
M . - . i  c JI C J C

O B S E R V A T I O N S

ON TH E

ADDRESS

D ELIV ERED  BY

THE PRESIDENT OF QUEEN’S COLLEGE, GALWAY,

AT THE CLOSE OF THE SESSION 1849— 50.

BY T H E

R E V .  J A M E S  M A H E R ,  P . P . ,
CARLOW GRAIGUE.

“ Niliil magis diligit Deus in hoc mundo,
“ Quam libcrtatem Ecclesiæ suæ”.

A n s e l m ,  E r. iv.

D U B L I N  :

PU B LISH ED  BY JAM ES D U FFY , 7 W ELLINGTON QUAY. 

1850.



PRINTED BT JOHN F . FOWLER,
3  CROW STREET, AND 2 4  TEMPLE LANE,

DUBLIN.



slo,“ Nihil magis diligit Deus in hoc mundo,
“ Quam libertatem Ecclesiæ suæ”.

A n s e l m , E p . iv .

"T h e  Address’" of Mr. Berwick greatly lauded— circulated gratuitously.

P u b l ic  o p i n i o n  seems unanimous in pronouncing Mr. Berwick’s 

address at Galway as the ablest defence of the Queen's Colleges. 

I t has been lauded by both the English and Irish press, as a work of 

consummate ability, as an unanswerable argument. “ The gift of 

“ eloquent reasoning”, says the London Examiner, “ prevails from 

“ the first sentence to the last of this masculine and powerful docu- 

“  ment ’. The Dublin Evening Post recommends it to his readers as 

“ a luminous and convincing defence of the principle of united edu- 

“ cation, and as fully vindicating the Colleges against the imputation 

“ of being dangerous to faith and morals”. The address, since its 

publication in the newspapers, has been printed in the pamphlet 

shape, enriched with notes, and circulated gratuitously at consi

derable expense. I t is felt, it would appear, that the question 

of the New Colleges is still in the balance, requiring the advocacy 
of its best and most zealous friends : hence the loud encomiums 

011 the eloquent brochure of Mr. Berwick, and the extraordinary 

desire to have it generally read.

Entertaining, in common with all those who have the honour of



Mr. Berwick’s acquaintance, the very highest opinion of both his 

talent and eloquence, I read and studied his “ address”, so officiously 

eulogized, with the utmost attention. HÍ3 brilliant pages have 

utterly failed to lead my mind to the conclusions at which he 

aims : nay, they have convinced me, and will, I doubt not, con

vince many others, that the securities as to religious principles 

in the New Colleges, are mere waste paper, calculated indeed 

to betray the unwary, to deceive the unsuspecting; but not such 

as to satisfy any Christian nation. If the Colleges are at all 

defensible, the genius of Berwick—I had almost said of Grattan 

—will undoubtedly insure them a triumph.

I enter with great diffidence on the discussion of these topics. I 

wraited long, in the hope that the subject w’ould be reviewed by some 

abler pen than mine; and now I may truly say :

“ Ilæc a quovis alio quam a me,

“ A me potius quam a nemine scribi vellem”.

Mr. B.’s pledge of abstaining from all recrimination, violated.

At the opening of “ his address”, Mr. Berwick very properly 
pledges himself “ not to use one word of recrimination, or even of 

“ complaint; but to coniine himself to a plain description of what 

“ the institution is”—-p. 10.

This was indeed a very judicious resolve ; but it seemed to be 
made only to be forgotten. He soon after complains, that “ men 
“ are seen uniting in an unhallowed crusade against the march of 
“ knowledge [he means, amongst others, the Bishops], and the cause 
“ of barbarism and ignorance is unblushingly defended '.

Nor is this all. The opponents of the system are by a rhetorical 
artifice described as only fit for the penitentiary, or Swift’s Hospital.
The Rev. Mr. Burke, who has written against the Colleges, is thus
characterized in “ the address”:
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“ No personal calumnies, as false as they are foul— no gross dis- 

“  tortion or dishonest suppression of tru th — 110 logic fetched from 

“ Bedlam— no language borrowed from Billingsgate, disfigure the 

‘‘ pages of this eloquent divine. In his pamphlet, though written 

“ against us, it is easy to recognise the erudition of the scholar and 

“ the courtesy of the gentleman”.

And whose pages, then, I should like io ask Mr. Berwick, are 

stuffed with calumnies and falsehoods? Who have employed the 

logic and language of Bedlam and Billingsgate ? Who have so 

utterly disgraced themselves and their cause? A ll  the other oppo

nents of the system, against whom Mr. Berwick has ju s t pledged 

himself not to utter a word of recrimination nor a whisper of com

plaint. Towards the close of his address, taking courage as he 

advances, he sketches the character of his adversary as “ some 

“ half crazed fanatic uplifting his bray against the system”. But 

there is one other passage, which, to do justice to Mr. Berwick, 

must be given in full.

“ Send a boy” , says Mr. B., “ to the University of London or 

“  Dublin ; remove him from all spiritual or parental control; expose 

“  him to the thousand temptations that fashion and profligacy hold 

“  forth ; let him, if a Catholic or Dissenter, be lured from his prin

c ip le s  by every motive of interest or ambition; then all is satisfac- 

“  tion and contentment :

“  ‘ Old ladies praise it, and grave bishops bless’.

“ But, send him to these Colleges ; let the eye of his own Church 

“  be over his entire life ; let a father’s precepts and a mother’s love 
“  sanctify and direct his path ; let 110 allurements win him from his 

“  faith ; let no distinction stamp degradation on his brow : then all 

“ is horror and affright ; the altars of God’s temple tremble to their 

“ base ; the Earth no longer yields forth her increase ; religion liies
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“ affrighted from the land ; rejoicings are heard in Hell ; and curses 

“ descend from Heaven''—p . 37.
This, I presume, is one of those magnificent passages so intensely 

admired by the taste of the present day. It strikes me, considering 

the subject, as a good specimen of the mock-heroic, But there is 

no disputing about tastes. The celebrated passage of Grattan was 

in Mr. Berwick’s mind when he elaborated the sentence. “ I f  you 

“ give", says the great orator, “ the parson twelve shillings tithe in 

“ the acre of potatoes, and ten shillings for wheat, the Protestant 

“ religion is safe on a rock ; but if you reduce him to six shillings the 

“ acre for potatoes and wheat, then Jupiter shakes the Heavens 

“ with his thunder, Neptune rakes up the deep with his trident, 

“ and Pluto leaps from his throne”.
But what does Mr. Berwick mean ? Stripped of its rhetorical 

garb, what the President wants to convey to the country is simply 

this : that our bishops who oppose the Colleges are a set of factious 

men, perfectly regardless of the faith and morals of the people. 
When youth is really endangered, faith assailed by bribes, and 

morality sapped by bad example, then contentment and satisfaction 

hover round the episcopal couch. But when on the other hand, 
there is no danger in the way— when all is quite safe, then the 
bishops, fired with zeal, fill the public ear with unmeaning clamour, 

“ curses descend from Heaven”. Were these calumnies clothed in 
the phraseology of the Rev. Thresham Gregg, or Sir Harcourt Lees, 

or any other avowed opponent, they would excite only a smile of 

contempt; but coming from the President’s chair, the rising genera

tion committing to memory the “ splendid passage”, will be taught, 
in their youthful admiration of the accomplished orator, to despise 

with him the unprincipled prelacy of the ancient faith.



Mr. B.’s charges against the Catholic Prelates examined and refuted. 
Mr. B. refutes himself.

Mr. Berwick charges the Catholic prelates with factiousness and 

inconsistency in denouncing the Queen’s Colleges, whilst at the same 

time they are silent as to the dangers of Trinity College. This 

charge, although urged with great emphasis, is wholly unsustain

able. Of two institutions hostile to Catholic principles, the one 

openly and expressly in opposition— the other simulating friendship, 

and, whilst undermining the faith in the class room or through the 

press, promises to confer on all the benefits of a sound education— 

of these institutions, which, I should like to ask Mr. Berwick, are 

the Prelates, the guardians of the faith, called upon by duty to 

denounce ? The one proclaims open and active hostility to Catholi

cism, and so far from soliciting Catholic confidence, it boasts its 

determination to combat and put down our religion. The other 

professes to serve us, seeks our cooperation, and having obtained it, 

places youth in the hands of the Arian or the infidel. Against 

which of these parties ought the Catholic Church, through her pre

lates, raise her warning voice? I f  Mr. Berwick do not choose to 

reply, we have an answer from divine wisdom : “  Beware of false 

“ prophets, who come to you in sheep’s clothing, and inwardly are 

“  ravening wolves”.

The President suggests an excellent answer to the charge which 

he himself makes. Trinity College, he says (p. 14), is an “ insti- 

“  tution originally founded, richly endowed, and continually upheld, 

“ for the avowed end of promoting the Protestant religion. The 

“ very genius of the place is opposition to the Catholic persuasion : 

“ its honours, privileges, dignities, are all confined to one denomina- 

“ tion. Securities for the peculiar views or morals of Catholics 
“ would be scouted”, etc.
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If  this be, as it really is, and as every body knows, the true 

history of our only university, what need is there of farther denun

ciation ? What is to be gained by it? There it stands, a chartered 

institution for the support of Protestantism and the suppression of 

the Catholic religion, in avowed and active hostility to the ancient 

creed. What more can be said about it ? What has the Church 

to do with it?  No one goes about proclaiming what all the world 

knows—that fire burns, for example, or that pitch defiles, and that 

we should therefore be on our guard against them.

Not so the Queens Colleges. They are not professedly Protes

tant institutions. On the contrary, they seek for Catholic support. 

Rules for their government are drawn up, calculated to deceive— 

rules which, promising security for religion, leave the Colleges open 

to every impiety and heresy. Bishops are consulted as to the merits 

of these establishments : they unmask them ; they take from them 

the sheep’s clothing; they pronounce judgment after the most 
mature deliberation and consultation with the Head of the Church ; 

and forthwith they are assailed as factious and inconsistent. Had 

they remained silent, they would have proved themselves unworthy 
of the high trust reposed in them.

The gratuitous circulation of such charges against the Prelacy 

amongst the Irish people is, in my humble judgment, very un

desirable. It will improve neither their taste nor their morals ; 

make them neither better subjects, nor more easily governed, nor 

more faithful in the discharge of religious duties. The public money 
might have been somewhat better expended.

I read these and similar passages in “ The Address" with 
surprise and regret. They should never have escaped Mr. Ber
wick’s pen—they savour too much of that temper which the con
sciousness of a w’eak cause too often generates. They afford an 

unfavourable specimen of that moderation and correctness of views
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which the public have a right to expect from the President of a 

Queen's College. I t certainly required no great stretch of charitable 

interpretation to suppose that the opposition of the bishops ori

ginated in better and purer motives than those which Mr. Berwick 

suggested. I t  is very probable that the men who are assailed as 

“  the unblushing advocates of barbarism and ignorance” have spent 

the best part of their lives in study themselves, and have employed 

all the means a t their disposal in dispensing to others the blessings 

of education. But let us pass on to more important matter.

Keligious securities examined. Most unsatisfactory— calculated to deceive.

The religious securities in the New Colleges are to Mr. Berwick’s 

mind perfectly satisfactory. They constitute, he observes, a material 

part of the system, and entitle it, he hopes, to the confidence of 

every sect and party. This brings us at once to the marrow of the 

question. Now what are those securities ? Are they of such a 

nature, so stringent and so well devised, as to satisfy any Christian 

people? But first permit me to inquire, are there any securities at 

all against Arianism, Socinianism, infidelity ; or any test whereby 

the professors of these doctrines so destructive of the Christian's 

hope are excluded from the schools? I answer emphatically: none 

whatsoever. I t  is not even pretended that there are any. The gates 

of the institution are thrown wide open, without let or hindrance, 

to every species of impiety; to infidelity irom Paris, to Soci

nianism from London, to Arianism from Belfast, to ^ ericourism 

from Cork—in a word, to every blasphemy which the perverted 

ingenuity of man has ever devised. Gracious Heavens! is this a 

system to be satisfied with in a Christian land.’ Catholicity, 

which, from the beginning to the end, so gloriously sustains the 

great dogma of the divinity of Christ, was for centuries excluded 

by the state from parliament and office; stringent tests, impious and
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insulting to Christendom, were perseveringly applied for the pur

poses of exclusion, and are still taken by Protestants; whilst the 

same state prescribes no test—none whatever— to exclude infidelity, 

rationalism, or any other impiety, from the professors’ chairs in those 

seminaries to which a Christian nation is invited to send its youth.

This system, I regret to say, appears to satisfy Mr. Berwick, who 

understands it, and others who know nothing about it, who have 

formed their opinions without troubling themselves to acquire 

knowledge on the subject. It will, no doubt, satisfy the Rev. 

Messrs. Hincks and Bruce and Montgomery, learned professors 

who impugn the divinity of Christ. I t  would have satisfied Yon 

Spiegel, Bishop of Cologne, who in a similar case in our own 

days so scandalously betrayed the sacred trust reposed in him; 

but it will never satisfy the faithful people of Ireland—no, never.

In the midst of Socinian and infidel professors, sitting at the 
feet each day of such teachers, how in Heavenrs name is youth 

to be preserved from the contamination of religious error—to be 

trained to virtue—impressed with the truths of Christianity, which, 

growing with their growth, and strengthening with their strength, 

become their support in the day of trial and temptation ? How is 

all this to be effected ? Now observe the securities which the 
system provides.

The state—the very authority which throws open the doors of 
the Colleges to Socinianism and infidelity—appoints also deans of 

residence, to preserve, as best they can, some description of 
Christianity within its walls. Voila le tout.

“ Such clergyman or minister”, says the state, “ as we shall 

“ from time to time by warrant under our sign manual appoint 
deans of residence, shall have the moral care and spiritual 

“ charge of students of their respective creeds”.

At first, religion was altogether eliminated from these semi
naries; hence the designation of “ Godless Colleges”. That idea



has since been abandoned, and the minister of religion is now 

permitted to enter, not as one having a divine commission, but 

as the nominee of the state, under certain restrictions. The%
voice of the Church may be heard, like the sound of the 

muffled drum, in the college halls, if the priest consent to 

wear the livery of the state, and receive from the civil power 

the spiritual charge of the students of his own communion.

Upon these unequal and insidious terms the Church is now 

invited by the state to sustain the cause of Christianity in 

the midst of a sinful world. The deans of residence, nine in 

number, in the government colleges of Paris, in their report 

to the Archbishop de Quelen in 1829, a time when it was 

considered desirable to introduce a spirit of religion into the 

schools, state, “ that amid the youthful multitude who peopled 

“ the colleges, they could not count more than one in each 

« college annualty, who preserved the faith to the end of. their 

“ studies”. Yerily, our rulers know not what they do. Con

sider well the terms.
One spiritual doctor, and he too appointed by the state, has 

to preserve and season the mind of youth against whatever of 

heresy, rationalism, or impiety, a whole staff of professors may 

bring to the establishment. How infidels throughout the world 

would rejoice if  such terms were accepted by the episcopacy, or 

any section of it, in ever faithful Ireland ! Well might we ligure 

to ourselves in such an event a movement in the tomb of Vol

taire, and his impious spirit again raising its head, exclaiming: 

Nous avons enfin écrassè l'infâme.

The terms of the declaration which professors make examined— an enormous mockery.
A scene before the council.

Rut there is one more security for Christianity in these New 

Colleges, which must be noticed.
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Although Arianism, or irréligion of any description, is not 

excluded from the class room, it is, we are told, rendered 

perfectly innocuous by the following declaration which all pro
fessors are bound to make.

“ I, A. B., do hereby promise to the President and Council of

“ the Queen’s College........that in lectures and examinations, and

“ in the performance of all other duties connected with my chair, 

“ I will carefully abstain from teaching or advancing any doctrine, 

“ or making any statement derogatory to the truths of revealed 

“ religion, or injurious or disrespectful to the religious convictions 

“ of any portion of my class or audience”—p. 23.

It strikes one as very strange that this promise, in so grave 

and important a matter in a Christian land, is made not to God, 

but to the president ; nor is it sanctioned by any reference to 

an all-seeing Deity, because the person promising may have 

peculiar notions on these points. He, therefore, promises the 

president not to teach any doctrine contrary to revealed religion. 

Now, if he be an Arian or Socinian, neither the divinity of the 

Son of God, nor the trinity of persons, being in his judgment 

revealed truths, he may consistently with his pledge advance his 

doctrines upon these subjects; nor can it be said that his 

teaching is injurious or disrespectful to the religious convictions 
of others. To propagate a sound philosophy whereby antiquated 

dogmas are exploded in becoming and courteous language, cannot, 

the Arian holds, be fairly considered injurious or disrespectful to 
the erroneous convictions of others. And who, pray, is to detect 

the false teaching of this professor—the subtle poison of religious 
error, which, St. Paul says, spreads like a canker? The youth: 
the very lad who for the purpose of learning is sent' to the 
lecture room. He it is who has to watch the movements of his 
master, to detect his false reasoning, and to give the alarm



when any proposition inconsistent with revealed truth is 

announced. The dean of residence may visit the class room, 

hut can he visit eight class-rooms at the same time for three or 

four hours every day ? And will it not be easy during this visit 

for the professor to suppress pro tempore his peculiar opinions? 

The penalty for violating the promise of non-interference in reli

gious opinion is as follows.
“ The offending professor shall be summoned before the council, 

“  and upon sufficient evidence of his having transgressed, shall be 

“ formally warned and reprimanded by the president; and if the 

“ professor be guilty of a repetition of said or similar offence, the 

“  president shall forthwith suspend him from his functions, and 

“ take steps officially to recommend to the crown his removal 

“ from office”—p . *23.
W hat a scene is here presented. The professor teaching, for 

example, Arianism, is summoned before an Arian council,, and 

some Christian youth appears to give evidence of the teaching of 

th is soul-destroying heresy ; which evidence, if deemed sufficient 

by such tribunal, then the Arian professor shall be form ally  
warned and reprimanded by his brother Arian in the president s 

chair, and forthwith the offending and detected Arian professor, 

after such admonition, is sent back: to recant his errors?  No, 

but to undertake again the instruction of the Christian youth of 

Ireland. And if the professor lapse into Arianism, or any other 

heresy a second time, is he forthwith to be dismissed Not at all. 

But the president is bound by rule, although under no penalty, to 

recommend his dismissal to the crown, and then he is either dis

missed or retained, at the pleasure of the prime minister. How 
such a case is likely to terminate, we may easily conjecture from the 

Rev. Mr. Gorham’s successful retention of office, notwithstanding 

his evidently heretical teaching, his rejection of the graces of baptism,

13



and the strong and off-repeated remonstrances of his bishop.

A bench of Orange magistrates, under the presidency of iny Lord 

Roden, to try a brother Orangeman for professing Orange principles, 

on the testimony of a Popish stripling, will convey to the mind a 

correct idea of the danger to which an Arian professor, for propaga

ting Arian principles, is exposed before an Arian council.

The securities, then, are—there is no concealing it—an enormous 

mockery — a system full of false pretences, which, if not rejected, 

will assuredly bring, in time, the youth of Ireland within the range 

of all the worst influences to which poor human nature, in its pil

grimage through life, is exposed. If  the securities, as they now 

stand, were submitted to the revision of a committee of Arians of 

the strongest antichristian feeling, I do not see what they would 

have to change in them. They could not expect in a Christian land 

more favourable or better terms for the gradual and tacit propaga
tion of their impieties.

The evils of the collegiate system slowly develope themselves.

The evils of the collegiate system will not be developed at 

once : the work will proceed for a time gradually, almost impercep

tibly. Submission to the authority of our Church in her teaching, 

is not to be represented at first as a Popish weakness unworthy of 

independent minds. Nothing of the kind is to be thus early 

attempted. The effect of this education will be in the first instance 
an avoidance of Catholic practices, a studied concealment of Catholic 

doctrines and convictions, to fit us the better for Protestant or Arian 

intercourse ; the sacraments less frequented, and less reverence for 

the sacred character of the priesthood—Protestants have none at 
all; and we know how easily youth imbibe the feelings and tastes of 
their associates : in a word, Catholic principles and practices— 
everything whereby Catholic feeling is cherished and fortified, must

14
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be placed in abeyance, in order to enjoy the full benefit ot a Protes

tant state education. W hat more, to begin with, can the enemies of 

Catholicity desire ?

The grounds upon which Catholic support is sought examined— quite insufficient.
A Protestant pupil changes his belief as often as he pleases, and still remains a
Protestant— Catholic faith unchanged and unchangeable.

Mr. Berwick claims for the new institution Catholic support upon 

the most extraordinary grounds : “ T hat in these colleges allpersua- 

“ sions stand upon the common platform of religious equality”—p. 
40. This claim he puts forward again and again as the great 

boast— the perfection of the system, in his opinion. But is it a 

thing to be admired ? How easily are men even of far more than 

average talents carried away by high-sounding phraseology ! All 

persuasions, forsooth!— that is, error of every description—it means 

nothing less—is placed in this establishment on the same footing 

w îth truth. The faith which reverently professes the divinity of 

Christ, and the Arianism which denies i t ;  the admission of the 

sacramental graces of Baptism, or the rejection of the sacrament; 

the faith holding the doctrine of future rewards and punishments, as 

•revealed in the sacred records, or the impiety which explodes the 

divine revelation; all— yea, all—are placed by this much lauded 

system on a perfect equality. How dazzling is the enlightenment 

of the nineteenth century which challenges public admiration for 

this philosophy of Mr. Berwick! The natural effect of such 

teaching is at once to produce a complete religious indifference— a 

philosophic latitudinarianism, which learned men disguise in our 

days under the unmeaning cant of “ Common Christianity . When 

youth perceives that the university makes no distinction between 

different and contradictory dogmas, they at once conclude, that as 

all cannot be true, all are equally false ; and forthwith giving to the 

winds the religious convictions which they brought from their
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father’s fireside, become, in the Queen’s College, learned, educated, 

philosophic unbelievers. Oh ! what a harvest of infidelity would 

not these colleges have produced had they not been condemned by 

the Father of the Faithful, and had not bishops been exhorted to 

withdraw therefrom Christian youth !

Let us consider the subject under another point of view. A 

Protestant youth, tossed about by every wind of doctrine, changes 

his creed as often as he pleases, and always remains a Protestant. 

He holds, for example, apostolic succession with the Bishop of 

Exeter, or he rejects it with the Archbishop of Dublin, andstill remains 

a Protestant. The doctrine of the real presence in the Eucharist, 

he either rejects with the majority of the Anglicans, or perchance 

admits with Dr. Pusey and innumerable others. No matter which ; 

in either case, his Protestantism is quite safe. He rejects the 

teaching of the Church on the subject of the eternal torments of the 

damned with Dr. Bruce of Belfast; the necessity of Baptism with 

Dr. Gorham; he is still a true Protestant. He at length, in the 

wanderings of his imagination, embraces the ancient heresy of the 

Gnostics, the Sabellians, the Pelagians, or any of the impieties 

which Professor de Vericour’s book contains; he is not less a Pro-# 

testant on that or any other account. His faith cannot be lost— 
simply because he has none. The boasted principle of private 

judgment fully justifies whatever error he may choose to adopt. 
He entertains no fears on entering these colleges, bearing no sacred 
treasure about him. Cantabit vacuus coram latrone viator. Not 

so with the Catholic ; if he abandon the teaching of the Church in 
any one article, he loses his faith, without which it is impossible to 
please God. He is no longer a Catholic; he returns to his home an 
apostate from the belief of his fathers. The Protestant youth, on 
leaving the Queen’s College, although no believer in the Book of 
Common Prayer—in the Catechism—in the sacraments—in the
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Thirty-nine Articles—is a Protestant notwithstanding. The Ca

tholic, on the other hand, if  his faith in any one point has been 

shaken by the jeers or the raillery of faithless companions, or dis

turbed by the insidious reasoning of professors, returns an outcast 

from the Church of God, separated from the communion of the 

faithful. W hat strange ignorance it is to talk of granting the same 

securities to the children of the faith, and to those who wander 

beyond the pale of the Church, whithersoever the ignis fa tu u s  
of private judgm ent in religion leads !

If  Mr. Berwick mean to say that in the colleges the ever-varying 

tenets of Protestantism  have no more security than the unchanged 

and unchangeable tru ths of Catholicism, then is the President 

evidently mistaken. The nomination of professors in the New 

Colleges is vested in the Sovereign, who is sworn to uphold Protes

tant worship; and ceasing to profess it, she forfeits her right to the 

crown. Is there a similar protection, or anything like it, for the 

truths of Catholicity ? I f  the Catholic prelacy enjoyed the right 

of appointing all the professors, could it be said with any show of 

tru th  that Protestant opinion and Catholic faith had equal protection 

in the Colleges ? How strange that such an assertion has been 

repeatedly hazarded. Let the words of the President of Galway be 

inscribed on the door posts, and written over the gateways of the 

Queen’s Colleges. Nothing better or more appropriate can be 

devised to warn away the faithful.

Error, heresy, truth, impiety under every denomination, are 

equally protected here. “ All persuasions in these Colleges stand 

“ upon the common platform of religious equality”.

The effects of the collegiate system in the several countries abroad. Testimonies 
adduced— Robert Haldane, Count de Montalembert, etc.

Vain, indeed, and illusory must be all attempts, after having
2



18

freely admitted infidelity, Arianism, and all other heresies, into the 

class halls, to seek to guard youth against their pernicious influence. 

I t is a giving up, a weak and criminal surrender of our strongholds 

to the enemy—a betrayal of the holy cause of Catholicity.

What does experience teach on this subject ? Let us trace for a 

moment as rapidly as possible the practical working, at home and 

abroad, of this most eulogised system of education.

The government colleges and universities of the Continent, from 

w*hich the directing and controlling influence of the Catholic Church 

has been rigorously and jealously excluded, are represented by Pro

testant writers who have visited them, as “  seats of infidelity” . 

The University of Halle in Prussia, of Leipsic in Saxony, of Co

penhagen in Denmark, of Gottingen in Hanover, of Breslau in 

Silesia, of Utrecht, Leyden, and Groningen in Holland, of Geneva 
in Switzerland, etc., are all of that character.

I cannot avail myself, for want of space, of the one-hundredth 
part of the testimony on this head now lying before me.

Dr. H. Cooke, of the Synod of Ulster, says: “ Wherever Arians 
“ have got possession of the academies, they have invariably pro- 

“ duced ministers of their own description. This appears from 

“ public documents to be true of the academy and church of Geneva, 
“ and o f a number o f otlier academies and churches of the Continent 

“ of Europe”— Fourth Parliamentary Report on Education, printed 
1827,jo. 169.

I find upon the same page the following amusing questions and 
answers :

“ What do you think Calvin w’ould now think of the doctrines of 
“ the Church of Geneva ? Rev. H . Cooke—He would think themm #
“ very bad. Do you think he would subscribe to them ? ' No ; or 
“ else he has changed his opinions very much.

“ Is it your opinion that they have become not only very different,



“ but almost the converse ? Quite the converse. They are a mix- 

“  ture of Arianism and Socinianism and something called Neonomi- 

“ anisrn, that I do not clearly understand”.

The youth of Ireland will soon be initiated in the mysteries of 

Neonomianism, which Dr. Cooke seems not to be able to fathom ; 

for they are 110 more interdicted in the Queen’s Colleges than any 

other heresy.

“ The University of H alle” , says another writer, “ may be consi- 

“ dered as the cradle and nursery of Neology, or rationalism, as it is 

“ called in Germany. Among the six hundred theological students 

“  that are at present there, I could only meet with two brothers who 

“  are tru ly  pious young men : the rest are infidels. At the Univer- 

“ sity of Leipsic things are almost in a worse state than a t Halle”. 

See Religious State o f  the Continent, by Robert Haldane, p . 57—8.

“ A large portion of the Protestant Churches hailed these princi

p l e s  [of rationalism] with delight, as a p u re  system of Christia

n i t y .  I t was taught hy her divines from the pulpits, by her pro- 

“f essors from  the chairs; it was addressed to the old, to free them 

“  from the weight and burden of ancient prejudices and observances; 

“  and to the young, as that knowledge which alone could make them 

“ truly wise, or send them into life with right or rational views ”—• 

Rev. M r. Rose's Sermons.
“ Being educated at a classical school”, says Professor Tholuck of 

Berlin, in a speech delivered in London in 18*25, at the general 

meeting of the Continental Society, “ as is the custom in our coun- 

“ try [Prussia ], our religious teacher did not give us any higher idea 

“ of Christianity, than of the religion of Homer or Herodotus. 

“ Christ was, according to him, a good man, but somewhat enthu

s i a s t i c ” . Quoted by H aldane,p. 58.
The following is the testimony of a native of the Continent, who 

is represented as having travelled much in Germany, Sweden, and 

Norway :
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“ I never remember”, he says, “ to have heard the Gospel 

“ preached except once or twice; and although it was my custom to 

“ visit the clergy in every town and village when I had an opportu- 

“ nity, and I also have been intimate with many, I can say that I 

“ did not meet with more than two that I remember, who I have 

“ reason to think were Christians”. Quoted by Haldane, p. 88.

“ Here is the root of the evil in the principal German universi- 

“ ties : where a set of unprincipled men, calling themselves by the 
“ name of Christians, are licensed by the government to dissemi- 

“ nate the most antichristian doctrines”. Ditto,p. 58.

“ Our university weighs us down. It oppresses conscience. With 

“ an afflicted heart I declare, that if I were a father, I should 

“ rather a thousand times see my children remain in ignorance all 

“ their lives, than expose them to the horrible chance which I have 

“ myself run of purchasing a little knowledge at the price of faith— 

“ at the price of all there is of purity and bloom in the soul—of 

“ honour and virtue in the heart”.— Procès verbal de M. Camballot, 
p. 72.

“ In the interior of the colleges there are no religious practices, 

“ no pious instructions. There you find little philosophers, of slender 
“ knowledge, but puffed up with vanity and pride, judging, jeering, 

“ insulting, calumniating, whoever opposes their little stock of lear- 

“ ning, acquired in the classes of the universities—insolent deserters 
“ of all morality—old men at the age of fifteen or twenty years, of 

“ ghastly countenance, eyes dimmed and lascivious—sad victims of 
“ that mal hauteux which ruins the constitution, destroys the faculty 
“ of thinking, taints the blood of the heart, calcined by the fires of 
“ the lascivious passions—beings without a God, without a worship,

“ without knowledge of any of the moral duties of man”—L ’Abbé 
Vedrine.

“ Who does not feel the necessity of breaking at length with this



“ regime of pride [the university system], of jealousy, of rivalry 

“ without feeling, and of triumph without humility, ruining in the 

“ breasts of so many young men the little of Gospel principle which 

“  religious instruction had deposited there ? This has been my edu- 

“  cation ; and I now recal with horror what I was on my leaving 

“ the National Schools. I recollect what were all my companions, 

“ with whom I was most closely connected. Were we excellent 

“ citizens ? I know not ; but assuredly we were not Christians : we 

“ had not even the weakest beginnings of faith”— M . Agenor de 
Gasparin.

The following extract from the eloquent pen of Count de Monta- 

lembert, will be read by every Catholic in Ireland with the deepest 

attention :

“ How can we hope in faet that man will become moral and 

“ intellectual under a system of education and society where youth 

“ is successively, or at the same time, moulded in the spirit of 

“ the age and the spirit of the sanctuary— in incredulity and in faith ? 

“ The teaching of the professor agrees in nothing with the teaching 

“ of the priesthood. He retains some shreds of faith, and some 

“  of reason. These two chairs at variance introduce trouble and 

“ disorder into his ideas. The youth should have two souls; he has 

“ but one; it is drawn and torn in contrary directions: he is 

“ astonished at the contradiction between that which is inculcated in 

“  the family circle, and that which is taught in the college course. 

“ He begins to suspect that it is all one great comedy ; that society 
“ does not believe one word of what it teaches. He thinks w’ithin 

“ himself that all this must not be of much importance, since society 

“ and the state treat it so lightly and contemptuously. His faith 

“ expires, his reason grows cold, his soul dries up, his enthusiasm 

“ changes into indifférence and discouragement. There remains for 

“ him of such an education, only ju st enough of two opposing prin-



“ ciples to excite an intestine war of contradictory thoughts in the 

“ soul, and prevent him from being in peace even with himself in 

“ this life, which has commenced in inconsistencies, and is continued 

“ in contradictions p. 94.

How prophetic from the same pen is the following passage! 

how minutely descriptive of what has lately happened in Paris, 

although spoken several years since ! Is it possible that Ireland 

will not be warned in time ?

“ Each year these legions of young litterati will continue to 

“ leave the university—invading every rank—encumbering the 

“ public administration and all the offices—ready even to over- 

“ throw, by their ambitious pretensions, the barriers which 

“ society and previous possession opposed to them— infusing 

“ every where a bitter polemic spirit in the journals and political 

“ clubs. Hence this war, these outrages, these combats, which, 

“ troubling the peace of society, cherish the concealed fire of 

“ discontent, the febrile ardour of revolution, and, perhaps, the 
“ uncertainties of the future. These miseries we create : we our- 

“ selves foment. Hence so many unquiet spirits without any 

“ distinct pursuit, and what is sometimes worse, without any 

“ religious education to counterbalance that presumption natural 

“ to their age, which so often leads them astray. The masses 

“ unprovided with religious belief—afflicted by a sad scepticism, 

“ the malady of the age, often betray their secret discontent; 
“ they know nothing of any right but that of force, nor of any 

“ title but that of victory, nor of any good but that of fortune”.
The highest principle of morality known in some government 

Colleges is conveyed in the advice usually given in these words : 
Mon fils , si tu ne crains pas Dieu, crains le V ------.

These few extracts (I shall perhaps discuss the point more 
fully on another occasion) exhibit in sad colours indeed the
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deplorable effects of mixed education on society abroad. The 

whole Continent emphatically announces the fact, that education 

from which church control is excluded, forms the shortest road 

to infidelity. I f  the training of youth in the class halls be 

committed by the state to the Arian or infidel professors calling 

themselves Christians, faith— the gift of God—.will, ere long, be 

undervalued, undermined, and wholly subverted. In such a 

system man becomes

“ ------------- a wreck at random driven,

“ W ithout a glimpse of reason or of Heaven”.

The effects of the collegiate system at home— Belfast Academical Institution
Arian professors.

Turning our eyes now homeward, what does experience teach?

The Belfast Academical Institution, founded and endowed by 

the state in 1814, on the principle of mixed education, became the 

subject of a parliamentary inquiry in 1825.
The government of the College was intrusted, it appears, to a 

president, four vice-presidents, twenty managers, eight elective 

visitors, and thirteen ex officio visitors, including always amongst 

them the Prim ate of Ireland for the time being, the Bishops ol 

Dromore and Down and Connor, and their successors, the Provost 

of Trinity College, and the Moderator of the U lster Synod.

These governors, or board of directors, were invested with the 

right to appoint professors and masters of the College, to regulate its 

whole internal economy, preserving always inviolate the principle

on which it was founded.
The parliamentary commissioners having investigated the state of 

the institution, published their report in 18*27, in which they an

nounce, that, amongst the professors, “ The Rev. Mr. Bruce, pro

c e s s o r  of Latin and Greek; Rev. Mr. Hincks, professor of He-



“ brew, and head master of the classical school ; Rev. Mr. M‘Ewen, 

“ the lecturer on elocution ; and Rev. Mr. Montgomery, the master 

“ of the English school, were Arians”—p. 19.

What their principles are— what dogmas of Christian faith they 

admit—and what they reject, will be best known from the learned 

professors themselves. The following extracts from their evidence 

on oath, omitting matter which may be considered irrelevent to our 

present purpose, will be read with attention, the subject being one 
of deep interest.

The examination of the Rev. William Bruce, B.A. of Trinity Col- 

lege, Dublin, professor of Greek and Latin languages in the Belfast 
Institution :

“ Have you cure of souls ? Yes. Where ? In this town. Do 

“ you feel at liberty to address direct worship to our Saviour Jesus 

‘‘ Christ? We do not. Have you in any public discourses sug
g e s te d  that those who are condemned are ultimately to be annihi

lated ? Never, that I recollect. I have not formed any such 

“ opinion, or any opinion on that point. Are you aware that it is 

“ expressly suggested by your father ? It is. I rather believe in 

universal restitution than in annihilation. I do not, however, 

pretend to be decided even upon that point”. He seems decided 
only in rejection of the divinity of Christ. P. 77.

Examination of the Rev. Thomas Dix Hincks, p. 82 :

“ I am master of the classical school, and I am also professor of 
“ Hebrew. Do you consider Jesus Christ to be God ? I do not.

“ in any sense of the word ? In any sense of the word I should not 

apply the term God to him. You consider him a created being?
“ Yes. And that there was a time when he was not ? Yes. What 

“ meaning do you attach to the expression The Holy Ghost? I 
<k have not really clear ideas upon that subject”. In the rejection of 
lh< divinity of the Son of God, like his brother professor, he is
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quite clear. “ In what manner did you become recommended to 

“ them [the electors of the Belfast Institution]? I had a great num- 

“  ber of testimonials. I had testimonials from the present Prim ate, 

“ then Archbishop of Dublin; from the present Archbishop of Dublin ; 

“ from the late Archbishop of Cashel ; from the present Bishop of 

“ Cork, on an acquaintance of twenty or thirty years ; from the 

“ present Bishop of Limerick; and from other clergymen of the 

“ Established Church. Was it known that you were in connexion 

“  with that Synod [the Arian Synod of M unster], at the time you 

“ obtained those testimonials from the dignitaries you have men- 

“ tioned ? Yes ; I suppose so. It was a m atter of general notoriety 

“  what my opinions were ; I never attempted to conceal them”.

The Rev. H . Montgomery examined, p. 47 :

“ I do not profess to be a believer in the doctrine of the T rin ity— 

“  I wish to state that distinctly. Those who are called New 

“ Lights may be divided into two classes, what are technically called 

<l High Arians and Low Arians. They (the Low Arians) do not 

“ believe in the propriety of worshipping Jesus Christ. 'With 

“ regard to original sin, they are not believers in that doctrine. 

“ They (the High Arians) believe that a person may be saved 

“ out of the pale of the Christian church. I conceive that a 

u number of Arians, both High and Low, conceive that the Holy 

“ Spirit is merely a mode of the operation of the Deity. Are 

“ you a High Arian ? I am rather inclined to High Arianism

“ iu some points, in others not".
We have clearly and unmistakably before us in these extracts 

the principles of these men in their own words. Their iaith 
if faith it may be called—is totally subversive ot the Christian s 

hope. The professor of Hebrew, an élève of Trinity I ollege, 

Dublin, boldly denies the divinity of the Second Person of the ever 

blessed Trinity, and candidly confesses that he knows not at all



what to think of the Third Person. Professor Bruce appears still 

more puzzled. The doctrine of eternal punishments he repudiates ; 

but whether the damned shall be annihilated or at some time 

or other restored to favour, he cannot make out. Upon these 

points he has not made up his mind, although it appears he has 

the care of souls and the instruction of others. The Rev. Mr. 

Montgomery is very emphatic in his rejection of the doctrine of 

the Trinity, but on other points he represents himself as wavering 

between High and Low Arianism. The lecturer on elocution 

follows the see-saw motion, now high, now low, of his brother 
professors

Is this state of things, which has, on the principle of mixed 

education, arisen in our own days, under our own eyes, in our 

own country, satisfactory to a Christian people? Will the same 

state of things occur in the New Colleges? Already similar 

appointments have been made, and Mr. Berwick must tell us 

that there is nothing whatsoever to prevent it. The right to 

appoint professors in the Queen’s Colleges is vested in her 

Majesty’s minister. The right to appoint in the Belfast Institution 
is more safely vested, one would think, in a board, of which 

three bishops, the Provost of Trinity College, and the Moderator 

of the Ulster Synod, are members. Now, if the latter have 

appointed Arian or Socinian professors, what is to save the Queen’s 
Colleges from such, or even worse, appointments ?

The question then recurs: Are we satisfied to entrust the youth 
of Ireland in the class rooms to the teaching of such men ?

At the present moment, whilst hundreds, blessed be God, are 
coming to the Catholic Church—whilst the elite of Oxford, the 
most learned in the universities, are giving up station and wealth, 
severing the dearest ties which bind man to society, exposing them

selves to the persecution even of their nearest friends, joining at
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every sacrifice the Church in whose tabernacles alone they find sheltci 

from the confusion of opinions which prevails without— whilst 

numbers even in advanced years are thus, through a  sense of 

danger, attracted to us for safety from every class, shall we expose 

the youth of the Church itself, youth always too easily led astray, 

to the conflict of infidel and Arian opinions in the halls and class 

rooms of the Queen’s Colleges? To do so would be an abandon

ment of the dearest interests of the rising generation— a betrayal 

of the sacred cause of Christianity. Why should we unnecessarily 

expose youth to such dangers ?

The necessity in  tlieae times of strengthening the outworks of the faith.

Instead of giving up the outworks and defence of faith and morals, 

we have great need of redoubling them in this corrupt age. Undei 

the combined and harmonious efforts of parent, priest, and professor, 

we have often seen youth escape from school with very slight 

traces of religious convictions. W hat if these controlling powers 

were in opposition, some inculcating error, others seeking to coun

teract it ? Training youth to virtue— directing it in the pursuit of 

knowledge— cultivating the heart, and enlightening the mind, with a 

view to form not only the accomplished gentleman, or man of this 

world, but what is of infinitely more importance, the true Christian 

—is one of the noblest, but a t the same time, most difficult profes

sions to which man can aspire. Read the lives of the venerable 

John Baptist de Salle, St. Camillus de Lellis, or of any of those 
great benefactors of mankind who have devoted themselves to the 

education of youth. Observe the Heavenly wisdom which shines 
in their system— what unceasing attention is ever paid to preserve 

the purity of morals, to inculcate Catholic principle ; and we shall 

easily perceive our own great deficiency. Instead of a retrograde 

motion, falling back upon the latitudinarian principles of these times,
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we should study earnestly and assiduously to advance, communi

cating to youth a higher tone of Catholic feeling, such as charac

terized the saints of olden times. We have fallen far below the 

standard of Catholic teaching. What schools gave to the world a St. 

Charles Borromeo, a St. Bernard, a St. Thomas á Becket, a St. Fran

cis de Sales, a Bossuet, a F enelon, a Sir Thomas More ? What minds 

were more highly cultivated than those of Malebranche, Descartes, 

Tasso, Vida? And is the ancient Church, after having for eighteen 

centuries and upwards preserved the faith in all its integrity, 

producing the noblest characters that ever did honour to the name 

of man, to call in Protestantism, teeming with every heresy, to 

assist, nay, to direct us now in the training up of the rising gene

ration, the children of the faith? Who could have conceived or 
sanctioned such a project ?

Ih e  engagement of not tampering with the religious principles of the pupils illusory.
The opinion of Dr. Cooke of Ulster, and of the Commissioners of Education.—
M. de Yericour of Cork.

The professors, we shall be again told, sign a solemn engagement 

not to tamper with the religious principles of their pupils. The 

engagement is an illusion; it binds them to nothing, as I have 

already proved. It is mere waste paper. Holding their Arian and 
Sociniau, or heretical impieties, they must, whether they will it or 
not, make bad impressions on Christian youth. Upon this most 

important point, which decides the whole question of the Colleges,

1 invite the attention of every man capable of thought, to the 
reasoning of one who has spoken from experience on the subject.

Ihe Rev. Dr. Cooke, of the Ulster Synod, in his examination 
cited above, alluding to the danger of infidel and Arian professors 

in Belfast, although they had signed an engagement not to interfere 
with the religious opinions of those in their class, says:



“ It is true that the department of a professor may not imme- 

“  diately connect itself with religion ; but the character of the 

“  professor will inculcate his peculiar religious principles more 

“ effectually than any lectures. If the public character of a profes

s o r  be Arian or Socinian, it will be vain to bind him not to 

“ inculcate his opinions ; his literary character and influential posi - 

“ tion will do the work for him most effectually ; and no m atter what 

“ his department may be, upon the religious opinions of his pupils 

“ his own religious character will make more or less impression.

“ One of the greatest evils of modern education has been, that the 

“ concerns of religion have been made to bend to the imaginary 

“ interests of literature and science”.
The same opinion was shared by two of the commissioners, 

Leslie Foster and J . Glassford, Esquires. In a joint letter, ad

dressed to Sir Robert Peel, 1827, they state:
“  We are satisfied that as yet these appointments [of Arian pro

c e sso rs ]  have not led to an extension of Arian doctrines amongst 

“ the Presbyterian body. But we apprehend that professors and 

“ masters, in the performance of duties which are assigned to their 

“ offices, must necessarily be swayed by their own views upon so 

“ important a subject ; and that a powerful though tacit influence 
“ must be continually exercised by them upon the young persons in  
“ their classes. The pupils must feel a general respect for the 

“ judgment of the able persons by whom they are instructed, whose 

“  principles are no secret, and w’ho, though silent in respect of sucîi 

“ questions within the hall of the institution, are not so upon other 
“ occasions”— Fourth Report on Education in Ireland , p. 27.

There is so much of common sense in these observations, so clear 

a perception of what must necessarily occur, that few, I imagine, 

will be inclined to controvert them. It is much easier, indeed, for 
Mr. Berwick, in his address, to assail such reasoning, as the
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dictum “  o f  some half-crazed fanatics, uplifting their bray" against 
the collegiate system, than to undertake its refutation.

Professors, it is well observed by the commissioners, bound not 

to assail the religious principles of the pupils in the class room, will 

not be silent on other occasions. We have, through the good 

providence of God, at this moment a most striking case in point.

M. De Vericour, professor in the Queen’s College, Cork, has just 

published a work, in which Catholicity is assailed with a vengeance. 

The author seems to have a leaning to Judaism, considerable 

sympathy with Mahomedanism ; but the religion of our country is 

the object of his utter abhorrence. Granting that he had been silent 

on the subject in the class room, will not his pestilential teaching 

reach his pupils through some other channel? Forming a most 

exaggerated opinion of the genius and learning of their professors, 

as students, through inexperience, generally do, they will read and 

receive the numberless heresies which he inculcates without exami
nation.

It has been observed by a distinguished French writer, with a 

true knowledge of human nature : “ Les jeunes gens surtout se font 

“ gloire d’imiter les savants professeurs ou ceux qui leur appa- 

“ raissent comme des célébrités : ‘ Regis ad exemplar totus compo- 
“ ‘ nitur orbis’

A few such works from the “ admired professors”, I am
thoroughly persuaded would reduce the number of Christians

in the halls of the Queen’s Colleges to as low a standard as that

of the royal seminaries at Paris. The crime of national apostacy

will be laid to the charge of those false prophets, who as Ezechiel
remarks: “ Follow their own spirit, and see nothing; who have

“ not gone up to face the enemy, nor have they set up ,a  wall
“ for the house of Israel to stand in battle in the day of the 
“ Lord”.



The dangers of the collegiate system perceived by Mr. B.— not to be averted by
the deans of residence.

Mr. Berwick himself sees the dangers of these irresponsible 

teachers. He is unable to conceal his fears. Magna est veritas et 
prœvalebit. At page 24, he says: “ In  the case of metaphysics, we 

“ do not enforce attendance of the students on the lectures of the 

“ professor”. And why not? Because he knows, as every body 

knows, that in such lectures the Arian or infidel might sap the 

foundation of Christian faith. Is there not a similar danger in 

every other class, or even in the anatomy room, when infidelity 

presides ? Who does not see the wide field open to the ingenious 

professor to impress the plastic mind of youth with whatever princi

ples he pleases ? The professor, for example, eulogizes as distin

guished philosophers—as models for imitation, men whom Chris

tianity must ever condemn. The student is taught to applaud 

false virtue, which religion disavows—laws of honour, which it 
abhors— to venerate as heroes, reformers in religion, benefactors of 

society, men whose principles it u tterly  reprobates. Ju lian  the 

apostate is somewhat of a favourite with most Protestant writers. 

Trajan, the author of the third Christian persecution, is pronounced 

by Lord Orrery in his letters to his son as a “ blameless character”.

The duty of the dean of residence, when the hour of religious 

instruction arrives, is to undo what the professor has done, to place 

before the student a different standard of virtue— far other models 

for his imitation; but, knowing that man is prone to evil from his 

infancy, it remains a doubtful case which shall make the most 

lasting impression. In one of the French royal colleges the dean 

of residence, the aumonier as he is called, had to prepare the 

Catholic youth for first communion : the professor had already 

taught them the propriety of getting rid of antiquated notions and 

old traditions, to judge in all matters for themselves ; and the result 

was, 011 the day of holy communion (a fact which 1 publish with



great pain), several of the youths, to establish their right to 

private judgment, went first to the refectory, breakfasted, and 

then made their first communion—most likely it was their last.

The means adopted by state-appointed professors and students 

abroad, to screen their college from the charge of irréligion, exhibit 

in a striking point of view the fruits of a bad system. I give the 
account in the original:

“ Dans une école spéciale, pour concilier les bienséances publiques 

“ avec la commodité particulière, on avait imaginé l’expédient de 

“  faire assister les élèves à la messe par députation. Ailleurs on a 

“ vu, avec une sorte d’épouvante, presque tout un lycée, les chefs à 

“ la tête, approcher à jour fixe de la table sainte, et recevoir le corps 

“ d'un Dieu sur cette même langue qui la veille prêchait l’athéisme. 

“ C est ainsi qu on prétendait repondre au reproche d’irréligion’'.

In the ninth section of the Maynooth College act of 1795, it is 

provided: “ That no person professing the Protestant religion, or 
“ whose father professed it, is to be received or educated there; and 

“ any teacher instructing any Protestant there, to be made liable to 
“ certain penalties”.

These precautions Protestants deem necessary to preserve their 

religion. Be it so. We have never complained. We are solicitous 

only about our own flock ; and is not our right to educate our chil
dren in our own faith, and to protect them from the danger of apos- 

tacy, as good and as valid by the divine and natural law, as that of 
any Protestants in the whole world ? Why are we denounced be
cause we refuse to send Catholic youth to Protestant and Arian 

colleges, the professors of which are appointed by a Protestant 
government ?

To tamper with a nation’s faith, most perilous—leads to Arianism.

For what wise purpose do our rulers tamper with a nation’s faith? 
What creed has ever-changing Protestantism to offer in its stead?



To which of its conflicting sects are we to adhere? Are we to be

come Puseyites, or something more modern— Gorhamites, or Sub- 

lapsarians— Calvinists, or Arians— High Church or Low Church ? 

What phase of religious reform is to attract our regards? If we 

leave Catholicity, the dear home of our fathers, shall we, as a 

matter of course, horde with some or other of the innumerable 

sects of Protestantism ? Does the history of the last century afford 

the slightest ground for such an expectation ? Since the full deve- 

lopement of the principle of private judgment into endless sectarian

ism, all those who have abandoned Catholicity, have fallen entirely 

from the Christian faith. During the unhappy period of the French 

Revolution, thousands have ceased to be Catholics, without adding, 

says Macaulay, a unit to the ranks of Protestantism. All went 

directly into infidelity. When the sad delirium had passed away, 

and man began to think, Catholicity regained in great part its ancient 

territory, no one stopping at the half-way house of Protestantism on 

his return from infidelity— the terra tenebrosa et cc'operata caligine 
mortis— to the fair and beauteous domain of Christianity.

With these facts before our eyes, I would ask the framers of the 

College Act, and those svho cooperate with them, to pause and in

quire : I f  Ireland cease to be Catholic, she as a matter of course 

becomes infidel. We can have no apprehension, after resisting for 

centuries the influence of power and the violence of persecution, 

that the nation will become Protestant; but in the wicked attempt to 

proselytize, the faith may be undermined, and reckless, daring, 

impious infidelity, as in other countries, arise in its stead.

The spread of Arianism in Ulster.

Arianism, another name for infidelity, has been embraced, accor

ding to the testimony of Mr. Montgomery, by the Presbyterian po-
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pulation of the North to a great extent. The believers in the doc

trine of the Trinity and the divinity of the Son, he thinks more 

numerous than the Arian party ; but he decides the question with 

some hesitation. This heresy spreads principally among the upper 

and middle classes. “ One of the four vice-presidents, and several 

“ of the managers and visitors, a majority amongst the acting 

"  managers, profess, it is said, Arian principles ”— Parliamentary 

Report, pp. 19, 27.
Of the progress of these opinions, the Rev. James Carlile gives 

the following statement in his examination before the Education 

Commissioners, p. 130 :

“ Arianism, when it was introduced, was the fashionable philo

s o p h y  of the day. It came from Scotland into Ireland, from some 
“ o f the professors there. It became fashionable for a time in this 

“ country also ; and those who held orthodox sentiments [that is, 

“ believed in the divinity of Christ], were looked upon as men of 

“ little science or talent”.

What an awful state of things in a Christian land ! Arianism, 

the worst impiety of early times, the fashionable philosophy of latter 

'days, smiling at the mental imbecility which admits the divinity of 

the ever-blessed Saviour ! Shortly after its introduction by a few 
professors from Glasgow, its adherents became in certain districts 

almost as numerous as those who bow down in profound adoration 
before God made man.

With these sad and deplorable results before us in one province, 
are we prepared to sanction for the other provinces, a system of 
education which throws open the college halls to Arianism, or any 

other soul-destroying heresy which the spirit of pride or disobedience 
has generated P
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Dr. Doyle’s testimony unfairly adduced in support of the collegiate system.
His opinions stated.

Dr. Doyle has been quoted by Mr. Berwick with a great flourish 

of trumpets, as approving of the system— as its champion, under 

the shield of whose mighty name, Mr. Berwick tells us, he fears no 

opponent. I have known the venerable prelate long. I passed my 

happiest days under his roof, and had been much honoured with his 

friendship ; and I hesitate not to say that, rather than sanction 

such a system, he would have willingly passed his days in the dun

geon, or suffered at the stake.

This, Mr. Berwick, before he called him to his aid, might have 

also known. Dr. Doyle asserts, in the very letter from which Mr. 

Berwick quotes, the right of the Church, as an incontrovertible 

principle, to interfere independently and effectually in the educa

tional department. “ In every s ta te ’, says the Bishop, “ whether 

“ Christian or pagan, the instruction of youth has been confided to 

“  the ministers of religion : for those who are esteemed capable of 

“ preaching truth or morality to the community at large, must be

“ deemed most fit to regulate the education of children.............If  the

“ government be disposed, meantime, to fulfil one of its first and 

“ most sacred duties, by providing for the education of the people, 

“ is not the course to be pursued obvious ?. .W hy hesitate to intrust 

“ the education of the child to his own parents, or to the pastor 

“  whom the parent selects ? Why weigh in opposite scales the 

“ natural and original rights of the Catholic clergy of this country 

“ against the unfounded pretensions and usurped authority of a 

“ self-constituted society, or of any society composed of men whose 

“ religious opinions would form a very Babel, wTho feel no interest 
“ in giving them such education as their parents wish for, as their 

“ religion requires, or as God enjoins—nay, who feel and profess,
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“ many of them, a direct interest or desire in debauching the minds 

• “ of youth, by withdrawing them from the authority of their 

“ parents and pastors, and inducing them to go with themselves 

“ afloat upon an ocean of doubt, to be tossed to and fro by every 

“ wind of doctrine, the victims of their own ignorance, or error, or 

“ passions?”
Does this look like giving his sanction to the principle of the 

Colleges which would place Catholic youth in the hands of Arians, 

Socinians, Deists ?
Again, the venerable prelate writes : “ Do we wish or require to 

“ be entrusted with the public instruction? No; we seek only 

“ that the portion of it which regards ourselves be entrusted to us ; 

“ we do not desire to put our sickle into another man’s harvest : all 

“ we require is, that you observe the commandment of Christ: 

Whatever you wish that men do to you, do you to them in like 

“ ‘ manner’. You would not confide the instruction of your children 

“ to us : do not oblige us to entrust ours to you...Do not afflict us 

“ by interposing your authority between us and our children; do 

“ not estrange from us the mind or affection of our little ones, or 

“ teach them from their infancy to regard the stranger as entitled to 

“ their confidence ; do not intimate to them that their parents and 

“ pastors are Unfit to train their mind and form their heart, or to 
“ introduce them to the world. If your object is to seduce them 

“ from the faith for which we have suffered, and into which they 
“ have been baptized, avow it—tell us so, and we will retire with 

“ them into the desert, and tell our misfortunes to the rocks, or we 

“ will cease to beget children in our bondage, and let our name be 
“ forgotten and our race extinguished

Dr. Doyle, it would appear, rather than surrender the inalienable 
right of giving such education as parents wish for, as religion 
requires, as God enjoins, would say at once : Let the country pe-
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rish, and our name and race be extinguished for ever. To introduce 

the venerable prelate as an approver of the system which Mr. 

Berwick advocates, and thus attem pt to mislead public opinion, is 

not dealing fairly or honourably with the living or the illustrious 
dead.

Trinity College subverted the faith of many.

It comes upon me with surprise to hear from Mr. Berwick (p. 

14), that Catholics have frequented Trinity College with perfect 

security. Scenes the most afflicting that can be presented to the 

contemplation of a religious mind, have been the result of a Trinity 

education. “ I t  has been set up for the ruin of many in Israel”. In 

1835 an élève of the University, once a Catholic, and gifted by 

God with the highest talent, lay on his death-bed a hopeless infidel, 

with a case of pistols under his pillow, to assail the minister of 

religion who should approach him a t that time. To this frightful 

state was the child of Catholic parents reduced before his twentieth 

year, by the system of mixed education in Trinity College. The 

unhappy youth expired, giving in his last agony some equivocal 

signs of repentance. Has Mr. Berwick never heard of the O’Beirnes, 

the Delacys, the O’Sullivans, the Sheehans, the Phelans, the 

Moriartys, et hoc genus omne? Has he never heard of those 

now prowling about the famine-stricken districts of Ireland, seeking 

to make one proselyte? and when they make him, they make him 

tenfold more the child of Hell than before. Who are these ministers 

of sin and dissension, tempting man, in his poverty, to barter his 

soul to procure a little food for the body ? The apostates of Trinity 
College. Mr. Berwick, in a note to his address, intimates that he 

has heard of this apostacy. “ Some Catholics”, he says, “ are sup- 
“ posed not to have been proof against the high lures which are pre- 

“ sentcd in that University”. Too many, alas ! corrupted by bad
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example, and allured by place and pension, have made sad ship

wreck of the faith : whilst others who have retained it, have lost 

all of Catholic feeling.
To prove that in a mixed system of education faith is safe, Mr. 

Berwick refers to Trinity College (p. 14) ; again (injt?. 37) he repre

sents the same Trinity College as wholly unsafe for Catholic youth. 

He eulogizes the bishops (p. 14) as “ faithful watchmen, whose eyes 

“ ever open to the interests of their flocks, would have descried the 

“ faintest symptom of danger, and whose warning voices would 

“ have sounded the alarm”. Again, (in p. 37) he censures the 

bishops, who are, he says, all satisfied and contented when youth 

is exposed “ to the thousand temptations that fashion and profligacy 

“ hold forth”. With the wilely rhetorician who can thus wield facts 

and arguments, it is vain for simple folk to attempt to cope.

The duty of the state in reference to education.

The nature of the duties of the state in reference to education is 

not always rightly and accurately understood.

The state and the church have distinct yet corresponding mis
sions. The one, to preserve order in society, to govern all, to rule 

in justice and equity. “ Let every soul be subject to the higher 

“ power ”—Rom., xiii. 1. The other, to propagate the doctrines of 
Christianity, to enforce its lawTs, uphold its ordinances, to bring up 
youth thoroughly imbued with the knowledge of its saving truths, 

and to preserve them free from all taint of error. “ Go, teach all 
“ nations ”— St. Matthew, xxvi.

The object of the state is happiness here ; of the church, happi
ness hereafter. Both institutions, within their own sphere, when 

properly directed, tend admirably to the one great end.
In latter times, the governments in the several countries of 

Europe, seduced by a false philosophy, the bitter fruits of which
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they have been compelled long since to taste, and neglectful of their 

own legitimate mission, have laboured unwisely to set aside the 

Church of God as if it were a mere human institution— to usurp its 

functions— to restrict, or rather to extinguish altogether, its influ

ence in the educational department. W hat is the meaning of 

this jealousy against the Church ? Is it not evident to every 

thinking man, that, if the Catholic Church fell to-m orrow , the 

world would forthwith become infidel? Anglicanism, discordant 

and ever-changing sectarianism, would not for half the life of man 

uphold the great dogma of Christ's divinity. When has the Catholic 

Church not been the opponent of every impiety which corrupts or 

endangers society ? When has she not been the patroness of litera

ture and all the arts and sciences which humanize and improve 

m ankind? “ A single Benedictine monastery” , says Gibbon, 

“ has produced more valuable works than both our universities”: 

and notwithstanding the Codex of Dr. Kipling, says another P ro

testant writer, and the Septuagint of Dr. Holmes— notwithstanding 

even the Strabo, with which the Clarendon Press has thirty years 

been parturient, the assertion of Gibbon remains true (Aikins— A n . 

Rev.y 1802, vol. I., p .  1579). The divine maxim promulgated by 

St. Paul— Give to God what belongs to God—has been forgotten by 

the state; and the result has been, that a high tide of infidelity and 

scepticism has deluged the nations of Christendom.

The right of the Church in the education of youth asserted—objections refuted.

The right to interfere independently in education, to direct, to 

control, to appoint those who engage in the work of educating a 
Catholic people, belongs to the Catholic Church. Deprived of it, or 

shackled in its exercise, it is impossible that the Church can benefi

cially discharge the important duties of its high commission.

When the state, as contributing funds to educate, claims the



right of inspection, lest doctrines subversive of order be promul

gated—when it claims the right of inquiring how the public money 

has been expended, and audits the accounts, then it fairly exercises 

its legitimate functions ; but when governors assume the right to 

impress their own ideas on the rising generation, to model posterity 

according to their untried theories through their nominees, such 

as the Vericours of Cork, the Bruces of Belfast: in a word, when 

they assume the office of education to the exclusion of the Church, 

then they usurp the liberty of the subject—invade the domain of 

conscience—assume a function for which they are wholly unfit. 

They deprive the parent of his natural, the Church of her divine 

right. The unanimous testimony of all Christian people has, 

at all times, recognized education as a practical portion of religion, 
as a right inherent in the priesthood.

This inalienable right must be maintained at any cost against 

government usurpation. Its destruction would involve the loss of 
all rational liberty, and introduce the most odious intellectual despo

tism, not less injurious in the end to the state, than subversive of all 
true faith and morality.

But it will be said, that the state having paid all the expense of 

erecting and endowing the Colleges, must rule supreme therein. 
One would imagine, on hearing this argument so often urged, that 

government has got some inexhaustible stock-purse of its own, out 

of which, through pure benevolence, it contributes to our education. 

It would be well if those whom God has appointed to rule, were to 
recollect distinctly, that when they supply the means of education, 

they give nothing of their own. They appropriate the people s 
money, not private revenue, to public purposes. They simply 
discharge a duty of office, the omission of which would be in them 
highly criminal; but they acquire thereby no new right—no right, 
certainly, to take education out of the hands in which God has
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placed it, of the parent, or the pastor whom the parent selects, and 

to nominate in their stead the Arian or the sceptic, or the Protes

tant, or the man of no creed, as the teachers of Catholic youth : 

“ Personne ne conteste”, says M. Duchâtel, “aux parents le droit 

“ d’elever euxmemes leur enfants comme il leur plait: pourquoi donc 

“ leur enlever le pouvoir de choisir les mâitres dont ils doivent 

“ s' aider pour l'éducation”. In the eloquent and touching language 

of Dr. Doyle, well may Ireland remonstrate with her rulers: “ Do 

“ not afflict us by interposing your authority between us and our 

“ children. Do not estrange from us the mind or affection of 

“ our little ones, or teach them from their infancy to regard the 

“ stranger as entitled to their confidence; do not intimate to them 

“ that their parent and pastor are unfit to train their mind, or to 

“ introduce them to the world”.

The public revenue being collected from persons of all religions, 

cannot honestly or fairly be expended for the exclusive maintenance 

of one. The withholding, therefore, from the great majority of the 

Irish nation the means of education in proportion to their numbers, 

whilst colleges were richly endowed for the advantage of the few, 

is a proceeding so opposed to the simplest notions of justice, that the 

savage himself must wonder how any civilised power could have for 

centuries acted such a part.

One of those Catholic saints, whom even England’s sectaries 

esteem and venerate, has said : “  Nihil magis diligit Deus in hoc 

“ mundo quam libertatem Ecclesiæ suæ”— Anselm , E j?. IV. This 

liberty—especially in the educational department— the Church must 

sustain, or otherwise this world will cease to be Christian.

The Established Church aftords no guarantee for a sound education for a Catholic 
people— none for even those of its own communion.

It has been suggested, that the Established Church affords to all
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a sufficient guarantee for a Christian education. Who has recom

mended Mr. Hincks, the avowed impugner of the divinity of Christ, 

to the office of teacher of youth in the Belfast Academical Insti

tution? He had, he says (Reports o f Evidence, p . 82), testimonials 

of character from three archbishops, two bishops, and a host of 

Protestant clergymen.
Protection from error in the Protestant Church ! I t  has none for 

its own children. It cannot, by an exercise of authority, protect 

either the episcopal or sacerdotal office from Hamdenism or 

Gorhamism, or any other ism which the pruriency of an excited 

imagination may invent. “ Heresy of the most fearful kind”, says 

the Rev. C. Wray, Incumbent of St. Martin’s, Liverpool, in a late 

address, “ is openly taught in our pulpits, and this unrebuked of 

“ authority. It is to the doctrines of the Church, the fundamental 

“ and clearly defined doctrines, that numbers wTho minister at the 

“ altar are violently and schismatically opposed. This is a damning 

“ plague spot which scares away from her thoughtful men”—p. 9.
There is overwhelming evidence to induce the belief that the 

spirit of Christianity has fled for ever the Church Established. 

Torn by her internal divisions, she seems in this country wholly 

insensible to the dangers wrhich threaten her, and only thinks of 

making war against the Catholic faith.

She knows the extensive and fearful ravages which the Arian 

heresy has made amongst those, whom she once called her children ; 

she cares not for that. She knows that myriads within the Church, 
and without, reject the sacrament of baptism, without which none 
can enter “ the kingdom” ; she sends no missionary to enlighten their 
ignorance, or to bring back the strayed sheep of Israel. With these 

things before her eyes, all her zeal—yea, all—is directed to detach 
some few famished creatures in Ireland from the Catholic Church, 
wherein are confessedly taught all the saving truths of holy religion. 
Verily this establishment is infatuated.
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Oh ! there is no security, none whatsover, lor the venerable and 

awful dogma of Christianity, save in the bosom of the one holy 

Catholic Church, under the guardianship of the hierarchy to whom 

Heaven has committed the deposit of the faith, and who, unshackled 

by government influence, will keep it unimpaired until the second 

coming of our Lord.

Narrow views on the college question leading to error, entertained by some. W ill 
opposition to the system be successful ? The propriety of a  compromise discussed.

The question is often asked—will not the colleges stand, whether 

we oppose or sanction them ? And would it not be better in that 

event, admitting they were dangerous, to neutralize the evil, rather 

than by a fruitless opposition to render them more dangerous 

and less Catholic ? May we not derive benefits in some sense from 

them ? and at any rate is it not folly to contend against institutions 

upheld and supported by the most powerful state in the world ?

Those who adhere to the colleges on the grounds indicated in 

these inquiries, have no ju s t conception of the question which now 

engages public attention.

The states of Europe have for a long time been making every 

effort which human ingenuity could suggest, to take education out 

of the hands in which divine and natural law had placed it. Ruling 

supreme in matters within its proper jurisdiction, the state wished 

also to think for us— to believe for us—or at least to make us be

lieve whatever theory its wisdom suggested. This despotism, 

under the name of social progress, and the spirit of the age, has 

been sought by a variety of means, and under a variety of pretexts. 

At first open violence was employed. Laws the most cruel were 

enacted ; but now it is hoped to obtain by a greater show oi 
liberality and fairer promises, what was formerly sought through 

pains and penalties. The sword has long since been returned to
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the scabbard, and penal enactments have fallen into disuse. A 

more subtile policy is now adopted, and conducted with all that 

wisdom with which the world inspires her children. The present 

effort is only a continuance under a new phase, according to the 

altered circumstances of the times, of that war which the wTorld 

has ever waged against Christ. The battle field is coextensive with 

Christendom ; and we are contending not for the goods of this life, 

but for the unimpaired transmission to our latest posterity of the 

inheritance of the faith.

The question, then, is, when such high interests are in the scale, 

which part ,is ever faithful Ireland expected to take ? “ We are

“ made a spectacle to the world, and to angels, and to men”. We 

may waive or surrender our political rights, our temporal posses

sions ; but we are not at liberty to place the Church in chains, or 

to aid the state to deprive her of her divine right to educate the 
children of the faith. This right at every risk must be defended, if 
the world is to remain Christian. Any wavering in this Christian 

warfare, any dastardly compromise with the world, would tell 
against the cause of Christianity in the remotest kingdoms of 

Europe. Our surrender will be used as an argument in France, in 

Belgium—all the world over—to force others to yield. If our 

forefathers had not in the same cause, despising present advantage 

and the frowns of insatiable power, generously risked—nay, lost—■ 

all, we would not at this day be in the possession of that, which we 
value above all Earthly treasures.

But, will our opposition be successful ? Under circumstances 
infinitely more unfavourable, our ancestors have triumphed. Catho
licity is not a sickly exotic in the land, drooping its head before 
every gust of heresy or error. It would still be watered as of old, 
if the sacrifice were required, by the blood of many a martyr. It 
has withstood the storms of three centuries of persecution ; and if 
again openly assailed, none need doubt the result.



Shall we compromise ? The clergy of France at one time sought 

to make, in a similar case, the best of a bad system. Priests ac

cepted the office of professors—became chaplains, and bishops sat 

as members of the grand council of public instruction. What was 

the result ? Being mixed up with a system radically defective, 

seeking to blend together Christian faith and philosophic scepticism 

— truth and error— they lost for a time the respect due to their 

sacred character, and with it their influence on society. The evil 

prevailed. The spread of irréligion and the general corruption of 

morals united the French hierarchy as one man in denouncing the 

system. But has the episcopal anathema arrested the monster evil? 

Alas ! far otherwise. Having obtained a standing in the country— 

having possession, the college party set the Church at utter defiance. 

They claimed the right to educate. “ We are”, they assert, “ the 

“ state teaching. H er right to give her subjects an -education 

“ agreeable to the spirit of the age, cannot be doubted. To question 

“ it, is to insult the nation and prove one’s self disaffected”. Thus 

they defended the position to which priests unfortunately contributed 

to raise them. The same arguments to the letter, borrowed from the 

French journals favourable to education by the state, have been em

ployed against all the bishops in this country whom a sense of duty 

obliged to condemn the Colleges.
The last French revolution, productive of so much misery and 

disorder, has effected at least one good, namely, the partial over

throw of this paganising system.
We respectfully solicit the means of education. To this we are 

entitled. I t is our right, unjustly, unwisely withheld by the state 
for centuries. An enormous amount of restitution is due by our 

rulers ; but we will not accept it at the dishonourable sacrifice of a 

far higher right— that of directing and controlling the education of 

our children, without which, a despotism more withering than that 

of Siberia would be established throughout Christendom.
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Is it possible, it is often asked, that great men, such as the late 

Sir Robert Peel, whose premature death has been justly mourned 

as a national calamity, Lord John Russell, or any other enlightened 

statesman, would subvert the national faith, as a means of introdu

cing infidelity? All thinking men will acquit them of any such 

intention. Government have nothing to gain, but much to lose, in 

such an event. But the system which they advocate—throwing 

open the college halls to professors of all religions and no re lig io n - 

placing truth and error, impiety and faith, upon the same foo tin g - 

wili, notwithstanding the excellent intentions of our rulers, un- 

Christianize the nation.
The statesmen of other countries, where infidelity to a great 

extent unfortunately prevails, were quite as far from wdshing or 

desiring'such a result as our own government. But their systems, 

taking youth out of the hands of the Church, and placing them in 

the class rooms of the Vericours of Cork and the Cousins of Paris, 

have done the work effectually. “ Et nunc reges intelligite; erudi- 

“ mini qui judicatis terrain”— Ps., ii.

Mr. B.’s last effort to sustain a bad system. His argument borrowed from Satan 
whilst tempting our Lord in the desert. Mr. Berwick’s prayer, one in which all 

may join.

After Mr. Berwick had exerted to the utmost all his power, to 

prove that there is no danger lurking in the system, which he advo
cates with a latent consciousness about him of having failed in the 
argument, he in the end exhorts Catholics, most inconsistently, to 

brave the dangers, and frequent the New* Colleges.
“ Are the Protestant and Presbyterian creeds”, he asks, “ so full 

“ of truth and health and vigour, that they can stand before, and 
“ look with eagle eye upon, the beams of knowledge ? and must the 
“ Catholic faith retire into darkness to maintain security ? . . .  .Must 
“ she now sculk in dark and covert wTays to avoid destruction ?”
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Mr. Berwick deceives himself egregiously with the hope that 

Catholics will at once, to escape his eloquent taunts, rush to the 

halls of the Queen’s Colleges, where error and truth, heresy and 

divine religion, are placed on the common platform of religious equa

lity. Again he says :

“  I appeal to the common sense, to the calm judgment, to the 

“ manly reason, to the honest pride of Catholics, and their implicit 

“ confidence in the tru th  of their own faith. Will they, by assenting 

“  to the calumnies against us, allow it to be said that their religious 

“  tenets, unlike those of others, cannot stand the test of knowledge ? 

“ When I read the history and consider the position of the Catholic 

“  Church— when I see the numerous and mighty nations, teeming 

“ with the fruits of civilization and intelligence, that walk in her 

“  light, and bend at her altars—when I see communities distracted 

“  or corrupted for awhile, returning to her bosom for consolation and 

“ repose—when I see the glorious names that, in bright and endless 

“ succession are coming forward to combat in her behalf—when I see 

“ in every clime her missionaries scaling the steepest ram parts of 

“  superstition, and planting on its highest citadels the triumphant 

“  banner of her faith—when I see her in this country unmoved by 

“ all the storms of persecution, and breaking into froth those waves 

“ that raged and clashed against her—when I see all this, I own I 

“ cannot help a smile when I hear that serious danger is impending 

“ over her, because a few Protestant professors in Galway and Cork 

“ are permitted to teach her students even such soul-destroying 

“ mysteries as Latin, Greek, and arithm etic”.
There is a sad falling off, both in tru th  and beauty, in the conclu

sion of this otherwise striking passage. He praises the Church and 

abuses the bishops at one and the same time. Now, nobody knows 

better than the President of Galway, that our Church is in nowise 

alarmed at the spread of knowledge; for all knowledge properly so
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depository: but it was necessary to manipulate his auditory by a 

few rhetorical flourishes—to misrepresent the bishops, before he 

pointed at them the finger of scorn, as simpletons fearing the soul- 

destroying mysteries of Greek and Latin,

If  Mr. Berwick believes what he states of the Catholic Church, 

why does he not, like others who have been distracted or corrupted 

for awhile, return to her bosom for consolation and repose ? If he 

have sketched her character faithfully, she is undoubtedly the 

Church built upon the Rock, with which the Spirit has ever abided. 

If truth have not guided his pen, then we are forced to conclude, 

that the President writes to flatter, to deceive, to trepan.

The line of argument adopted by the President strongly reminds 

one of the speech addressed by Satan to our blessed Lord in the 
desert. When the Devil took Him up into the Holy City, and set 

Him upon the pinnacle of the temple, he besought Him to cast 
Himself down, quoting scripture to show that in doing so, inasmuch 

as He w*as the Son of God, He would be exposed to no danger. 

How did the Lord deal with the temptation? Did He, relying on 

His strength, cast Himself down? No; but, turning on Satan, He 

said : “ It is written : ‘ Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God’ ” 

The President of Galway College will, I trust, excuse the Catho
lics of Ireland, if they prefer following the divine example, in not 

exposing youth to danger, relying on the strength of the Church, 

rather than take his advice, which so entirely corresponds with the 
suggestions of the Evil Spirit.

The impossibility of obtaining religious security in the Colleges as now constituted.
Testimony of the Rev. J . Carlile, Drs. Cook, Barnett, and others.

One word more on the extreme folly—the utter infatuation of 
expecting security for the faith in the New Colleges. I quote again
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from that parliamentary report so often already referred to in the 

pages. The Rev. W. Carlile, a native of Scotland, and Moderator 

of the U lster Synod, with the fullest opportunity of knowing how 

matters stand, informs us, that tests even on oath have not pre

vented professors from undermining the faith of the pupils com

mitted to their care—nay, the tests screening from censure, give 

them full scope to inculcate their heretical and impious opinions. 

Speaking of Scotland, he says (p. 13*2) :

“ Professors are admitted to colleges by signing the confession of 

“ faith : the consequence is, that some are tempted to profess doc- 

“ trines which it is well known they do not believe, and which they 

“  use all their influence to undermine, while yet, by submitting to the 

“ test of signature, they stop the mouths of those who would be dis

p o s e d  to counteract their endeavours”.

Again he says, in still stronger language :
“ I do not look upon the signature of a confession of faith as at all 

“ a guard ; it is rather sometimes a cloak under which men creep 

“  into such seminaries, and we dare not question them, after sub- 

k n ittin g  to such a test: we are obliged to take it for granted that 

“ they are orthodox, because they have been put to their oath, and 

“ have avowed themselves so, whilst the whole of their conduct may 

“ aim at sapping the foundations of orthodoxy”—/?. 1*29. And so 

true is this, that he observes (p. 1*28), that, “ I t  was when the 

“ Synod of U lster was rigorous in requiring the signature, that 

“ Arianism was advancing most rapidly. There seems”, he adds 

(p. 133), “ from various causes, a tendency in almost all literary 

“ institutions to have teachers unsound in profession, or what is quite 

“ as bad, men who, with an orthodox profession, have no serious 

“  religion”.
The testimony of Mr. Carlile, who speaks from experience, 

exhibits in unmistakeable language the utter absurdity of looking
4
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for religious securities in those Colleges, which are open to every 

heresy and every impiety. Showing in what way the professors of 

Greek and Hebrew may, in the explanation of words, subvert the 

faith of their pupils, the Rev. H. Cooke observes (p . 1G1), in reply 

to the question—

“ Do you not think an Arian professor of Greek, supposing him 

“ to be a conscientious man, necessarily attributes to the words 

“ which you have mentioned the peculiar signification that favours 

“ Arianism? Yes, or he could not be an Arian. Does it not follow, 

“ if he is an honest man, that he must communicate those impres- 

“  sions to whomsoever he teaches, whether occurring in the Greek 

“ Testament or elsewhere ? I conceive it impossible he could avoid 

“ making undue impressions, and I conceive he would do it when he 

“ did not know it. Might he not state the arguments on both sides, 

“ without stating his own opinions ? Yes, that is possible. But I 

“ think that the most dangerous mode of all ; for, either the student, 

“ knowing the private sentiments of the learned professor, goes over 

“ to his opinion, or he settles the point by sceptically resting between 

“ two points. I should prefer any education to a system of scepti- 
“ cism”.

Another witness, Mr. Barnett, states (p. 122), that three brothers, 

sons of one of the professors—the Rev. Mr. Hincks—although they 

had the additional advantage of paternal superintendence, profess 

three different creeds. “ The eldest son”, he observes, “ is a staunch 
“ Calvinist, as I am informed; and he has one a Socinian preacher in 
“ England, and another in the Established Church, residing at 
“ Antrim".

If, as the Apostle assures us, without faith it is impossible to 
please God, what an awful responsibility does the parent oi* pastor 

assume in committing, the youth, who have received the gift of God 
in baptism, to such institutions !



Other witnesses inform us, that the Rev. Mr. Bract 

the worship of Jesus Christ, was recommended to a prc
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in Belfast, on the ground that his election would please all parties, 

and secure to the institution parliam entary aid. The Rev. Mr. 

M 'Ewen says (p. 97) :

“ H e [Mr. Bruce] was recommended on the contemplation of the 

“  parliamentary grant being renewed. It was stated by the Modera

t o r  [of the U lster Synod] that this would reconcile all parties; 

“ and that he had it from high authority, that the parliamentary 

“ grant might be renewed”.

Another witness, Mr. Barnett, says (p. 1*23):

“ The Moderator of 1S21 attended the election of Mr. Bruce, and 

“  supported him with great zeal and ability ; informing the electors 

“  that nothing could gratify the body he had then the honour to 

“ represent more highly than to appoint Mr. Bruce: and, at the same 

“ time, he said, he had it from a person holding a high official situa- 

“  tion [most probably the Lord Lieutenant of the day], that the 

“  restoration of the £  1,500 would soon follow his appointment”.

These testimonies exhibit beyond all doubt or contradiction the 

total absence of all security for the faith in institutions such as the 

Queen’s Colleges. The government of the day is represented as 

being disposed to endow the establishment immediately on the elec

tion of a professor who impugned the divinity of the Son of God, 

and did subsequently endow it, knowing that several of the profes

sors were Arians.

It is unnecessary to add a word more on the subject. Priests of

committed to your charge, examine well those Colleges, wherein the 

state, pushing aside the Church, appoints professors ; look to the

Conclusion.

the living God, who have to auswer with your blood for the souls
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universities of Halle, and Bonne, and Leipsic—look to Àbbè Ronge 

and Czerski in Germany, and the apostate priests who, violating 

their sacred vows, follow in their train; look to the Arianism of 

Belfast, and the Pantheism in De Vericour’s book of Cork; look 

where you will, and tell me has the wTorld ever wielded a more fatal 

weapon against the Church of Christ, than the system of mixed edu

cation under state-appointed professors—a system which is now to 

be tried in that portion of the Lord’s vineyard committed to your 

guardianship. Shall we be told, with the history of the present day 

thrown open before us, that we ought still to give the system a fair 

trial ? When first the faithful ministers in God’s house raised their 

voices elsewhere against the like danger, some of their own body ex

claimed : Give the system a trial. The trial came ; and some of 

those who sought it are now, alas ! apostates from the Church of 

God. Like causes produce like effects. We of Ireland can claim no 
immunity from human infirmity ; and if we make the experiment, 

the truth of the divine maxim will be realized in our regard— He 

“  that loveth the danger shall perish therein”.
The principle of mixed education is the same everywhere — in 

Belfast or Cork as in Paris or Berlin—stimulated into active opera
tion, or retarded by circumstances. If the Continental infidel had 

now to deal with Catholic Ireland, he wTould be as full of promises 

for the protection of the faith as Mr. Berwick ; and in the selection 
of the professors, as anxious as Lord Clarendon to avoid alarming 

the piety or shocking the prejudices of the people. The Bishop of 

Langres, in one of his many brochures on the education question in 
France, announces the fact, that in the selection of teachers, the 

very best which the kingdom could afford, were at first promoted.
In the measures of government we discern nothing but what we 

have always seen. “ Princes met together against the Lord and 

“ against His Christ”—p. 2. It is the war which the world, under
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one guise or other, ever carries on against the Church of God. The 

opposition has been foretold. I t  was from the beginning ; it will 

continue to the end. Nor do we, relying upon the all-powerful 

grace of God and the oft’-tried fidelity of the Irish people, see any

thing in it to excite unusual alarm, save that the system comes now 

approved of by some who should be amongst the first to set up a 

wall for the house of Israel, and who are now crying “ Peace” where 

there is 110 peace. Instead of that foolish confidence, we should 

rather attend to the admonition of the inspired apostle : “  See there- 

“  fore, brethren, now you walk circumspectly, not as unwise, but as 

“ wise; redeeming the time, because the days are e v il”— Ephesians, 

v. 15.
There is one passage in Mr. Berwick’s address, in the form of a 

prayer, in which those who have honoured these pages with a peru

sal, will, I doubt not, most heartily join. H e prays, if there be any 

danger in the Queen’s Colleges— and who can doubt i t ? — from the 

professors’ chairs no impiety is excluded— that all his efforts, and 

the efforts of those who coôperate with him, may eventuate in failure 

and defeat: and that “ speedy discomfiture, constant disappoint- 

“ ment, and final ruin, may be their portion and inheritance”.

When his prayer is heard, and its petition granted, our afflicted 

country and oppressed religion will have reason to rejoice.

Having brought these observations to a conclusion, I now lay 

down my pen with the same sentiment m which at first I took it up:

^  “ ILcc a quo vis alio quam a me,
“  A me potius quam a ncmine scribi veUem”.

Or

THE END.
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