CHURCH, STATE, AND EDUCATION 1

Religion, the State, and Education
in England

JAMES MURPHY

¥T WAS INEVITABLE that from the beginning of the Christian era
In England education would rest in the hands of the Church, so that
“from the first, education was the creature of religion, the school was
an adjunct of the church, and the schoolmaster was an ecclesiastical
officer.” (1) It was the mission of the Church to teach, and only by
doing so could it widen its authority or, indeed, perpetuate itself. Its
influence gradually spread throughout the country, and many of its
Servants had the necessary leisure to give instruction not only in all
that concerned religious doctrine but in reading, the study of Latin,
and whatever was necessary to ensure that the missionary, liturgical,
and administrative needs of the Church were met. By a natural process
the study of Latin would in suitable circumstances lead on to the
study of secular works, to which a knowledge of Latin provided the
€y. Of course there were fields of education outside the scope of the
Church, but in a relatively uncomplicated society such acquirements
2 skill in arms, the social graces of aristocratic life, or knowledge of
c‘:afts could be learned from their practitioners. King Alfred, who had
imself been taught, as he said, by Plegmund, my archbishop, and
Asser, my bishop, and Grimbold, my mass-priest, and John my
Mass priest,” (2) naturally asked for the Church’s help to bring it
about “as we can very easily do . . . that all the youth of our English
freemen who can afford to devote themselves to it should be set to
learning.” ()
But more was involved than a mere convenient cooperation of
Church and State. In pre-Conquest England, it has been said,
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. .. the boundary between lay and spiritual authority was never defined . . .
the lay and spiritual powers were associated in every action of the Old
English state and in the working of all its principal institutions. The bishop
sat beside the carl in the shire court, ecclesiastical pleas were heard in the
hundred court, and the spiritual element was so strong in the national
assembly that it was sometimes described as a synod. (4)

Thus the monarch would meet in council with his leading nobles and
churchmen to discuss what he would consider purely secular affairs of
state; and assemblies similarly constructed would deal with questions
of ecclesiastical rights and discipline. The fundamental basis of all this
was that the king was the ““deputy clected by the Lord”: the protection
of the rights and possessions of the Church rested with him, and St.
Augustine had laid it down that it was the duty of the State to suppress
heresy.

William the Conqueror made it quite clear, both inside his domin-
ions and in his relations with the papacy, that he considered it the
prerogative of the monarch to supervise the jurisdiction of the
Church. About 1072 he arranged that pleas concerning spiritual
matters should no longer be settled, like secular pleas, in the hundred
court but be terminated before a bishop according to ““the canons and
episcopal laws.” The failure to obey the bishop’s summons could be
punished by a fine, and those who defied the rulings could be excom-
municated; the king undertook to see that the excommunication was
effective.

There were potent factors militating against conflict between
Church and State quite apart from the respect felt for a mon-
arch’s status, his prerogatives, and his power to enforce obedience. He
was himself a son of the Church, sometimes a devout one. From long
before the Conquest he had, in practice, a say in the appointment of
the higher officers of the Church within his kingdom; the control ex-
erted naturally varied during the medieval period according to the
relative strengths of king and pope at different times: during the reign
of King Henry V, Pope Martin V angrily declared (with not a little
justification) that “It is not the Pope but the King of England that
governs the Church in his dominions.” (5) By the end of the
fifteenth century bishops were nominated by the king, it being taken
for granted that the pope would approve; and the king’s consent had
to be obtained before the election of the heads of all the important
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Monasteries (and many lesser ones) became valid. (6) It was for
Centuries normal for high officers of the Church to serve also as
high officers of State, and for less important clerics to become State
Servants or to train others for that role.

Even when a struggle for power did take place between Church and
State, and the monarch found himself opposed by a “turbulent priest,”
there was likely to be little conflict over the provision and supervi-
sion of education during the centuries when religious beliefs were
almost unquestioned, and the curricula were so restricted and
Predictable that there was small danger of the kind of subversive po-
litical or religious influence that we in our day tend to fear as a possible
corollary of the control of education. There was a chance of hostility
between Church and State when the anticlerical teaching of John
Wyclif (died 1384) inspired a powerful movement that at first
Teceived support among members of all classes, including the nobility;
but when Lollardy ventured into heresy, and advocated social and
Politica] change, Church and State combined to suppress it, cspecially
Where it originated, in the University of Oxford. From at least as early
as the twelfth century, schoolmasters had to be licensed by the
Clhll(lrch, an arrangement that, in principle, suited Church and State
alike,

In view of all this, it is not surprising that instances of disputes
between Church and State in the field of education during the centuries
before the Reformation are significantly rare. J. E. G. de Montmorency,
a lawyer, quoted some legal rulings earlicr than 1500 which seemed
o him to indicate what in one case he called “collision be-
Ween Church and State,” (7) but the evidence is not very impressive,
the pleas being concerned mainly with alleged infringements of
Monopoly rights granted by individual churchmen or religious cor-
Porations to local schoolmasters. In 1447, giving a ruling in such a
Case, one judge asserted, in effect, that, whatever ecclesiastical courts
might decide, it was no part of the State’s duty to act against a school-
Master who infringed the monopoly right to teach granted by a church-
Man, since to teach youth “is a virtuous and charitable thing to do,
helpful to the people, for which he cannot be punished by our law”;
(8) a second judge felt that “it would be contrary to reason that a
Master could be disturbed from holding school where he pleased save
In the case of a university corporation or a school of ancient founda-
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tion”; (9) but the Lord Chief Justice ruled that the case could not be
tried in the king’s court since “le doctrine et enformation des enfants
est chose espirituel” (10)—a phrase that was quoted in Parliament
(11) four centuries later to justify the Church of England’s claim to
control education. In these and similar cases the verdict of the Crown
was given with the assurance of a superior authority that does not
expect to have its findings disputed.

I

There has been a good deal of disagreement in recent years both about
the extent of educational provision in England during the period just
before the Reformation and the immediate effects on education of the
religious and political changes that the new movement brought about.
(12) Concerning the sources of provision, however, there is rather
more agreement. The Universities of Oxford and Cambridge had
faculties of arts, ecclesiastical and Roman law, medicine, and theol-
ogy; instruction and control were in the hands of ecclesiastics, and
the prime purpose was to produce learned clerics for the service
of Church and State. Those cathedrals not controlled by monks (nine
out of the seventeen in the kingdom) and some other collegiate
churches conducted grammar schools and sometimes song schools,
again chiefly to enable boys either to become priests or at least to assist
in the ceremonies of the Church. There were a few colleges of eccle-
siastics, such as those at Winchester and Eton, that had been estab-
lished primarily as schools: these two were closely linked with
colleges at Oxford. Where instruction was given in monasteries, it
appears almost always to have been restricted to young monks or
novices or future parochial priests; but often schools were to be found
in the almonries attached to monasteries (and it was not uncommon
for a monastery to have some responsibility, as a trustee or otherwise,
for a school in its neighbourhood). Three points may be noted about
the schools under ecclesiastical control: that since the needs of the
Church varied, there was sometimes provision for the mere reading
of Latin (not necessarily with understanding) and for singing, as well
as for more advanced instruction in grammar schools; that a great
deal of time was normally devoted to preparing for, and taking part

6 HISTORY OF EDUCATION QUARTERLY

ssald Ausianun abpriquied Aq suljuo paysiiand ¥8699¢/£0£2°01/61010p//:sdny


https://doi.org/10.2307/366984

in, Church services and observances; and that there was usually pro-
vision (even in some of the university colleges) for boys not preparing
to enter the Church. It may be added that some nunneries gave a little
instruction to a small number of girls and young boys. (13)

There were also schools less closely connected with the Church.
Some were set up and controlled by wealthy boroughs or by the gilds
Tesponsible for the administration of certain towns. Much of the im-
Pulse towards founding university and other colleges had come from
the desire of benefactors to provide, by means of “’chantries,” for in-
tercession for souls in purgatory; similarly, professional or craft or
trade gilds or other groups of people associated for some common pur-
Pose, as well as individuals, would make endowments for priests to say
Masses for the dead and also, in some cases, to teach children in their
fairly ample spare time, especially (though not exclusively) children
who could be trained to take part in the services prescribed. Often
chantry priests who were not obliged to teach, or other priests, kept
school in return for fees or were paid a stipend to do so by some local
gtoup of laymen. Some schools were attached to almshouses;

requently a small school was taught by a parish clerk.

A number of schools were deliberately made independent of eccle-
Siastical control: when Dean Colet refounded St. Paul's School
in London in 1 508-1512, the Mercers’ Company replaced as governors
the dean and chapter and chancellor of St. Paul’s; this was not a new
departure, for “there had been a constant stream of schools with city
Ompanies as governors from 1443 at least.” (14) Heads of quite
important schools were sometimes laymen. (15) The Church had not
3 complete monopoly even of higher education, since in London there
had existed from the fourteenth century important lay institutions,
the Inns of Court and Inns of Chancery, which provided instruction
in common law and were attended not only by future lawyers but by
Many who wished to become men of affairs or would have estates to
administer, Even at Oxford there were some private tutors who taught,
among other things, ““the art of writing or composition, or of speaking
French, as well as English legal practice,” (16) outside the religious
framework of the ordinary college teaching. In spite of all this, how-
€ver, it remained true in the early decades of the sixteenth century
that, although social and economic forces were exerting strong pres-
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sure to change the system, most school children and students were
taught by ecclesiastics, and religious instruction and observances
formed an integral and important part of their school lives.

HI

In 1534 the Act of Supremacy made Henry VIII “the only supreme
head in earth of the Church of England”; and almost at once the results
began to be felt in the sphere of education. The effects of the disso-
lution of the monasteries and friaries have been much disputed, but
at any rate it seems clear that many scholars and novices in training
were dispersed; one main source of students for Oxford and Cambridge
was cut off, and a number of houses of monks and friars at the two
universities went out of existence; schools in nunneries and most of
the almonries of monasteries were lost; some schools for which the
monasteries were responsible were not continued. On the other hand,
some of the great abbeys became cathedral churches with schools at-
tached (usually schools already existing in the neighbourhood); more
important was the fact that, in order to prevent the closing of a school,
a local lay organization such as a city gild, or the controlling body of
a town or borough, provided the means to maintain the school, thus
extending the area of education under lay control.

Although Henry proposed the dissolution of many chantries,
alleging misuse or expropriation of their funds by others and indicat-
ing his own need of money, it was during the reign of his successor
that chantries were condemned by Parliament as “arising from vain
opinions of Purgatory and Masses satisfactory to be done for them
which be departed.” The preamble to the Act (1547) giving control
of them to Edward VI spoke of the conversion of them “to good and
godly uses, as in erecting of Gramer Schools to the education of Youth
in virtue and godliness, [and] the further augmenting of the Univer-
sities.” In effect, many colleges and schools connected with chantries
were allowed to continue, among them the university colleges, the
colleges at Eton and Westminster, and a large number of grammar
schools, especially where these had been provided for when the chan-
try was first established. In some cases pensions for schoolmasters
were allowed for when schools were closed, in others (as when the
monasteries had been suppressed) city companies or local governing
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bodies purchased the endowments of schools and assumed responsi-
bility for them. The revenues of schools in places where there was
little demand were sometimes used to found schools elsewhere.
Where a chantry school was allowed to continue the whole or part of
the income was sometimes made available to the priest as a fixed sti-
pend payable by the Crown; one consequence was a continuing support
and supervision of the school by Crown authorities or by local secular
authorities to whom they relinquished control; but another was a de-
cline in real income over a period as the value of money fell.
To anticipate a little, one useful action by the State was the setting
UP in 1601 of the Commission for Charitable Uses, which was em-
Powered to prevent or rectify the misuse, inter alia, of educational
endowments.

Henry VIII and his immediate successors had no doubt of their
right to control education within the kingdom, using the Church as
their instrument for doing so. Under Henry the ecclesiastical courts
were made subject to the king’s courts. The universities were obliged
' cease teaching canon law and scholastic theology; they were
ordered to abolish ceremonies and observances that ““hindered polite
®arning,” and to provide lectures on the Scriptures. Subjects for study
Were prescribed and changes demanded in the philosophy courses.By
‘ontrolling the appointment of university chancellors and masters of
colleges the Crown exerted great influence, as it did by the visitations
of its agents. Before Henry died in 1547 various works had been pre-
scribed for use in schools—an ABC, a Latin grammar, and a primer
of prayers in English. (17) The preface to Lily’s Grammar observed:
“As his Majesty purposeth to establish his people in one consent and
l“@'Tmony of true religion; so his tender goodness toward the youth
and childhood of his realm intendeth to have it brought up under one
absolute and uniform sort of learning.” (18) In 1553 it was decreed
what religious doctrines were to be taught in schools and must be as-
Sented to by all proceeding to university degrees.

It is true that most of these changes appear to have been welcomed

Y most churchmen; but then disagreement was hardly encouraged
Y the Crown'’s control over so many appointments or by the execution
of such men as Sir Thomas More, High Steward of both universities,
and Archbishop Fisher, Chancellor at Oxford. Of course not all the
Measures taken were repressive or harmful in their effects: after the
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initial shocks a wider interest in education led to an increase in the
foundation of schools by laymen and some extension of curricula. But
little new provision was forthcoming from the monarch: when Henry
VIII, for example, established new colleges and professorships, the
funds came from confiscated endowments. As a modern historian has
said, after 1560

. . . the official policy of handing schools over to incorporated boroughs con-
tinued. Occasionally, lands remaining in the hands of the Crown, or annui-
ties, were granted to schools, no doubt for a consideration. But that mon-
archs made no personal contribution to school founding beyond this is no
matter for surprise; contemporaries would have been astonished if they
had. (19)

Queen Mary’s short reign continued and strengthened the policy
of prescription and repression to bring about unity of religious belief,
though of course the State now surrendered its claim to control the
Church. New force was given to the requirement that schoolmasters
should be licensed by bishops, this ancient regulation having appar-
ently fallen into disuse during the early decades of the sixteenth cen-
tury. The penalty for unlicensed teaching was now excommunication
and three years’ suspension from teaching. Elizabeth endeavoured to
arrive at a religious settlement acceptable to believers of widely dif-
ferent views and enforce adherence to it; but it had already become
clear that the State now had to deal, so to speak, not with one Church,
but with three: the official Church which accepted her authority; those
who favoured the old religion, whom we now call Roman Catholics;
and those (some influenced by Calvinist ideas strengthened during
exile under Queen Mary) who felt that the Reformation had yet to be
completed—these last, to oversimplify somewhat, we shall refer to as
Nonconformists. Moreover, especially after the excommunication
of Elizabeth by the Pope (1570), Roman Catholics could be considered
as potential traitors, members, as it were, of a foreign church, likely
to join in intrigues with the papacy and the Catholic states of France
and Spain against the Protestant state of England.

The insistence on religious conformity in schools and universities
therefore increased, with the enthusiastic support of the Anglican
Church, as did the penalties for unlicensed teaching, refusals to take
oaths indicating conformity, nonattendance at Anglican services, and
so on: at times it appeared that Parliament might even authorize the
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taking of Roman Catholic children from their parents so that they
fﬂight be taught acceptable beliefs. (20) Of course some illicit school-
Ing was carried on in spite of the severe laws, and some parents who
_°°“1d afford it (mostly Roman Catholics but also some Nonconform-
1sts) risked and suffered severc penalties by sending their children
abroad for the purpose. (21) Many able men were driven from the
Universities and many more lost from the schools.

Since, in its determination to bring about a great degree of religious
Uniformity, the State was prepared to exercise its control of education
through the official Church, two important results followed: first,
there was no political need to set up a State system of education;
Second, the close connection which had hitherto existed between
the Church and education was reinforced at a time when there might
well have been a separation because of the increasing number of
schools established and supported by laymen, the growing need for
'aining in secular pursuits, the declining importance of Latin, and
the general widening of intellectual horizons symbolized by the in-
terest in navigation, astronomy, exploration, vernacular literature,
and so on, It is true that the New Learning had some influence in the
Universities, and that, where teachers were available, Greek and even
a little Hebrew were sometimes included in school curricula. Less time
Was devoted to religious observances (but more, in universities, to
Polemical theology and, in schools, to quizzes on sermons). In general,

OWever, the pressures were in the direction of orthodoxy, uniformity,
and the repression of free-ranging thought; so that at the end of the
ir“dm' period, and, for long afterwards, most of the adventures in
ideas and intellectual ferment were to be found outside official aca-

emic fields.

v

Just as the concept of a monolithic Church had become unrealistic
b_ef°re the end of the sixteenth century, so also had the notion of a
Single-minded State. Mary had found Parliament recalcitrant over
Some of her measures designed to restore the status quo; Elizabeth
had more control, but often found her Commons restive. Especially
after the ““Gunpowder Plot” (1605), Parliament demanded ever stricter
AWs to ensure that Roman Catholic children should be educated as
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Protestants, but James I and Charles I did much to thwart Parliament’s
intentions: they used their royal prerogative in accordance with their
personal predilections or for reasons of State (to facilitate foreign
marriages or foster some agreement with the pope). It is not surprising
that this was one of the causes of the Civil War; since both sides ac-
cepted the principle that the government must decide the religion and
education of the people, it was necessary for those who wished so to
decide to become the effective government.

From 1643 Parliament, with Nonconformity now in the ascendant,
set up Committees to examine all university teachers and students and
all ministers and schoolmasters thought to be “scandalous in their
lives . . . or that shall wilfully refuse obedience to the Ordinances of
Parliament”: those considered unfit for their offices were to be ejected,
have their estates and revenues scquestered, and be replaced by the
Assembly of Divines sitting at Westminster. In 1654 Cromwell ap-
pointed Commissioners to eject all undesirable schoolmasters, includ-
ing those who held or taught specified “’Popish opinions”; “such as
have publiquely and frequently read or used the Common-Prayer Book
since the first of January last, or shall at any time hercafter do the
same”; and even those who favoured “Morris-Dances, May-poles,
Stage-plays, or such Licentious practices, by which men are encour-
aged in a loose and prophane Conversation.”

At times between 1640 and the restoration of the monarchy in 1660
it seemed that the State might move towards providing a national
system of education. In 1627 Francis Bacon had envisaged in his New
Atlantis a state-supported establishment to engage in scientific re-
search and seek “‘the knowledge of causes and most secret motions of
things . .. to the effecting of all things possible.” Inspired by such
exciting intellectual prospects, but also by deep religious feeling, the
Moravian Bishop Comenius wished to have “all things” taught to “all
men”; in his Great Didactic he called for state-supported systems of
education providing compulsory elementary (but extensive) education,
to be followed by secondary and higher education for all who could
benefit therefrom. Some of Comenius’ English admirers, including
some members of Parliament, invited him to England, whence
he wrote in October 1641: “They are eagerly debating on the reform
of schools in the whole kingdom in a manner similar to that to which,
as you know, my wishes tend, namely that all young people should
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be instructed, none neglected.” (22) With the approach of the Civil
War Comenius dcparted, but the advocacy of State provision for edu-
Cation was continued by others, notably by John Dury, who wished to

ave a system of publicly supported schools, primary and secondary,
under the central and local authorities but supervised by Presbyterian
WMinisters, (23)

Once again a change in the religious beliefs of the government had
led to the confiscation of church property, and once again the State
Professed its anxiety that education should not suffer as a
“Onsequence: (24) that the proceeds should be “employed to the Ad-
Vancement of Learning and Piety.” Soon after the execution of Charles
L, Parliament passed ““An Act for the better Propagating and Preaching
of the Gospel of Jesus Christ in the Four Northern Counties and for
the maintenance of godly and able Ministers and Schoolmasters
there.” Some schools were actually founded in the North, and appar-
ently more than sixty were established in Wales under a similar
Act, (25)

In 1649 Parliament agreed that certain Church revenues taken over

¥ the State since the reign of Henry VIII should be used annually to
Pay preaching ministers or teachers appointed by the government: of
the £20,000 available, £2,000 was to go to masters of university col-
®8es. If the revenues fell below £20,000, other government income
should be used to make up the amount. (26) But apparently the gov-
®Mment was more concerned about the ministers than the teachers:
“it has been estimated that only one grant in twenty went to a school-
Master.” (27) (In this same year the State even authorized voluntary
cllections in the parishes of England and Wales for the propagation
of feligion and education in the New England colonies.) The times
Were hardly propitious and, in effect, little was done.

With the restoration of the monarchy in 1660, the still unresolved
ontest began again: was King or Parliament to decide the religious
beliefs of the country? The Act of Uniformity (1662) required every
Minister, schoolmaster, and university teacher or officeholder to ob-
tain a licence from a bishop and declare his acceptance of Anglican

Octrine; another Act in 1665 prohibited Dissenters from teaching in
any school; meanwhile the Archbishop of Canterbury concisely sum-
Marized official policy by ordering that enquiries be made whether
teachers ““appear well affected to his majesty and the doctrine and dis-
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cipline of the Church of England.” Charles II had strong sympathies
and connections with Roman Catholics, but his efforts to shield them
from the penal laws aroused such hostility that he had to desist. His
brother, a Roman Catholic himself, could see no reason why a king
should not encourage his coreligionists; he used what he considered
his prerogative with such unswerving devotion that he lost his throne.

The notion that the monarch should be head of the Church in the
sense that he laid down its beliefs had proved unworkable, as it was
bound to do. However repressive the laws or compliant some sections
of the clergy and people, emotional dispositions, loyalties, habits of
mind, and convictions could hardly be altered rapidly enough to match
the beliefs of changing rulers, especially in days of poor communi-
cations and sparse means of propaganda. Henry IV of France had felt
that Paris was worth a Mass; in England the dilemma was dealt with
by importing a suitable monarch (1688) and insisting that he and his
successors should toe the theological line.

Roman Catholic teaching, whether at home or abroad, continued
to be forbidden, and in 1700 the penalty became life imprisonment.
But the Nonconformists were strong, and, in spite of a renewed attack
on their right to teach in 1714, some tolerance began to be extended
to them from 1718 onwards. They were helped by several rulings in
the courts. In “William Bates’s Case” (1670) it was declared that a
schoolmaster could not be removed from office if he had been appoint-
ed by the founder or lay patron of the school; (28) while in “Cox’s
Case” (1700) and in “Rex v. Douse” (1701) it was laid down, in ef-
fect, that ““neither Church nor State had at this time any control over
elementary education. (29) Many teachers (including some who had
been expelled from grammar schools, the ministry, and the universi-
ties) taught in Dissenters’ academies, which often took advantage of
their freedom from old traditions and the prescriptions of early found-
ers to include science and modern studies in their curricula.

A movement which might have developed into a nationwide sys-
tem of elementary education for poor children was fostered from
1699 by the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge. Inspired
by religious and philanthropic motives but also by the fear and de-
testation of ‘Popery,” the Society helped to organize charity schools,
supported by local subscribers and managed by them, in many parts
of the country. (30) Though only Anglicans could be members of
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the Society many Nonconformists at first “/sent their children to the
schools in spite of the fact that there they were ‘educated in a church
Way'; and so liberal were they with their contributions that they
Sometimes exceeded those of the schools’ Anglican supporters.” (31)
But the tolerant policy of William III and his bishops was reversed
by the High Church party when Anne became Queen in 1713, and
the Nonconformists began to withdraw their support. An attempt by
the Whigs in 1716 to have the right to appoint teachers and select
Pupils vested in local elected representatives caused Anglicans to
Unite temporarily to maintain control of the schools. Quarrels be-
*Ween Tory High Church and Whig Low Church, largely concerned
With political issues (especially the succession to the throne) led to
Sharges and countercharges about partisan political and religious in-
Uences in the schools. Moreover, although the chief end of the schools
Was to teach morality and religion, with a due sense of subordination to
SUperiors, there was much criticism of the teaching of writing and, in
SOme cases, the casting of accounts as likely to give the children ideas
%bove their station, The schools came more and more to be controlled
Y the Anglican clergy; and the Society for Promoting Christian
Nowledge, discouraged by the political and religious disputes, be-
8an to give most of its attention to publishing and to missionary
Work abroad. Before the end of the eighteenth century many of the
schools had ceased to exist, and the Nonconformists and Anglican
¢ergy had in general abandoned all ideas of cooperating in the field
of educarion,
The laws designed to prevent Nonconformists from teaching were
Not repealed until 1779, though they fell into disuse before that date
ut the universities and some important schools remained barred to
them)- Similar freedom was accorded to Roman Catholics in 1778
ad 1791, The attempt to unify English religion by means of the
schoolg was, so it seemed, abandoned—after untold waste of human
Tesources and centuries of hardship and suffering.

v

The intimate connection of the Church with education in the Middle
8¢s had been based, as we have seen, not only on the desire to in-
Culeate religious and moral beliefs but also very largely on the need
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to train future servants of the Church or at the least to teach Latin,
the language of the Church, as the necessary key to other studies. But
cven before the Reformation, lay influence on the grammar schools
had begun to be felt, and subsequently this had much increased, ex-
erting pressure to make them correspond to wider needs and voca-
tions. The decline in the importance of Latin, within the Church and
outside it, naturally strengthened this tendency. By the end of the
cighteenth century the role of the Church in the grammar schools
was open to question; the legal sanctions imposed by the State with
the aim, now abandoned, of achieving religious uniformity were be-
ing withdrawn, and various questions arose. Given that the schools
had long been largely secular institutions, should religious instruc-
tion be considered as one subject among many, or should it in some
way have precedence and even pervade the whole “atmosphere” of
the school? Again, since tolerance was being extended to other de-
nominations, should Nonconformists be admitted officially to
schools that so many of them attended unofficially? If so, on what
terms? In effect, these problems solved themselves comparatively
easily so far as the grammar schools were concerned, partly because
secular subjects loomed so largely in the schools and did so increas-
ingly as time went on; partly because it was felt that parents could
correct harmful influences from erroneous or inadequate religious in-
struction; partly because many relatively well-informed parents in-
sisted on having their children educated on whatever terms.

But very different considerations affected the elementary schools.
Both in the eighteenth century and the early years of the nineteenth
almost the whole end and purpose was often to teach religion and
morality; and indeed it was frequently necessary for those appeal-
ing for funds to assure possible donors that not enough secular edu-
cation would be provided to make the poor insubordinate or discon-
tented with manual labor. (32) Rivalry between denominations or
the simple desire to gain adherents or spread the Gospel were power-
ful motives for opening schools, though of course a genuine desire
to help children or society as a whole was often found. Two things
naturally followed, first, that the State, as such, was originally not
particularly concerned, except for a vague hope that the conduct of
the populace might be improved; second, that religious controversy
concerning the schools became widespread. When Sunday schools
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(tcaching religion, with reading as its handmaid and rarely any-
thing clse) became important, from about 1784 onwards, there was
an carly attempt to organize them on a nonsectarian basis, but this
soon failed. (33)

The development, during the carly ycars of the nineteenth cen-
tury, of monitorial schools made it possible for a single schoolmaster,
dided by his brighter pupils, to take charge of 200 or more children,
and the cheapness of this system led to the establishment of many
Weekday schools in which, despite the misgivings of many, the
three R's, as well as religion, could be taught. Some of the Noncon-
OImists set up denominational schools, but many others supported
the British and Foreign School Society, founded in 1808 to foster the
establishment of schools to teach the three R’s and give religious in-
Stuction consisting of the reading of the Authorized Version of the
Bible without note or comment. The Church of England established in
1811 a rival association, significantly called the National Society for

Tomoting the Education of the Poor in the Principles of the Church of
E“Sland; children in schools in membership with the Society not only
tead the Authorized Version but were taught the Anglican liturgy and
€atechism and were required to attend an Anglican church on Sundays.

Ven instruction in the three R's was linked, as far as possible, with
Feligious themes. Roman Catholic children were forbidden by their
Priests to attend any school requiring them to read the Authorized

ersion; since most were poor Irish immigrants or descendants of
Such, the educational provision for them was even more inadequate
than for children of other denominations.

An attempt to obtain help from public funds was made in 1807
When Samuel Whitbread proposed in Parliament the establishment
of parish schools to be financed from parish rates, but little interest
Was evinced; there were the usual fears about unsettling the manual
Workers, but the most significant opposition came from the Arch-

ishop of Canterbury when he said:

+ - the provisions of the bill left little or no control to the minister in his
Parish, This would go to subvert the first principles of education in this
country, which had hitherto been, and he trusted would continue to be,
Under the control and auspices of the establishment. ... Their lordships
Would, no doubt, guard against innovations that might shake the founda-
tions of our religion. (34)
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The Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor of the Exchequer concurred
in the Archbishop’s claims and fears; and Earl Stanhope was ignored
when he asked whether it was “reasonable or just” that the children
of “all the innumerable sects of dissenters from the established
Church in this country were to be debarred all sources of public edu-
cation supported by public benevolence.” (35) (In 1816 the State,
having declined to authorize the provision of public funds for
schools, granted £1,000,000 for the building of Anglican churches;
it added another £500,000 eight years later) In 1820 Henry
Brougham unsuccessfully introduced in the Commons a bill
for the establishment of parochial schools, the buildings to be paid
for by manufacturers and the running costs out of local rates. Reli-
gious instruction was to consist only of Bible teaching, though the
catechism and liturgy of the Church of England were to be taught on
Sunday evenings to those whose parents approved; but, to show that
he recognized what he had earlier called “’the just prejudices’” of the
Established Church, Brougham proposed that the curriculum should
be laid down by the local Anglican clergymen, whose approval of
the schoolmaster, also to be an Anglican, would be essential.

But by now the “special relationship” between the State and the
Established Church was much in need of clarification. It remained true
that the Head of the State was the Head of that Church; bishops were
nominated by the Prime Minister; changes in the Church’s liturgy
and laws were controlled by Parliament; its archbishops and most of
its bishops sat, as of right, in the still powerful House of Lords. Not
only were many Church offices at the disposal of the ruling class,
who could appoint congenial clergymen to them, but the prevailing
admiration (outside the ranks of the Evangelicals) for “rational”
and “practical” religion, free from “enthusiasm” and “visionary”
fervour, made it easy for Anglican clerics to move socially among in-
fluential laymen not remarkable for their piety, and, indeed, for num-
bers of such laymen, or their nominces, to enter the service of the
Church. The relationship between the leading Churchmen and the
Tory party was particularly close.

Yet the Nonconformists had much increased in strength: the Con-
gregationalists, the Baptists, and the Presbyterians had now been
joined by the Methodists, who had made a particularly great appeal
to urban populations living outside the traditional parochial struc-
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ture of the Anglican Church. These sects looked to the Whigs for
help, though a growing spirit of toleration induced many even of the
Anglican clergy to support the political emancipation of Noncon-
formists and Roman Catholics in 1828 and 1829. The coming to
Power of the Whigs in 1831 and the extension of the franchise in
1832 seemed to presage great alterations in traditional attitudes, and
it is possible that a combination of firmness and tact on the part of
the Whig government might have rendered acceptable changes that
were half expected.

The years between 1831 and 1943 were decisive. Robert Owen
Was preaching that every man was formed by his environment and
the influential phrenologists, led by George Combe, that great inher-
ited potential was being lost for lack of schooling. While the
achievements in popular education of parts of the United States, of
Holland, and of Prussia were constantly pointed out, the Manchester
and London Statistical Societies showed that in England large num-
bers of children were receiving no education at all. The voluntary
education societies certainly had not the resources or the organiza-
tion needed to reach the lowest strata of the population, who could
be brought into the schools only if education were made compulsory
and free, Every year it became more obvious that the cheap monito-
Tal system was quite inadequate. The wider conceptions of what
education should be that had emanated from Pestalozzi and Fellen-
berg merely served to heighten this sense of inadequacy. Men like
Henry Brougham, J. A. Roebuck, Thomas Wyse, Richard Cobden,
James Simpson, Lord John Russell, and even, when the problem was
Passed to them, leading Tories like Sir James Graham and Sir Robert
Peel saw that the State must either provide funds from the national
Tevenue or arrange for them to be provided from local rates.

Much has been made of the Church’s demand to have exclusive
control of education as constituting an obstacle to progress, and cer-
tainly, under the influence of the Oxford Movement, members of
the High Church contingent consistently made this demand; but the
8reat body of Churchmen, and especially the Evangelicals, were by
1839 prepared to recognize that times had changed. The Archbishop
of Canterbury’s claim in that year was very different from his prede-
cessor’'s a generation earlier: the Church asked only that the edu-
Cation of Anglican children should not be taken from it; it “had
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never advanced any pretention to controlling the education of the
country,” though he was not prepared to say “‘that injudicious lan-
guage might not have been occasionally used upon this subject.” (36)
The Bishop of London was prepared to have State funds spent on the
education of those outside the Church but said, ““Let it be done by
way of charity . . . not as a matter of right: at all events let it not
be done so as to make it appear to the people that the Government
withholds its confidence from the Church.” (37) Clearly the Church,
rather hesitantly, was yielding ground, even though all that had so
far been achieved was the grudging acceptance of a plan inaugurated
in 1833 whereby £20,000 was made available by Parliament an-
nually to be used by the National and the British and Foreign Socie-
ties towards the cost of erecting schools. Yet when, in 1839, the gov-
emment proposed to provide a teacher-training college (“to include
a Model School”), making it available for students of all denomina-
tions, the opposition, chiefly from Anglicans and Methodists, was
so great that the plan had to be hurriedly withdrawn. (38)

At this period the general policies of the Churches were as follows.
The Anglican leaders would not accept any system that involved
separating denominational religious instruction from the remaining
school programme. Some Nonconformists, mainly Methodists,
agreed; but the policy of the British and Foreign School Society was
still to require nondenominational religious instruction (the reading
of the Authorized Version without note or comment) again as part of
the school day. Clearly these were incompatible. The Roman Catholic
authorities, desperately short of schools, were prepared to have sep-
arate secular and denominational instruction (and the Vatican had
authorized the acceptance of this system, (39) but they would not
permit the use of the Authorized Version of the Bible. The only solu-
tion appeared to be to have separate schools for each group, but it
was impracticable or wasteful for a government to provide several
schools in “single school areas,” i.e., where the population was so
small that only one was needed, especially in view of the great need
of schools elsewhere.

The Whigs’s proposal of 1839 had been based on a compromise
that had won a great deal of favour in Ireland since 1831 and seemed
likely to facilitate the establishment of a national system of elemen-
tary education there: it involved combined secular instruction for
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children of all denominations, separate denominational instruction,
and (optionally) combined reading of newly translated selections
from the Bible. Although it had aroused much controversy, it had
been supported by Whig and Tory governments and by some English
dergy of all denominations; moreover, it had been introduced into
two Corporation schools in Liverpool, and, after meeting with strong
Opposition, had proved acceptable to many parents, Anglican, Roman
Catholic, and Nonconformist. (40) But the failure of the 1839 plan
convinced the Roman Catholic authorities that their policy for the
future must be to continue to build their own schools, staff them
with Roman Catholic teachers, and have fully denominational in-
Struction as an integral part of the school day. In 1843 the Tories, in
their turn, tackled the problem with a bill authorizing the establish-
ment of schools for a limited number of factory children, the gov-
tmment to provide loans for building, and the running costs to come
from the local poor rate; but the arrangements regarding religious
Instruction were considered too favourable to the Established Church
and had to be withdrawn. The failure on this occasion convinced
both political parties that the problem was for the time insoluble,
and led many Nonconformists to form a group, the Voluntaryists,”
to renounce and campaign against all State aid and State control in
education; their success in collecting funds and establishing schools
Was considerable at first in favourable areas, but by 1870 their policy
had proved quite inadequate.

Vi

In spite of the government’s defeat in 1839 it remained determined
to achieve some control over education in return for public expendi-
ture, In the face of much opposition and suspicion it created a Com-
mittee of Council to “superintend the application of any Sums voted
by Parliament for the purpose of promoting Public Education”; more-
over, it insisted that the Committee should consist of laymen who
were members of the government. Its able and energetic first secretary,
James Kay-Shuttleworth, felt that the Church of England had been
alarmed by the government plan of 1839, less by “the attempt to lay
the foundations of the education of the people on the recognition of
the equality of their civil rights in matters of religion”” than by “the
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absence from that plan of any definition of the limits of civil power.”
(41) He himself was anxious to see schools ““continue under religious
government’’; nevertheless he stressed “‘the duty of the Civil Power
to fit its subjects for the discharge of their functions as citizens.” (42)
Some High Churchmen among the Anglicans maintained that the
State should give all the aid asked for but exert no control whatever;
the Voluntaryists among the Nonconformists, as we have seen, re-
jected both control and aid; even some few Roman Catholics rejected
State intervention. (43) These were extreme positions that could not
be long maintained, but suspicion and resentment were common
enough in all groups.

Yet the State continued to extend both its assistance and its control.
In 1842 the annual grant was increased to encourage the building of
training colleges; four years later, grants became payable to young
apprentice teachers, the masters who trained them in schools, selected
students proceeding to training colleges, and certificated teachers (one
third of their salaries); even a pension scheme was foreshadowed. In
1847 financial help was made available to the Catholic Poor School
Committee, the Wesleyan Education Committee, and some smaller
education societies, so that all Christian denominations would
be treated alike. (44) From 1853 capitation grants were made to
schools in rural districts so as to encourage regular attendance; this
added considerably both to the schools’ resources and to government
expenditure.

In return for all this the State had exacted the right to in-
spect schools (1840), though the Church of England had thereupon
insisted that both secular and religious instruction should be inspected
(to emphasise that these could not be separated) and that the two
archbishops must approve, or might even propose, suitable inspectors
for Anglican schools. In spite of the demand of the Archbishop of
Canterbury that Church of England schools should be “solely in the
hands of the clergy and Bishop of the diocese,” (45) the State suc-
cessfully insisted that (except in sparsely populated areas) where
Church schools received government assistance, the control of school
funds and of the appointment and dismissal of teachers should be
shared with laymen of the appropriate denomination. From about
1850, when grants were made for new schools the recipients were
usually asked to accept a “conscience clause” (exempting children
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from religious instruction if the parent wished); Anglicans often ob-
jected to granting this “privilege”” as a ““right,” but the condition was
made obligatory in 1864. In 1856 the raised status and influence of
the Committee of Council was recognized when it became a Depart-
ment of Education, with a Vice-President responsible to Parliament.

By 1859 the government grant had risen from the original £20,000
twenty-six years earlier to £836,920; it had increased more than five-
fold in the previous seven years. In the same year 64.1 percent of the
income of the training colleges came from the State. (46) In 1861
there was published the report of the “Newcastle Commission,” ap-
Pointed to “inquire into the present state of popular education in Eng-
land and to consider and report what measures, if any, are required
for the extension of sound and cheap elementary instruction to all
classes of people.” Some of the Commissioners considered that the
State should make grants only for the building of schools, the existing
annual grants being gradually withdrawn; the majority, however, felt
that the current policy was on the whole satisfactory but was expen-
sive, ambitious, superficial, and helped too few children; they recom-
mended that State grants should be supplemented by local rates. One
Proposal of the Commissioners led the Department of Education to in-
troduce in 1862 a system of “payment by results,” making grants to
individual schools largely dependent on the number of children of
manual labourers who reached standards laid down in detail by the
Department. There could hardly have been a more impressive demon-
stration of State control. In the five years following 1861 the total
annual grant fell by more than 20 percent.

In spite of the rather complacent tone of the “Newcastle Report,”
Pressure for a more extensive system of elementary education was
8rowing; the least efficient schools now eamned the smallest grant
or none at all; children could not be compelled to attend until admis-
sion was free, yet school fees were necessary to voluntary schools;
many schools refused to admit the poorest and most degraded chil-
dren; (47) the demand for better education from workingclass par-
ents was growing, and there was considerable indifference about the
Precise nature of the religious doctrine taught; (48) many felt that
England’s prosperity was endangered by her failure to establish a na-
tional system; the extension of the franchise in 1867 not only gave in-
fluence to more voters but made it necessary, as Robert Lowe pointed
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out, ““to compel our future masters to learn their letters.” (49) There
had been years of agitation and Parliamentary debate (50) in favour
of systems wholly denominational, or including nondenominational
religious instruction, or making religious instruction of whatever
kind permissive or available outside school hours. Wholly secular
education was not widely favoured and was usually advocated not be-
cause of an absence of religious belief but because of opposition to
State interference with religion (as with many Nonconformists after
abandoning Voluntaryism). There was despair of achieving agreement
unless the policy successfully working in some American states were
adopted. (51)

VIL

In 1870, for the Liberal government of Gladstone, W. E. Forster in-
troduced a bill which, after much amendment and heated discussion,
inaugurated a national system of elementary education. Far from en-
couraging the denominational schools to “fade away,” as many Non-
conformist Liberals had hoped, the government allowed the Churches
six months in which to attempt, with the help of building grants,
to provide such new school plans as were necessary. After that,
grants-in-aid of building would cease, but the schools would hence-
forth receive as much in maintenance grants as they could raise from
other sources, including school fees. The State would no longer in-
spect religious teaching. To provide the schools still required, local
school boards elected ad hoc by ratepayers would be set up; these
schools would be maintained wholly from public funds (except for the
small weekly payments of the children) consisting of the government
grant supplemented by local rates. The boards could decide whether
religious instruction should be given, but it was provided that “no
religious catechism or religious formulary distinctive of any particu-
lar denomination should be taught.”

The passing of the Act did not put an end to controversy: elections
to school boards were often stormy, and decisions about religious in-
struction, the extension of the curricula, and expenditure were often
influenced by denominationalists hostile to the new system. The will-
ingness of school boards to pay fees for needy children attending
denominational schools often depended on the religious views of the
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majority. Yet great progress was made in school building, and ambi-
tious curricula were often provided. Gradually those Nonconformists
who had opposed even nondenominational education in publicly owned
schools were won round, and many British and Foreign Society
schools became board schools. Even the Wesleyans, who had sup-
ported many denominational schools, when faced with the new com-
Petition began surrendering their schools, except in relatively pros-
Perous areas. In 1891 they formally approved the extension of the
school board system. (52)

The desire to keep their children out of board schools (and the help
sometimes given by those anxious to avoid paying rates to a school
board) (53) spurred the denominationalists to make great efforts.

Y 1900 the Roman Catholics had almost three times as many schools,
attended by almost four times as many children, as in 1870; and, al-
though the number of Anglican schools declined in the 1890's, there
were in 1900 almost twice as many, attended by twice as many chil-
dren, as in 187o0.

Yet three facts soon became obvious. First, that the denominational
schools, naturally enough, would not be able to compete with the
board schools, whose resources were so much greater and more de-
pendable (the “Cross Commission” in 1888 made this clear enough).
Second, that, since the State had accepted responsibility for the con-
tinuance of the Church schools, it was unlikely, on grounds of hu-
Manity, respect for conscience, or even “‘practical politics,” that any
future government would be able to let them fall far behind; develop-
ments in educational provision would be impossible if, at each stage,
a large proportion of the nation’s children were precluded from en-
joying their benefits; additional help, therefore, would repeatedly
have to be given to Church schools. And third, that, for the foresee-
able future, whenever this happened there would be political and
religious controversy.

VIII

Even before the end of the century all this became apparent when new
capitation grants had to be paid to the schools to compensate for the
abolition of school fees (1891), and in recognition of the fact that the
schools with the smallest resources were thereby entitled to the smallest
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grant (1876). In 1902, concerned about a threatened rapid decline
in the number and standards of the Anglican schools, the Conservative
government took advantage of the strong position it held in Parlia-
ment (because of the defection to it of many Liberals opposed to Irish
Home Rule) and succeeded in passing a new Education Act. This did
something to centralize the administration under a Board of Educa-
tion, though the Board, nominally made up of some leading members
of the Cabinet, in fact had only a President, who was responsible to
Parliament for, as it was rather vaguely expressed, ““the superin-
tendence of matters relating to Education in England and Wales.” The
local school boards were abolished; for the future the publicly owned
schools would be built and controlled (under the general supervision
of the Board) by the local government councils elected by the rate-
payers. The councils would appoint one third of the managers of the
denominational schools and would control the secular education in
them; the runnning costs of the schools, maintenance due to “fair
wear and tear,” teachers’ salaries (even for denominational religious
instruction) would be paid from government grants or local rates. The
denominational authorities would have to provide the school build-
ings and maintain the fabric; in return they would be free to give
denominational religious instruction and control the appointment
of teachers (subject to approval by the local authority). Local authori-
ties were empowered to build secondary schools. In order to ensure a
supply of teachers for the expected expansion of schools, local educa-
tion authorities were encouraged to establish publicly owned and non-
denominational training colleges (and from 1907 new denominational
colleges in receipt of grant were permitted to select only half of their
students on denominational grounds, there being a conscience clause
for ather students and the members of staff).

The provisions of the Act of 1902 created one of the most bitter and
long-drawn-out controversies in English political history, (54) with
Conservatives and Liberals, denominationalists and great numbers
of Nonconformists engaged in head-on clashes. It was now clear that
the denominational schools would become permanent parts of the Eng-
lish educational system; the grievance of paying local rates to support
denominational schools, especially in ‘“‘single-school areas,” was
bitterly resisted; many indignantly expressed conscientious scruples
about “putting Rome on the rates.” In 1904 the government had to
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take powers to pay direct to the managers of denominational schools
grants that were not paid to them by recalcitrant local authorities from
the rates. Yet when the Liberals came to power with a very large ma-
jority in 1906, all attempts to alter the existing arrangement failed.
The passions gradually became more subdued, but the political par-
ties, in particular, grew extremely chary of touching upon “the reli-
gious problem”; and the war of 1914-1918 diverted much attention
clsewhere.

IX

By the outbreak of the Second World War the denominational schools
were almost all Anglican or Roman Catholic; Methodist and Jewish
schools formed a very small proportion of the total. The strength of
the Church of England in the field of elementary education was now
much diminished, whereas the Roman Catholic Church had more than
held its own. (Between 1876 and 1938, of the children on the rolls of
public day schools in England and Wales the percentage on the regis-
ters of Anglican schools fell from 60.9 to 22.1; the corresponding fig-
ures for Roman Catholic schools were 5.7 and 7.4; while for the publicly
owned schools they were 16.7 and 69.6). (55) The Roman Catholic
clergy and parents had consistently regarded the State schools as Prot-
estant establishments; on the other hand many Protestant parents,
whether Anglican or Nonconformist, and many with little or no in-
terest in religion had found the unsectarian religious instruction in
State schools acceptable, especially since the absence of Roman Catho-
lics seemed to guarantee their Protestant orthodoxy. Moreover, many
of the Anglican schools had been in villages whose population had
markedly decreased over two generations.

It was becoming increasingly difficult for the denominationalists
to comply with the requirement of the 1902 Act that they should pro-
vide, and maintain the fabric of, their own schools; many existing
schools were too old or otherwise unable to satisfy modern standards
in educational provision or even in hygiene; new schools were re-
quired as population grew, towns expanded, and slums began to be
cleared. While building costs soared, a decline in religious belief and
church attendance often made contributions for schools harder to ob-
tain. And of course the competition from well-equipped, publicly
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owned schools was in many districts very great. Yet in spite of all
this the denominational schools still occupied thirty percent of the
field; their contribution to the total educational provision was too con-
siderable to be replaced, cven had the State wished for this—but Par-
liament, in fact, contained many supporters of the denominational
system, some acting as spokesmen for the churches. Other supporters
formed not only a considerable, but a determined and well organized,
part of the electorate, as the Roman Catholics, in particular, continu-
ally made clear at election times. It followed that if the State wished
to effect a general improvement in educational provision it would
have to help the denominational schools in the only way available:
by making at least a partial contribution to the cost of new building,
extensions, and repairs. The acceptance by the government of the rec-
ommendation made in 1926 by a consultative committee (56) that
the school-leaving age should be raised to fifteen, with separate provi-
sion for children over eleven, made the difficulties of the denomina-
tionalists particularly acute.

By this time the feelings aroused over the relations between Church
and State in education had much diminished, but each of the political
parties had some supporters who wished the government to help the
denominational schools and some who opposed such a policy. Many
Nonconformists still objected to any extension of State provision for
denominational teaching, and they continued to be particularly con-
cerned about the “single-school areas.” The National Union of Teach-
ers was anxious about any step that might lead to fewer posts and op-
portunities for promotion available to teachers not willing to accept
religious tests. To cope with the immediate problem an Act was passed
in 1936 whose terms illustrate the government’s recognition of the
need to tread warily; local education authorities were permitted to
make grants (during the limited period of three years) of 50 to 75 per-
cent of the cost of building denominational schools for senior pupils,
the church authorities accepting limitations in regard to the number of
teachers appointed as suitable to give denominational instruction.

The war of 1939-1945 put an end to school building, but even be-
fore peace came R. A. Butler, the President of the Board of Education
in a coalition government, had initiated discussions to pave the way
for the educational developments that were hoped for after the war. By
the Education Act of 1944 the State accepted greater responsibility for
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the education of the people than it had ever done before: the Board
became a Ministry, the duty of the Minister being to secure the ef-
fective execution by local authorities, under his control and direction,
of the national policy for providing a varied and comprehensive educa-
tional service in every arca.” In particular, there was to be secondary
education for all children in well-equipped schools up to the age of
fifteen (this to become sixteen as soon as possible). For the sake of
Tevity we may (as many British educationists do) now refer to the
schools wholly supported from central and local government funds as
“State schools”; in these schools it became compulsory to provide for
“a corporate act of worship” each day, wherever possible, and also for
religious instruction according to a syllabus unanimously agreed up-
on by a committee representing the local education authority, the
Church of England, and such religious denominations and associa-
tions of teachers as the authority considers necessary. No teacher in a
State school may be required to give religious instruction or be refused
3ppointment or promotion on religious grounds. Children in State
Or other types of schools receciving grants from public funds may be
Withdrawn from religious instruction if the parent so wishes.
Denominational schools are of two kinds: fully denominational,
Or “aided,” and partially denominational or “controlled.” Those who
Provide “aided” schools control the appointment of teachers and re-
Ceive running and equipment costs as before; but the 1944 Act pro-
vided also for grants of 5o percent (raised to 75 percent in 1959) of
such building costs as were authorized by the government and made
Necessary by government legislation (such as that necessitating the
Provision of new secondary schools, or consequent upon slum clear-
ance, etc.). “Controlled” schools are those surrendered to a local au-
thority by a denominational body no longer able or willing to con-
tinue them; they are in all respects like State schools except that the
bOdy concerned, in recognition of its provision of the school, has the
right, if the parents so wish, to have denominational religious instruc-
tion given in the schools twice a week by a strictly limited number
of appropriate teachers; on other occasions the religious instruction
must be in accordance with an “agreed syllabus,” as in State schools.
The Roman Catholic authorities insisted that their schools should
femain fully denominational, (57) but the Church of England felt
unable to maintain a large number of its schools and either sur-
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rendered them completely or accepted for them ““controlled” status:
in 1938, of the children in fully denominational public day schools
in England and Wales, 72.7 percent were in Anglican schools and 24.4
percent in Roman Catholic schools; but by 1962 the figure for Church
of England schools had fallen to 38.1 percent, while that for Roman
Catholic schools had risen to 56.7 percent. In the years from 1876 to
1962 the “State sector” of public day education had risen from 16.7
percent of the whole to 77.6 percent, and the Roman Catholic from 5.7
to 8.4 percent; but the “Church of England sector” had declined from
60 percent to (even including “’controlled” schools) only 11.9 percent.
Much of the activity and finance of some of the denominational bodies
has been diverted from the schools to training colleges; but even so,
by 1964 about one seventh of teachers beginning training in England
and Wales were in (nondenominational) university departments, and
of those in training colleges about one fifth were in Anglican colleges
and about one tenth in colleges connected with the Roman Catholic
Church; a small proportion were in colleges run by Methodists, the
Free Churches, and undenominational organizations; but more than
three fifths were in colleges wholly supported and controlled by public
authorities.

X

During the last decade there have been marked changes. Although the
great majority of English parents wish their children to have some
form of religious instruction even in State schools, (58) the decline
in religious belief has made it difficult to find enough teachers quali-
fied to give it there, and many who are indifferent to religion are em-
ployed even in denominational schools and training colleges. In 1959
the Nonconformist Churches represented by the Free Church Federal
Council indicated that the modern situation must lead to a change of
policy:

... the great majority of English people ... live like pagans, belonging to
no worshipping community, though perhaps vaguely considering them-
selves to be Christians. Fifty years ago the situation was not nearly so grave
... it could reasonably be hoped that non-sectarian Christian teaching in
day-school would be followed by active linking with a worshipping com-
munity through home, Sunday School or Church. That is no longer true.
The Roman Catholics and the Anglicans are quite justified in being anxious
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about the education of their own and other children, and Free Churchmen
Must face the situation as it now is. (59)

In the same year, at the government’s suggestion, the Anglicans and
Nonconformists set up a joint Education Policy Committee to deal
with difficulties arising between them. The Anglicans have agreed to
facilitate the provision of “agreed syllabus” instruction in “single-
school areas,” (60) and even to ensure that, where appropriate, the
Nonconformist Churches will be represented on the managing bodies
of its fully denominational schools in those places. (61)

Partly because of this readiness to forget old quarrels, and the great-
€T spirit of tolerance or apathy among the general public, the gov-
€mment was able to announce in 1966 that it intended not only to
Taise the building grant for those new denominational schools hitherto
entitled to it from 75 to 8o percent but to extend this to cover all new
denominational schools, including primary schools. The State reserves
the right to decide when new building becomes desirable or financially
Possible. These provisions, the government spokesman said, had been
approved by all three parties in Parliament and by the representatives
of the religious bodies concerned; “although they fall short of what
the Churches have asked. . . . Most Roman Catholics had wanted 8 5%,
but this would have inevitably called into question . .. the whole dis-
tinction between the Controlled and the Voluntary-Aided school.
None of us wants to re-open this major question now.” (62) The ap-
Propriate legislation was passed in 1967 and created very little stir.

In spite of the criticisms of some Humanists and others, the provi-
Sion of religious education in England is not likely in the foreseeable

ture to be jeopardized by any lack of financial support from the State.
Whether the Churches will be able to take full advantage of that sup-
Port, in a society becoming increasingly secular in outlook, will be
the “religious problem” of the future.
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