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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

T h is  pamphlet was printed early in last April, for 
a limited private circulation, with a view to have 
it criticised in the manner suggested in the preface. 
The authorship was not concealed ; it was publicly 
noticed by the Earl of Clancarty, at the annual 
meeting of the Church Education Society, on the 
12th of April, in the presence of the Bishop of 
Ossory, who has recently published “ Rem arks” 
upon it. His Lordship has charged me with wilful 
misrepresentation, and an inconsistency which 
offends against “ public morality.” I think it is 
proper to dispose of these imputations before I 
enter upon the real question, which is, and ought 
to be kept, distinct from the personal.

In contrasting the advice which was given to his 
clergy by the Lord Primate, in the month of 
February last, with that given by the Bishop 
to his clergy in the month of March, I have 
understood the latter to be this—that the clergy 
should not, under any circumstances, accept aid
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from the National Board, subject to its funda
mental rule—and I proceeded to test this, by 
taking the extreme case (as it had in fact been 
brought under my notice), where the incumbent 
of a parish could not get the means of maintaining 
any school for the children under his charge, unless 
he would accept aid from the Board.

The summing up of the Bishop is given in the 
following words in his “ Remarks” on this pam. 
phlet—

“ I  was anxious to show not only that the author 
had no grounds whatever, but what a mathematician 
might describe as considerably less than none, fo r  
representing me as having in my letter given any 
advice to my clergy as to the choice which they ought 
to make, i f  the question lay between closing their 
schools, and keeping them open by the aid o f the 
National Board."*

In his letter to his clergy he states that the 
Primate and he differ on “ a fundamental p r in 
ciple,”f  and this principle is represented in the 
subsequent pages to be this, in substance,—the 
unlawfulness of submission to the restrictive rule 
of the National System. J The advice of the P ri
mate, in its very nature, was necessarily applicable 
to the extreme case, where the school would be so 
impoverished as to be deserted and closed : but 
although the Bishop of Ossory tells his clergy that 
he cannot advise them, under any circumstances, to 
accept aid from the Board, subject to its rule ; 
and says that he differs from the Primate on a

* Rem. p. 41. f Letter, p. 7. Í Ibid, p. 9.



fundamental principle ; and although this principle 
is quite independent of any distinction (whatever 
it be) between a school “ however impoverished and 
inefficient,” and a school famished and closed, he 
contends that his advice does not apply, and ought 
not to be extended to the latter case, but that it 
ought to be strictly confined to the former.* If  his 
advice proceeds on the fundamental principle, would 
not the mathematician say, that a theorem which is 
always true, is true in the limiting case ? Is it not 
lawful to press a principle to its legitimate conse
quences, and test it by an extreme case ? Is not 
the strength of a chain to be found in its weakest 
link ?

In his letter, the Bishop refers in terms to the 
address of the Prelates in 1845, as containing the 
advice which he opposes to the recent advice of the 
Primate. He states that it was founded on the ob
jection of the clergy to the rule of the Board—“ not 
upon any grounds of taste or of judgment, or of a 
calculation of results, but upon principle — not 
merely as a rule which it was wrong in the State 
to require, but as one which it would be wrong in 
them to submit to.”f  This advice, so given in 
1845 by the Prelates, of whom he was one, he ex- 
pressly repeats and this advice, thus explained 
and repeated by himself, is “ the advice’’ which he 
charges me with having misrepresented by applying 
it to the case of a school which woidd be deserted 
and closed. But he has supplied me with the answer 
to this charge. In the “ Remarks,” after having
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6
referred to pp. 28-36 he proceeds thus : “ I there 
shew that in choosing rather to close his school than 
to have recourse to the National Board fo r  aid to 
enable him to carry it on, a clergyman would be act
ing on the advice given him in the Prelates’ address."* 
The advice, with which his own is, in his letter, 
identified—of which it is declared to be the echo— 
this admittedly applies to the very case in terms, 
which he maintains I was morally bound to have 
excluded.

As in the “Remarks ” he has twice called for a re
ference to a single sentence in his letter, from which 
it could fairly be inferred that the alternative of a 
closed school was ever for one moment before his 
m ind ,fl cannot but notice one remarkable sentence, J 
in which he comments on the duty of his clergy 
where the means are not forthcoming to carry on 
their schools : “ The right interpretation of His Pro
vidential dealings with us in such a case is, that He 
does not intend that we should be His instruments 
in performing the duty efficiently or in performing 
it at all, according as our means of performing it 
are rendered inadequate, or wholly taken away.”

W hat do these words import ? W hether the 
school be impoverished and inefficient or whether 
it be famished and closed—whether it be dying or 
dead — take no aid from the Board “ under any 
circumstances." “ Touch not the unclean thing.”

I  am further charged with having offended 
against public morality by inconsistency. lh e  
present controversy has come before me in the

* Rem. p. 41. f  Ibid. pp. 8 & 14. X Let. p. 23.



form and under the circumstances hereinafter 
stated. I t  raised a new question. I  did not feel 
that I would be at liberty to shut out the light on 
either side, nor did I spare any effort to enable me 
to arrive at a sound conclusion. W ith the Dean 
of Emly, Mr. Yerschoyle, and others like-minded, I 
have been led to agree with the Lord Primate. 
Public morality requires that every man should 
be true to himself, and tolerant to others ; I am 
not conscious of having offended against either 
of these requirements. The friends with whom I 
have taken counsel are not inferior to any whom 
I know, in candour, in moral courage, or in a desire 
to honour the pure Word of God.

The real question involves considerations which 
cannot be overrated ; they bear upon the future 
of Ireland, the influence of the Church, the diffu
sion of knowledge, scriptural and secular; and 
especially on the education of the children of the 
household of our own faith. In the Autumn of 
1859, the Roman Catholic Hierarchy in Ireland 
demanded a system of separate grants — as in 
England. This was publicly deprecated by the 
Lord Primate on behalf of the Church Education 
Society, and was refused by the Government. 
The proposal of the Presidents of the Society, 
for a separate arrangement, was also refused, 
early in the present year. A t this time, the 
Wesleyan Connection, after a full Conference in 
London, had agreed to withdraw their interdict 
against the National System in Ireland, and to 
leave their brethren free for the future to accept
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aid from the Commissioners, in all cases in which 
it might seem to themselves fit so to do.

Under these circumstances, the Lord Primate 
issued his address to the clergy of his dioceses, and 
sent the letter, which is given in the Appendix No.
1, to the honorary secretaries of the Church Educa
tion Society. I  was summoned to attend a meeting 
of the Committee, on the 23rd of February last, for 
the purpose of considering what reply should be 
given to that letter. On this occasion, I was officially 
informed of the actual condition of a large pro
portion (exceeding one third) of the Church Schools. 
In  these the masters were incompetent ; without 
training ; the certain salaries generally under £10, 
and in some cases under £ 5  yearly ; books and 
school requisites but scantily supplied. I t  was fur
ther stated that there were districts in large parishes 
containing many Protestants, where there was no 
school at all, and no means of having one, except 
with State assistance.*

This condition of the Schools was, for the first 
time, brought under my notice ; and when taken in 
connection with the other facts to which I have 
adverted, I  could not but listen with anxious and 
earnest attention to the advice of the Yenerable 
Primate. The crisis was eventful. I cordially 
approved of the following resolution, which was 
carried at a very full meeting, without a division.

“ Resolved,— That this Committee receive the 
“ announcement of his Grace the Lord Primate

* See the Statement of the then Hon. Secretary, the Rev. H. Verschoyle, 
2nd Ed. p. 8.



‘‘ with respectful deference due to any communica- 
“ tion coming from such a quarter. That they 

are thankful to be assured of his Grace’s cordial 
“ adherence to the principles of this Society, and 

oi his determination to continue to it his muni.
‘ ficent support. That they heartily concur in his 

“ Grace’s advice to the patrons of such Church 
“ Education Schools as are languishing from Avant 
“ of support, to make prompt exertions to raise 
“ them from their depressed condition. That this 
“ Committee, so far as they have funds at their 
“ disposal, will co-operate with such patrons in 
“ order to put their Schools in an efficient state, 
“ and will, to the utmost of their power, assist all 
“ patrons who may conscientiously desire to con- 
“ tinue their connection with this Society under all 
“ circumstances. That, whatever diminution may 
“ take place in the number of Schools connected 
“ with the Society, the Committee feel it to be their 
“ duty, to the utmost of their ability, to encourage 
“ and foster those Church Schools which remain, 
“ by maintaining and increasing the efficiency of 
“ the training institution, by a regular supply of 
“ school requisites, and by other means within 
“ their reach.”

The words in italics were inserted at my 
suggestion.

On the 14th of March, another meeting was7 Osummoned for the purpose of considering the policy 
of holding the annual meeting of the Society in 
the following month. At this meeting there was a 
special attendance of clergy from the Dioceses of



Ossory and Ferns, and a letter from the Bishop to the 
Secretaries, together with a copy of his recent letter 
to his clergy, was received and read. A t the close 
of the day, and without previous notice, a resolution 
was carried by a majority on a division, by which 
it was declared that the pledge required by the rule 
of the National System, as it then stood, was at 
variance with the obligations of churchmen and 
ministers, and that they ought not under any cir
cumstances to accept aid from the Commissioners, 
subject to the existing restriction.

Hoc fonte derivata clades.
Those who would not conceal nor compromise 

their convictions were compelled to take a side 
openly with the Primate, or with the Bishop.

The Honorary Secretary, the Rev. H. Yerschoyle, 
“ whose praise is in all the churches,” had no option 
left but to resign the office which he had filled 
faithfully for many years—

Periemnt tempora longi 
Servitii—

The reasons for the choice which I  made after 
conference and deliberation, were communicated 
by me in a letter to the Secretaries, which I 
forwarded on the 4th of April» and when the 
receipt of this was acknowledged, I sent an ad
ditional subscription to the Society, accompanied 
with the distinct intimation, that I abided by the 
views in the letter.

In estimating the advice given by the Primate,
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it is important to bear in mind the condition of 
things under which it was offered for the gui-o  odance of his clergy. The educational demands of 
tlie children of the Church could not be met 
adequately by such of the Church Schools as were 
impoverished and inefficient; the controversy of the 
Church with tlie State was confessedly closed ; 
denominational aid was, on the part of the Church 
repudiated ; and the mixed system of the State, 
on the principles of civil equality and parental 
authority was recognized as a State Institution. 
The question then for the practical wisdom of 
the Primate was this, whether the State bounty, 
offered on equal terms for the education of the 
children generally, should be given up to other 
communions altogether, and the clergy of the 
Church should thereafter withdraw from any inter
ference in the State education—at a time when the 
Church Schools did not, nor could, in many 
districts, provide for the children of the Church, 
such an education as they had a right to expect, 
and such as the State had admitted their civil right 
to receive. The distinction is most material which 
the Primate has drawn between the genuine and 
efficient Church School, which lie advises to be 
kept up as heretofore—and the impoverished and 
inefficient Church School without the means of 
prompt and permanent improvement, which he 
advises to be converted into an efficient State 
School, to be maintained under the incumbent as the 
patron. I t is a fallacy to apply to the latter class, 
the reasoning which is properly applicable to the

1 1
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former. The patron of the former cannot be 
required to give gratuitous education to the children 
upon any principles, nor according to any rules 
but those which he prescribes. But in the other case 
it is simply because the School is so impoverished 
that the patron has not the means of giving gra
tuitous education, that he is advised to accept and 
administer the bounty o f the State, as a trustee for 
the children, and thus secure for those of his own 
communion, at least, the benefits which might not 
be realized for them to the same extent, without 
his intervention. Of course, he ought not to be, nor 
is he required in this or in any case, to act at all in 
opposition to his conscience. He has the right, where 
he is the giver, to satisfy his own conscience, and 
to prescribe his own conditions, and he cannot be 
lawfully required to submit to any other. But if 
aid be accepted from the State, though the con
science of the patron may not be fully satisfied, it 
need not necessarily be in all cases offended. He 
may decline the aid if he think fit ; but at all events 
he cannot annex conditions where he is the recipient 
of the bounty of the State, although he may pre
scribe them, where he is the giver of his own. This 
is the answer to what the Bishop urges against me ;* 
it follows the charge, that I  must have intended 
to impute illegality to the rules of the Society, of 
which I  continue to be a Yice-President, and to 
which I  have given an increased support.

The alternative of a State School under the 
incumbent, in the event of the impoverishment

* Rem. p. 23.
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of a Clmrcli School, raised a question, which, 
under all the circumstances that have been stated, 
was one of first impression. In the Church Educa
tion Society there were many members who had 
never been led to conclude that it would be sinful 
for themselves or for others to accept aid from the 
Board under any circumstaiices. Some had already 
been satisfied that it would be at least not unlawful, 
but there remained reasons quite sufficient to induce 
all to continue their support to the Society, without 
landing them in the conviction that the rule of the 
Board was in itself unlawful. The advice of the 
Primate was offered to such as could conscientiously 
adopt it in the spirit in which it was given ; but 
the Bishop of Ossory assumed that all the members 
of the Church Education Society were bound by 
the Prelates’ Address as conclusively as if it had 
been the charter of the Society, and his exposition 
of it were final.

I t  is hard to believe that he quite satisfied himself 
that the dogma of “ sin under any circumstances,” 
could be Scripturally proved. He first rests it upon 
the authority of the Prelates’ Address, and declares 
it not to be a question of the calculation of results. 
And yet the very materials for deciding upon it, 
which he afterwards supplies for comparison and 
contrast, are the two ideals which he has sketched of 
the Church School and the National School. This 
part of his letter ends with a caution against argu
ments founded on expediency.*

Then he sets to work at a calculation of the
* L e t p. 20.
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supposed advantages and disadvantages in the 
two cases. This too ends with a saving clause,— 
that the decision of the question of duty is not 
to be settled by this calculation of the balance 
of advantages and disadvantages, upon which (he 
says) he is prepared for a difference of opinion.* 
He then returns to the question of duty in the ab
stract, and gives the exposition intended for either 
alternative,—whether the means of performing the 
duty required are rendered inadequate or wholly 
taken away.

Here he could not overlook the fact, that the 
Scriptural proof of “ sin under any circumstances,” 
was yet to be completed. But he enters not upon 
such a proof ; once more he returns to the calcu
lation of suggested results ; and thus whilst the 
pleading puts forward the case of “ sin under any 
circumstances,” the proof proceeds on the consider
ation of circumstances ; “ the calculation of results,” 
and “ the balance of advantages and disadvantages.”

The “ missing link” is not to be found in any part 
of the 110 pages which make up the two publica
tions, in which he has endeavoured to establish the 
proposition,—that the rule of the Board was in 
itself so unlawful, that to submit to it under any 
circumstances would be sinful. This was and is the 
only real case which he could have made against 
the Primate or myself. To reason a man into a 
penalty, is not allowed by law ; to convict him of 
sin without showing the law which is said to have

* Let. p. 23.
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been transgressed, or proving the offence at all, 
cannot be reconciled with reason nor with Scripture.

None will sa y  that the restriction in Trinity 
College, or in tho Endowed or Royal Schools, is 
open to the objection of requiring a sinful submis
sion. Here are circumstances in which it has never 
been supposed to be sinful to restrict the use of the 
Scriptures, in order to carry out combined instruct ion, 
under a mixed system of education. And, although 
it cannot be denied, that so long as the patron of a 
Church School offers or gives gratuitous education 
from voluntary resources, he may properly abide by 
the Church foundation of his school, yet when he 
resorts to the bounty of the State, he cannot con
sistently say that the restriction imposed by the 
State is in itself unlawful, if it has been already 
adopted without a protest in Trinity College and 
the Endowed Schools.

If  the issue between the Primate and the Bishop 
has been fairly stated by me, the argument which 
I have founded upon it, has not been displaced,— 
uidess what is further advanced by the Bishop* be 
considered a satisfactory answer. He suggests that 
although the Church School be closed, there is 
more than one National School in the parislf 
to which the children of the Church may resort. 
This is the alternative put by the Bishop him
self in the mouth of his ideal incumbent,f whom 
he has sketched as one “ who for those given him in 
charge, h a s  thus sought f i r s t  the kingdom o f God 
and his righteousness—who “ will be commended

* Rem. p. 29. f  Rem. p. 26.
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as faithful to the trust committed to him.”* Where- 
ever we are sent to seek, it is but reasonable that we 
should be enabled to find ; if to knock, that we 
should expect the door to be opened. The Church 
School {ex hypothesi) has been closed ; the kingdom 
of God and His righteousness are not to be sought 
there. The Bible might be open, but the door has 
been shut, and the key of knowledge has been 
taken away ; to seek or to knock there would be 
but a mockery. But there is a National School in
the p a rish ------under a Roman Catholic Priest as
patron. This is open ; are we to seek firs t the 
kingdom of God and His righteousness in a 
school from which the Bible is altogether excluded 
—with a hostile patron, an unfriendly teacher, 
an atmosphere of influences adverse to Protestant
ism ? The advice of the Bishop, by his own show
ing, culminates in this. The Church School is 
closed upon an open Bible ; the Bible is excluded 
from an open school under a Roman Catholic 
patron ; but the incumbent is bound by his duty 
to God and the children committed to his charge, 
to prefer either of these rather than have a State 
School under himself as the patron,— although this 
might be opened with prayer, instruction given 
in the Holy Scriptures, for and at such time as he 
might think fit to set apart for the purpose, in which 
the Church children might be taught the formu
laries of the Church; and having thus, bona fide , 
sought firs t the kingdom of God and his righteous
ness, — the patron might provide that the other

* Rem. p. 26.
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things should be added, which, in an efficient 
school are to be expected,—useful instruction and 
general knowledge,—under a competent teacher. 
\ \  hich alternative would the wise, practical, and 
candid Butler have adopted for training up the 
children of the Church in the way they should go, 
I leave to others to decide.

But the ideal incumbent might be brought into a 
position of difficulty, if the Bishop can really main
tain his next position,—that however impoverished 
and inefficient be the Church School, the education 
given in it must necessarily, when considered as a 
whole, be better than what any State School under 
the incumbent could possibly provide. And why ?

In answer to the argument put forward in the pam
phlet, that to have an efficient State ' School under 
the incumbent, is the best practicable alternative, 
when a Church School cannot be maintained as the 
best desirable,—the Bishop asks :—“ Is not this pal
pable sophistry ? why should it be settled that a 
clergyman who takes a step which is calculated 
to improve the secular education given in his school, 
but to injure the religious education given in it does 
the best that he can ? Is not this a low and false 
view of the best ?”*

This may be palpable sophistry and worse, but 
the assumption in which it is embodied by his Lord
ship, is not my argument. The incumbent with a 
teacher however inefficient, such as we may suppose 
to be in the six hundred schools where the salaries 
range between three pounds and fifteen pounds a

* Rem. p. 25.
B
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year, and do not generally exceed ten pounds—this is 
a staff for giving a better education to the children of 
the Church, according to the Bishop’s standard, than 
any which could be secured with State assistance 
by the same incumbent, for these children. He 
might improve the secular (he says) but he must 
injure the religious education by the change. If 
so, the Church school ought never to be closed ; 
the incumbent and the parish-clerk are at hand, and 
able, under any circumstances, to compete with the 
best school which the State system could provide. 
I t  is sinful, in such a case, for any Protestant 
parent to send his child to a National School, if it 
be sinful in the incumbent to close his .Church 
school and take aid from the Board. But he has 
been compelled to close the school because he had 
not the means of making it efficient by providing 
a qualified and competent teacher. The teacher (as 
is well known) makes the school. Why should the 
secular instruction be superior unless the teacher 
be superior ? That the untrained, incompetent 
teacher should give superior religious instruction 
in the Church school, however impoverished and’in
efficient, because he is under a more limited restric
tion in the use of the Bible, during the time set apart 
for secular instruction, is at variance with fact and is 
not consistent with right reason. There must be 
in every regulated school sufficient time allowed 
for secular instruction. If  some scraps of this 
period be used by the incompetent teacher in the 
Church school, to supplement the separate religious 
instruction imperfectly given, is this to outweigh



the superior religious instruction which must needs 
be given by the trained and qualified teacher at the 
time set apart for the purpose ? This increase of 
the quantity ol defective instruction, cannot im
prove its inferior quality ; and yet the Bishop’s 
assumption gives in every case to the teacher, how
ever incompetent, the superiority over the teacher 
however highly qualified, simply because of the 
difference of restriction, which only exists during 
the hours of secular instruction. Both are sup
posed to be under the saine patron, who has an 
unfettered freedom in appointing, in either case, 
such and so many hours as he may think fit 
for the reading of the Scriptures, catechetical 
instruction and his own occasional exhortations ; 
but in the State school, these must be so ar
ranged as not to interfere with or impede the 
secular business of the school. This is the real 
difference ; and it may be measured by comparing 
the respective restrictions during the hours of the 
secular instruction. In the Church school there can
not be an expository use of the AVord of God, which 
would interfere with any of the tenets of a Roman 
Catholic or Protestant dissenter. In the State 
school, the recent official minute admits that it may 
be referred to, if Iona fide  used, in the case of an 
offence against the moral law, but not to intro
duce denominational teaching. This document is 
of great importance. I have given it in the Appen
dix No. 2. It clears up what had been felt to be a 
serious difficulty. The prohibitive regulation of 
the Church Education Society, to which I refer in

b 2
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the pamphlet, shews decisively, and it is not de
nied^*) that there is not unrestricted freedom  in the 
use of the Bible in a Church Education School. 
The teacher is bound “ to abstain from all attempts to 
influence or disturb the belief o f any dissenting chil
dren, Roman Catholic or Protestant, who may attend

jthe Church Schools.”{ \)  The official minute to 
which I have now referred, shews that in the State 
school, during the hours set apart for the secular 
instruction, if any moral enactment be violated 
by any of the pupils, there may be a direct re
ference to the Law of God, if bona fide  made, 
in order to rebuke the offender and uphold the 
authority of the revealed command, but without 
denominational exposition. Except during this 
period for secular instruction, there is unre
stricted freedom as to the time and the manner of 
religious instruction, which the patron may regulate 
as he pleases. I believe this to be the exact truth, 
and I have taken pains to learn it on the best
authority.•/

* Rem. p. 38.
t  I have ju st read the address delivered on Friday, Ju ly  6, by my valued 

friend, the Rev. A. Pollock, one of the honorary secretaries of the Church 
Education Society, in which, in the presence of the Bishop of Cashel and 
others, he instructs the outgoing teachers, officially, as to their duties. He 
says, at the close— “ I t  is not necessary, of course, th a t you should intermingle 
direct Scripture lessons with other lessons. We allot times fo r  all. We allot 
times for the various school-lessons ; and we would not ask to introduce arith
metic into a spelling-lesson, or a spelling-lesson into a sewing-lesson ; but 
suppose a master saw a writing-lesson going on, and saw in the copy bad 
spelling, it would be proper for him to get a spelling-book and draw the boy’s 
attention to the rules of orthography. That is what we claim fo r  the Bible. 
We claim that every day there should be direct instruction in the Holy Scriptures, 
and that wherever necessary, there shall be perfect freedom to make direct refer
ence to the Scriptures, whenever any moral matter renders it necessary.”
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Education includes both religious and secular 
instruction ; they are the greater and the lesser 
lights. Each has its relative place, and neither is 
to be displaced. God’s holy Word is worthy of a 
competent teacher, that it may be glorified as well 
as have free course ; and the Protestant parent 
ought not to be required to send his child to an 
inferior and incompetent teacher, either for Scrip
tural or secular instruction.

Many children of our Protestant brethren now 
attend National Schools, under Roman Catholic 
patrons, because the Church schools are not sup
plied with competent teachers. In districts favour
ably circumstanced, the education provided for the 
Church children is, I can affirm on authority not to 
be questioned, defective in many of the schools, in 
the religious as well as the secular department—it 
is below the standard of their civil right. I t is 
not just to impose on the incumbent the onus of 
keeping up the Church school in a state of proper 
efficiency, out of his limited income ; and it is 
injurious to him and to the Church, to subject him 
to the odium of standing between his flock and the 
education of their children.

A parent will probably look at first to that 
which is likely to promote the temporal advantage 
of his child. This is human nature ; he ought not 
to be left to seek this at a school, in which the child 
may not have suitable instruction in the Word of 
God. If  the Church school can give all that is re
quired, well and good ; if it has not the means, and
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cannot procure the means, if five hundred schools and 
more remain without certain salaries above ten pounds 
a year, and this (as I have learned for the first time 
from the Bishop,*) has continued without a remedy, 
for twelve years, so that their inefficiency is chronic, 
the voluntary remedy has failed ; thçn unless it be 
a sin to take aid from the State at all, does not the ar- 
gumentbecome so overwhelming as to be irresistible ?

Is it a sin ? Of what law of God is it the transgres
sion ? I f  it were a sin, why has the Bishop laboured, 
to the last, with comparisons and consequences ? 
But this question of sin has been answered in 
a pamphlet recently published, the pure and 
peaceable wisdom of which are not more remark
able than its clear and conclusive logic. There 
is another admirable pamphlet .to which my atten
tion has been recently called, in which this ques
tion is discussed in a manner worthy of the 
author. I t wras wT-itten by the present Archdeacon 
of Ardagh, and published by Messrs, Curry and Co., 
in 1844. Events have shewn the sagacity and the 
foresight of the author in a very remarkable manner. 
No answer of which I am aware, has been given to 
either of these publications. Indeed I am disposed 
to think that this question of sin is capable of being 
put in a still more condensed and conclusive form. 
The general law (which the Bishop supposes that I 
have noticed for some mysterious purpose), pro
hibits the giving of religious instruction, to which a 
parent objects ; it is not said to be sinful. The re-

* Rem. 57.
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striction in Trinity College, in the Endowed and 
Royal Schools, and in all schools for the combined 
instruction of the children of parents who pay for it, 
is not said to be sinful ; the restriction in the schools 
of the Church Education Society, which forbids 
any use of God’s Word, which would disturb a 
distinctive tenet of a Roman Catholic pupil, 
however vital the error of it, this is not said to be 
sinful. Now what can be of higher importance in 
the view of a member of our Church, than the great 
central Protestant truths,—the essence of the Re
formed Faith ? Yet these are excluded, in the pre
sence of a Roman Catholic child, by our own volun
tary regulation. The teacher cannot declare to 
him the whole counsel of God : not one such error 
however anti-scriptural, not one which the teacher 
may know to be lurking in the mind of a Roman 
Catholic child, as he reads the Bible, can the 
teacher correct in the Church Education School. 
Having regard to the recent official minute, and the 
deliberate address of Mr. Pollock, to which I have 
referred, if more freedom be claimed than is allowed 
by the State School and the general law of the land, 
would ask is it sinful to forego this extra-claim, 
whatever be its amount, after having excluded doc
trinal teaching to the extent which I have shewn.

If any one be satisfied in his conscience that it is 
a sin, or that it would be sinful fo r  him to take aid 
from the State, he ought not to act against con
science. i t  is his duty to use every means to 
enlighten his conscience—“ the inward monitor ”— 
which he is bound to keep void of offence, but not
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to disregard its monitions. I respect conscientious 
convictions ; I sought to provide for them in the 
first resolution of the committee ; but if the attempt 
be made to set up the conscience of another to judge 
my liberty, then I will follow the great Apostle, I 
will give place by subjection, no—not for an hour.

Liberty of conscience— the right of private 
judgment—are civil rights, they are also Protestant 
privileges. He is not a Protestant who denies to 
others what he ought to cherish as a birthright. 
Let every man be fully persuaded in his own mind 
as the responsible keeper of his own conscience.

I will not put any incumbent to take refuge in 
the answer of eight pages, which has been con
structed for him by the Bishop.* He has but to 
say what his conscience dictates. An ad hominem 
argument is altogether out of place where the rights 
of the rising generation are so largely involved. 
These rights are civil, but they are also sacred ; 
and if in the struggle so faithfully maintained for 
many years, both pastors and people have suffered 
severely, we are now under a deeper responsibility, 
to consider as to the future what is the duty that, 
under the circumstances in which we are placed, we 
owe to God and our neighbour ; whether we are 
now to “ spare the mast for the sake of our colours, 
or save the ship with all her living souls.”

* Rem. pp. 28-3G.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

T h e thoughts in the following pages are submitted 
as aids to reflection on the grave question, which 
now engages the attention of the friends of Scrip
tural Education. They are not offered to the notice 
of those, who are content to follow a leader without 
the trouble of enquiry, nor to those, who think that 
the subject has been closed against further dis
cussion. Whoever desires to seek truth in its own 
spirit and for its own sake, will not neglect to use 
the most available means of informing and recti
fying his judgment. I f  assertions be doubtful, he 
will endeavour to remove the doubt, by referring 
to authentic testimony ; if a limitation be imposed 
on a principle, under a state of facts, not previously 
considered, he will neither disregard the dictates of 
common sense nor of conscience, in determining 
the lawfulness of the limitation. It is anxiously 
desired that the following suggestions may be tried



by any test which can lawfully be used, by those 
who are willing themselves to be judged by the law 
of liberty. This will exclude exaggeration, sarcasm, 
and personality, so that the way may be cleared for 
the progress of truth, and the path of duty made
more plain



T H E  E D U C A T I O N  Q U E S T I O N ,
<fcc.

•

In  the address from the Lord Primate to the Clergy 
of his own dioceses, his Grace brings under their 
notice the following facts as to the existing state of 
the Church Schools. “ Several of them are quite 
inefficient, owing to the want of adequate funds. 
The salaries are not large enough to secure the ser
vices of properly qualified teachers, and the supply 
of books and other school requisites falls very far 
short of what is called for.” He then gives the fol
lowing advice :—

“ It is for the patrons of these impoverished and 
inefficient schools to judge whether, by renewed 
efforts, they can raise them from their depressed 
condition, so that the youthful members of th e . 
Church may not be left without the secular instruc
tion which is needed to qualify them for competing 
with those of other communions in the struggles of 
life which lie before them. I f  exertions of this kind 
can be made, with any hope of success, they ought 
to be made promptly ; but if all expectation of 
increasing the funds of these schools be at an end, 
and the evils attending a defective education of the 
children be imminent, then it appears to me that it 
would be advisable to seek for aid from the Com
missioners of National Education, rather than allow
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the children of our communion to grow up in a 
state of ignorance, or expose them to the danger 
which would arise from their resorting for secular 
education to National Schools under the manage
ment and influence of patrons who are hostile to 
our Church.”

W hilst offering this advice for the guidance of 
the patrons who may be placed under the pressure 
of circumstances, to which this advice exclusively 
relates, the Primate assumes it to be quite con
sistent with a faithful adherence, on his part, to the 
fundamental rules of the Society, and the continu
ance of his munificent liberality in its support.

The Bishop of Ossory, in an elaborate address, 
has expressed h is . deep regret that this advice 
should have been given by the Primate ; and he 
asserts that it amounts to a surrender of the prin
ciples on which the Church Education Society has 
been founded and supported.

The advice of the Bishop to his own Clergy is, 
that to take aid from the Commissioners of Educa
tion, under any circumstances, however pressing, 
would be a violation of their duty to God, if such 
aid can only be obtained by a submission to the 
distinctive rule of the National System.

Under circumstances in which there is a freedom 
of choice between an efficient Church School and a 
National School, the Primate does not hesitate to 
approve and uphold the former, as that which 
ought to be maintained. According to the Bishop, 
it would be the duty of an incumbent to leave 
his parish without a school altogether, rather
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than submit to the restriction imposed by the 
rule of the National System. He asserts that 
submission to the existing rule, under a n y  circum
stances, is a violation of duty to God. The Primate 
says, that it is the duty of the incumbent not to 
submit, if he can maintain his Church School so as 
to meet the educational exigencies of the children 
under his charge, but that it is his duty to submit, 
rather than leave the children without suitable 
education, and without the superintendence which 
is proper for their pastor to afford as the patron of 
a school for their use.

The Bishop thus takes on himself the onus of 
establishing, that to submit, under a n y  pressure, 
however exceptional, would be sinful ; that no edu
cation may be a great calamity, but that submission 
to the rule, even in this case, would be a greater, for 
it would be a grievous sin. He says it is a ques
tion for the judgment and conscience of his Clergy, 
whether they should follow his advice. “ The ma
terials, ’ he adds, “ for deciding this question all lie 
before you, and, in my mind, they lie in a very 
narrow compass.” These materials are supplied in 
the following extract from his address :—

“ In your school, now, the Bible is read every 
day, whether you visit it or not, by all the scholars, 
as a regular part of the business of the day ; and 
you can yourself go into it at any time, and make 
any use of the Bible, or any reference to the Bible, 
which you may feel to be necessary or useful ; and 
you may accommodate such use and references to 
what you know of the character and circumstances



of the children, or any of them, so as to meet and 
provide for any special evils or weaknesses in them
selves, or any special danger arising out of their 
circumstances. You may be, in short, all that a 
Christian patron would desire to be to children 
committed to him, some of whom have no other 
instructor, and others, it may be, worse than none.

“ But if you connect your school with the Na
tional Board, all this liberty is at an end. You will 
not only engage to restrain your teacher from read
ing the Bible, or having it read, during the hours 
of the ordinary business of the school, when all the 
scholars are assembled, but you will bind yourself, 
during all that time, to abstain from all and every 
use of the Bible in the school, either in the way of 
reading, or citation, or reference. You can neither 
instruct, nor advise, nor admonish, nor rebuke, nor 
warn those immortal beings who have come to your 
school to be taught, and who are all assembled 
before you. You must know that they all need to 
have the Word of God so applied to them, and you 
may know that some of them stand in special and 
urgent need of such a use of the Word. But you 
cannot minister it to them. You must keep the 
Book closed, and your lips closed, until the hour 
comes when the Rule allows you to open them ; 
and then you may see all those, whose need of such 
instruction you know to be the most urgent, go 
away without receiving it. And this may go on, 
day after day, until they pass out of your school 
into life, with all its temptations, and trials, and 
sorrows, without ever having been made acquainted
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with the Blessed Book, which was given for every 
child in the school, to be his guide through life, to 
shield him against its temptations, to support him 
under its trials, and to comfort him in its sorrows— 
without ever having heard a word from you of their 
guilt, and their pollution, and their spiritual wants, 
and of the Saviour, and of his all-sufficiency— 
without ever having heard a word from you, in fact, 
which they might not have heard if Christ had 
never come down from heaven, or if God had not 
given a book to tell us he had come down—what 
he did and what he said—what he suffered, and 
why he suffered, while he was on earth.”

The inapplicability of this comparison—as irre
levant, and therefore inconclusive—will be apparent 
when it is remembered that what the Bishop un
dertook to establish was not that a genuine Church 
School was to be preferred to the imaginary Na
tional School which he has described, nor even to a 
National School as it might be described, in accord
ance with the real state of the case ; but his advice 
and assertion, and what he bound himself to prove 
is this— that to be without a school at all, is prefer
able to having a genuine National School under an 
incumbent as the patron.

It is not, perhaps, of importance to the argu
ment, but it is due to accuracy of statement to notice 
that there is a considerable limitation on the free
dom of the patron of the Church Education School, 
which has been here overlooked by the Bishop.

In the Church Education Society it is the princi
ple and the practice to abstain from  all attempts



to influence or disturb the belief of any Dissenting 
children, Roman Catholic or Protestant, who may 
attend our schools.” This is taken from the Bishop’s 
Charge of 1845, p. 271, note.

If  the test of comparison be used, let the compa
rison now be made between the real objects of choice 
placed before the incumbent, who is compelled to 
make the selection. The pastor of a parish, with 
children to be educated, both Protestant and Roman 
Catholic, without a suitable, or any, school, and 
without means at his disposal for providing a suit
able school, unless he avails himself of the aid of the 
Commissioners of Education, if he follow the advice 
of the Primate, would set up a National School. He 
might then prescribe the course of the school. I t may 
be opened with prayer—there may be a daily Bible 
class, for all the children whose parents consent 
that they should attend—that is to say, for all who 
could lawfully receive Scriptural instruction, under 
the patron, even in a Church School ; there may 
be a time set apart for catechetical instruction of 
the children of the Church, and the teaching of her 
formularies ; there must be a period for combined 
secular instruction, at which all may be present, 
whether they attend on the religious instruction 
or not ; none need be deprived of a careful daily 
instruction in the Word of God, except those whose 
parents object ; and as to these, the patron cannot by 
law acquire, in the school or elsewhere, any liberty 
whatever, as to their instruction, against or without 
the consent, which the parent has the exclusive right 
to give or to withhold. These, therefore, may be
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put out of view in considering this part of the con
troversy ; for as the patron of the Church School 
cannot have more liberty as tb these, than he has in 
the National School, so far as religious instruction 
is concerned, the restriction in the latter school is 
reduced to a limitation with reference to time and 
the order of business, and it is not a limitation of 
liberty as to persons.

There is no reason to think that the Primate has 
undervalued the unfettered freedom of the Church 
School, and the facility which it affords for the 
working of a parish ; this freedom he desires to pre
serve, wherever it can be beneficially used ; but in 
commending it as worthy of being faithfully pre
served by every reasonable effort on the part of the 
incumbent and the continued support of the Society, 
he does not found this preference or this duty on 
any depreciation of the National School below the 
level at which it might be worked by a Church 
patron, who honestly desired to make the most of 
it for educating the children.

But now comes the alternative of not having a 
school at all.—W hat might the Bishop say to the 
incumbent, who would prefer to withdraw from the 
National School, and cease to be the patron of the 
best (if not the only) school, which it was in his 
power to provide, and which offered him means 
and opportunity of doing much good, though not 
with the same freedom at all hours of the days, as 
he could have wished to have retained? Might 
not the Bishop’s words run thus : “ All this liberty
—which was at least very considerable—is now at

c



34
an end. You have thought fit to throw away a 
great opportunity ; you have abdicated your influ
ential position as director of the course of daily 
instruction, with power to nominate and control 
the teacher ; the Bible Class is now abandoned ; 
catechetical instruction and the teaching of the 
formularies are given up ; the children of the 
Church are left without instruction, secular or M 
religious ; the Roman Catholic who might have 
yielded to your faithful remonstrance and allowed 
his child to attend the Bible Class, has now no op
tion ; you have helped to rivet the bondage of error 
on both parent and child; you have placed your
self between your own flock and the instruction of 
their children, and from the increased importance 
of knowledge for their advancement in life, you 
have degraded them by leaving them to sink in the 
slough of ignorance. The W ord of God assures 
you that if the soul be without knowledge, it is not 
good ; you have abandoned your pastoral charge by 
handing over all the children either to ignorance, 
the parent of crime and superstition, or by leaving 
the position to be occupied by a hostile patron ; the 
ample funds, which you might have appropriated 
to the purpose of giving the benefits of useful 
knowledge and the blessings of a pure faith to all 
who were willing to receive them, are now perverted 
to perpetuate what you were bound to consider as 
strange doctrines, contrary to God’s Word ; the 
ignorance and the errors which you were called 
on to banish, you have helped to perpetuate. ’

Such would be a fair, though feeble, paraphrase,
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of what the able and esteemed Bishop might have 
urged. W ith the practical wisdom and the candour 
of the incomparable Butler (his own great exem
plar) he would probably not have omitted Butler’s 
very words, that “ children have as much right to 
some proper education, as to have their lives pre
served and that “ to bring up the poor in their 
former ignorance, now this knowledge is so much 
more common and wanted, would be, not to keep 
them in the same, but to put them into a lower 
condition of life than what they were in formerly.” 

If, instead of contemplating the irrelevant com
parison between his vivid description of a school 
with a free Bible and that of a school without the 
Bible, he had concentrated his attention on the 
plain reality with which the Primate had to deal, 
and as to which he has advised with his habitual 
candour and meekness of wisdom; or, if he had 
made out with his own hand the programme of a 
National School, as it might be prepared by a willing 
Church patron, taking the rules of the Board to 
mean what the most rigid but candid commentator 
would say they did mean, and without overlooking 
the general law which restrains the liberty of every 
patron, so as to preserve the exclusive authority of 
every parent, in reference to the religious instruction 
of his child ; if he then contemplated thoughtfully 
the fearful alternative of a state of ignorance, which 
throws into the shade his own description of the 
school without a ray of light from the Bible, could 
he have really brought himself to believe that a 
faithful pastor of a parish, the responsible servant
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of Him, who graciously commended her who did 
what she could—a minister of that Gospel in which 
we are admonished to do good unto all, as we have 
opportunity—with the alternative before him of 
the darkness of ignorance, and the daylight of the 
National School, even without the full sunshine of aJ tfree Bible during all its hours, should, as a duty— 
as a duty to God and man—wilfully choose this 
alternative of midnight darkness, and leave the 
children of his parochial care to the hard fate which 
they must encounter under this neglect and deser
tion ? In a genuine and efficient Church School, 
with unfettered freedom, ten talents might be en
trusted to him; in the National School he might 
have one only; and yet the admonition of the Divine 
W ord would suggest to the incumbent, that he 
should not imitate the example of the unprofitable 
servant.

I t  is not a little remarkable that the only person 
to whose mind this very alternative had previously 
presented itself, seems to have been the Bishop 
himself. In his celebrated charge in 1854,* he 
says :—“ Of those who do conform to the condition 
there may be, and probably will be majiy, who are 
carrying out education on principles, which they 
neither like nor approve, but who submit to the con
dition as the only way o f obtaining the means o f 
carrying on education at all." What, after all, is it, 
but to do the best we can, in the circumstances in 
which God may place us, and which we cannot

* Page 58.
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control ? We may righteously desire to do better, 
to preserve our unfettered freedom, to put the 
highest honour upon God’s Holy Word ; to bear the 
largest, fullest, freest testimony to the right and the 
duty of all to know and to obey His revealed will. 
But, “ In the government of îhe visible world,” says 
South, “ the Supreme Wisdom, itself, submits to be 
the Author of the better, not of the best ; but of the 
best possible in the subsisting relations.” “We think,” 
(says the editor of the Christian Examiner, of April, 
1842, the well-known author of the plan proposed 
in the previous month of January,) “the Scriptures 
ought to be insisted on, but we know many in autho
rity and power do not think so and will not insist 
on the Scriptures. Then comes our question—what 
would be the next best thing to be done ? It is at 
this point we suggest our plan, and why in our 
j udgment is this plan the next best thing ? Because 
it will leave those who love the Scriptures at perfect 
liberty to introduce them into education, to the 
greatest extent which circumstancss will allow ”

The hindrance to the Scriptural instruction of the 
Roman Catholic children, whose parents object to 
it, however much to be deplored, results mainly 
from the general law as to parental authority ; it is 
not a consequence of the course which may be taken 
by any Church patron. Until he can persuade the 
parent to consent, he cannot lawfully interfere with 
the instruction of the child, whatever be the system 
of the school.

But it is said that by consenting to give the child 
so much as the parent may be willing to allow him 
to receive, that is to say, by agreeing to give the
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secular instruction only, the patron makes himself 
responsible for not requiring him to receive the 
religious instruction to which the parent will not 
consent.

The case of Trinity College, though not at all 
parallel in degree, yet, as to this objection of com
plicity, seems to be decisive. After the Act of 
1793 and the King’s letter of 1794, the Board was 
bound to remove every impediment which stood in 
the way of a Roman Catholic taking his degree in 
Arts, and for this purpose to dispense in his favour 
with every rule of the system as to that part of 
the course of education in which it would be 
against his conscience to participate. This is the 
judicial exposition given by Judge Keatinge, as 
assessor to the Visitors, in Mr. Heron’s case. All 
these rules, the instruction and the discipline under 
which the other students are Scripturally educated 
as Protestants, remain in full force ; but the Roman 
Catholic is allowed to accept so much of the instruc
tion as is not inconsistent with the conscientious 
convictions of his parent. His parent does not 
choose to allow him to receive Scriptural instruction, 
but it neverwas supposed that in consenting to admit 
him to take so much of the instruction as his parent 
is willing that he should receive, either the Board, 
or any Tutor acting under the control of the Board, 
would, in any degree, be responsible for not requiring 
what could not have been pressed upon the pupil 
without breach of faith and an unlawful disregard of 
parental authority. On the effect of this restriction 
in the Tutor’s chambers, the Bishop of Ossory might 
have made a comment, like to that which he has

\



39
made in the case of the National School. In his own 
chambers, when he was a Tutor, he could not law
fully have made any use of the Scriptures to instruct, 
rebuke, or exhort any Roman Catholic student. 
No lu to r  ever attempted to do this ; and, although 
there is no express rule subscribed, there is, under 
the Statute, the Royal letter, and the system of the 
University, a restriction as morally binding upon 
every Tutor, as if it were set forth in the words of 
the rule of the National Board, and subscribed under 
hand and seal.

Under the general aspect of the question, it is 
true, the case of Trinity College may not be at all 
parallel with our Church Schools* It is founded 
for a great national object, on a basis of religious 
liberty ; the Church School, on that of religious 
truth. The condition of the students, the course of 
the instruction, the facility of systematic arrange
ments, are rather to be contrasted than compared 
with the case of a parochial school. But where the 
parochial school has virtually perished, and means 
are not forthcoming to restore it, or where the only 
school that can be had is a school under the rule of 
the Board, then it would seem to be a reasonable 
view of the matter, to refer to the system of Trinity 
College, where the rules for religious instruction are 
maintained for the general body of the students, but 
are not enforced in the case of Roman Catholics, in 
deference to the rights of conscience and of parental 
authority. The parent, who has the exclusive right, 
has also the exclusive responsibility as to its exercise. 
His child gets so much as the parent is willing that
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he should receive, but he is not required to receive 
more. The foundation principles, and the education 
offered to all, testify that he ought to have more ; but 
he is not required to take what his parent refuses 
to allow him to receive, and by giving him the 
remainder, it has never been supposed that there 
is a guilty participation, or a complicity with the 
parent in the voluntary exercise of his exclusive 
privilege. For those who agree with the Primate 
in an unabated attachment to the Society and 
the support of a system of sound and efficient 
Scriptural Education, and who approve, more
over, of the advice which he has given in refer
ence to the special circumstances to which this 
advice is exclusively applied, it is not necessary 
to refer to what has been said or done in consider
ing the general question, when discussed without 
reference to any peculiar state of facts, and before 
any practical question, arising out of such facts, 
was presented for consideration. Indeed, it would 
not, under any view of it, be open to those who 
maintain the inalienable right and the responsi
bility of private judgment, and confide in the force 
of tru th  where discussion is free, to refuse to accept 
the clearer and improved exposition of conference 
and reflection. Those who desire that tru th should 
prevail, for its own sake, will not measure a present 
conscientious conviction by the impressions or ex
pressions of the past, nor by the apprehensions of 
the future. We are as responsible to God for recti
fying our opinions, as we are for the daily amend
ment of our lives.
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W hat may be the effect of the advice given, in 

reference to the Society and the cause which it up
holds, is not within the province of duty to consider.

But let us not any longer judge our brethren. Let 
every man be free to form his own judgment as to 
the best means of doing the most good, according 
to the circumstances in which he may be placed.* 
He cannot lawfully sacrifice a principle, but he may 
not be able to apply it, without some limitation.

The duties of life, after all, are not mere abstrac
tions ; they are often complicated—they are always 
practical. Principles cannot be changed in their 
essence by facts ; bu t the realities of life not only 
may, but must limit and modify the application of 
principles. To what extent this is to be allowed 
is, doubtless, often very difficult, but not the less 
our duty, to determine, and this may be a part 
and a responsible part, of that moral discipline for 
which our life on earth is manifestly intended.

To do the best is absolute perfection, the highest 
privilege, the free action of pure principle. 1 o do 
our best—the best we can—is relative, and in its 
very nature and essence involves the limitation of 
principle, which must be practically applied by con
science and common sense, in the daily conduct of 
real life.

“ the best of what we do 
And are, just God, forgive !”

I t  is expedient that we should always do the best 
we can ; it is right that we should always desire to

* See the Evidence of the Rev. M. O’Sullivan, Trench’s Dig. 233.
D
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do better ; but this feeling is profaned when it is 
made the pretext for our declining to do what we 
can, because we could not do all that we would. A.11 
duty is expedient, but the word “ expecfient” is not 
to be desecrated by a mere clap-trap use, which is 
too often its fate. Our Blessed Lord himself has 
associated it with his own departure from earth,
and the mission of the Comforter from Heaven.__
John , xvi. 7. May that Gracious Spirit now guide 
us at this eventful crisis. May he move over the 
chaos of this contentious controversy, convert it to 
harmony and order, and cheer us at last with the 
light and the warmth of liberty and love !



A P P E N D I X .

i.
TO THE HONORARY SECRETARIES OF THE CHURCH EDUCATION SOCIETY.

February 21 st, 1860.
M y d e a r  S i r s ,

The answer which Mr. Cardwell has returned on the 
part of Her Majesty’s Government to the letter addressed to him 
by desire of the Presidents of the Church Education Society, 
appears to me to extinguish all hope of a modification of the 
fundamental rules of the National system, which would enable 
the Schools conducted on the principles of the Society, to receive 
aid from the State. It is evident that the National system, which 
was at first introduced as a concession to Roman Catholics, is 
regarded now as a barrier against the encroachments and extra
vagant demands of the Ultramontane party ; and that with this 
view it will be maintained in its integrity. I, therefore, feel 
compelled to relinquish the expectation of its rules being altered, 
or of assistance being granted, either through the National Board 
or any other channel, to the Society’s Schools.

If all, or nearly all, the Schools could be maintained in an 
efficient state by means of their own resources, or with the help 
of the subscriptions given to the central and diocesan Societies, 
the object which was aimed at in establishing them would be 
accomplished, and we might proceed in our course without anxiety. 
But this is not the case. There are many of the Schools of the 
Society in a languishing condition, unable, for the want of funds, 
to employ properly qualified teachers, and to provide a sufficient 
stock of books and other requisites ; and as a consequence of 
this, the scholars are not obtaining such an education as they ought to receive.

I, therefore, have deemed it to be my duty to address letters 
to the clergymen who are patrons of Church Education Schools 
in my dioceses of Armagh and Clogher, offering them my advice 
respecting the course which I conceive they ought to pursue. I 
enclose copies of my letters, by which you will perceive that I
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recommend them, wherever the funds belonging to a school are 
sufficient for its maintenance in an efficient state, to continue to 
conduct it as heretofore on the principles of the Society ; and 
wherever the fimds are insufficient for this purpose, but a hope 
exists that by renewed exertions they may be increased, I recom
mend the making of every effort, and that promptly, to bring 
about this desirable object, and thereby invigorate the schools 
which are now falling into decay. But if no hope exists of raising 
the funds requisite for putting a school into proper working order 
in a neighbourhood where a school is greatly needed, then I 
recommend that aid should be sought from the Commissioners of 
National Education, rather than allow the youthful members of 
the Church to grow up in a state of ignorance, or, as their only 
alternative, resort to National Schools under the influence of 
patrons hostile to their faith.The pressing necessity of the case would, in my judgment, 
justify a clergyman who has only such a choice of evils before 
him, in connecting his school with the National Board, not
withstanding the objectionable rule of the system in reference 
to the reading of the Scriptures by Roman Catholic children.

No alteration, I conceive, ought to be made in the funda
mental laws of the Church Education Society. None but schools 
conducted on its own principles would remain in connexion with 
it, and, if my advice be followed, none but efficient schools would 
be included in the number.I have informed the clergy of the diocese of Armagh, that, for 
the benefit of the Church Education Schools, I will continue to 
employ the well qualified inspector whom I appointed to succeed 
the Rev. Robert King ; and I hope that the valuable training 
institution of the Society in Dublin, will be kept up in its present 
excellent order. Towards its support, my subscription to the 
Central Society shall be continued.For a further explanation of my sentiments, I beg to refer you 
to my letter to the clergy of the diocese of Armagh, copies of 
which I am forwarding to the bishops who are presidents of the 
Society ; and, in conclusion, I shall repeat to you what I have 
said to my clergy, that, “ If I were merely to consult my own 
ease, I should at my advanced time of life, have allowed things 
to remain as they are, and have left this long agitated question to 
settle itself after my removal from the world. But if I were to 
do so, and to shrink from making this effort to place the educa
tion of the poor in my diocese in a better condition than it has 
been of late years, I feel that I should not be acting for the 
best interests of the Church over which I have been appointed to 
preside.”— I remain, my dear sirs, with every sentiment of 
respect and regard,

J o h n  G . A r m a g h .
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II.
O f f i c e  o f  N a t i o n a l  E d u c a t io n , 

4tli April, 1860.
S i r , We have laid before the Commissioners of Nati
Education your letter of the 21st ultimo, requesting information 
on two points.First, as to the privileges of the Patron (or manager) of a 
National School, when it may be necessary to rebuke a child 
for an offence such as lying, theft, <fec.Secondly, as to the right of the Patron (or manager) to expel 
a child who should persist in such conduct, <fec.We are directed, in reply, to state, that the Patron (or 
manager) of a National School has the right to censure or rebuke 
any child misconducting itself ; and in doing so, the Patron may 
point out in what manner the child has violated the Command
ments, should the offence committed be an infringement of any of 
them ; but the patron is not permitted, under the appearance of 
exercising this just right, to introduce religious teaching of a 
denominational kind. If an attempt of this nature were to take 
place in any National School, the Commissioners would regard it 
as a violation of their rules.In answer to your second question, we are to state, that the 
Patron has the right to expel a child from the School under the 
circumstances therein stated.We have the honor to be, Sir,

(Signed)

rvev. H e n r y  C o n s t a b l e , Desortmore Glebe, 
Ovens, Cork.
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