
_ And what was the Presbyterian reply to the clear issue
raised and to the explicit statements made by Father
Cleary ? Did the representatives of that body express
their satisfaction at receiving Father Cleary's denial and
frankly accept it,or did they— as in the other alternative
they were bound to do— bring forward proofs from recog-
nised Catholic theologians to show that the quotation fairly
expressed the authoritative teaching of the Church ? They
did neither the one nor the other. Mr. Gibb, with com-
mendable prudence and good sense, had announced his
intention of retiring from the contest,but the Outlook— -the
official organ of the Church of which Mr. Gibb is at present
the official head— elected to take thematter up,and we give
below in full a leaderette on the subject which appears in
the issue just to hand. After reviewing the origin of the
controversy and quoting the revised version of Cardinal
Manning's words, the Outlook continues thus, under the
heading of 'Father Cleary's Rejoinder. - —

" ,-"* aT £ CardinalManning,andin speakingmuchmore thanjustified Mr. Gibb's contention. Does theCatholic apologistadmitthis? Oh, dear no! As a sample of begging the question, andJesuiticalreasoningof the purest order, there is nothine tosurpassthe column and more in which FatherCleaky tries to take thestiDgr outofMr. Lilley'sletter,and tohide hiaowndefeat. Roundand round thepomt at issue he travels in labyrinthine twists andturnings intricate. "Thepunctuation ia wron.̂ WhatMr LILLBYnow says is not exactly what Mr.Gibb originally said. The " fs
'

sJnLn<?t,.pro.pe!;ly crOßßed in thequotation,the 4V are not properlydotted. And so on andso on. It is anamazingspectacle Itfillsone with wonder akin to awe at the character of the Romanistmind. Plain to demonstrationis it now that thePapalolaim is asarrogant aad inimical to human liberty aa Mr. Gibb contendedBut if not the Protestant mind, then theCatholic mind maybedeluded by of words and so the words come whirWfast and furious There ia something,however, deeply suggestive
in the Tablet editor'srejoineraa indeedthere waein the lettershewrote severalmonths ago. Rome is one thing in«countries whereshe has it all her own way ;quite another thing in Protestantlands. Here the effort is to hide thesting, to keep theclaws wellwithm the velvet. As Mr. Lillbysays,'FatherClbary must bea very Protes-tant priest indeed." It is the policy of Rome inProtestant lands to pose as a friendof freedomand equalrightsforall. But nomanis really deceivedthereby. GiveRome thepowershe oncepossessed,andour liberties,bothcivilandreligious, wouldnot be worthanhour'spurchase.'

We reproduce the Outlook observations in full,becausewe feel sure it isonly necessary for our readers to read themfor themselves to see at once their utter feebleness andinconsequence. The questions at issue in the later stageofthe controversy were very plain and very clear. They weretwo :(1) Had the quotation from Manning been correctly
given;and (2) Was the correct quotation a statement of1Catholic doctrine ' or was it not ? These two points itwill be noticed, the Outlook writer carefully shirks andevades. There areplenty of Papal encyclicalsand hundredsand hundreds of volumes by Catholic authorities on therelation of the Pope to the civil power,but he appeals tonone of these nor advances one iota of proof of the positionhe has taken up. Instead,he seeks refuge inmereabusivegeneralities and in further appeals to the bigotry andprejudices of his readers. Father Cleary, in his officialand representative capacity, explicitly and in set termsdenied that the statement in question was, as alleged astatement of 'Catholic doctrine,' but the denial is notrebutted but simply ignored' and set aside. The Presby-
terian writers have determined that a certain thing isCatholic doctrine, and if it isn't it ought to be ; and sothey bluster on and brazen it out to the end,crying outwith their last breath, "No Popery"

! Theyhave been inno way convinced or softened or led to think one whit morekindly of their Catholic fellow-citizens by all the columnsof argument t their defect is not one of the mind but ofthe will,and the only effect of explanation and refutationin their case is to harden andexasperate.

Are we, then, to discard controversy because the imme-diate aggressor in the attacks on the Church remainsunconvinced and unconvinceable ? By no means. Thereal aim of public controversy is not to convince theindividual,but to vindicate the Church in the eyes of thepublic. And in every well-conducted discussion some goodseed, is sown— quietlyperhaps,butnone the lesseffectually—in the hearts andminds of men of peace and good-will. Sofat as Catholics are concerned, there are twoimmediate anddirect benefits which accompany almost all controversy. Inthe first place, it affords an opportunity for a clear andcorrect statement of the Church's teaching, and for theconsequent removal of the mistakes and misconceptionswhich so often blind and prejudice our non-Catholic friendsagainst us. In every community there are numbers ofsincere souls anxious toreceive and follow the 'kindlylight'whichleads men to the truth,and controversyhas helped agoodly number on their way from the landof darkness andmists to theone true fold of theRedeemer. And, in thesecond place, effective controversy tends to secure theChurch from all merely malicious and gratuitous attacks.When the opponents of Catholicity know that they arelikely to be brought to book, and asked to make good anystatements they may advance, .the knowledge is highly
calculated to reduce both the number and the violence oftheir attacks. In this respect a marked improvement hastaken place during thelast four or five years in the attitudeof outsiders towards the Catholic body^ and the Church is
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onhis high horse, denounces the priest as subtleor «Jesuit-ical'— the much-enduring Jesuit is bound to be dragged inat some stage

—
and repeats, only more loudly and moreconfidently, the very same thing he had said before.Finally, if the priest happens to be able to put his case in away that is perfectly crushing and conclusive that only

makes the aggressor still more violent. 'Everybody,' hethen says, 'knows the thing to be true, and it is mereevasion or special pleading for the priest to make so muchfuss about its not having the necessary evidence. Besides,
even if this particular story cannot be proved a dozen othersas bad or even worse are certainly true, and it is mere im-pertinence to ask for evidence when the whole thing is sonotorious.' Thus there is no finality in the argument, and
not even a passing glimpse of Christian good-will or fair-mindedness from the prejudiced party who began the con-troversy. At the endof the argument heis not one hair'sbreadth nearer taking a more reasonable view of 'Popery
or of the particular question under discussion than he wawhen itbegan.

We are led to make these remarks apropos of the con-
clusion last week of a certain controversybegun some time
ago between the Rev. Mr.Gibb,Moderator of the Presby-
terian Church of New Zealand, and the Rev. Father
Cleary. Our readers willprobably remember the originofthe controversy. It began in a violent attack on theChurchmadeby Mr.Gibb at what was practically an Orangemeet-ing in the Choral Hall, in the course of which the rev.gentleman made the following statement:

'In the Tablet of the 9th October, 1864, the late Car-
dinal Manning, speaking in the name of the Pope, is
reported thus:"Iacknowledge no civil power ;Iam the
subject of noPrince ;andIclaim more than this :Iclaim
to be the supreme judge and director of the consciences of
men

—
of the peasants that till the field and of the prince

that sits upon the throne, of the household that lives inprivacy, and the legislator that makes laws for theking-
doms. lamsole last supreme judge of what is right and
wrong. Moreover, we declare, affirm,define,and pronounce
it to be necessary for salvation to every human creature to
be subject to the Roman Pontiff."

'
Father Cleary at once took thematter up in the Press,

pointing out that there was no issue.of theLondon Tablet
of the date mentioned, and declaring the quotation, as
given, to be a fabrication and contrary to Catholic doctrine.
After further correspondence Mr Gibb (who had at first
professed to be quoting from the London Tablet at first
hand) undertook to write to the author of the Protestant
hand-book from which the Tablet reference and alleged quo-
tation had really been taken, and a fortnight ago he pub-
lished the reply which he hadreceived in which the correct
Tablet date was now supplied, and a very much modified
version of the Manning 'quotation ' was given. To this
letter Father Cleary replied at length,showing how very
materially the new version differed from the one first
flaunted by Mr.Gibb,and pointing out that even as nowcorrectly given the words werenot and did not profess tobe
(statements of 'Catholic doctrine.' Throughout all the cor-
respondence Father Cleary was careful, as he always is, to
make the point at issue perfectlyclear and to stick strictly
to itfrom first to last.
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