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My Dear Lonb,

I Taing it a fact worthy of notice in the present
divided state of opinion on the points on which the
Committee of the National Society, and the Com-
mittee of the Privy Council are still at varjance, that
the whole body of School Inspectors of your Lord-
ship’s diocese should have been of one mind as to the
poeition which the Church ought to meiutain in her
controversy with the State, on the questions at issne
between them. I take this unanimity as a sign
that there is & practical view of these questions, in
which the majority of Churchmen interested in the
great subject of National education may be ex-
pected to agree. For the tweniy-three clergymen
who formed the Meeting at your Lordship’s palace
at Cuddesdon were not tepresentatives of any. par-
ticular school within the Chureh, nor were they
drawn together by common views on a controverted
question. They were men appointed to their office
on account of their practical interest in the educa-
tion of the children of the Church, and were gathered.
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from every part of the diocese to discuss its present
state and the means by which it might be advanced
in their own districts. Though differing, I believe,
on many points on which Churchmen do differ over-
much in the present day, they were yet essentially
of one mind on the much vexed question of the
forms of management imposed by the Committee
of Council on founders of Church schools aided by
their grants.

I am not, my Lord, led to be less hopeful that a
somewhat similar unanimity may be possible among
Churchmen generally, by the disapproval with which
the resolution in which we were unanimous has
been received by many, who I believe are at one
with us on all essential pointz of principle. For I
feel that our position has been very imperfectly
understood. We have been misrepresented by some
as if we were simply opposing that particular form
of school management which vests its control in the
clergyman solely, or as desiring to yield the right of
its adoption at the dictation of the Privy Council,
rather than as advocating » course by which we
hoped that harmonious co-operation with the State
might be attained, whilst every principle was fully
maintained, and the interesta of Church education
effectually secured.

1 believe, my Lord, that there is such a course
open to us at the present time. The claim which
Archdeacon Denison proposes to call oen the Na-
tional Society to asgert at its next general meeting,
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I believe to be a barrier to its attainment. It was
with this feeling, that the body of Inspectors were
unanimous in & resolution which condemned it;
and that a eimilar resolution was subsequently
adopted by a large majority of the Board of Edu-
cation of the diocese.

But the claim in question, that the Committee
of Council should sssigt with & building grant such
founders of schools as refase to adopt any other form
of management than that vested in the clergyman
solely, has so long been put forward as the point on
which the whole ‘contraoversy turns, that those who
decline to press it are considered by many to be
conceding the principle at issuc. I believe, that
many, who regret that the refusat of the Commitice
of Council to yield this claim shouid be urged as
the especial grievance of the Church in the arbitrary
enforcement of the management clauses, would yet
think themseclves bourd as a point of principle to
join in its assertion,

I am thierefore very anxious to invite con-
sideration to the question, what is the point of
prineiple really at issue between the Church, and
the State as represented by the late Commitiee
of Privy Council? For my own part, I believe,
that the principle which the Church is beund to
maintain, is neither fairly represented, nor fully
included, in the claim which Archdeacon Denison
proposes to call upon the National Seciety to assert
st its next General Meeting. The claim of the
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Church 18 something larger and broader than this,
and yet if calmly and temperately maintained, would,
I think, be more fairly considered and more readily
conceded, than the particular demand which has
been so vehemently urged.

Now the point of principle which appears to me
to be really at issue betwoen the Government and
the Church, is this; that it does not belong to the
Committee of Privy Council to determine arbitrarily
what form of school management shall be adopted.
The question between Archdeacon Denigon, and the
Oxford Inspectors and Educational Board, iz not
whether the Government should be allowed to
dictate arbitrarily io the Church ss to the way in
which her schools should be managed, but how
such dictation may best be resisted.

It must of course be conceded, that a body en-
trusted with the distribution of public money for a
particular purpose, is not only justified in requiring,
but bound to require, of those to whom & moncy-
grant is made, the observance of certain conditions
which shall secure its proper application to the pur-
poses for which it was voted by Parliament.-

It cannot be cxpected, or wished, that the Com-
mittee of Coungcil should make building grants to-
wards the erection of schools which have not been
duly conveyed to proper trustees, or whose trust-
deeds contain either no provision for their manage-
ment, or one manifestly bad, as affording no proper

security for their effective supervision. I can con-
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ceive no course more injurious te the interests of
Church education than this. The most decided op-
ponents of the present management clause system
admit that the Committee of Council may fairly
require that every body of school founders to whom
they make a grant, should lay before them “a pro-
per trust-deed affarding fair and reasonable security
that good and suflicient Church education shall be
given.” If this be granted, and no more accurate
rule be laid down, there is necessarily conceded
to the Committee of Council the right of reject-
ing those applicants whose proposed management
clauses do not appesr to them to afford such rea-
sonable security.

Now the only protection agningt the arbitrary
exercise of this power 18 some definife arrange-
-ment as to what forms of management shall be
accepted by the Commitiee of Council as satis-
factory. If this point be left for particular dis-
cussion between the Committee of Council and
every body of school founders who desire their aid,
the interests of the Church weuld bhe exposed to
considerable danger, when the members of the
Committee might happen to be either hostile or in-
different to the objects she desires to secure. It is
certain that very many promoters of schools would
deliberately prefer the adoption of 2 management
clause which they felt to afford insufficient security
for the preservation of the doctrine and discipline
of the Church, (in the hope that possible ills



