; which had
nothing to do with Divoree, and for
baving, in the endeavour, given a
most inoorrect account of the actioo
of the Synod of Huron, and for its
reprehensible conduci in the past, as
regards the Indissolubility of mar-

|
ringes, legally contracted in this

Dominion.
Believe me, yours {aithfally,
DAvID WILLIAMS,
Bisbop of Huron,

8¢, Peter's Seminary,
London, Oanada,
May, 26th, 1921,
Right Reverend D, Williams,
Bishop of Huron, City.

My Lord :—I beg leave to ackoowl-
edge receipt cf your letter of May
28rd. In reply, 1 may say tbal the
original points ralsed by me are of
sufficient importance to engage Your
Lordship's undivided attention and

The

there ig not the least davger ol my
attempting to betog the iesue,

(1) Inboth your lettersa you have
referred to a pamphlet on Divorce,
published under the auspices of the |
Catholic Church, which containg &
“propagandist appendix.” I have no
knowledge of such a pamphlet. And
though I am soncerned only with a
defence of my own pamphlet against
your agcugations, I am poxlous to
pes the pamphlet “which frst
prompted your criticism a8 to |
animus.,” Would Your Lordship bo”

copy of the pamphiet or at least the
names of the author and publishers ? |
(2) Let me eay here that Your

Lordship s altogether wrong in the | the oaje—of misstating the dootrinal | with any but my own pamphlet.

assumption that my pamphlet wnu\
“intended for 'Protestant’ conaump- |
tion”’ or “20 win 'Protestant’ opinion
against Divorce,’ It was written
wholly for the information of Cath-
olics—to show that the much
advertised “scriptural cause’ of the
Protestant sects did not exist even
on & critical examination cf their
own Authorized Version, When I
tell you that 400 coples of my
pamphlet went into the hands of
Oatholiocs for every single copy that
reached Protestants you will see how
absurd your statement really is.

I am fully aware of the fact thal
my pamphlet wag mailed to Protest
ant ministers and the members of
the Social Service OCouncil of
(Oanada during this present session
of Parliament with a circular letter
issued by the Catholic Unity League
of Oanada. The object was to stard
disouesion and thereby awaken the
people of this Province to the danger
at their doors. The mailing of the
pamphlet to Protestants was done
some seven or eight mounths atter its
publication and distribution among
Oatholics, and was not even contem-
plated at the time [ wrote the
pamphlet.

The Catholic Church is as much
oppcsad to compromise in matters |
doctrinal as was her Divine Founder, |
Hence, in writing the pamphlet, I |
gaw no necessity o water down |

Oatholic teaching on either of the | ghould they allow their Epi a1
but that does not remove the animus | poin's fo which you hava drawi my | gignity to ytaull’:,cfzw t(i\em sv;z‘ilpha k o
shown by the appendix in the other | atfention. > e

I might add that my]
claasification of the Anglican Com

munion among the Protestant sects
ig a8 much a "commonplave of Cash-
olic Tenching” as the other slate- |
ment to which you took exseption as

indicating animus. Neither the one
nor the other “glipped in inadvert-
ently.”” Neither the one nor the
other indicates animus in the author.
Werse I writing the pamphlet now I
would not change a word of it. The
report of the proceedings of the
Lambeth conferenca and of the
recant Synod over which you pre.
sided, only tends to confirm the
truth of both statements,—il con-
firmation were necessary.

(3) Im your very Iludloroas
attempt to justify your sccusation
that I had inaceurately stated the
position of “some other commun-
jons,” Your Lordship not only got
into some very deep side tracks but
deliberately side stepped the whole
fssue. On this ‘“original point”
raised by me, | make the following
obeervations :

(+) On page 4 of my pamphlet I
gave the official teaching of the
Anglican Communion in the exacl
words ol the Anglican Bishop of
Toronto. Will you Kkindly say
whether or not the Bishop of Toronto
misstated the Anglican teaching in
the werds which I guoted ?

(b) On page 4 of my pamphlet I
gave a summary of the action taken
by the Synod of Huron ; not merely
of the resolution of the Synod, but of
the dooctrinal position of the Church
implied in the resolution. In my
last letter I gave extracts from the
press reports of yourown words to the
Synod on this gquestion. You seem
to have overlooked that part of my
letber. I assure you that it has to
do with one of the “‘original points”
to which Your Lordship promised to
confine yourself in your veply. For
the sake of emphasis I will repeal
Your Lordship's words:

“Biswop Williams stated that the
only real cause for divorce sanc:

tioned by the Church, was adaltery.”
—TFree Press and Globe, Wedneeday,
May 12%h, 1920.

“No divorces should be granted
pave as provided for by the Sermon
on the Mount."—Free Press, Wednes-
dwy, May 123h, 1920,

“Divorce should be limited strictly

tho | b0 the one cause that Christ eald was

sufficient ground.”"—Free
Wednesday, May 123h, 1920, |

Will you kindly say whather ox
pot ynu, yoursel!, misstated the
Apglican teaching in these slate.
monts? It you did not, how do you
justity your accusation that I
misetated the Anglican teaching of
the Syneod ¢f Haron in my summary
of the nction taken by that body ?

(¢) You object to my statement—
“Divoroe should be granted for theone
‘scriptural cause’ of nduitery.” My
use of the word should is based upon
youar own statement to the Synod:

“He (Bishop Willlame) then stated
that for certain causes divorca should
be made easier than it wos at

Press,

p esent,'—Free Press, May 12D,
1920,

“It i pight that in that cces relief
should be open to all cqually, which
18 not tha ceso st preseat, broause of
the expente.'—Advertiser, May 11th,
1920,

() The words ' scriplural cauee”
in my summary of the sction of the
Synod ot Huron did not imply that I
wae quoting from the texh of the
resolution, The four Protestant de-
nominations admitted adultery as a
“goriptural causs” for divorce. It
was the common term used in the
pulpit as well as in the press to
indicate adultery. If you will read
the next paragraph on page 4 of my
pamphlet, you will filod the same
worde in inverted commay 1 wase
certainly not gquoting the text of the
Synod’s resolution there.

(e) You accused me of missta’ting
tue position of " some other com-
munions,” When I aeked you if the
Synod of Huron was "esome ofher
communions,” you replied: " Your
gtatement aboul the sction of the
Synod of Huron is an illuetration of
what | meand by inaccuracy, and I
judge of your trustworthiness or the
reverse, as rogards the rest by what
you gay about the action of the one
body of which I have personal knowl-
edge.”

Even were I guilly—which is not

position of the Synod of Huron, such
a statement on your part would be,
to say the lenat, uapardonable. la
this un example of the logieal method
by which the Bishop c! Huron arrives
at & jodgment? One would expect
to filad the fundamentala of justice
and fair-dealing in & man ococupyiog
your position.

The truth of the matter is that you
made & statemend which you cannet
vindicate, and your aStempt to dodge
the issue has led you into another
gtatement less excusable than the
first.

In your reply, kindly note that this
is one of the " original points” raised
by me,

(f) You mssure me that had I
taken the time, I might have easily
gecured the official teaching of the
Anglican Communion &g a whole
from recognized officlal documents.
Would you ba good enough %o say
wha? these documents are, and in
what respect the Anglican feaching,
as officially snnounced by the Bishop
of Toronto and yourself, is at vari-
anoe with the official teaching of the
Church as & whole. Thie is a very
interesting “ side-track " into which
I have no objaction to following Your
Lordabip.

(4) “In view of the foregoing,” I
glill demand a public retractation.
Even Bishope, in their

the ordinsry rules of justice; nor

request is made of them fo make
good their statemente
I beg to remain, My Lord,
Yours sincerely,
A. P. MAHONEY,

The Bishop's Room,
Bishop Cronyn Hall.
London, Canada, Jane 1st, 1921,

The Reverend A. P, Mahoney, St
Peter's Seminary, City.

Raverend snd Dsaar Sir:—Your
letter of May 26h received. In reply
let me say :

(1) Ido not believe that you are
so igonorant of the publications
jgsued under the auepices of your
Communion in this couniry that an
outeider like myselt can give you in
formation about the pamphlet in
question.

(2) One of the “ original points "
in dispute was the statement, in your
pamphlet, about the resolution of
the Synod of Huron. On page four,
you state that the resolution " put
the Anglican teaching on record.”
The resolution, according to you,
confaine the teaching of the Anglican
Communion. That i8 why you quote
it, i. e., because it represents, accord-
ing to you, the position of the
Anglican Communion on Divorce.
This identification of the Synod's
resolution with the position of the
Anglican C)mmunion ie made by
you, in your pamphlet, not by me.
Accepting, for argument's sake the
importancs which you thus assign to
the Synod's resolution I have shown
that your summary of the Synod's
resolution is wholly inaccurate, to
gay the least; and, therefore, your
representation of the position of the
Aunglican Communion is of necessity
¢qually inaccurate. What I said or
am reported to bave enid does not
affact the resoluticn and is therefore
entirely beside the mark,

Believe me, yours faithfully,

DAVID WILLIAMS,
Bishop ot Huron.

St. Pater's Seminary,
London, Canada.
June 63h, 1921.
The Right Reverend D. Williame,
Bishop of Huron, City.

My Lord :—Your letter, dated June
lat, post-marked London, June 3rd,
8 p. m,, was received on Juue 1ih.

I ind it neceesary for the fourth
time to draw your ajtention to the
tact that thers are just two "' original
points” to be dealt with in this
correspondence. They are contained
in Your Lordship's charge to the
1921 Synod with refersnce fo pam
phlete izgsned by the Romun Catbolio
Church on Divorce—and on Your
Lordship's own admieston—chiefly to
my own pampblat, Marriage and
Divorce. Your words were:

“ Perhape the vaiue of the pam.
phlets outeide the communion itselt
would have been enhanced if a
certain underlying animus had bsen
absent frem them, if tha statement

Synodal |
charges cannot afford to dieregard |

of the position of some other com-
munions had been more accurate,

The "' original pointe "’ then, are :

(1) that there {8 wunderlying
animus in my pamphlet and in
another which you designate as the
one with the " propagandist appen-
dix."

(2) that my statement of
dootrinal position of “some
communions" e inacourate,

With reference to the flret
' orlginal point,” you failed to show
pny 'snimus” in my pamphlet.
Your letter of May 28rd betrayed the
tact that you had wrongly assumed
that my pamphlet was weitten to be
distributed among Proteetants for
propaganda purposes. My rveply to
that statement in my last letter
gpems to have so far dieconcerted
you that you have dropped this
“ original pofat" entirely in your
letter of June lsb, without, however,
apologizing for making such n
groundless charge.

In regerd to the other pamphlet
with ' propagandiet appendix” I
| asked for information ns to nuthor
and publisher, The request was

the

other

‘

made in good faith ae I do not know |

ot any such pamphlet, Your Lord-
ship very rudely and in a manner il
becoming » gentleman refused to
| give me the information. I repsat
| that I am not particularly concerned
But
| your refusal to prove your statements
| regarding the pamphlet in question
| does not tend to heighten my opinion
of your integrity and fair dealing.
In fact my euapicions cf the confrary
are aroused.

The second “original plint”
that I misstated the doctrinal posi-
tlon of ‘'some other communions.”
I gave the official teaching of four
communions.

Did I misstate the doctrinal pcsition
of the Presbyterian communion? It
8o, prove it.

D.d I misstate the doctrinal position
of the Methodist communion? If so,
prove it.

Did I misetate the doctrinal position
of the Baptiet communion? If 8o,
prove it.

Did I misstate the doctrinal position
of the Anglican communion ? If so,
prove it.

You have side-stepped thie issue
long enough. My patlence with your
quibbling ie just a bit overtaxed,
Hither prove your charge or with-
draw it as publicly as it was made.

Up te date the only justification
you have offered for your accusation
of inaccuracy in my statement of the
position of ‘eome other com-
munions ” is that I misetated the
action taken by the Synod of Huron.
Let me repeat :

(s) The Synod of Huron is not
* gome other communicne.”

(b) The Synod of Huron is not the
icsn communion,

(c) The Bishop ot Toronto and
you, in your official capacity as
| Bishop ot Huron, stated the dootrinal
| pasition of the Anglican communion
on the subject of Divorce. My state-
\ ment of the Anglican position rests
| upon the words of two Bishops of
.tua& communion who are supposed
| to be faithfal guardians ahd
| expositors of Anglican teaching. Is
it possible that I have over-egtimated
the dootrinal value of an Anglican
\ Bishop's pronouncement to his Synod
| on & matter of the Church's teach-
ing ?

(@) My statement of the action ol
the Synod of Huron was not a
quotation but merely a summary of
the dootrinal stand of the Church
implied in the rasolution, and based
upon your o #n words to the Synod.

(e) Evenif I had been guilty of
inaccuracy of statement of the action
of the Synod of Haron,—which I
deny amd which you have not beem
able to prove—ihe doctrinal teach-
ing of the Anglican communion
would still be correctly stated in the
direct words of the Bishop of
Toronto.

() Granting but not conceding
that [ did read into the resolution of
the Synod of Huron more than the
resolution actually implied, will you
kindly show wherein the Anglican
teaching is incorrectly ptated ?
What is tha official teaching of the
Anglican Church on Divorce? Has
the Awvglican Communion any
dootrinal stand that can be called
official or is it in a continual slate of
dootrinal flax? In your letter of
May 28rd you referred me to
“ recognized official documents ' for
the offivial teaching of the Anglican
Communion as a whole? What are
these ‘ recognized official docu-
ments ?’ Is the official teaching of
the Anglican communion 68 & whole

| sufficiently elastic to include the
offizis] pronouncementa of youreell
and the Bishop of Toronto on the
one hand, and that of the Bishop of
Niagara and the opinions expressed
by the author of the pamphlet
“Divorce” No. 38, issued by the
the Council for Social Service of the
Church of England in Canade, on the
other? Is thero even a possibility
of an Anglican holding heretical
opinions on the doctrine of Divores ?

(e) 1 take the liberty of quoting
the foilowing cholca bit from your
last letter: ''What I sald or am
reported to have said does not
effect the resolution and is therefore
entirely beside the mark.”

Has it come to this, that in the
Anglican communion & Synod may
go on recorl  in a resolution that
does not take into conaideration the
official fempohing of the Church ne
expounded by the Bishop? Do you
mean to gay thal the Synod of Huron
hes no regard for purity of doctrine ?
Am 1 to infer that the Bishop of
Huron in hia official charge to the
Synod over which be presided ie a
‘“vox et praeterea nihil?" U I w
Your Lordship, I would not str
the point too much. It has

i

| agking you 8o prove or retract the |

i |

| ants’

appearance of an admission of either
weakness or incompetence.
I beg to remain, My Loxd,
Yours sinocerely,
A, P, MAHONEY,
The Bishop's Room,
Bishop Cronyn Hall,
London, Can., June 9bb, 1921,
The Rev. A. P. Mahoney, St. Petex's
Seminary, City.
Reverend and Dear Sir:
lattexr of June 6th received.
I do not not see any value in
prolonging the correspondence be-
tween ue. As Sydney Smith once

Your

remarked when he saw two persons |

disputing with each other on oppos
ite sides of the street: ' They will
never ngree because they stand on
different premises.’ So is the cnse
with ug. My criticiem, in the Synod,
I have fully substantiated in my
letters to you. I refuge o digress to
other matters.
Believe me, yours feithfally.
DaAviD WILLIAMS,
Bithop of Huron,
St. Peter's Seminary,
Lopdon, Canada.
June 11th, 1821,
The Right Reverend D, Williams,
Bishop ot Huron, City.

My Lord :—Your letter of June 9th |

received.
(1) On

In reply let me say :
May 12¢h, I wrote you
accueations made againgd me in your
chargeto the 1921 Synod, Sincethen
you have written four letters inwhich
you have utterly tailed to make good
your charges. On the contrary, you
have side-stepped the whole issue.

(2) Regarding your flrst aoccusa-
tion of “animus” in my pamphlet,
you defined what you meant by
animus in your letter of May 23 ed.

“What you call ‘insistence on a
commonplace of Catholic teaching'
when inserted in a pamphlet intended
for  Protestant consumption is
exactly what 1 mean by animus.”

I answered in my letter of May
26th, that my pamphlet was not writ-
ten for “Protestant consumption” but
for distribution among Oatholics ;
that its circulation among Protest-
ants was not even thought of at the
time it was written; that four
bundred copies went into the hande
of Catholice for every one that
reached Protestants. On your own
declaration of what you meant by
“animue,” your acousation is shown
to be groundlees.

(8) In your firet two latters you
assured me that my pamphlet was
not the one you had chiefly in mind
in your statement a3 to “animue.”
You furnished me with a fund of
information councerning another
pamphlet on Divorce, publighed
under the auspices of the Cabholic
Church,

“Several pages at the end are
devoted to controvert what ' Protest-
are supposed to be ssying
about your communion.”
letter of May 23rd.)

“Why ingert such controversial stuff
in & pamphlet which was gsupposed
to be issued for the'eake of winning
‘Protestant’ opinion against divorce
unless there was an ulterior aim ?”
(Your letter of May 23rd).

It had a “propagandist appendix.”
{Your letter of May 28rd.)

g . Apimus ehown by the
appendix in the other pamphlet to
which I have referred ” (Your letter
of May 23rd.)

The only information which you did
not give concerning the pamphle! in
question was the information which
1 requested, viz, title, author and
publishers. 1 asked twice for this
specific  information. On both
occasions you refased to give 1it.

Why did you refuse ? Were it not
discourteouns, I would bs templed to
say that I strongly guepect the non-
existence of this pamphlet. You had
nothing to lose in giving me this
information, The fact that you did
not would lead one to believe that
you could not.

The fact remains thal you have
offered no proof for your siatement
that the “animus” in this un-named
pamphlet justified your accusa-
tion.

(4) Your second charge was that I
misstated the position of ‘‘some other
communions.” The only explana-
tion you offered was that I had mis-
stated the position of the Synod of
Huron. Granting, but not conged-
ing that I did, the Anglican position
is sdll cocreotly stated in the exact
words of the Bishop of Toronto. My
gummary of the action taksn by the
Synod of Huron is based upon youx

own words and agrees with the state- |

ment of the position ol the Church
made by the Bishop of Tovonte. I
asked you in three lettersa to point
out any inaccuracy in my statement
of the teaching of the Anglican com-
munion. You did not do so.

In your charge to the 1921 Synod
you used the plural " some
communions.”
ation %o the

cffex for accueation

(Your |

You have no explan- | }

attempte to evade the lssue and to
avoid making proper reparation lor
the injustice done me.
I am, My Loxd,
Yours sincerely,
A, P, MAHONEY,

———
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THE SACRED HEART AND CHINA

BY REV, J. M. FRASER,
COLLEGE,

CHINA MISBION
ALMONTE

Let " China for the Sacred Heart "
bs our constant prayer during June.
Think of our two young missionax.
fes, Fathers Sammon and Carey, in
tar-off Kwel.chow. How like #o
those of 8¢, Paul are their journeys,
Like him they travel through the
highwaye and the byways. BStrange
taces watoh them in the etreets, and

| men wonder who they are. Some
may smile at their eimplicity—going
half way round the world to tell an
| ancient people thad now after four
| thousend yeers they must give up
| their bouseheold gods and adore the
| One and Only True Creator; that
their temples and priests and pago-
| dos are only superstitions ; that their
| anceetor worship is devilish ; that
Confucius was & mere man, but that
Ohrist is the Son of the living God.
Then, ae » fitting and praotical
| tribute to the Sacred Heart in the
| month dedicated 8o His honor send
| an offering towards the completion
| of the Sacred Heart League Burae
tor the education of missionaries for
\Chinn. Surely the future mission-
| aries who owe their ordination to
| this Burse will deem it their duty to
‘ spread the love of the Sacred Heart
| among their converts in China.
QUEEN OF APOSTLES BURSH

Previously acknowledged 12020 80
A Friend, Fairfield, P.E.L 100
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Pusviously acknowledged... 91,185 20
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Previously acknowisdged... 2 439 48
OOMFORTER OF THN APFLIOTED BURER
Paeviously acknowledged...., 4870 §0

g7, JOBHPH, PATRON OF OEINA, BUREM
Previousiy acknowledgad... $1,965 44
BLBSSED SAOBAMENY BURRE

Prsviously acknowledged..... 1821 06

g7, FRANCIE XAVISRE BURER

Prsviously acknowledged..... $2€0
HOLY NAME OF JASUN BUREN

Previcusly acknowledged... #7229
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| Psavinusly acknowledged... 81,020

| A Child of Mary..cceecnrersass 10

| Thanksgiving, Hazel Hill,
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' LITTLB FLOWEE BUEER

| Paavieuriy acknowledgad.

A Friend, Sherbrooke, Que

C. T., Renfrew
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|
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Previoualy scknowledged.., $1,546 3%
Richard Fleming, Bay de
Verde . oooerscassesssnnsaesnne ;
A Friend, Cansgo, N. 8
| B, A. McGeath, Freeno, Cal.
[ B. M. & Boverarssasses ok b shians

THAT SOFT
ROSY,VELVETY
COMPLEXION

Blemishes Removed Quickly

Your Complexion Makes or Mars
Your Appearance

PEARL LA SAGE, former actress who now
offers to tell women of the most re markable
complexion treatment ever known.

You too can have that Soft, Rosy, Velvety
Complexion. This t beauty marvel has instantly
ydueed a ser

other | |

| f

against me coniained in these worda. |

Your gecond charge, then, remains
like the flret, unproven.

Notwithstandiug all thie, you
the effrontery to tell me in your last
letter that yoeu ' do mnobt see any
value in prolonging the gorraspond
ence between ua’ as your ' criticism
in the Synod " has been "
stantiated " in yoar letters to me.

(5) I have given you ample oppor-
tunity to prove or refract your
cbarges. You refuse to do either,
I# Your Lordehip ¢hinks I am going
to resh quietly under your unproven
sud unretracted aocusations you are
very much mistaken.

I desirs f0 notity you that I shall
proceed at onoce to publish the entire
correspondence between us, together
with my own commente. The cor-
respondence will reveal your shifty

have

fully sub- |

i
i

| ‘REE COUPON- == =
"" PEARL LA SAG
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