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has failed on the first point fully to grasp the meaningof thequestion,and it is evident at aglance thatbymisquoting thesecond question,using disbelief for ignorance, has reduced ittononsense." The first charge then goes to the wall. Guryhas here beenmisunderstood,misquoted, and made to speaknonsense by theSouthern Cross. So says the Rev. Lindsay
Mackie ; and he could have used similar language withequaltruth in reference to almost all the other charges Nobetterdescription of the charges taken as a whole, than suchas is expressedby these words can begiven. Gury has beenmisunderstood,misquoted, andmade to speak nonsense

-
Thecharges arc, some of them misrepresentations, others fabrica-tions,and theattempt to fasten themonGury, is a rigmarole,wonderful m the eyes of every real theologian and shocking toevery man of principle capable of understanding Gury's

treatise on theology, andhis "Casus Conseicntia."The Rev, Lindsay Mackie continues :"The next pointraisedis thebmdingforce of anoath." Guryhas beenchargedwith teaching "that a personneed not observe an oath takenunder apprehensionthat injurious consequences might accrueto him from it." Bishop Moran stated, and statesagain,"Gury does not teach this" what Gury does is this, he putsthequestion "Does apromissory oath extorted by great andunjust fear bind." This is different from the questionfathered on him by the Southern Cross. These are two dis-tinctquestions,and it will not suffice for the Rev. Lindsay
Mackie to say there is a fine distinction here. Theologyaboundsm fine distinctions,as does every scientific treatise,and the man who is unable to appreciateand understand fine-distinctions is not qualified to pronounce an opinion on themeaning of a theological work. But evenin reference to thisquestion of Gury, which is not at all the question raisedbythe Southern Cross, Gury does not teach anything ofhimselfon the point. He simply gives two opinions and there heleaves the matter a thing very usual in all treatises ontheological or moralsubjects. Itmay interest ourreadei stosee an illustration of this from a Protestant work on MoralPhilosophy, written in English. We take up « Paley'sMoralPhilosophy,"and inB.3pt.10.16.5.wefindthe follow-ing, Ist,promissory oaths,ho says, arenot bindlnq,Avhere thepromise itself wouldnot be so; and 2nd, in reference to aPromiseextractedby fearhe says (C. 5),» Ithas longbeencon-trovertedamongstmoralists whetherproinisesbebinding whichare extorted by violence or fear. The obligation results, aswehave seen, from the necessity or the use of thatconfidencewhich mankind repose in them. The question, therefore,whether these promises are binding will depend upon this,whether mankind upon the whole are benefited by the con-fidence placed m euch promises? A highwayman attacksyou, andbeing disappointed of his booty, threatens or pre-pares to murder you; you promise with many asseverations"f rf he "11 spareyour life, he shall finda purseof money
left for him at a place appointed. Upon the faith of thispromise he forbears fromfurther violence. Now your life wassaved by theconfidence reposedina promiseextortedby fear "
and the livesofothers may be savedby the same. This is agood consequence. On the other hand, a confidence inpromises like these would greatly facilitate the perpetrationofrobberies; they might be made instruments of unlimited ex-tortion. This is a bad consequence : and in the questionbetweenthe importanceof these oppositeconsequences residesthedoubt concerning the obligation of such consequences"lake(jury,Paley,on this point,gives the two opinions andthereleaves the matter:but as to theobligation of a promis-_spry_ftste, Paley is decided in teaching that it does not bindwhere the promise itself does not bind. Gury is not sodecided. Now woulditbetreatingPaley fairly towrite someunmeaning words and then cay Paley certainly teaches apersonneed not observe an oath iftaken under apprehension
that injurious consequencesmightaccrue to him fiom it? Yeton a misstatementas to the questionof Gury, and onamis-statement as to the answerofGury,theRev.LindsayMackikhas nohesitation in saying that Gury teaches the very thingwhich he does not teach. c

The Rev. Lindsay Mackie does not understand what he
is writingabout whenhe uses the following words—" A manmay promise a donation pledging to both God and man inthe most solemn manner by an oath that he willgive it " butthe donation is not yet accepted, and in the meantime themanheld m the bonds of his oath changes his mind? Whyhocus pocus and the thingis done ;alittle logic, the simplestsyllogism willdissolve into fine air chains of adamant " Thisis saidm reference to our answer that there is no truth inthe charge of the Southern Cross that Gury "teaches a

donation promisedonoath, but not yetgiven,is notbinding.'Bishop Moran said Gury does not teach this,and thengavetherealquestionof Gunv-viz., « Does a donation promisedonoath, butnot accepted,impose ouobligation? " To whichthe Ilev. LindsayMackie replies,« No doubt the Southern2T,7"T'rl? *T P°,int hew "b9r9r WW «»*« instead ofrrmlSoJlt?? d?es the rev- gentlemanunderstandaboutthe question, thathe is actually under the impression that inGrayb question the wordacceptedandi the wordreceMedxnc&nprecisely the same thing, andhere againhe shows how littlequalifiedhe is to pronounce an opinion on Gury's teachingIt isclear neither Cartwright, from whom it,would appearthe Southern Cross borrowed thisprecious charge againstGray,nor theRev. LindsayMackie withGuryinhishandsunderstood Gary's question. They understand the word*donationm a sense oftheir own,,not in Gury's They cvi *
dently do notknow what Moral Theologians mean by dona-tion. In theology donation is a contract; by whicha donoractually depriveshimself inanirrevocable mannerof somethingmfavour of a recipient, who has accepted the gift." Guryvol. j p. 481. Donation does not exist until there isacceptation. It is a contract; there are twoparties to it thedonor and the acceptor; there must be mutual agreementJNow, a gift maybe accepted in two ways—either by actually
receiving it, or by intimating to the donor the accession ofthe recipient to the contract before the actual delivery of thegift. Until such acceptance is givenin one or the other ofthese ways the contract does notexist. Gury's answer is—Ist. A donation promised on oath, but not accepted, doesnot impose anobligation, because an oath follows thenatureoftheact,butadonationbefore acceptanceis not firm. 2 Gury
gives theteachingofLayman, who says adonation promisedonoathdoes bind; because anoath is to be observed, wheneverit can bekept without sin. Inreference tothe Ist.opinion wefind it agrees with what Paley thegreat Protestant moralistlays down :« Promissory oaths," he says, "arenot bindingwhere the promise itself wouldnotbe so," Moral Philosophy,b. in. pt. i. c. 16. And he says moreover, in reference to
promises, that promises before acceptance arc not binding,forin that case they are to be regarded as a resolution in' themindof the promisor which may lie altered at pleasure C 51amsy then, it seems, agrees with Gury's first decisionlintCtury is careful to add the affirmative opinion of Lay-man, who teaches anoath is to bo observed, when it can be
:kept without sin. The teaching, then, attributed to Gum-on this point is- not (jury's; and it is also clear that theKey. Lindsay Mackie docs not understand the meaning ofdonation,and that hehaskept back the fact that Gury hadgiven Layman's opinion.

Inour leaderlast week,the fourth question— viz.,in reference tothe concealment ofhis conversionto Romeby aProtestantclergymanwasdiscussed. It is not necessary, therefore, to repeat here thecontentsof that leader.
Inthe fifthplace Gury is charged withsaying—" That acts ofchanty are only incumbent on those who are tolerably well off

"
Bishop Moban answered— « There is no such teaching in p U5"adding,he supposed, reference was made to the question, "Whoarebound to,and cangive alms ?" Tte Rev. Lindsay Mackie replies "
"On turning top.U5,Ifind something so very like this teachingthat itmight easily be takenfor it." This is an admission that thechargehere made against Gury is not tobe found in his work, butonly something very like it. Is not this a proof of the wantofaccuracy,therecklessness with which the Rev. Lindsay Mackieand the Southern Cross assail the character of Catholics? When aman's character is assailed itia the truth, not something verylikS itthat should be told. The word charityhas amuchwidersignificancethan the wordalms, and includesunder it many obligations besidesthat of almsdeeds. And it by no means follows that a man notbound to give alms would not be bound to acts of charity. Thegentlemen, therefore, who have taken upon themselves to spreadabroadinjurious chargesagainst Catholicsshouldbe exact, andstateprecisely whatGury really says, and not something very like it.But theRev.LindsayMackie takesup thequestionofalms deeds,onwhichheis virtuously eloquent. He could find nothing bearing onthe questionin vol. i. p.p. 139, UO, referred to byBishop Mohan,

though p. 1J.9 contains Gury's teaching on the order of charity,from which he could have learnedwhat great sacrifices of propertypeople areat times obliged tomake for therelief of the necessitiesspiritualand temporal, of their neighbour. What Gury teaches asa generalprinciple in reference to the obligation of givingalms topoor people in ordinary necessity does not seem to satisfy thegenerousheartof the open-handed Rev.Lindsay Mackie. Gury
according tohim, is far tooniggardly. Well, it is tobe wished thatmanyamongst Christiansof all denominations wentas farin thedis-charge of the dutiesofalmsdeeds,or even nearly as far, as Gury
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