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authority and conscience.

[The following is a report of the speech of 1 ro- 
lessor Clark at the Detroit Church Congress, which 
was referred to by Bishop Potter at the Chnrch 
Congress at Toronto, which is re-pnblislied by 
request].

Professor Clark began by remarking that many 
persons who had heard the previous papers and 
speeches, might come to the conclusion that there 
was the greatest diversity between the opinions of 
the speakers. For instance, Dr. Philip Bruby’s 
paper might be regarded as a plea for individual 
ism, while that of the Bishop of Easton might seem 
a protest against it, and an argument for mere 
authority. Further consideration, however, might 
satisfy them that there was no real disagreement 
between them. By the plea for individualism, was 
meant substantially the supremacy of conscience ; 
and the authority which the Bishop defended was 
an authority which had been accepted by those 
who were required to respect it, and which was sup­
posed to be exercised in a legitimate manner. These 
two theories were both quite reconcilable the one 
with the other, and he doubted whether thus inter­
preted, either would be objected to by the pro- 
pounder of the other.

Let them endeavor to see clearly in what points 
they were agreed, and then it would be easier to 
trace out the true relations between conscience and 
authority. It had already been said that we assume 
the right of private judgment and the supremacy o 
conscience. By conscience be meant not only the 
sense of duty but the moral judgment—that sense 
within a man which discriminated between goo< 
and evil. With regard to authority, one of the 
previous speakers had seemed to identify it with 
infallibility, but the two ideas were quite distinct. In 
deed, in the practical sense of the word, infallih 
was impossible. Why was it that men threw them 
selves into the arms of infallibility ? Because they 
craved for certainty. They wanted to have the 
same kind of assurance in regard to moral am 
religious truth which they had in regard to mathe­
matical truth. The thing was impossible. For 
even if he believed that the Pope was infallible, he 
could not he sure of his own infallibility ; so that the 
infallibility of the Pope would bring no absolute 
certainty to him without an infallibility of hie own 
to guarantee it Authority, however, was quite 
possible, and was generally recognised apart from 
infallibility, as in the case of parents, rulers, and 
the like. By authority he meant a power cUimip r 
obedience and submission without assigning a rea­
son for it. In regard to intellectual belief and 
moral conformity, authority would mean a power 
which required us to believe that which was not 
self-evident, or which could not be deduced from 
any other knowledge which we possessed ; or, on 
the other hand, which required of us something as 
a duty which was not prescribed by out conscience,

Well^ then, what were the relations between 
authority and conscience ? One thing was quite 
dear, that authority had no right to dethrone con 
science. Conscience was supreme. When a man 
saw, or thought he saw, that a thing was true, he 
must accept it ; that it was false, he must reject it. 
When he perceived a thing to be right, he was 
bound to do it ; when he saw a thing to be wrong, 
he was bound to avoid it. This was quite clear! 
But this did not end the question. There still 
arose the query, how far authority did influence 
conscience as a matter of fact, and how far it 
should be allowed to influence conscience as a

matter of principle 
lose two points.

As regards the question of fact, a slight consid­
eration of the subject would show that authority 
did very powerfully influence conscience and lead 

its formation. It was quite clear that a man s 
conscience was not a power independent of educa­
tion, and of the influences by which a man was 
surrounded. This was shown by the great 
diversities which were seen to exist between men e 
convictions of good and evil Even among men 
lelonging to the same nation, believing the same 

religion, receiving very much the same education, 
here were wide differences in moral judgment 

and conviction. How mooli wider between men of

He would say a few words on

different nations,^religions, civilisations ! 1 here
was hardly a vice which had not some where been 
counted a virtue. There was hardly a crime which 
îad not been elevated into a dnty. It was quite 
clear, therefore, that a man's conscience was, in 
great measure, formed by authority. The percep- 
ions which we gained, we received in great 
measure from others. Our conscience, in fact, was 
o a great extent the result of the action of other 
men's consciences upon our minds.

This statement, however true, might seem open 
to the objection that a man had no conscience at 
all, but that all was the result of education, 
some men, as seemed the case, bad no conscience 
at all, if other men’s consciences différé 1 widely, 
must we not say that there was no real conscience, 
bnt every man’s was exactly what it was made 
If so we might say the very same thing about 
reason. Did we agree that man was not a rational 
being, or that there were no definite laws t f 
thoughts, because some men were idiots or lunatics ! 

use some men’s minds were so badly trained 
reasoning was extremely defective? Oa 

trary, we knew that the apparent or real 
exceptions proved nothing, and that reason could 
not be educated, if it did not exist. So if there 
were no conscience fitted naturally for the discern 
ment of moral differences, there ooold be no 
education of the conscience with each results as 
one attained.

He might take an illustration from the percep­
tion of the distinction of colours. Mr. Gladstone 
had argued some time ago, that the old Greeks 
did not seem to have had the same perception of 
the finer shades of colors that we possessed, from 
the fact of their using the same term to indicate 
colours which we should think very different 1 and 
it was very likely that the education of the race, 
like that of the individual, was gradual. Did any 
one think of arguing from this that the eye had 
no sense of colour ? certainly not. The eye mast 
be educated to distinguish one colour from another, 
but when it had learnt these distinctions, it ooul< 
never lose them so long as it remained healthy 
and sound. And so with the conscience, it has to 
be educated ; bnt when once it sees the right am 
the wrong, the good and the evil, it can never lose 
the distinction, unless it is prevented by a sinfu 
will. And here is the true relation between 
authority and conscience as a matter of fact 
Authority is the teacher, but when the conscience 
is once taught, it retains that which it has reoeivet 
as its own possession. It no longer rememben 
how it has gained its vision. It seems to be its 
own as much as the sight of the eye.

Passing from the question of God, to that o 
obligation, and asking how far the conscience ought 
still to have regard to authority, we were perhaps

would probably say that no rvgard whatever <>ugk| 
(0 be paid to authority, but they might com*!, 
see the* inch a conclusion was precipitate. Th|j 
ia<1 already seen that conscience was notindsp*S 
eut. What, in fact, was conscience ? It was % 
voice of God. When a man hoard the voice ^ 
dnty speaking within him. that was not merely 
utterance of his own heart, it was the echo of % 
voice which spoke from the eternal throne of right 
eousness. Well, then, might a man not retag* 
ably ask whether God had taken any means if 
enlightening the conscience making dearer to ** 
the right and the wrong, the beliefs to be eel* 
tamed, the duties to be practised, the sins lofo 
avoided. If, for example, he were told that Qg| 
had actually revealed Himself and spoken to ** 
by Hie incarnate Bon, and that this Bon*hii 
appointed and commissioned men to go forth gg| 
teach with authority m His name, would it w*]* 
the part of enlightened conscience to ask ihg 
guidance it might receive from each autiHidfyf 
He was not advocating any blind acceptance 4 
any who might offer themselves as guides. By 
reason and by conscience we might verify thé 

ma But, when we had done so, should wtati 
be honouring our consciences by submitting ** 
the guidance of the anthority of God ? and if ** 
authority were truly divine, then we need fear* 
clashing between its teaching and the utt 
of an enlightened conscience. It would cot
itself to every man's conscience in the sight of Gei 

He wished there were time to show the 
of these principles upon the anthority of 
Church, bnt that was at preeeot impossible. & 
would only, therefore, add that in the truest exg* 
ience there would be no sense of embarrass»*** 
adjusting the claims of their seemingly codM* j 
powers. He who had the deepest sense of period 
responsibility would call for no impossible 12b*|| 
but would rejoice that light would come to bo 
from a source higher than himself. He who yti* |$ 
ed himself most completely to the authority of Gti 
would have no sense of bondage, of Him thsdl 
collect said truly, Cm $*rnr* nt T+jnar*— Wbool . 
serve is to reign,"—or as oar own called has it NS 
dared, •• Whose service is perfect freedom.''

RESOLUTION WHICH 
THROAT.

CUTS ITS OWf

HE Oongregationalist ministers and chaié* 
in assembly, recently passed the follovkf 

resolution : “ While this association sympaéd* ; 
with those churches which have heroically fouaàl 
and cheerfully sustained denominational colk|* 
at a great sacrifice in the early history of 
country, still it is the opinion of this 
that to grant State aid to such institutions,^ 
be out of harmony with the educational 
of Ontario, as well as detrimental to their 
spiritual interests I" How very strange I fli 
aid would damage the spiritual interests of < __ ^ 
inal colleges, but, at the same time, is a good Wl 
for a Stale College I Once for all we must eâàij ; 
friends of any State aided, secular college, toMHj 
that we are not to be hood-winked by tbs 
which makes denominational Colleges some*** j 
constitutionally alien to popular rights. The1 
1er State college is a denominational 
it is based upon “secularism,’’ which is just Ml 
denominational as Wesleyan ism or Brest 
ism. The Congregationalism are wholly in® 
tent, they do not object to take money by the 8*^

ntering upon more debatable ground. Borne machinery out of the pockets ot Church peopk*
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tight bind i n g


