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Abstract

In 1841 Edward Miall began his career ag a radical journalist and
politicien. He soon became one of the leaders and propagandists of
radical dissent, and was a figure of increasing importance in this

field, both as editor of the Nonconformist and as member of Parliament,

up to his retirement from active politics in 1874,

The central theme of his public life was the attempt to disestablish
the Church of England. Though he failed to achieve this, his life's
ambition, its pursuit involved him in campaigns for educational reform,
university reform, electoral reform, the abolition of church rates, as
well as campaigns against estgblished churches in Ireland and in the

colonies. These campaigns, to whose success Miall contributed, necessitated

alliances with other pressure groups, and led him to found the British

Anti- 8tate Church Association, later known as the Liberation Society,
one of the most fomidable and highly organised of mid-Victorian political

bodies.

Migll's career as a political tactician exemplifies the problems which
confronted dissenters in particular in their search for the redress of
their grievances: in general, these were the problems ‘encountered by
extra-parliamentary pressure groups seeking to secure legislative change
from the reformed House of Commons, Miall's aspirations compélled him
to seek a wide range of support,'radicals, Irigh Catholics énd working
class leaders, and he was among the politicians who helped construct the
Liberal coalition which Gladstone led to victory in 1868, and to defeat

in 1874.
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In the Nonconformigt, Miall possessed his own orgen of opinion: this,

together with his numerous tracts, pamphlets and books, mskes it possible
to reconstruct in considerable detail the history of dissenting agitation
in the mid-nineteenth century, its successes and its failures, from his
stendpoint, and to see in detail the working of a Victorian pressure group,

endeavouring to force causes upon Parlisment.
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Introduction




Edward Miall, Independent Minister, Journalist, Member of Parliament,

was born in Portsmouth in 1809, and died in London in 188l. ILittle in
his early life indicated the political course he was'later to pursue.

He. was educated at a London grammar school, and later at a college for
candidates for the Independent ministry at Wymondley,* which became part
of New College, London. There are signs in his youthful letters that he
feared his early life had been wasted in secular pursuits, and he
received a call to Christian commitment in his late teens.l He became

a theological student in 1828, obtaining some note ag a classical scholar,
but left college without completing his studies. Ordained into the
Independent ministry in 1831, he became pastor of a congregation at Ware,
where he remained until 1834, when he moved to Bond Street Chapel,

Leicester.

Here, in an industrial town with a lively tradition of radicalism, Miall
began his active political career. Though he claimed that his interest
in politics began at the time of the struggle for the repeal of the Test
and Corporation Acts in 18?8, his active involvement began in Leicester,
where he was confronted with the grievances of urban dissent, and where
he met another radical clergyman, the Rev. J.P. Mursell.  Thereafter,
Miall the politician emerged. From 1836 to 1841 he was a leading figure
in Leicester politics, after which he moved to London to take up what
was to be his life's work, the founding and editing of a radical dissen-

ting newspaper, the Nonconformigt.

With the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts in 1828, dissenters
were no longer second class—-citizens, an invidious status which had been
theirs since the seventeenth century. The victory was partly the result

of dissenting pressure, bubt many practical grievances remained. The

1. A, Miall, Life of Rdward Miall (London 1884) pp6-9




reform of Parliament in 1832 seemed to promise the means of their removal,
but the experience of the 1830s indicated that the redress of grievances
was impossible without the support of one of the major parties. The
Church of England retained its legal position as an establishment, and it
remained for dissenters to secure the fruits of the victory of 1828 by
gaining full civil and religious equality. A Unitéd Committee of
Dissenters, which, however, did not include Wesleyans or Quakers, was
formed in 1833, and drew up a list of six practical grievances from which
dissenters sfill suffered. They were, the compulsory use of the Book

of Common Prayer in the marriage service, the absence of the legal regis-
tration>of dissenters' births and deaths, the liability of dissenters to
pay church rates and other ecclésiastical levies, the alleged liability of
places of worship to Poor rates, the monopoly enjoyed by the Church of
England of parochial graveyards, and the virtual exclusion of dissenters

from the full benefits of the universities of Oxford and Cambridge.l

The majority of the leaders of dissent, of dissenting orgenisations, and
of dissenting newspapers and periodiéals, were prepared to secure the
redress of these practical grievances by whatever means seemed appropriate;
normaliy, they sought the help of Whig leaders, and relied upon their
sympathy in Parliament. Miall had no faith in this strategy. He did
not think it would be effective, and the experience of the 1830s had
confirmed this opinion. Worse still, it compromised the principles of
dissenters, involving them in dubious agreements with political leaders,
and implied recognition of the power of the Church of England to give or
withhold favours. Tactically, it meant that a variety of organisations
would strive to secure specific reforms, to the detriment of united
effort. So far as Miall was concerned, the victory of 1828 was only the

first battle in a war against thé privileged position of the Church of

1. B.L. Manning, The Protegtant Dissenting Deputies (Cambridge 1952) 274




England, and dissenters could not rest upon their laurels until this had
been destroyed by bringing about its disestablishment and disendowment.
The grievances of dissenters were the direct result of the established
pogition of the Church of England, and until its position was changed,

dissenting grievances would not be removed.

Such a strategy required resources which were not available to Miall in
1841, No section of the nonconformist press would give practical and

continuous support to such a campaign, so he was obliged to found the

Nonconformigt.  Ultimately, the campaign would have to be fought in the
political érena, but Parliament, since 1832, had shown itself unsympathetic
even to the practical grievances of dissenters., Therefore Miall supported
the cause of parliamentary reform: needing allies, he attempted to gain

the support of the Anti-Corn Law League in particular, and that of rgdical
politicians in general. He hoped to add to this pfedbminantly middle

class grouping the adherence of working class leaders, first of all the
Chartists, later, other forms of organised labour. There was no dissenting
organisation upon which he could rely, .50 he played a major part in founding
the British Anti- State Church Association, better known under its later
title, the Liberation Society. It was a non»denominatidnal body, which
Miall hoped would attract the support both of protestant dissenters, and

of Roman Catholics.

In the first place, therefore, Miall's career is that of a radical
politician, attempting to wrest concessions from the reformed parliament.
His successes and failures are illustrative of the difficulties this
involved; and are the common experience of the majority of mid-nineteenth
century pressure groups. Despite the compromises he was compelled to
accept, he strove consistently for one objective, the disestablishment and

disendowment of the Church of England. His main supporters, apart from

3.



dissenters, were the Irish Catholic party, and British radicals, and this

grouping was a fundamental part of Gladstone's majority of 1868,

His second important role was that of radical Journalist, which he ful-

-

filled as editor of the Nonconformist. This was publiched weekly, and

enjoyed the comparatively high circulation for a religious journal of

approximately 2,000 per week after one year,l rising to about 3,200 in

the 18503.2 Its political tone was uncompromisingly radical, and it
ceaselessly berated dissenters who were prepared to temper the full
rigour of their principles. More extreme than any of the dissenting

publications of the 18303,3 the Nonconformist graduslly gained the

approval of two leading organs of dissent, the Patriot and the Eclectic

Revieﬁ, but it remained the journal of radical dissent, and dissenters

who had previously régarded the Bclectic Review as their mouthpiece,

founded the British'Quarterly Review to replace it as the organ of

moderate nonconformist opinion.Ar Matthew Arnold considered that the

Nonconformist was written with "...great sincerity and ability", though
he disliked its prevailing atmosphere, "...jealousy of the Bstablishment,
disputes, tea ﬁeetings, openings 6f chapels, sermons."5 This criticiem
ignores its excellent coverage and comment upon political affairs at home
gnd abroad, its pages of literary criticiem, quite apart from its
reporting of religious meetings, of the activities of both religious and
political orgasnisations, and articles, which were frequently short essays,
upon religious topics. In addition to writing many of the leading

articles in the Nonconformigt, Miall contributed to other dissenting

Journals, end, towards the end of his life, wrote political and social

articles for the Illustrated London News. The editor described his

writings as,

l. WMiall to Charles Sturge 15.VI.1842. Sturge Family papers

2. Thig calculation is based upon its stamp returns

B F.R. Salter, "Political Nonconformity in the 1830s" Transactions of
the Royal Historical Society 5th series Vol.IIT (1953) pp 125ff.

4. J. Waddington Congregational History (London 1880) i, 574f

5, M. Arnold, Culture and Anarchy 1869 (Cambridge 1932) pp56-58




"...noble thoughts expressed in admirable language. The

clearness and sinewy compactness of his style always excited
my admiration." 1

In addition to his newspaper writing, Miall published collections of

his articles, The Nonconformist's Sketchbook (1845), The Politics of

Christianity (1847), The Title Deeds of the Church of England to her

'Parochial Endowment s (1862). There were also substantiasl books; Views

of the Voluntary Principle (1845), The British Churches in relation to

the British People (1849), Bases of Belief: an Examination of Christianity

as_a Divine Revelation (1853). He left unfinished The Rationale of

Religion, and, besides these, published a number of tracts and pamphlets.

Thirdly, he was an active worker in the type of ofganisation which was
an essential part of extra-parliamentary activity in the mid-nineteenth
century. - Most significant was his commitment to the Liberation Society,
but he was also prominent in the Complete Suffrage Union, the Voluntary
Schools Association, the National Reform fieague, the National Education
league, the Peace Society, and, for a brief period in the 1840s, the
Dissenting Deputies. He took no part in denominational organisations,
of which he intringically disapproved;- the organisations in which he

was active were those which helped shape political and public opinion.

Lastly, Miall achieved some prominence as a radical M.P., representing
Rochdale from 1852 to 1857, and Bradford from 1869 to 1874. Within
Parliament, he supported issues of‘religious equality, and introduced
two important religious questions, that of the status of the Church of

Ireland, and that of the Church of HEnglend.

In these four capacities, Miall pursued his ultimate objective without
deviation, It is the purpose of this thesis to examine the various

aspects of the enormous question of disestablishment in which he was

1. A, Miall, Life of Edward Miall p372




Primarily interested. His preoccupations do not alwayé coincide with

the practical grievances defined by the United Committee of Dissenters

in 1833, and his career is more easily comprehensible if his activities in
the various questions which disestablishment involved are examined analyti-
cally rather than chronologically. He hoped to bring about a reorganisa—
tion of elementary education in order to reduce the influence of the
Established Church in that field. The reform of Parliament was essential,
if M.P.s sympathetic to change and progress were to be elected. So far
as the universities were concerned, he was attempting to remedy a
practical grievance, but the remedy would end a monopoly enjoyed by the
Church of England. The same was true of his campaign against church
rates. Direct attacks upon the principle of establishment took the form
of campaigns against the Church of Ireland and against the Church of

England.

The problems of dissent, its factional divisions iﬁ the 18%30s and its
varying political allegiances, were a peculiar feature, and Miall was
never representafive of the whole spectrum of nonconformity in England.
Insofar as he spoke for any one section, it was for the extreme radical
group which was prepared to engage in political agitation. Opponents tried
to represent him as an agent of provincial extremism, seeking to impose
the will of the provinces upon London ieadership, as occurred in other
radical campaigns. While it is true that Wiall came to London from the
provinces, it is somehow difficult to think of him as a provincial
spokesman after 1841. The Liberation Society represented London as well
as the provinces, though most of its leaders were London men. Similarly,

the Nonconformist was published in London, though its domestic news

coverage was nationwide. But throughout his career there is a sense in
which Miall represents the impatience of provincial nonconformity with the

compromising outlook of its London leaders. He saw dissent as a whole,
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not as a federation of sects, embodying a great principle which wag
ignored, or concealed by campaigns which concentrated upon the redress of

practical grievances.

In another sense, Miall is representative of the radicals who, dis-
appointed with the performance of their Whig allies in the 18%0s, and
weakened and disunited after 1837, sought new issues and new supporters.
In the variety of its aspects, the disemtablishment issue was broad enough
to attract the support of several groups, radicals, dissenters, Roman
Catholics and, hopefully, working class organisations. Miall can be

seen to bid for the support of each of these groups as the basis of a new
political alignment. In 1868, such a grouping, which Miall helped to
bring abouf; formed the basis of Gladstone's majority, though ironically,
it was the conduct of Miall himself which made it evident how fenuous were

the bonds of such a coalition.

Though the Church of England was still established by law when Miall died,
its influence in the life of the country was significantly diminished,
thanks to hisg political work, Indeed, in several important respects, it

had been disestablished.
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Edward Miall began his political career in the 1840s, at a time when the
education question had already reached a critical point. Dissenters had
become wary of state intervention in education, but the actual form of
thelr resistance had yet to be evolved. In this evolution Miall played
an importent part, for throughout his career he was active in the debate
which divided the dissenting bodies, and affected successive governments.
His part in thesé conflicts was largely on the political level, though
the ideas he preached were neither original nor practical, and were not
the basis of the settlement of the question in 1870. However, he was
known to contemporaries as an ardent advocate of educational reform,

was accepted by official opinion as a spokesman of the Voluntaryist party,
while as a Jjournalist, he was active in publicising the debates and dig-
cussions of the question. His agitation of the education question falls
into three parts. From 1841 to 1847, his opposition to govermmental
intervention in education was unqualified. Between 1847 and 1857, when,
despite the efforts of voluntaryists, governmental intervention increased,
he tried to prevent any serious erosion of the voluntary position. After
1857, he seems to have accepted that state intervention was inevitable,
and was concerned to ensure that its form did the least possible violence

to his principles.

Part 1. Miall's ideas on education

In the early part of the 19th century, the debate on education centred
around two major questions, the source of provision and control, and the
nature of the instruction to be given. On both qﬁestions there was wide
divergence of opinion, and the issues themselves were divided into
numerous subsidiary questions, such as who should benefit from education

and in what ways; whether education was a right which all should enjoy,

or whether it was a privilege ecarned by thrift and self-denial. of
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particular importance was the question of the part to be played by religion,

and hence by the various denominations, in the educational process.

The underlying issue was the extension of educational facilities to the
working classes. The upper and middle classes already had ample
provision, and the feeling was growing that the working classes had some
claim to receive at least fudimentary teaching. Many who would not
concede this as a right admitted the claim on fhe grouhds of expediency.
A beginning had been made with the Sunday School and the Charity School
movements.,  Both depended upon woluntary effort, and sought no help from
government. They tried to give poor children a basic literacy, some
religious training, aﬁd arguably, an introducﬁory'work discipline. The
movements were under the control of religious denominations, and followed
the English tradition of churches and philanthropic bodies being respon-
sible for educating the populace. The tradition itself was not in
dispute; at the beginning of the nineteenth century, it was simply a
question of the extent to which the wluntary agency of the religious
denominations could provide the educational facilities which an expanding

urban and industrial population required.

An imﬁortant advance had been made with the foundation of the two great
societies; the British and Foreign Schools Society in 1810, and the
Nétional Society‘for promoting the Education of the Poor in the Principles
of the Established Church throughout England and Wales, in 1811.l While
the former was supported mainly by dissenters, and gave undenominational
instruction, the latter, as its name implies, adopted a directly sectarian
approach. That two such sociéties existed side by side underlines the
difficulty which bedevilled the question of educational reform, the

division between the Established Church and the dissenting bodies. Mutual

suspicion prevented the question from being dealt with on its merits, and

1. H.C. Barnard, A History of English BEducation from 1760

.....

(Tondon 1947), ppbS4ff




éaused it to be fought on intractible issues of principle. Until 1833
these societies, along with the Sunday Schools, provided education for
poor children whose parents could afford the minimal fees and were
prepared to sacrifice their childrens' earning capacity. Meny felt this
was adequate provision.  When Whitbread introduced a bill in 1807 to
establish rate»aided free schools for the needy, it was rejected. A
bill introduced by Brougham in 1820 would have laid the foundations of a
national system of education, but it was withdrawn. The Church of
England and the disSenting bodies each recoiled from the idea of govern-
ment intervention in education; partly as a matter of principle, and
partly because each thought the other would gein unduly from the hold it

would obtain upon youthful minds.

Thus, the voluntary system was left to provide education for the poor,
and in the view of its supporters, succeeded in providing at least as
many school places as there was demand for them. A leading dissenting
periodical, discussing educational provision for the poor in Lancashire,
remarked,

"...school accommodation has been finished for 210,894, and

that instruction is accessible to four times the number that

embrace it." 1

Later in the century, the Quarterly Review discussed the govermment's

plans for a national system of education, and observeds

"The statistics we have given have led us to the conclusion
that, if the children of the poor do not go to school, it
is not for the want of schools to go to."2

?

The dissenting British Quarterly Review commented;

"If ever there was an age or country in which outward
prosperity acquired an extraordinarily rapid growth, while
knowledge education and religion more than kept pace with
it, England has been that country."3

However, these complacent statements can be offset by the more critical

view taken of the voluntary system by those less comuitted to it.  When

1. Belectic Review, ns XXII 1847, p600
2. Quarterly Réview, vol. 128 no 256 1870, p49l
3.  British Quarterly Review, vol. I 1845, pl53
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Robert Owen gave evidence to s Commission on child labour in 1816, he
admitted that in Manchester there were school places for poor children
far in excess of demand for them, but attributed this to the fact that the
vast majority were unable to attend school because their parents sent them
to work in factories as early as possible.l An inspector of schools,
E.H. Brodie, highlighted the weaknesses of the argument that voluntary
provision was adequate:

"Schools badly distributed and capriciously erected do not

always fill; whence an argument has been drawn to prove 5

that plenty of school accommodation exists... Not correctly."
The decade of the 1820s was occupied by the'great struggles for religious
equality, and 1832 saw the success of parliamentary reform. Once these
great issues had been settled, the question of education achieved new
prominence. The radical J.A. Roebuck argued that henceforth the poorer
classes were going to play an increasingly important part in the government
of the nation, and there should be better provision for their education.
He introduced a bill fdr the "universal and national education of the whole
people," but it gained liftle support. Brougham, who had modified his
ideas on state intervention in education, provided the basis of a
compromi se. | The government would not assume direct control, but would
provide a grant to the two societies, initially of £20,000 per annum, for
the éonstruction of school buildings. There was to be no supervision of
its expenditure, and the National Society, having more schools, obtained
the major share.3 This measure preserved the essence of the voluntary
system; the government simply contributed funds and exercised no control.
But in the same year, 1833, a factory act stipulated that children employed
in textile factories should receive two hours schooling each day. This
was a tentative movement towards government intervention, though it stopped

short of providing either funds or teachers, and the factory schools which

1, B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education 1780 - 1870
(London 1960), pl52
2.  Report of the Committee of Council on Bducation 1869/1870, p300
S F. Smith, A History of English Elementary Education
(London 19%1) pl38
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survived did so more as a result of the philanthropy of individual factory

owners.

Whatever the shortcomings of the measure of 1833, the government was
involved in the education of the poor, to a degree acceptable to the
religious bodies. For some, mostly radicals, this was not enough.

Dr. Kay, later Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth, feared that the terrible con—
ditions in large towns would be a breeding ground for revolution.
BEducation had a part to play in averting such an evil, and he advocated

a broadly-based system, similar to that favoured by James Mill, but with
a strong religious elementol Francis Place believed that the wealthy
classes feared the consequences of an educated working class,2 whilc
Engels saw the difficulty in terms of the complacence of thé bourgeoisie.3
There was justice in these strictures, to the extent that not only did the
educational clauses of the Factory'Act of 1833 remain relatively in-
effective for lack of funds and enforcement, but the educational pro-
visions of the Poor Law Amendment Act of 18%4 were similarly disappointing
in their results. Despite radical pressure, voluntaryism best answered
the curreﬁt state of public feeling. This meant, in the words of
Professor Best, "the nation's schools could not be reorganised on a new

and original plan like the nation's Workshops."4

In 1839 the Whig governmeﬁt introduced measures to supervise the expendi-~
ture of the government grant to the two societies. A committee of the
Privy Council was given oversight of education, a system of inspection
was proposed, and the govermment also proposed to found a normal school

for the training of teachers. The hostility of the religious bodies was

immediately aroused. The inspectors were only accepted after a great deal
1.  B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education pl68

2. Ibid pl69

3.  Ihid pl70 .

4. G.F.A. Best, "The religious difficulties of National Education in

England 1800-1870".  Cambridge Historical Journal vol. 12
no. 2 1956, pls9



of bargaining, and the proposed normal school was sbandoneds 1t would
have had to train teachers of all sects to give religious instruction,
and both Anglicans and dissenters saw the proposal as the partial endow-
ment of all religious denominations. Both dissenters and Anglicans
agreed there should be religious instruction in schools, but since the
repeal of the Test and Corporation Actsin 1828 and the Catholic

Emencipation Act of 1829 had destroyed the fiction of a national faith,

there was no basis upon which one sect could claim a monopoly of religious

education. The agreement eventually reached in 1839 was termed the
Concordat, and it worked to the advantage of the Church of England;
a contemporary historian of the education question observed,

"...while the Church derived substantial advantage from it,
the Dissenters and the public began henceforth to regard
the Department with great suspicion, and all subsequent
attempts proceeding from it were looked upon as the result
of a preceding agreement. with the Church or the National
Society."1

The failure of the proposals of 1839 to gain unqualified approval showed
that dissenters were beginning to feel that the government could not be
neutral in matters of religious education, Up to this point dissenters
had raised little objection to the principle of state intervention, but
the séme historian, Francis Adams, saw the year 1839 as the beginning of
a period of dissenting militancy:

"It was not until the administration of the Committee of

Council threatened to give undue advantages to the Church

that Dissenters discovered civil and political reasons

against State Education, and JOlned in a policy of opposition
to its extension.!"?

1. TFrancis Adems, History of the Elementary School Contest in England
London 1882 ed. A. Briggs (Brighton 1972), pll3.
Hereafter cited as Elementary School Contest.
See Also P. Smith, A History of English Elementary Education pl82

J. Mﬂxphy Church, State and Schools in Britain 1800~187O
(London 1971), ©p 29-30.
0. J.Brose Church and Parlisment. The reshaping of the
: Church of England (London 19%9), pp 185-195
2. Trancis Adams, Blementary School Contest p99

13,
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His argument had been anticipated by the moderate dissenting newspaper,
the Patriot, which anmnounced that it opposed the proposals of 1839,
"...because we think that the teaching of religion ought
not to be undertaken, or to be prov1ded or to be con-
trolled by the State,"l
Dissenters had reason to be wary of the position which the Church of
Englend was beginning to claim for itself in the field of education.
Peel claimed in Parliament.that,
"...the Church was now awakened to the absolute necessity...
of assuming that position which she ought to assume, in
constant and cordial co-operation with the landed pro-
prietors and other influential classes in this country,
in the van of the education movement,"2
The opposition of dissenters to state intervention grew, and in the 1840s,
education became a contentious matter. As Kay-Shuttleworth later observed,
"When the govermment intervened to bromote the improvement

-of education, great principles were...necessarily brought
into conflict."3

Miall, who had been for a short time a school teacher, arrived upon the

national scene with the foundation of the Nonconformist in 1841, and his

views upon education as set out in its columns are crucial for the
understanding of the positions he adopted. In principle, they remsined
unchanged until 1867, when he reluctantly conceded the case for state
intervention. Up to that point he put forward, both in print and upon
the platform, the ideas of those groups, usually regarded as extreme,

which were opposed to govermment intervention in any sphere of life where

it was not absolutely essential to safeguard 1ifenahd property, and which

pinned their faith upon voluntary effort., . This immediately opened up a

rift between the dissenters who supported this view, and their natural
allies, the radicals, who were in favour of the state's promoting education.4
Inevitably, Miall linked the education question with the much larger question
of the position of the Established Church, and his advocacy sought to

1, DPatriot, 6.VI.18%9, p38l

2. Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series XLV, p309

3. Sir J. Kay Shuttleworth, Four Periods of Public Education 1862

(Brighton 1973) p447.
4. 0.J. Brose, Church and Parlisment ppl8l1-182
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prevent the state church's extending its power and influence through being

gilven control of the education of the poor by governments umable or

unwilling to challengs its dominant position.

One of Miall's early articles attacked the utilitarian notion that it was
the duty of the state to provide education:
"It is a favourite doctrine of the utilitarian school of

politicians that the state is bound to supply the rising
generation with all the elements of useful knowledge."l

While condeding that education was a great benefit, and ignorance a draw-
back to national progress, it by no means followed that the state should

interfere. Miall believed that "...not a single argument can be

~adduced for state education which is not equally powerful for state

religion."2 State education would give additional power to the reactionary
elements in society, and an aristocracy and established church, already
possessing enormous influence, would be supplemented in their opposition
to progress-by the efforts of the schoolmaster: ", ..in every parish we
should have two paid state advocates instead of one, of 'things as they are!,

the priest and the pedagogue."?

In a scarcely veiled attack upon the
schools of the National Society, Miall developed his fears of an
educational system controlled by the forces of reaction. The Anglican
Church still tried to monopolise the privilege of teaching? despite the
loss of her prerogative to dictate the faith of the nation, and the
system of teaching in her schools was designed to indoctrinate rather than
to educate, to produce a class of people indifferent to the enormities
committed by a state church, and its partner, a reactionary aristocracy;

"An established church is built upon the ruins of mental

freedom, and the public opinien that suffers and sanctions

a state church has locked itself up within the doors or

prejudice, and put the key in its pocket...A nation thus

governed is a self-guarded prisoner. It may talk of
liberty, but practically it is a slave, "4 :

1. Nonconfommist, 4.VIII. 1841, p296

2, Ibid
3. Ibid

4, Ibid, 15.IX. 1841, pp385-386: 22 IX. 1841, p4OlL



This was a doctrine more characteristic of the 'Enlightemment' than of
evangelical dissent. Miall was sceptical of the Church of England's
motives in extending its interest in education. For two centuries,
he argued, it had had great opportunities, but such progress as there had
been was due to the efforts of dissenters. Having neglected its duty
for so long, the Established Chu:ch was now alarmed by the influence which
digsenters had gained, and hoped, with government assistance, to recover
its dominant pbsition:
"Feelings of rivalry have fairly overcome their dislike of
popular knowledge. Schools, facetiously called 'Nationalt,
in which small modicums of learning done up in the bitterest
sectarianism are dealt out to youthful minds, spring up in
every direction -~ and the 'successors of the apostles! have
passed from the extreme of apathy to the opposite one of
zeal: insomuch as to covet the labour of those who have
borne the burden and heat of the day, and to demand that
the whole undivided charge of instructing the ignorant
" shall be imposed upon them. "
Miall was no less eritical of Dr. Kay, since 1839 secretary of the Committee
~ of the Privy Council, whose methods of education he dismissed as a
"synthetical system of instruction."2 The extent to which these were
used in 'National Schools' accounted for the inferiority of such schools,
but it was these schools which absorbed a major portion of the government
grant. - Often they would be the only schools in a district, and dissenters
were faced with the problem of either sending their childven to be taught
a creed which they themselves rejected,lor of denying their children
schooling, Whichever choice they made, they had to pay, through their
taxes, for the teaching of a creed of which they disapproved. The
solution, Miall believed, was for dissenters to establish their own schools:3
the poor_Would be willing to contribute money if the right stimulus were
provided, and the granting of the suffrage to all males, another project

dear to Miall, would prbvide that stimulus: "Education will not need then

to be forced upon the poor. They will pant for education."4 Miall was

1. B. Miall, The Nonconformists Sketchbook (London 1845) pl07
v Nonconformist, 22.IX. 1841 p40l

2. Nonconfomist, 5.X.1842, p665

e ITbid 10.XT.1841, p5l4

4, Tbid , 520
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not unaware of the economic implications of a voluntary system existing
side-by-side with a system which received public money. It would be
dif ficult to_obtain.voluntary contributions if people were already con-
tributing to education through taxation; less money would be available,
and consciences would be stilled by compulsory contributions through

taxation. The Quarterly Review put the position succinctly:

"The real peril and difficulty is lest the State education,
whether by public grant or parochial or district taxation,
should diminish the amouynt of voluntary subscription, in
the case of education."

Considering the history of the educational struggle, the liberal

Fortnightly Review noted that,

"...not a little of the antagonism which obstructs the
establishment of a cempulsory system is the apprehension
that voluntary contributions will cease to flow in."2

Miall was aware that a voluntary system needed to be in a position to tap
the incomé of the classes demanding education; ‘'once for all' endowments
would be too inflexible to enable the system to supply the growing need
for schools in urban centres. He appreciated that it would be difficult
to obtain voluntary contributions if incomes were already being taxed to

provide schools.

While Miall sometimes argued that the competition of subsidies to the
schools of one sect would stimulate voluntary contribution on certain

occagions, an argument with which the unitarian Christisn Reformer agreed,3

over a long period he did not believe that voluntaryism could survive the
competition of state subsidy:

"The voluntary principle camnot succeed whilst it runs side by
side with state endowments: those endowments must first of
all be swept away and then the people will feel that the
responsibility of the Church rests upon them."4

The argument applied equally to education; Miall criticised proposals by

Fox for the introduction of rate-supported secular schools on the grounds

Quarterly Review, Sept. 1846 vol LXXVIII, p4l8
TFortnightly Review, May 1868, p576

Christian Reformer, Feb. 1847, pp76~T7
Liberator, Dec., 1856, p236

o
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that charitable wnd self-maintaining schools could not survive in

competition with them.l

Miall's fears of an education system dominated by the Church of England
were similer to the anxieties felt by moderate chartists, such as William
Lovett. It represented the intrusion of govermment into an area properly
confined to private activity, and posed a direct threat to individual
freedoms

"An educational establishment in the hands of a government would

constitute about the most fearful weapon with which a nation

could entrust its rulers....to surrender to the 'powers that be!

the task of moulding the habits, shaping the character and

fixing the elemental principles, political, social, moral and

religious of succeeding generations is just to let down the

drawbridge and raise the portcullis which at present guard the

citadel of national freedom... That kind of religious education

in which the state is to act as fugleman...can only obtain

intellectuzl order at the expense of intellectual freedom."
Miall criticised a scheme for the compulsory attendance of children at
factory schools, mootsd by the radical Hume in 1842, as being the
harbinger of state intervention in all aspects of life:

"They would seem enamoured of Spartan government, and to

be willing to impose upon the legislature the duty of

suckling, rearing, training and then taxing the whole

population. Bvery natural law is to be displaced by

conventional arrangements..."3
It was evident to Miall that religion must form the basis of education, but
a system dominated by the Church of England could not be entrusted with
this task.4 It was not until late in his career that he accepted that
this difficulty could be overcome by confining day schools to secular
instruetion, and leaving religious education to the private efforts of the
' 5

various sects. A prominent advocate of this view was Dr. Hook of Leeds,

and he received support from such diverse sources as the unitarian

1. Nonconformist, 28.V.1851,p417 I am indebted to Prof. W.R. Ward for
'  suggesting this line of enquiry.

2. Nonconformist, 20.VIL.1842, p497. cf Wm. Lovett and John Collins,
Chartism: a new organisation of the people 1840
(Leicester 1969) pP713~15

3. Nonconfommist, 20 VII.1842, p497

4. Ibid, 9 VII,..1845, p484

5. Letter of W.F. Hook to the Bishop of St. David's (London 1846)
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Chriétian Reformerl and the moderate congregationalist British Quarterly

Revie'w.2 Miall believed that those who advocated state intervention in
education wege the real foes of populer liberty, and he named Russell,
Macauvlay, Roebuck and 0'Connell as being far more dangerous than Peel:
"Toxwism is to be prefefred to the canting liberaliem of
the day, which under the plea of putting all subjects on a
bagis.of equality aims to bring them all under ecclesiastical
despotism.,"3 '
Paradoxically, those named wére.the men whom Miall bfoadly supported
througﬁpqt hié political life, for they represented the forces of motion
in the political world,.and their goodwill was vital to him. . In
dividing himself from his natural political allies,'Miall did not
represent all dissenting opinion.  The powerful wesleyan body did not,
as a rule, share his fears, nor did the large body of moderate con-

. , |
gregational opinion represented by Thomas Binney and Dr. Vaughan, whose

mouthpiece was the British Quarterly Review. That periodical discussed
the dangers of state intervention in education, and rejected the fears of

men such as Miall and Edward Baines, who was putbting forward extreme

voluntaryist arguments in the Leeds Mercury:
"fe know some intelligent men who have teken up this notion,
but in our view it is from beginning to end fallacious, and
we feel confident that by such men it will not long be
retained. "4

Miall clearly felt his role was that of a voice warning against the

dangers of increasing government influence, and his wag one of com~

paratively few journals putting forward such views on education. His

most importaht companions were the Leeds Mercury, the Patriot and the

Bclectic Review, all inclining to the extremes of digsent in suqh.matters.

It is unlikely that meny people were converted by the preaching of the

1, Christian Reformer, Sept. 1846, p570
2. British Quarterly Review, vol. IV 1846, p474. See also Sir J. Kay
Shuttleworth Four Periods of Publlc Bducation p498
3 Nonconformlst 9.VII.1845, p484
4. British Quarterly Review, vol.IV 1846, pp405,444. Ibid., vol.VI 1847,
p264.




Nonconformist; a newspaper so frequently virulent and extreme was probably

preachihg to the converted. But at least the case against state education

was being argued in print on a national basis.

His hostility to state interference in education wasg part of Miall's

general reluctance to exceed what Herbert Spencer, in a series of letters

published in the anconformist,l had defined as the "proper sphere of
govermment'; this included national defence and the preservation of law
and order. While Miall found this notion a useful weapon to use against

the Wstablished Church, the moderate British Quarterly Review believed

that uncritical acceptance of it had been detrimental to the interests of

dissenters:

"That it should have been so generally held by Nonconfomists has
inflieted very serious injury on the cause of Nonconformity."2

By voluntary support of education, Miall implied the application of the
principles of free trade to education. Unlike Cobden; he believed that
they were approprigte: education should be subject to the laws of supply
and demand. The Times pointed out the fallacy of this argument; the
laws of free trade were valid only for the essentials of life, and whilst
education was regarded as an essential by the upper and middle classes,
members of the working class were inclined to consider it a luxury.3
Miall argued that if poverty were removed, parents would desire the
education of their children and be able to afford it. He did not really
face the fact that a system subjectAto the laws of supply and demand would

be vulnerable to economic recession, a fear shared by Dr.'Vaughan and the

unitarian body. The Christian Reformer pointed out that, "The voluntary
. .

principle is a fluctuating and unreliable force "' and drew the attention

of its readers to Vaughan's warning thet successful opposition to state

1.  Nonconformist, 19.X.1842, p700.  Ibid, 26.X.1842, pp7l4-715 cf
~J.S. Mill, On Liberty (Everymen edition) ppl64,170
2. British Quarterly Review, XLVII 1868, p4l3

3. Dimes, 14.VI.1856, p9 '

4, Chrigtian Reformer, Feb. 1847, p77
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interventiqn would not pave the way for the success of voluntaryism, but
would leave the éducation of the poor deficient in both quantiﬁy and

quality;l " The Unitarians as a body believed education was too heavy a
burden’ for private philanthropy, and could only be supported adequately
from public funds. To avoid abuse, state support should be confined to

purely secular teaching.2

However, Miall remsined indifferent to these considerations. He helieved
that the personal effort involved in philenthropy was itself part of the
educatiénal process. He admitted that a system backed by state funds
would produce better buildings, but he agreed with Lovett and Colling
that it would be a "body without & soul". The system would be rigid,
would stifle independence of thought and would result in merely mechanical
teaching.  His thought alsb had something in common with J.S. Mill, who
claimed,

"A general state cduoatlon is a mere contrivance for moulding
people to be exactly like one another." 3

The voluntary system would produce,

"..less outward decency, but more life. The body for a time
will not be comely, but it will be quickened by a soul."4

The very act of self-help was beneficial in that it -stimulated conscience,
co—-operation, discussion and public spirit. These beneflts, valuable in
themselves regardless of achievement, would be stifled by governmental
supervision, and their loss would be felt throughout societys

"The very difficulty which educational voluntaryism must cope
with in order to reach its end stimulates it to more active
exertlon...Supercede the necessity of philanthropic effort
and the vis vitae of society will become extinct.  Com—
pulsorylsm may propmise a speedier return of direct results,
but voluntaryism diffuses health and gladness as it goes:i"D

1. Chrigtian Reformer, Oct. 1846, p.636

2, R.V. Holt, The Unitarian Contribution te Social Progress in England

o (London 19%38) p.257

3. J.S8. Mill, On Liberty (Everyman edition) p16l

4.  Nonconformist, 16.IX.1846, p628. See also E. Miall, Views of the
Voluntary Principle (London 1845) ppdd, 104

5.  Nonconformist,2%.IX. 1846, pb44: E. Miall, Views of the Voluntary
Principle pp75, 183 '
E.Miall The Politics of Christianity (London 184%) p80
Such ideas were at the basis of Edward Baines' passionate
advocacy of voluntaryism. D. Frgser. 'Edward Baines!' in
Pressure from without, ed. P, Hollis, (London 1974) pl95b
See also Nonconformist, 29.I1I.1843, pp200-201




For Miall, the remedy was simple:

"What this country wants, a more general taste for education,

no agency of law cen supply: and what the country does not

want, official intermeddling with religious benevolence, no

agency of law can be set in motion without ensuring."l
It was certainly essentisl to stimulate demand; Miall himself showed that
the Anglican Church had failed to do that in previous centuries, even
though it had guaranteed financial resources at its disposal.2 He
later showed himself aware that,

"...the real question to be solved is, how to overcome the

indifference of the working and the Arab classes of our

population te school instruction for their children - how

to get the children to school and how to keep them there

once you have got them., "2
He had no suggestionspart from the need to relieve poverty, and he failed
to meet Lecky's argument that appreciation of education is a consequence
of education, not a stimulus for it.4 It is true that he argued that
people would value education more if they had to work to obtain it than
they would if it were freely available,5 but this does not explain what
forces would make them work for it in the first instance. Nor did he
appreciate the contribution which the government could meke by raising the
minimum age for the employment of children, which, as Professor Simon

has shown, was a factor of the greatest importance in removing obstacles

to the enjoyment of education by the poorest classes.6

Miall's remaining arguments against state education lay in its financial
implications. Such a system would have to be supported either by taxes
or by local rates, and in the case of any but a purely seculsr system,
this was open to the same objection as a church rate. People would héve

to contribute to the support of religious feaching of which they disapproved

1. Nonconformist, 19.IV.1854,p317

2. Ibid., 19.VIII. 1846, p564

3. Ihid., 24,VI. 1857, p49l

4. Quoted in Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest pl29
5. Nonconformist, 4.XII.1861 p973

6. B. Simon, SBudies in the History of Education ppl5of




at best, and at worst would have to send their children to the schools of
other denominstions, where they would be exposed to alien creeds and
dogmas. Miall found it impossible to visualise a purely secular gystem
of education; for him, such a system had no mesning in educabionsal temms,
and no less an authority than Kay Shuttleworth believed that in the
1840s it was politically unrealistic.l At a later stage, Miall was to
revise his view on this matter, but in his early years he was convinced
of the impossibility of a purely secular system, and hence of the
impossibility of impartial official support:

"You may succeed in forcing upon the country a school rate,

but the country will succeed in forcing upon you a sectarian

distribution and use of it. The exclusively secular ,

theory, besides being impossible save in name, ig distasteful

to a large majority, and even if wisest in the abstract is

made inapplicable by circumstances. "2

Miall's position on education was fomulated over a number of years

in the Nonconformist, and was scarcely modified until 1867, when he

followed Edward Baines in admitting the necessity for state intervention.
His view of the correct role for the state to adopt appears in two essays

published as part of the Politics of Christianity; the second essay is

entitled significantly, "A clear stage and no favor(sic)". All that
government does must conform to theﬁmaxims.of Christianity:

"Parental instinet, natural curiosity, the power connected
with knowledge, the migeries which grow up apsce on the soil
of ignorance, His own command, and the peculiar motives for
obeying it which Christianity supplies, all constitute part
of that moral apparatus which He has constructed to secure
the education of rising memhood... The end, however, is not
at present secured. What then? Is it the business of
government to take the matter in hand? Our argumént replies
"Ho".  The duty of civil government is to provide a 'clear
stage and no favor' to remove impediments from the free agency
of moral nature and religious zeal, and to see to it that
nothing in the shape of its own fiscal exactions or of class
injustice operates to prevent the fullest and freest play of
those instincts and responsibilities by which the end is to
be secured,"3 '

1. J. Kay Shuttleworth, Four periods of public education, p497
2. Nonconformigt 28.V.1851, p4l7
3. B. Miall, The Politicg of Christisnity, pp40-41. cf B, Baines.
~ Speech to the Congregational Union in 1843.  Quoted in
R.W. Dale, The History of English Congreyatlonaljsm
(London 1907) pp650-651.
See also K. Baines, The life of Hdward Baines (London 1851) 1529




Even if voluntaryism were to fail in its objectives, this would not
provide justificafion for state intervention. Miall pointed out that
state interference in trade had proved disastrous, state interference in
poor relief had produced an unmanageable system, and state interference
in religion had resulted in the evils of a state‘church;l © The correct
role for the state was to promote'éélf-reliance and a sense of indi¥idual
responsibilify.2 While the protagonists of state education could make»
unfavourable comparisons between the educational syséem of England, and
the state supported systems of continental Europe, Miall denied that the
British as a whole were worse educated than Prussians or Austrians; the
British working class might know less, but had more independence of charac-

3

ter. Indeed, in common with Chartists such as Lovett and Collins,
Miall used the examples of Prussia and Austria as a warning against
governmental ogpression by means of the control of education,4 and the

Fclectic Review argued, "The military despotism of Prussia is mainly

upheld at the present day by its educational system."5

Thus Miall's ideas upon education were derivative, owing something to
Herbert Spencer, J.S., Mill, BEdward Baines, and Chartist leaders such as
Lovett and Collins, More than this, as Dr. Vincent has shown, his ideas
rested upon "a view or recollection of Eanglish history."6 Up to 1867

he presented the ideas of an extreme group of dissenters, by no means
representative of the whole of dissent, not even the whole congregationalist
body. Separated from radicals by this extreme 'laissez~faire' doctrine
apblied to education, he obtained few allies and received little support,
save on special occasions or in peculiar circumstances. However his
ideas were not without influence upon the education debate, he was regarded
as a spokesman of the voluntaryist party, and though he had ultimately to

sacrifice part of his principles, he was not ineffective.

©

E. Miall, The Politics of Christisnity pp42-43
Thid. P80
Nonconfomist, 174V.1850, p310
W. Lovett and J. Collins, Chatrtism: a new organisation of the people

pp73-75

Eclectic Review, ns vol.XIIT 1843, p58l
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. J. Vincent, The Fofmation of the Liberal Party 1857-1868 (London 1966) xxix
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Egrt 2. The s?ruggégggg@gg§3_§gygggmentKinterventlon in education

Miall was called upon to take an active part in the education question
soon after Peel took office in 1841, The Home Secretary, Sir James
Graham, introduced a factory bill in 1843 which had important educational
clauses, which were in direct conflict with the voluntaryist philosophy
as expressed by Miall, The education-clauses of the act of 183% had
remained virtually inoperative, and Grahem was determined to remedy this
state of affairs. He believed,

"...the education of the rising youth should be the peculiar

care of the government. Its neglect is one of the chief

causes of the evil spirit which now actuates large masses

of the community."L
He believed, as passionately as Miall, that religion was a vital element,
and was determined that factory education should contain some religious
teaching. Writing to Brougham, he showed himself aware of the dif-
ficultieg this might cause:

"Religion cannot be separated from the system and amidst the

conflict of contending sects the State, if it mskes a choice,

must prefer the established creed: and this preference is a

signal for an attack on the measure and for registance to the

rate or tax which dissenters must pay, but the fruits of

which they camnot share, if the religious instruction violate

their belief."2
Graham was aware that religious education was a sensitive area, but
believed he had found an acceptable solution. He informed the Bishop
of London that the clauses concerning religious teaching were, "such as
the Church might reasonably concede, and the Dissenters adopt, as a
scheme of compulsory religious education,"3 and he wrote to the Rev.
G.R. Gleig, "Mine is a measure of peace.... If I succeed in large
cities and manufacturing districts, my plan is easily capable of extension."4
Gladstone believed Graham was optimistic, informing him that he (Gladstone)
1. Sir James Graham to Kay Shuttleworth 30.VIII.1842. Printed in

C.S. Parker The Life and letters of Sir James Graham (London 1907) i, 329
2.  Graham to Lord Brougham 24.X.1842, Ibid. p338

3.  Graham to the Bishop of London 27.XIT.1842, Ibid. pp342-343
4.,  Graham to the Rev. Gleig 6. III.1843, Ibid. pp343-344
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remained sceptical aboubt the posgibility of giving a non-controversial
exposition of the scriptures.l In a letter to Dr. Hook, he doubted if

the country would accept the measure.2

The bill was published early in 1843. In detail, it proposed to alter
the minimum age for the employment of children in factories, and to reduce
the Wbrking hours for those under the age of 13 from 8 hours to 65 hours
per day. On each working day, there would be three hours teaching for
children under 13, which would include religious teaching, though that was
to be limited to exposition of the scriptures without commentary; doc-
trinal instruction could be given on Sundays. There was to be inspection
by the Committee of the Privy Council, and the factory schools were to be
managed by a committee of trustees, consisting of the incumbent of the

parish, the churchwardens, two factory masters and two rate payers.

Graham had miscalculated the strength of feeling whidh the measure would
arouse, and the dissenting bodies united in resistance to its ProOvVLisionsg.

The Leicestershire Mercury noted that dissenters were organising opposition

in Yorkshire, Lancashire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire and Leicestershire,
and added, "...even London dissenters are awakening from their slum'bers."3
It was astounded that Graham ever believed that the measure would be
accepted by dissenters, so biased was it in favour of the Extablished
Qhurch.4 The independent churches of Nottinghamshire denounced the

5

measure ag "subversive of civil and religious liberty.” Notwithstanding
the activity of provincial dissent, a lead was given by London, notably by

the Nonconformist and the Egﬁriot.6 The Patriot habitually referred to

the bill as the "British and Sunday School Extinction Billz"z and, like its

1. Gladstone to Graham 25.III.1843. Printed in D.C.Lathbury, Letters on
Church and Religion of William Ewagt Gladstone (London 1910) ii, 131-132.

2. Gladstone to Dr. W.F. Hook 30.III.1843, Ibid., ppl33-134.

3 Leicestershire Mercury, 1.IV.1843

4. Thid.

5

6

. Nonconformist, 22.I11I1.1843, pli8.
. J.T.Ward & J.H,Treble, "Religion and Education in 1843. Reaction to
the Factory Education Bill." Journal of Ecclesiastical History
XX no.l April 1969, p89
7. Patriot 20.IIT.1843%, pl80
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contemporary, the Eclectic Review, regarded it as the most serious threat

to religious liberty and to the position of dissenters since Lord Sidmouth.l

It described the bill as having,

"...the objectionable features of a Church Extension Bill, a
Test Act and a Church Rate, for the purpose of wresting
education out of the hands of dissenters. For let there be
no mistake; this is the real object."2 '

In a public letter to Lord Wharncliffe, Bdward Baines, editor of the

Leeds Mercury complained that the scheme was a direct threat to voluntary
education, a definite attempt to promote the schools of the Establighed

Church. "This bill, my lord, is a declaration of war against all the

Dissenters in the Kingdom."3 Miall launched his attack in a wealth of

metaphor and historical allusion in an article entitled "The noose over

the nec ."4 He proclaimeds

"The mandate of our modern Pharaoh is on the eve of going
forth, and after the date of its issue, every masculine
mind born in this kingdom is to be destroyed...The plan of
education proposed by the ministers, snd hailed as an
inestimable boon by Parliament and by the press is the
boldest inroad attemgted upon our liberties since the
revolution of 1688."

The genesis of the bill lay in the industrial disorders of 1842, and its
tone was generally repressive, as was apparvent from the clauses making
school attendance compulsory, and imposing fines for absence. Children
would have to pay 3d per week from their scanty earnings for the privilege
of being indoctrinated by a priest, "saturated with the frivolous traditions
of popery"? an attempt by Miall to play upon dissenting fears of the
Oxford Movement. The composition of the mamagement committees gusranteed
the domination of the Established Church, and the inspectors would have to
be approved by the bishops at their appointment, as had in fact been agreed
1. Patriot 13.IIT.1843, pl64

2. Ibid.

3.  Edward Baines, Letter to Lord Wharncliffe on Sir James Graham's Bill
for establishing exclusive church schools built and supported out of
the poor ratem and discouraging British Schools and Sunday Schools.
(London 1843) p9.
See also J.T. Ward, Sir James Graham (London 1967) pl96

4. Nonconformist, 22.III.1843, pl85

5.  Ibid
6. Ibid., 29.III.184%, pl93




in the Concordat of 183%9. So seriously was the position of dissenters
threatened, that Miall regarded the measure as tanbtamount to the repeal

of the Toleration Actol

The official organisations of dissent also united in resistance. TUnitarian
leaders such as Martineau, W.J. Fox and Charles Wickstead were among
opponents of the measure,2 as were leading Quakers.3 The Dissenting
Deputies, anxious to promote popular education, nevertheless condemned
Graham's bill, which, "...disadvantageously blends the question as to
Factories and Education."4 It would result in a "most sectarian education";
it would damage existing voluntary schools and especially Sunday Schools,
and would create,

"...in favour of the parochial clergy and the Established
Church, new, injurious, unlimited and irresponsible power

and authority over the people...will violate religious equality
and be thoroughly incompatible with the rights of conscience
and civil and religious liberty."

The Deputies proposed to send an address to the Queen:

"o avert the enactment of a measure which would inflict
upon the Protestant Dissenters and Methodists of England
and Wales...the greatest legislative evil that inherited
intolerance could have devised or clerical tyranny in
dark and barbarous ages might have gloried to impose."

The fear of the spread of "Puseylte errors" is apparent in the minutes of
the Deputies,7 and they organised 13,366 petitions with 2,068,059 signatures
against the billq8 They resolved to unite with the Religious Freedom

Society, the Congregational and Baptist Unions, and "any other Metro-

politan Committee of kindred character" to oppose the bill.9

1. Ibid.
2. R.V. Holt, The Unitarian contribution to Social Progress in England p262
3. E. Isichei, Victorian Quakers (Oxford 1970) pl98
4. Minute Book of the Dissentine Deputies, 15.III1.1843, £f191-192
- (Guildhall Library) Nonconfomnist, 29.II1.1843, pl94
5. Minute Book of the Dissenting Deputies, 15.IIT.1843, ££191-192
6. Ibid., 3.V.1843, £217. cf B.L. Manning, The Protestant Dissenting
Deputies p345 ‘
7. Minute Book of the Digsenting Deputbies, 3.V.184%, £217
8. Ibid., 5.VI.1843, f234
9, ITbid., 23.I11.1843, £200
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To the surprise of both Graham and Miall, the Wesleyan body joined the
opponents of the bill. Miall remarked that they had so long been
dominated by their conference and had forso long given clear evidence of
Tory sympathies, "...that we had quite despaired of seeing them aroused
to take any part in the struggle for freedom."1 Graham felt they too
were afraid of the spread of Puseyism within the Church of England; he
wrote to Peels

"I have received the enclosed from the Wesleyan body with

great regret. It is more hostile then I anticipated, and

marks a distinctly wide estrangement from the church. It

is quite clear that the Pusey tendencies of the Established

Church have operated powerfully on the Wesleyans, and are

converting them rapidly into enemies."2
His recognition of the storm he had raised is apparent in a letter to
Gladstone:

"...the etmity of the Dissenters is moved to the uttermost,

and they will succeed in defeating the measure, at least in

the sense which led me to propose it, as a scheme of com-

prehension and concord."?
The new unity of dissenters became an accepted political fact. In o
parliamentary speech, Ewart remarked;

"The Wesleyans, who generally leaned with a kind of kindred

feeling to the Church of England, had made their wishes known

unfavourably to this bill, and indeed he hardly knew a sect of

dissenters from the Wesleyans to the Unitarians who had not

expressed similar views."4
The united protest was based upon a fear of the influence which the
Established Church would gain in education if supported by the government,
the very fears which Miall had already expressed. When the danger took
this extreme form, the only basis for resistance was a commitment to the
opposite extreme, complete educational voluntaryism, such as Miall advo-

cated. Unfortunately for Miall, the danger in this overt form was not

perpetual but occasional, and so was the unity which resulted from it.

1. DNonconformigt,3.V.1843, p296

2. Graham to Peel 13.IV.1843 C.S. Parker Sir James Graham i, 345

3 Tbid. See also J.T.Ward & J.H.Treble, "Religion and Education in 1843.
Reaction to the Factory. BEducation Bill." Journal of Ecclesiastical
History XX no.l April 1969, plO7

4. Hansard, Parliamentary Debates. 3rd series Vol. LXVII, pl422




Miall was quick to recognise the effect which Graham's bill had upon
dissenters, and, supported by other dissenting newspapers and periodicals,
he sought to consolidate the new-found unity. He warned readers that the
bill was the first step in a plan for the "virtusl suppression of
dissent,"l and begged them not to be misled by its apparently limited
purpose. He doubted if it would ever achieve its stated purpose of edu-
cating the children of the poor; the best it could achieve was to give
them the rudiments of literacy, and the price which they would pay in the
loss of mental freedom was too high.2 For this minimal gain, the priests
of the state church, including Puseyites, were to be given free rein to,

"...bandage up human hearts in their absurdities, to break down

human will by their superstitious notions, to make all religion

consist in sacerdotal manipulation, and belief in the gospel to

amount to no more than a blind credulity in the assumptions of

vain and arrogant priests..."
He was quite prepared to face the consequences of his argument; he pre-
ferred to contemplate no education for the poor at all, rather than a
system dominated by the state churchs

"If we must have one or the other, let's have the savagism

of ancient Britain rather than the cowering, trembling,

slavish superstition of modern Spain... There is some

hope of natural brutality — there is none whatever of a

community blighted with monkish delusions."4
Miall's reaction appears extreme, but he was not alone in his hatred
and fear of the measure; am is apparent, his fears were shared by the

majority of dissenters, many of whom were less extreme than he. The

Eclectic Review, which, as a rule took up a position similar to Miall's

in less excitable language, made similar criticisms of the measure, but
then welcomed it insofar as it had produced what no dissenting effort had
achieved, unity of purpose amongst dissenters. Never since the days of

Lord Sidmouth had dissenters been so much at one;5 now even the leaders of

1. DNonconformigt, 29.III.184%, p200
2. Ibid., pp200-201

3,  Ibid.

4.  Ibid.

5

Eclectic Review, ns XIII 1843, pb76 cf Nonconformist, 5.IV.1843, p2l6
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dissent had been Bhaken out of their drift towards conservatism by this
"...insidious attempt to put down dissent by‘law..."l It warned that

this bill was simply a conseqﬁence of having a church established by law,
and there could be no genuine religious equality, and safety for dissenters,
until the alliance between church and state was brought to an end,,2

Similar views were expressed by the Patriot, which was less consistent

5

in its general support for Miall.

On the face of it, Miall's objections to Graham's bill appear both negative
and unpleasantly intolerant. He seemed to be arguing that no education

at all was preferable to state education, and his statements on Puseyism
are a departure from his usual standards of tolerance. In fact, he
genuinely believed that, left to itself, the voluntary system could provide
the schools that were needed, and he probably adopted this extreme approach
to combat those who might feel that, while the scheme was objectionable,

it was better than nothing; it was only four years since dissenters had
agreed in principle to government intervention in education. Moreover,

he was not attacking the bill simply as a scheme of education, but also

as a measure of church extension and political repression. It was vital
that dissenters should attack the principle of the bill, and not simply
attack its details insofar as they affected a particular denomination.4

A campaign was better fought on the basis of principle, and the Eclectic

Review agreed that the bill was a scheme for church extension°5

Miall also redlised that it was useless merely to attack the bill from
the point of view of dissenters; he insisted that his objections sprang
as much from his fear of strengthening the influence of the aristocracy,

and his arguments were designed to appeal to radicals and chsrtists.

Liclectic Review, ns XIIT 1843, p698
Ibid., ’ p7i3
Patriot, 19.VI.1843, p4d4
Nonconformigt, 5.IV.1843, p2l6
Bclectic Review, ns XIIT 1843, p593
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Indeed, Lovett and Colling had expressed their fears of an educational
system controlled by a Parliament in which the people whom it would affect
were not represented. Condemning the bill as a measure of repression,
Miall argued that the ammy hed failed to quell the disorders of the prece-
ding year, and the Home Secretary was intending to use education to
inculcate more submissive attitudes:

"The object is not so much to do the people good, but to

keep them in order. The thing aimed at is not so much to

instruct but to govern them. Education is to do what

physical force can no longer manage,™l
Schoolmaster and priest were to take over where the army lef$ off, to
safeguard the position of the aristocracy.2 This again may seem an
argument simply designed to attract chartist or radical gupport, bub
Graham's proposals were not unrelated to the disorders of 1842. He
himself told the House of Commons,

"I am informed that the turbulent masses who, in the course

of last autumn, threatened the safety of property...were

remarkable for the youth of the parties comprising them.

If T had entertained any doubt on the subject...the events

of last autumn would have convinced me that not a moment

should be lost in endeavouring to impart the blessings of

a sound education to the rising generations in the

manufacturing districts."3
Miall also used the opportunity to harangue dissenters, informing &
meeting at Kingsland Chapel that they vnly had themselves to blame for
the measure. They had previously accepted money from the government for
education, instead of relying upon their own efforts, and it was illogical
now to complain about government intervention, merely because its particular
form was objectionable. Had they pursued a consistent policy in the
past, remained united, and concentrated less upon practical grievances

and more upon principles, no government would have dared attempt such a

measure. He adcused them of "guilty supineness" and "unfaithfulness o

1. Nonconfomigt, 15.IIL1843, pl68

2. Nonconfommigt, 8.III.1843, pl53

B Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd Series LXVIT, pl1440.
B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education pl75.




their first principles", and went onj

"The truth is that dissenters of all denominations feel themselves
to have already compromised their principles by past acceptance

of government money for religious education, and they are
consequently seriously hampered now in giving free expression

to their thoughts and principles. We advise them at onece...to
give to the winds...thelr reputation for consistency. Leb

them confess that they have hitherto been misled...and let them
enter...into a 'solemn league and covenant' to put down...a
political church. "L

From this suggestion was to spring what was possibly Miall's most important

contribution to dissenting politics, the creation of the British Anti-

State Church Association.

The positive side of the argument, that of the virtues and achievements
of the voluntary system, Miall tended to leave to Edward Baines. With
a wealth of statistical support, Baines demonstrated that in Yorkshire,
Lancashire and Cheshire, the voluntary system was achieving all that
Braham was demending. The senior Edward Baines was convinced that
voluntaryism could supply all the educational needs of the nation.2
His son also adopted a statistical approach, and in a published letter
to Lord Wharncliffe, observed:
"If ever there was an occasion on which the Dissenters and
Yethodists of the nation felt as one man...it was when they
discovered the true character of Sir James Graham's bill

for establishing a Compulsory Church Education at the
public expense."3

However, the congregationalists, despite their subsequent achievements in
the field of voluntary education, did not all agree with Bained' claims.
Dr. Vaughan claimed that Baines reached his favourable conclugions by
counting Sunday scholars as day scholars too, and hence exaggerated the

virtues of voluntaryism.

Graham was not insensitive to the storm he had aroused, and offered

modifications of the éducational clauses of the bill, a tribute to the

Nonconformist, 12.IV.1843, p233

B. Baines, Life of Edward Baines p315

BE. Baines, Letter to Lord Wharncliffe...l2pp (London 1843) pl.

British Quarterly Review, Vol. IV 1846, ppd57, 479, 493%-495,
496-501, 503.
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effectiveness of the extra~parliementary opposition. Miall warned
against acceptance of the changes, as they did not touch the substance of
dissenting objections. He reminded his readers that the bill was
designed to attack the liberties of dissenters, and regarded it as the

beginning of "...a war of extermination between two antagonistic systems..."l

Graham realised the cause was hopeless, and gave up the educational
clauses of the factory bill. He wrote to Peel:

"The Bill was framed with a view to concord and conciliation,
but it has not been so received. Extensive modifications
have been made to meet these objegtions, but in that attempt
I have been wholly disappointed."

Lord Ashley wrote to Peel in similar vein, commenting that even if Graham
had sutceeded in carrying the measure through Parliament, it would have
proved impossible to operaﬁe. Curiously, he believed that the practical
difficulties would have sprung less from the hostility of dissenters than
from the apathy of the Anglican Church. He thought that the measure had
aroused hostility because of the "perilous pranks of Dr. Pusey and
his disciples." It was his conviction that,

"...united education was impossible, and no further attempt

ought to be made. The Dissenters and the Church have each

laid down their limits which they will not pass, and there
is no power that can either force, persuade or delude them."

3

To Graham, he wrote, "Combined education must never again be attempted -

4

it is an impossibility, and worthless if possible.™ Even the Times

remarked, "Let us hope that no mistake like the Factory Bill may again

. occur to stir up the prejﬁdices of Dissent."5

Militant dissent had won a great victory, but Miall was determined

dissenters should not relapse into complacence. He urged them to make a

1. Nonconformigt, 3.V.1843, p296. c¢f B. Baines Letter to Lord Wharncliffe
See above, *p27

2. Graham to Peel 15.V.1843, C.S. Parker Sir James Groham, i, 345

3 Ashley to Peel 17.VI.1843. Peel papers. B.M. Add.Mss. 40483,
££114-115.

4. Quoted by J.T. Ward & J.H. Treble, "Religion and Education in 1843.

Reaction to the Factory BEducation Bill," pl09.
5. Times, 13.X.1843, p4




firm declaration of their principles,l and was supported by his
Jjournalistic contemporaries. The Patriot rejoiced at the defeat of ay

"...dark insidious conspiracy against our Religious

liberties and our Religious Institutions as Dissenters...

by...firm united and persevering resistance..."2
but warned that the victory was merely a breathing space. Graham had
laid down the principle of a dominant establishment, which could make its
appearance in other formg in the future.3 War had been declared upon
dissenters, and while one battle had been won, the only way to win the
war was to preserve the unity which Grahem's folly had created.4 The
Eclectic Review endorsed this suggestion, and demanded an a¢tive campaign
with a view to the "extermination" of the established church. It
recommended support for the Anti-State Church convention which Miall

proposed in the anconfonnist.5

Part 3. Miall's advocacy of voluntaryism

One aspect of Miall's success was that in the atmosphere following the
struggle against Graham's bill, he was able to get the necessary dissenting
support for the Anti-State Church Association. Another was that, at a
meeting towards the end of 1843, a congregationalist conference on
education rejected the receipt of government money for education, and
determined to run schools upon a purely voluntary basis. The Congre-
gational Board of Bducation was set up6 and while Miall welcomed the move,
he admitted that he would have preferred a united, non-sectarian body.

The Congregational Board set itself fhe target of raising £100,000 in

7

b years to establish schools, and by 1848 it has raised £130,000. It

Nonconformist, 21.VI.1843, p440

Patriot, 19.VI.1843, pd44

Thid.

Tbid., 22.VI.1843, p452, 3.VIL.1843, p476, 10. VII.1843, pd92.
Belectic Review, ns Vol. XIV 1843, p58l

J. Waddington, Congregational History (London 1880) i, 566-568
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of the Congregational Historical Society Vol.XVII no.4 1955, pl09
R.W. Dale, Higtory of FEnglish Congregationalism pp661-662

F.R. Salter, "Congregationalism and the Hungry Forties." Transactions
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was apparent that Conservative leaders had learned the lesson.  Goulburn
wrote to Peel of his anxieties concerning Lord Wharncliffe's intention to
increase the sum allocated to education in 1845, The proposal

", ..was one which would defeat its own object. It would

call public attention yet more forcibly to the exclusion

of Roman Catholics, Wesleyan Methodists and Congregational

Dissenters from a participation in it, and would probably

lead to its being placed on a footing less advantageous to

the Established Church. "l
However, Miall had not been completely successful. As Prof, Simon has

shown, not all chartist leaders, notébly‘O'Brien, were impressed by the

voluntaryist arguments of Bainesand Miall, and the Northern Star attacked

the opponents of the educational clauses of the factory bill.2 The

Patriot regretted that the Ynitarians had not opposed the bill as a body,

though individual meﬁbers had been prominent among its critics, and it
asserted that dissenting resistance té the educational clauses was
resented by the Unitarians as a body, "as it was the first decided case
of insurrection against Unitarian leadership; and because it was
successful, it has never been forgi.ven."3 Cobden, whose support would
have been invaluable, refused to stand in the way of any scheme which
offered a chance of giving the poor some sort of teaching.4 Taking a
longer view, the historian of the educational struggle, Francis Adams,
believed that the victory of 1843 caused dissenters to overestimate their
effectiveness. They had succeeded in the sphere of opposition, but they
to0 readily assumed that their constructive powers were equally great:
"The voluntary movement now began, and large bodies of

dissenters of various denominations combined to resist
the intervention of Government in education."d

1. Goulburn to Peel 16.1.1845 Peel papers. B.M.Add.Mss. 40445, ££20-22
2. B. Simon, Studieg in the History of Education p269
See also J.T. Ward, Chartism (London 1973) pl7l
3. Patriot, 13.VI.1844, p4l2
4. Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd Series ILXVII, pl47l
D. Read, Cobden and Bright. A Victoriam Political Partnership
(London 1967) pl80. i
5. Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest, pl24
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Miall himself earned credit from his part in the struggle. In 1847

he was one of a number of dissenters who received a circular letter

from Samuel Morley and Edward Baines suggesting that the recipients

were appropriate people to argue the case for dissenters in Parliament.
The letter emphasised that the danger to dissenters from the encroachments
of the state church wags not over, and continual watchfulness was needed.
The specific danger mentioned was that of concurrent endowvment, which

the authors of the letter believed to be the policy of several leading

statesmen:

"..one of the largest and noblest services which can be

rendered to religion in the present day would be to resist

in the legislature those insidious encroachments of the

State, which, by degrading Christianity into a mere

political element, destroy, to an alarming extent, its

moral beauty and spiritual power. It is the obvious

design of all our leading statesmen...to subsidise the

religious teachers of all sects, with a view to make

the religious sentiments of the people subserve the

purposes of civil govermment., This design can be met

and frustrated only by a firm enunciation of our

principles in the House of Commons."t
Having frustrated the attempt by the govermment to interfere in popular
education, the challenge facing the victorious dissenters was to show
that their alternative, reliance upon voluntary effort, could supply
the educational needs of the poor. Miall, as has been discussed, was
not unaware of the difficulties which faced voluntary effort, but he threw
his whole weight behind the dissenting effort to demonstrate the
potentialities of voluntaryism. The achievements of the Congrégational
Union were an immediate enqouragemeﬁt, and Miall's activities in support
of voluntary education took several forms. He explained its principles,
publicised its efforts, took an active part in certain organisations, and

later argued its case in Parliament. This was the positive side of his

resistance to Graham's measure.

1, E. Hodder, The Life of Samuel Morley 2nd edition (London 1888) p74
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He used Baines' statistics to demonstrate that the demands for school
places were being met by voluntary effor%, to the extent of two-thirds
of the child population. The problem was now to create a demand, for the
supply was readily available.l Moreover, an example of the success of
volunteryism lay to hand in the triumphs of the Sunday Schools and the
Ragged Schools; while they flourished,

"...is it not infatuation to call upon the govermment to

take upon it the dangerous and new prerogative of directing,

supporting and controlling the education of the people."
Statistics could be a matter of debate, and indiﬁidual instances of
voluntary success were better journalistic material. Thus the opening
of a nomal school at Brecon in 1846 was given full coverage:

"This is the right way to go to work. Without an improved education

for teachers, the people cannot be educated. There is no evil

more loudly crying out for a remedy than this - the low character

and qualification of the educator."?
Similarly, Miall drew attention to the establishment of people's colleges
at Nottingham and She:f‘fielél,Ar and to the training college set up by the
Congregational Board of Bducation at Homerton.5 The creation of
Mechanics Institutes convinced Miall that the poorer classes were willing
and able to pay for eduoation,6 and he particularly welcomed the Working
Men's Bducational Union, which had the advantage of being non sectarian.7
The fiftieth anniversary of the Sunday School movement wags welcomed ag
the greatest volunbaryist triumph: "It is doing an amount of work which,

rough and unfinished though it be, can compete successfully enough with

state vmder’cak:i.ngs."8

Nonconformist, 12.VIII.1846, p548

Ibid., 6.1.1847, p8
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The most that Miall was prepared to concede that it was proper for the govern—
ment to do for education was to remove the taxes upon newspapers.l Apart
from this negative contribution, he believed the government should make
no provigion for libraries and museums, even though these provided a source
of information and education for the poor. If these institubions were
not maintained by voluntary effort, Miall enquired:

". . ewhy not national workshops, farms and stores as well

as national schools, libraries and museums?...A nation's

intellectual and religious, as well as its industrial

and political institutions, %o be healthful and comely,

must be spontaneous and self-sustained. "2
His fear was that unthinking acceptance of public provision of libraries
and museums would eventually result in socialisms

"Might we not have on the same principle town news rooms,

town concerts, town theatres, all sustained by public

rates, all made free of access to the inhabitants.,  And

if so, one is at a loss to understand hoy. they are to be

answered who insist...on having public establishments for

the distribution of clothing, furmiture and food, or a legal

organisation of labour."3

The event which provoked this train of thought was the foundation of the

Manchester Free Library.

Miall became a regular speaker at educational conferences. In 1847 he
spoke at“Cfosby Hall on the danger of govermment intervention leading to
a 'tyranny of the majority'4 and in the same week he addressed a meeting
in Bxeter Hall, whose chaimman was John Bright. On this occasion he
claimed that the administration of the education granf by a comittee of
the Privy Council was unconstitutional, and that its mode of procedure,
by Orders in Council, was offensive to the dignity of Parliament.,5 This
speech was delivered in the shadow of Russell's educational proposals,
which, as will be seen, were as alarming to Miall as had been those of
Gr;ham. In 1848 he delivered one of the Crosby Hall lectures on education,
1. Nonconformist, 19.VIII.1846, p564

2. Ibid., 20.I1L1850, p231

3. Ibid., 8.IX.1852, p706
4. TIbid., 164V.1847, p24é

5. Ibid., 164V.1847, p250
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under the chairmanship of Samuel Morley. He spoke on "The non-
interference of the government with popular education," and while
admitting that educational reform was needed, was convinced that
voluntary effort would suffice. Bdward Baines had given a lecture
earlier in the series, in which he had argued that at that time the
voluntary system was providing school places for 1 in 8% of ‘the
population.1 While Kay Shuttleworth commented that Baines overlooked
the expense of training teachers,2 and Samuel Smiles observed that
Baines' figures were only valid if weekly attendance at Sunday school
were considered an adequate education for poor children,3 Miall argued
that education was the responsibility individually of every citizen, and
reliance upon state education was an evasion of that responsibility.4
State intervention was both dangerous, and useless, as it could not
provide free school places for the poorest classes of society, where
parents could not afford to dispense with the earning capacity of their
children. In this situation, the Ragged Schools were the only
institutions which could succeed.5 Indeed, Miall was not convinced
that education was beyond the means of even the poorest families. Like
Baines, he believed in the value of sacrifice, aml he introduced into the
debate the femperance argument, that by the sacrifice of one pint of beer
per week, any working class family could afford to educate its children.
A sense of parental responsibility, aided by Christian philanthropy would

be quite sufficient to provide the means of popular enlightenment.6

Apart from addressing public meetings, which confirmed his position as
a leading spokesman of the voluntaryist party, Miall was active in his

support of the Congregational Board of Education, and the Voluntary Schools

1. Crosby Hall lectures on Education (Lomion 1848) P33

2. Sir J. Kay Shuttleworth Four periods of Public Education p527

3 Quoted by D.Fraser, "Edward Baines" in P.Hollis, Pressure from without
p196, nb3.

4, Crogby Hall lectures on Education, ppld7, 156

5. Ibid., pl53.

6. Nonconformigt, 31.V.1854 p459. For the links between educatienal
voluntaryism and temperance see B.Harrison, Drink and the
Victorians (London 1971) ppl60, 174.




Association. He was a member of the latter from its foundation in March
1848, and was attracted to it principally because of its non-sectarian
nature. He felt far more would be achieved if the dissenting denomina-
tions would wnite, and this feeling inhibited him from taking so active
a part in the work of the Congregational Board. In one sense this was
unrealistic; so long as religious teaching was to be a major part of
education, the basis of voluntaryism would be individual effort by each
sect, so that each denomination could present its own distinctive
religious teaching. As Francis Adams observeds

"It is admitted...that the Voluntaryists were fighting not

for the rights and duties of parents but for the control of

education by religious denominations...It is evident that

Voluntaryists did not rely upon the laws of supply and

demand, but on sectarian and party rivalry and zeal, which

is quite a different thing."l
The only basis upon which a united effort to promote education by the

various denominations could succeed was that of secular education, which

Miall was not prepared to accept until later in his career.

At the first annual meeting of the Association in 1849, Miall moved a
resolution which pleaded for union between the various dissenting
denominations in the provision of education.,2 He made a similar plea
in 1850, and at a meeting in 1851 regretted the failure of an attempt by
Henry Richard to combine the Voluntary Schools Association with the
Congregational Board of Education.3 For the next five years he was
involved in Parlismentary duties, and by 1859 there was a note of anxiety
apparent in his statements. The voluntary bodies had a formidable rival
in the Lancashire Public Schools Associetion, which, while not in

competition for funds, offered an easier solution to many of the inherent

1. Francis Adams Blementary School Contest, pl29
2. Nonconformigt, 2.V.1849, (Advertisements)
3.  Nonconformigt, 7.V.185L,pp362, 407
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' part in its affairs after 1858.

religious difficulties in its programme of secular, rate aided education.1
The Voluntary Schools Aésooiation was making repeated appeals for support,
and Miall believed that the cause of its difficulties was the competition
of schools supported by government grants; "...there is the utmost danger
of schools conducted on the voluntary priﬁciple becoming gradually extinct
throughout the country."2 He feared that a collapse of voluntaryist
activity would open the way to the expansion of the activities of the
Privy Council Committee on Education. He renewed the plea in 1860,3 and
when in 1861 he reported upon his experience as a member of +he Newcastle
Commission, he claimed its evidence showed that voluntaryism was still
enjoying success throughout the country. "I have lost none of my
attachment to, none of my faith and confidence in the principle I have

4

always entertained." He still maintained that the poor spent upon beer

and tobacco three times as much as would suffice to educate their children.
But though he claimed his faith remained undimmed, he took no further
part in the work of the association. He played a less active role in

the affairs of the Congregational Board of Bducation, and took no further

5 It seems possible that his doubts

conceming the viability of voluntaryism began in the 1850s. Evidehtly
he ceased to be an active campaigner towards the end of the decade, and in
1857, when addressing his constituents at Rochdale, he affirmed his faith
in voluntaryism, but added,

"Still, he was open to conviction, and he did not suppose
he was likely by his voice to prevent a public measure of
education if the House of Commons thought it feasibleé.©

1. Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest ppl51-152. TFox's bill of
1850 broadly represented its views. Cobden was delighted when
Sturge made favourable reference to the Manchester secular systen.
Cobden hoped the scruples of evangelical dissenters would be removed,
and asked Sturge to communicate his view to Miall, with whom he
régretted disagreeing over education. He hoped Miall would not
deal too harshly with the bill in the Nonconformist. Cobden to
Sturge 2.XI.1850. Sturge Papers. BM.Add.Mss 50131 ££23%-2%6
Nonconformigt, 5.X.1859,p803

Tbid., 24.X.1860, p851

Ibid., 5.VI.1861, pp44l-442

Ibid., 2.VII.1851, p521; 24.V.1854, pid27; 19.V.1858, p386; these
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. Nonconformigt, 28.1.1857, pb4.

are accounts of speeches he made to the Congregational Board of Education.
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His formal conversion to state intervention came in 1867. The

Nonconformigt suspected that Baines and Morley were wavering in their

opposition to state support, and itself admitted that it no longer saw
any objection to the Congregational Board of Education's accepting
govermment aid and government inspection of its schools, so long as it was
able to preserve distinctive religious teaching in its schools.l Miall
himgelf informed the electors of Bradford, where he was fighting a by-
election, that the nation appeared resolved to apply public resources
and national organisation to the work of popular education. Since the
reform of Parlisment in 1867 made possible greater popular influence in
the House of Commong Miall was prepared to overcome his objections, "...
convinced that any measures adopted for that purpose under their direction
will be free from all tendencies to sectarianism."2 He hoped that the
system would be based upon local rating, with a large element of local
control.3 He later explained his change of heart to the Liberation
Society; while retaining his conviction that voluntaryism was the best
foundation for education, he conceded,

"...there had been a public rush and innundation that had

swept them all off £irm ground, but they were struggling,

as it were, with this innundation at the present time,

only secking to make it as useful to their purpose as posgible."
It is not without interest that this speech was reportes in the Monthly

Paper of the National Education League.4

Soon after Miall's conversion there followed the more widely publicised
renunciation of voluntaryism by Edward Baines. Baines made his change of
heart public in a speech to the Congregational Union at Manchester. His
feasons reflect the fears expressed earlier by Miall, notably the fear

that schools which rejected government grants could not continue to compete

1. Nonconformist, 22.V.1867, p423

2. Ibid., 2.X.1867, p816. This was part of Miall's election address.

% Ihid., 9.X.1867, p830. See also A, Miall, Life of Edward Miall
pp273-274 M. Cruickshank, Church and State in English
Education (London 1963) pl2.

4. National Education League Monthly Paper no. 19 June 1871, plO
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with schools which enjoyed state support. He hoped that the government
grants would only be used for the secular portion of the gyllabus, and
that religious teaching would not be subject to government inspection.
This was possible under the Revised Code, which gave payment for results
in secular subjects only, and merely demanded that some form of religious
education be given. At the end of his speech, Baines remarked,

"Mr, Miall, as a practical politician, has declared he must bow to Fforces

which he could not withstand."l

Miall's cépitulation was simply upon practical grounds; after 1867 he
regarded state intervention as inevitable, and was concerned to ensure

that its form was acceptable to dissenters. The British Quarterly Review,

from the moderate wing of dissent, claimed that despite Miall's and Baines!
acceptance of étate intervention, the spirit of 1846 and 1847 was not dead
amongst nonconfarmists.2 There is no reason to suppose that Miall's
advocacy of voluntaryism was insincere; given his hostility to the
Established Church and his general dislike of undue government intervention,
any other course would have been illogical and inconsistent. This makes
it difficult to accept the verdict of a recent historian of nineteenth
century education, who remarks that, "...both Miall, and more especially
Baines, must be blamed for exploiting religious feelings for their own

!l3

personal presfige. Such a charge underestimates the strength of

religious feeling which the question aroused; opposition to government
aid was not simply obscurantist. As B.L. Mamning put it, it was not
worthwhile for Miall and his co-believers

"...to accept the wrong sort of religious education in order
to get some sort of secular education a little quicker than
one would otherwise have got it 4

1. Nonconformist, 16.X.1867, p849. See also J. Kay Shubttleworth,
Memorandum on the present state of Tthe question of popular education
1868 (London 1969) p35. D. Fraser "Edward Baines" in P. Hollis
Presgure from without pp201-202

2. British Quarterly Review, vol. XLVII 1868, pp4ll, 420-422

3. BE.E. Rich, The BEducation Act 1870 (London 1970) p36

4. B.L. Manning The Protestant Dissenting Deputies p342
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In fact, the failure of voluntaryism can be documented from official sources,
and Miall's change of heart coincides with references in the reports of
inspectors to the diminishing vigour of the system. In 1867, Fitch,
reporting on the educétional condition of Yorkshire, felt that the
Congregationalist leaders of the West Riding would soon apply for
government grants for their schools, following the coversion of the
voluntaryist leaders, as they could no longer compete with the schools
of other denominations. Of the money devoted to elementary education
in Yorkshire, only 18.4% was raised by voluntary contributions.l By
1869, these had declined to 157.2 Speaking of conditions in Leeds,
Fitch commented,

"...with the exception of the Wesleysns and the Unitarians I

have been unable to find a single Nonconfommist Congregation

in Leeds which is doing anything to help forward primary

education, or is contributing money or supervision to the

permanent maintenance of a day school in any form."
He believed this was due to the previous refusal of dissenters to accept
state grants for education, a refusal which had, over the years, left
. their schools under-financed in relation to those schools supported by
grants.4 The efforts of voluntaryists to bring education within the
reach of every home were pronqunoed inadequate by the Committee of

Council in 1869.5

Another explanation of the failure of voluntaryism was given by the
seéretary of the National Education League. Less charitable than Miall,
he was not impressed with the effects of competition from schools receiving
state grants, and blamed the voluntaryists for being preoccupied with
securing sectarian control of education, rather than attempting to secure

control of education for the people. Since 1843, voluntaryists had had

1. Report of the Committee of Council on Education 1867/1868, pp345-346

2. Ibid. . 1869/1870, p32l
H.M.I. Alderson described a similar state of affairs in the Eastern
Counties. Ibid. p284

3. Parlismentary Papers, LIV p265, 1870 p89

4.  TIbid. LIV pp86, 265. 1870

5. Report of the Committee of Council on Education 1869/1870 ppvii-viii.
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the opportunity to show that the system could work, amd they had failed
either to stimulate sufficient demand fo# school places, or indeed, to
respond adequately to the demand there was. Adams concluded, "It is

now acknowledged that the extinction of indiscriminate individual charity
would be a blessing rather than an evil."1 As has been apparent, Miall
was not unduly concemed about sectarian control; perhaps unrealistically,
he hoped for a united effort by the dissenting sects; hence his higher
regard for the Voluntary Schools Association than for the Congregational
Board of Education, Moreover, he was aware of the need to stimulate
demand, and by the 1860s he was prepared to abandon voluntaryism so long

as popular control of education through an enlarged franchise was secured.

Miall began his political career with certain ideas about education which
evolved into a definite scheme of action in the course of the crisis of
1843, As voluntary support of education was their central feature,
Miall's activities in that sphere have been traced up to the point of his
change of mind in 1867. Between 1843 and 1867 there was aﬁother gide to
his educational activities, the more negative aspect of opposition to
schemes for govermment intervention. In this field he had some successes
in detail if not in principle, and it was probably these activities which
led to his being recognised as a spokesman of voluntaryism and eventually
to the invitation to be a member of the Newcastle Commission on popular
education. If Miall's action was negative, his intention was positive:
it was to preserve the unity which had developed among evangelical
dissenters in response to the crisis of 1843%, and which had received
additional impetus from the disruption of the Scottish establishment.
The Maynooth controversy of 1845 had shattered this unity, and Miall
used the educational issue as a possible means of recreating it. As
a result, his discussion of educational issues after 1845 tenmded to
1, 7F. Adams, Elementary School Contest pl29 See alsc John Morley,
The Struggle for National Education, London 1873.
Ed. A. Briggs, (Brighton 1972) pplo8-129
"Of philanthropy which takes the form of sectarian supremacy for

one thing, and bad ingtruction for another, we have had more than
enough, "
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represent each govermment plan to promote the education of the poor as a
crisis for dissenters which made it essential for them to unite once
again in opposition. Hence, the extreme tone of his writing, which
detached him both from fellow-radicals and from the moderate body of

congregationalists.

The replacement of Peel and the Conservatives by Russell and the Whigs
in 1846 revived Miall's fear of government intervention in education.
As is apparent from his writings upon other subjects, he believed
Russell was detemmined to introduce a policy of concurrent endowment as
a means of overcoming religious difficulties. A scheme by which the
government supported the schools of all religious denominations would

be a species of concurrent endowment, and for Miall this was the thin
end of a wedge which would eventually lead to the wholesale establishment

of religion. Throughout 1846, the Nonconformist published a series of

articles on the evils of an educational system controlled by the state,
and forecast that one of the first actions of a Whig govermment would be
the introduction of,

",..a comprehensive plan of National BEducation, save the mark,

which, because it will do a little good now, may entail upon

our children the curse of, not a religious, but an intellectual

establishment. "

Miall's was not a lone voice; the Eclectic Review delivered a similar

warning,2 and the Dissenting Deputies resolved that, "...great and

constant attention will be required from the friends of religion to ward

3

off impending danger." Edward Baines published twelve letters to Russell,

in which he reiterated his arguments, philosophical and statistical, in
favour of the voluntary system, and warned Russell;

"It comes within my knowledge, my Lord, that any measure of
State education from your Cabinet would alienate many of your
firmest friends — the staunch and high principled friends of
Civil and Religious Liberty - the practical and tried friends of
popular education. It will break up your party in the country."

1., Nonconformist, 8.VIL.1846, p468
2. Eclectic Review, ns vol. XX 1846, pp280-306
Se Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 20.I.1847, £347
4., E. Baines, Letters to Liord John Russell First Lord of the Treasury
on State Bducation (London 1846) pl30
E. Baines, Life of Hdward Baines pp330-331




Russell introduced educational proposals in the session of 1847; it was
planned to establish a system of pupil teachers, which, together with a

pension scheme for teachers would, it wasg hoped, improve the quality of

teaching. The scope of the inspectorate was, in addition, to be

extended.l The Nonconformist saw the proposals as a flank attack upon

voluntaryism, less crude than Grsham's frontal attack, and more dangerous
as it was less likely to cause alarm and arouse dissenters. Hence Miall
was at his most strident in discussing the proposals, attempting to
recreate the sense of urgency of 1843. He admitted that superficially
the proposals looked moderate, but in reality they were 'alamingly
ingidious!:

"There is plausibility on the face of it, there is centra-

lisation...in the heart of it....Twenty years will not

elapse after the adoption of their scheme before the

educational training of the masses will, by a silent

process, slide as effectually under govermment control

ag if they had erected a law to forbid all instruction

which they had not themselves previously and formally

licensed,"2
The danger lay in the fact that voluntary schools would be increasingly
badly placed in relation to schools which obtained a government grant.
They themselves would eventually be compelled to accept a government
grant and thus would become a part of the national system.,3 As events
turmed out, Miall's forecast was depressingly accurate. In fighting
against Russell's proposals, he made constant comparisons with Grahem's
measure of 1843, which had been so successful in uniting dissenters.
The Whig scheme was stigmatised as a betrayal by Russell of his dissenting

allies, a point already made by Baines, and Miall emphasised the menace

to religious liberty:

1., Minutes of the Committee of Council on Education 1846 i, 1-9
J. Kay Shuttleworth, Four periods of Public Rducation pp47l, 481
2. Nonconformist, 10.IT.1847, p84
3. Eclectic Review, ns Vol. XXI 1847, pp365-369, 517-518.
Nonconformist, 10.IT1.1847, p84
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"...a plan of supplementary education, which, in its
obvious adaptation to ruin voluntary effort, to bring
state interference to bear upon teacher and taught,
and to play into the hands of the Established clergy,
outvies the educational clauses of Sir James Graham's
factory bill and differs from.that rejected measure
only in compassing the same end more securely, more
unconstitutionally, and by processes better fitted

to corrupt, pervert and debase the rising mind of the
country. "l

The reference to unconstitutional conduct recalled that the scheme would
be implemented not by act of Parliament, but by a minute of the Committee
of the Privy Council,'a process which Miall regarded as irresponsible,

and which he doubtless emphasised to gain radical support.

He went on to stress thé need for extra-~Parliamentary agitation.

"Once more Dissent is threatened with extinction by the

agency of statecraft, guided to its end by ecclesiastical

cunning. ..Omcemore, then, to action. The pressure from

without must be applied once more.
The suggested form of pressure was that, since the Whigs had played their
dissenting supporters false, dissenters should cease to give further
support to the Whigs, and should sever their traditional links with that
party. Miall even attempted to appeal to the working men through the

columns of the Nonconformigt, though it may reasonably be doubtéd how

many of that class a periodical priced at 6d would reach., He warned the
working men that the education proposals were a device to subordinate

them to the Bstablished Church and the aristocracy.

Miall believed that the dissenting body was once again united in oppo-
sition to the govermment. There were protests by the Congregational

Board of Education, the Baptist Union and the Dissenting Deputies.

The Dissenting Deputies agreed that voluntaryism was progressing excellently
and would be able to fulfiloall demands placed upon it. They feared that
Ruggell's measure would ultimately undermine it, and resented the Anglican

1. Nonconformist, 17.II.1847, pl00
2e Ibid., 3. IIT.1847, pl32. Eclectic Review, ns vol XXI 1847,

Pp635-655
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bias of his proposals. They recorded their objection to "...any
interference on the part of the government with the genefal instruction
of the people" and sent a memorial to Russell summarising their feelingsal
They prepared a petition to Parliament which was presented by Broughsm.
In it, they admitted that their position had changed since 18%9, when
they had given their support to governmental intervention. Now, they
felt,

"...any interference on the part of the state with the

general education of the people is uncalled for,

inexpedient, necessarily unjust in its operation and

dangerous to public liberty."2

The Eclectic Review also believed that voluntaryism was "vigorous and

healthy", and demanded that,

"...as in religion, so in education, let the demand be
left to regulate the supply, supplemented only by the
generous, free and enlightened efforts of those who
know the value, and are ready to labour for the dif-—
fusion of education."?

It shared the Deputies' fears of the consequences of Russell's proposals,

and agreed with the Nomconformist that the best means of bringing pressure

to bear'upon the Whigs was to make education an electoral issue.
Dissenters should be prepared to withhold their votes from Whigs even

if that meant a Conservative victory, for there was no reason to trust
the Whigs to safeguard the interests of their supporters.4 The Patriot,
which sometimes distrusted Miall as an extremist, regarded Russell's
measure as "...distasteful to quite as large and influential a portion of
the community as Sir James Grgham's bill itself."5 There were other
signs of unrest; the Patriot published a letter from Robert Eckett, which
requested the Wesleyan Association to petition the Queen to dissolve the
Committee of the Privy Council in the light of 'this pernicious scheme!
1, Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 24.1I.1847, £370-373

2. Tohid. 25.1TT.1847, £387; 28.1V.1847, £390
3. Bclectic Review, ns XXIT 1847, pl23

4., Ibid., ns XXT 1847, pp635-655; ns XXII 1847, ppl03-124.

Nonconformisgt, 24.ITI.1847, pl80
5. Patriot, 25.IIL1847, plss




because the education of the people would be best served by the non

interference of governmment. The minutes of the Committee show the

secretary, Kay Shuttleworth, attempting to allay his fears.l

The campaign had found a leader in Edward Baines. Addressing a meeting

of the Anti-State Church Association in Leeds in October 1847, Miall

remarked,

"...in the spring of the present year 'somebody from Leeds'
came up to London -~ to call upon all true hearted dissenters
to assert a great principle....My heart swells with delight
that we are now going hand in hand with Leeds...All that we
are doing, we are doing for Mr. Baines., All that he is
doing, he is doing for us."2

Miall was encouraged by the response; he was by no means alone in his

hostility to the proposals, and felt that there was a nationwide

movement of dissenters.

"Dissenters throughout the country together with the friends
of free and untrammelled education are rising in unanimous
and energetic opposition to the most insidious measure of the
present age."3 ’

However, Miall was being over-optimistic: the dissenting bodies through-

out the country were far from being united. The British Quarterly

Review disapproved of the extreme position which Miall adopted with

regard to education, and pointed out that,

"Opposition to the measures of the Govermment has been left
almost exclusively to the Congfegational and Baptist
denominations, and to a portion only even of those bodiesg."

It later described the episode as "a gallant struggle, though...a very

unfortunate one," and claimed to be spesking for dissenters such as

Vaughan and Bimney who believed that Miall and Baines arrived at their

1.

Minutes of the Committee of Council on Education 1846 Vol.I pl7
Eckett was not representative of Wesleysn attitudes, being a
member of the Warrenite group. W.R. Ward, Religion and Society in
England 1790-1850 (London 1972) 275, Bckett was present at the

foundation of the Anti-State Church Association.

A. Miall, Life of Edward Miall pitl}7. )

Leeds Mercury 30.X.1847 p7. See also D. Fraser, "Edward Baines"

in P, Hollis, Pressure from wi tlout ppl96-197. See also D, Fraser,
"Areas of Urban Politics." Leeds 1830-1880." in H.J. Dyos and

M. Wolff The Victorian City: Images and Realities (London 1970) ii, 784
Nonconformigt, 10.III.1847, pl55

British Quarterly Review, Vol.VI 1847, p268
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extreme position by oversimplification;l it went on to show that they
were reproducing the arguments of the Anglican Church and the Conservatives
against the grant of the Privy Council to thé two Societies in 18%9. The

Eclectic Review noted that, on this occasion, the govermment had secured

the support of the Wesleyans by excluding Roman Catholic schools from the
grant.2 Francis Adams believed that the measure caused anxiety to the
majority of dissenters, but claimed the Unitariens accepted it, and the

unitarian newspaper, the Christian Refprmer, argued the case for state

3

intervention in education, In Leeds, Baines noted that the Unitarians
Joined with the Chartists end Roman Catholics in supporting Russell.,4
Thomas Binney believéd that the campaign by Miall was mistaken; with tact
and care, he believed, dissenters could influence a Whig government, but
public confrontation simply led to their wishes being ignoredo5
R.W. Dale, who, like Cobden, had no faith in the application of free
trade principles to education, believed that Miall was speeking for a very
small proportion of the congregationalist body. Writing in 1868, he
cleimed that nine out. of ten congregationalists wanted a national systenm
of secular education;

"That is what we wanted nearly thirty years ago, and the

protest in 1846 - 1847 against all state interference with

popular education was really a temporary departure from the

policy which Congregational,Dissenters originally professed."
Miall did his best to broaden the scope of resistance. Inéofar as the
proposals were a measire of church extension, Miall argued that resistance
should be organised under the aegis oflths Antifoate Church Associétion,
and combined with pressure for disestablishmeﬁt;7 He addressed meetings
in London, and Nbrwich;8Ahe was a member of the business committee which

9

organised an interdenominational conference on education at Crosby Hall,

1. British Quarterly Review, Vol.XLVII 1868, p4ll

2 Belectic Review ns vel. XXT 1847 ppb4lf. See also E. Baines, Life of
Edward Baines p335. G.I.T. Machin, "The Maynooth Grant, Dissenters

and Disestablishment 1845-1847" English Higtorical Review Vol.82 1967, p77
Chrigtian Reformer, Feb. 1847, pb5. F. Adams, Elementary School Contest pl32
.. L. Baines, Life of Edward Baines, p332

British Quarterly Review, Vol.VI 1847, p262

AW.W. Dale, Life of R.W. Dale (London 1898) p271

Nonconformigt, 24.111.1847, pl73

o Ibid., 31.11I.1847, p200. 7.IV.1847, p215

o Ibid., 14,IV. 1847 pp228—229;_,16JV.1847, p246
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and, as has been discussed, addressed a meeting chaired by Bright at
Exeter Hall. The agitation had some little success. Russell modified
his proposals to make it pos.sibvle for s dissenting school to receive a
government grant without its religious teaching being subject to government
 inspection; school mahagers would simply be required to certify that

there was some religious teaching.l The Nonconformist was not mollified

by the concession, arguing it was simply irresponsible for the state to
disburse i)ublic money without supervision; if supervision would in~
evitably cause offence, it was better for the state not to give the money
at all. The concession merely meant that the government was abdicating
its task of supervision; - in no way was the inherent evil of the scheme

2
removed,

There were successful attempts to meke education an issue in the general

election of 1847. The Eclectic Revie_w and the Nonconformist had each

recommended that dissenters should refuse to vote for whig candidates who

had supported Russell's proposalss

| "There is only one way by which the Whig ministry can be
% made to retrace their steps. Reject their candidates at
the next election and they will be accessible to reason."

A new perioedical, the Nonconformist Elector was established to explain the

issues to dissenting thers. In discﬁssing education, it attempted to
avoid giving the impression that dissenters were diehard opponents of
Progress. It argued that disserlters would support any measure which would
genuinely help forward popular education; Russell's proposals would not:

"...the majority of Dissenters think, with us, that the
government scheme in the Minutes is not practically cal-
culated to extend, much less to benefit the cause of
education, but the contrary. They think that no State
or legislative interference, either with the secular or

1. Minutes of the Commitiee of Council on Bducation 1847/1848 Vol.I xlvii.
Ibid. 1846 Vol. I p4

cf Report of the Committee of Council 1869/1870 xxvii

See also J.Ray Shuttleworth, Four periods of Public Education p471
Nonconformigt, 30.VI.1847, p469

3. Ibid., 24.ITI.1847, pl80. cf Eclectic Review, ns vol.XXI 1847, ppb635-655

no
.

530



54.

or with the religious education of the people, will be
beneficial for its alleged and intended purpose, "l

Perhaps the most effective attempt to influence -candidates was made by the
Dissenting Deputies, who prepared five questions to be put by electors to
parliamentary candidates in the London area, seeking to elicit, among
other things, whether or not the candidates opposed any system of government
intervention in education,

"...which either directly or ihdirectly compels the use of a

Catechism or Creed, and attendance at any perticular form of

public worship."2
The Deputies withheld their support from any candidate who gave unsatis—
factory replies, andvclaimed that all candidates whose views were acceptable

were in fact elected. There was apparent, "...a new spirit and con-

fidence ...amongst dissenters, which must be encouraged."3 The Nonconformist

claimed that dissenters had brought about the defeat of one of the arch-
enemies of voluntaryism, when Macaulsy lost his seat at Edinburgh:4
however, it has been shown that his successful opponent owed as much to

the support of distillers as to the support of voluntaryists.5

Miall bhimself stood as a candidate at Halifax, but in his own campaign

made curiously little reference to the educational issue. He attempted
to deal with it as one aspect of the establishment question, and con-
tinually made the point that the education question could never be solved
80 long as the state was united with one favoured sect. He denied thet
education was a major issue in Halifax, possibly because his opponent,
Sir Charles Wood, accused him of being hostile to educational progress,6
Moreover, his fellow-candidate, the chartist barrister Ernest Jones, did
concentrate upon the education question, advocating full voluntaryism.7
Nonconformisgt Elector, 9.VII.1847

Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 4.VI.1847, £395; 13.VII.1847, 405
Ibid., f437

Nonconfomigst, 10.V.1847, p328

G.I.T. Machin, "The Maynooth Grant, Dissenters and Disestablishment;
1845-1847" p8L.

Nonconformist, 30.VI.1847 ppd78-479; 4.VIII.1847 p565
7. B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education p275
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Miall may have felt it better tactice to present himself as the candidate
of the Anti-State Church Association, and avoid being branded as a can-

didate of one issue only.

Russell's proposals were not further modified, and passed into law. But
the voluntaryists had succeeded in obtaining some concession to their

views. The Nonconformist believed it had contributed to this success

by publicising the extent and character of opposition to the proposalsol
This is probably a fair appraisal, since the urgent need of any dissenting
cause was publicity, at a time when the majority of the organs of mass

communication were controlled by the establishment. After the conflict

of 1847, the Noncopformist was able to adopt a less militant role, though
still one of consgiderable importance. Individuals as well as governments
coﬁld propose. schemes of education, and there was growing interest in the
educational systems of other countries. Some of these were used as
prépaganda by the protagonists of state education, to demonstrate that

the government could control schools without dire results. The

Nonconformigt appreciated the need to éounter such arguments, especially
in view of the disadvantageous position in which it feared voluntary
schools had been placed by the measures of 1847. Thus, for example,
Misll leunched a bitter attack upon the éducational reforms of the Second
Republic, though in general he admired its achievements, and had been one
of a group of dissenters who visited Paris to congratulate Lamartine upon

gaining power.

The hard core of voluntaryism was evidently smell, and there was an
obvioug fear that it would be gradually eroded as the difficulties of
voluntary schools increased., The main problem was to secure a continual
supply of funds, and it was important that benefactors were not tempted by
1. Nonconformist, 24.IIL1847, pl73

2. Ibid., 12.VII.1848 pbl5. See also A. Miall
Life of Edward Miall pp 136f
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other schemes of educational organisation. Hence Miall and his allies
attacked the proposals of individuals and organisations in the 18508, lest
they attract the support of wavering voluntaryists. Two main features
appeared in these schemes: the idea of rate support for schools, which
indeed met one of Miall's coﬁplaints against a system controlled by sn
unrepresentative Parliament, and the idea of solving the religious
difficulty by msking the state-supported system purely secular. Reference
has been made to Miall‘s attacks upon the bills introduced by Fox, M.P.
for Oldhem, in 1850 and 1851 proposing a local rate to support schools,
and stipulating‘that schools supported by rates chould offer secular
teaching only. Miali deployed his whole range of arguments against the
bills, his real fear being that, "...if once adopted, they will

necessarily supersede all that went before them."1

A more serious threat was posed by the Manchéster and Salford Education
Bill, for while it was a private measure, it was the product of a strong

body of opinion, and the Nonconformist feared that Russell might see

political advantage in adopting it as a government measure. It attempted
to show that the bill was superfluous, and ill-designed to solve the
problems of religious education. Self-help and temperance, it was
certain, would produce the necessary finances

"We should like to ascertain...what amount is spent
weekly in Manchester and Salford by the working and
poorer classes at the various gin palaces and beer
shops in these two boroughs. We should like to kmow
what amount of money these classes could raise, without
curtailment of a single domestic comfort, and merely
by an exercise of self-denial in regard to what is
positively pernicious to them, if the object thereby
proposed to be attained were one about which they
cherished deep anxiety. "2

Another objection to the bill was its proposals for the support of schools

from local rates; the sums raised would bgﬁdistributed amongst the various

1. Nonconfomist, 28.V.1851, p4l7; Ibid., 6.II1.1850, pl90

2. Ibid., 18,11.1852, pll7.
See also A. Miall Life of Edward Miall. ppl36f
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sects, and this would mean that rate payers would be indirectly supporting
types of religious teaching of which they might not approve. The Patriot
described a school-rate system as,"...an wwise and rétrograde step,
fraught with injustice, involving unsound economic principles snd certain
to issue in failure and misohief."l

"It camot be exclusive without inflicting injustice upon

many. It cannot be latitudinarian without inflicting

besides an injury upon truth. It cammot be entirely

secular without destroying the noblest functions of the

schoolmaster. Far better would it be if it would cease

to meddle with what it is unable to deal with satis—

factorily. "2
4 Parliesmentary Commission was set up to examine educational facilities in
Manchester and Salford, and when it reported, the Nonconformigt commented,

"...we have never felt more confident of the weakness of

every argument in support of a compulsory system of educa-

tion, and have never been more strongly and vividly

impressed with the practical truth and power of the

Voluntary principle."3
Miall was adopted as parliementary candidate for Rochdale in succession
to Sharman Crawford in 1851, and in the course of his election campaign
in 1852, as at Halifax in 1847, avoided any profound discussion of the
education question. As member for Rochdale from 1852 to 1857, and
already established as a leader of the voluntaryist party, Miall'was,
on the face of it, well placed to play an influentiel part in the
Once In
education debates which occured in the course of this Parliament. -thd

Within
hu‘rnsol{: ‘ Q sws,enoLQ(ﬁt

Parliement itseif, he could rely upon the support of other leading Q+'L¥%“
voluntaryists such as Apsley Pellatt, Samuel Morley and Edward Baines, and
there was the possibility of attracting the support of leading radicals.
However, his effectiveness was limited by the degree of support from

outside the dissenting bodies which he could attract, and by the fact that

he could not introduce any new element or idea into the education debate.

1. Patriot, 8.XII.1851
2. Nonconfomist, 25.II.1852, pl37
3o Ibid., 10.XI.1852, p887




The general trend was already laid down; since 1847 state control was
gradually increasing through successive Minutes of the Committee of
Council on Education, and there was little prospect of reversing this

trend. The Bclectic Review objected to the Minutes precisely because

they represented,

"...a perpetual bribe to the abandonment of sacred principles,

and gently insinuate, through a measure of education, the

system of universal religious endowment,"l
A1l that Miall could really do in these circumstances was to put the
voluntary case in Parliament when the opportunity to do so arose, and
to offer resistance to any substantive measures which would increase
state control, Within these limits, Miall made his mark in Parliament
as an able exponent of the voluntaryist cause, as a sharp critic of both
government and private measures. But in acting thus, he was opposing
the leaders of the party which he supported, and detaching himselffrom
the progressive forces whose support he would later require in other

contexts.

Russell's Borough Education Bill of 1853 gave Miall his first opportunity.
The bill incorporated the increasingly populer idea of rate support for
schools, which would give an opportunity for local control. It was an
idea attractive to many radicals,whose support Miall himself needed,

since it overcame many of the objections to centralised control and the
irresponsible power exercised by the Committee of Council. There was
also the danger that it would appeal to moderate dissenters, especially
those who at pfesent were the main financial supporters of voluntary

schools. Thus it was essential for Miall to give a clear statement of

principle, which the Nonconformist was able to publicise. The bill was
based upon the ideas of Kay Shuttleworth,2 and it intended to give local

authorities the power to levy a rate to support schools, including the

1, BEclectic Review, ns vol.I 1851, pd74
2. J. Conacher, The Aberdeen Coalition 1852-1855 (Cambridge 1968) pllQ
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religious part of the syllabus. In general, Miall regarded the bill
as unnecessary and divisive, and doubted if the ministry were suf-
ficiently strong and united to carry such a measure.l His particular
complaints were firstly that the bill permitted the teaching of religion
in the schools of all denominations with the support of public money:

"It practically declares that one religion is as good as

another, and that it does not matter what is taught or

believed. Its foundation is not charity but indifferentism...

Everybody's religion is to be inculcated at everybody's

expense., "2
In this matter, Miall's fears were endorsed by Gladstone. Admitting in
a letter to the Bishop of Salisbury that Russell, given a free hand,
"...would have something in the nature of a comprehensive or united
system’,” Gladstone went on to observe that a local rating system would
encourage the separate development of denominational schools, since
local opinion would force a secta#ian distribution of the ra’ce.,3
Secondly, Miall argued that the voluntary system was currently providing
as many school places as there was demand for them, and the one class
it failed to help, the very poor, would not be helped by Russell's measure.4
The Dissenting Deputies adopted a similar position., They expressed
surprise that the government,

"...should have brought forward a measure for extending the

means of education by the novel and objectionable expedient

of public rates, at a time when the Returns made under the

Census of 1851 demonstrate that the actual number of day

scholars under instruction is equal to one in eight and one

half of the population of England and Wales."S
They sent a petition to Parlisment, a deputation to protest aginst the

bill, and contributed £50 to the funds of a committee set up to fight the

measulre.

1. DNonconfommigt, 6.IV.1853, p269

. TIbid, 13.IV.1853, p290 |

3.  Gladstone to Bishop Denison 3.VII.1853. Quoted D.C. Lathbury,
Letters on Church and Religion of William Ewart Gladstone
(London 1910) ii, 1%4-135

4. = Nonconformigst, 20.IV.1853%, pp309-~310

5. Dissenting Deputies, Minutes Book 18.IV.1853, £343

6. Ibid., 16.V.1853, £352




Edward Baines, Miall's ally, hoped that Cobden would lead the fight.

He tried to persuade Cobden that all that the government could do to
help education was to remove the taxes upon newspapers and periodioals.l
This was curiously optimistic in view of the fact that Cobden had
supported Graham's bill in 1843, albeit reluctantly,2 and had, as early
as 1850, resolved to ignore Baines and his supporters. He had given
them time to "..get cool upon the subject. But they appear to be as
hot as-ever." Cobden himself was an advocate of the Massachusetts
system, which was a secular gystem based upon local rate support,3

He regarded Baines as afflicted by monomenia on the education question,
"...seeking through distorted statistics to conceal the fact that we are
the most ignorant Protestant nation in the world."4 He was no more
flattering about Miall, whom he regarded as utterly deluded concerning

the virtues of voluntaryism.5

Miall himself was thus forced to adopt a leading role, and addressed a
number of public meetings. At one such, he claimed "...there was as
much education in the country as the taste of the people would receive

at present."6 He supported this assertion by claiming that in Manchester
meny educational facilities were not being used for want of scholars.

At a meeting of the Friends of Voluntary and Religious Education, he

urged electors to lobby their M.P.s.7 He also served as a member of
depubtations. Along with Apsley Pellatt, Samuel Morley and Edward Baines,
he met Russell and stated the objections of dissenters to the bill. The

Nonconformigt commented that both sides agreed that the desirable school

provision was for one in eight of the population, and this was already

1. Edward Baines, A letter to Richard Cobden, FEsq., M.P. on the new
Government Measure of Education. (London 1853) 8pp

Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series. vol. LXVII, pl47l

. J. Morley, Life of Cobden 10th edition (London 1903) p548.

D. Read, Cobden and Bright: a Victorian Political Partnership pl79
J.A. Hobson, Richard Cobden. The International Man (London 1919) p228
Nonconformist, 4.V.185%, p353

Thid., 11.V.1853, p383
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being achieved by voluntary effort.l It based its claim on the inter-

pretation by the Leeds Mercury of the 1851 census, and concluded that no

government assistance was required.2 Miall met Russell as part of
another deputation to petition for the withdrawal of the bill,3 and also
met Sir James Graham. According to a report in the Patriot, Miall
explained to Graham that the bill should be dropped, as there was too
liftle time left in the session for a full discussion of it; Graham was

said to be sympathetic.4

In Parliament, Miall gave notice that he intended to introduce an
amendment in committee, which would allow rate payers who aslready con—

tributed to a school in a rating érea to be exempt from the educational

5

rate. This would preserve the essential structure of voluntaryism,
and the Athenacum commented;

"Of all the several amendments to Lord John Russell's
scheme of National Education now on the books of the
House of Commons, that proposed by the member for
Rochdale igs the most innocent in form, and the most
mischievous in spirit...such an amendment if carried
in the Houge, would be fatal to the scheme. It
would be setting up in every town the symbol of the
Voluntary Principle."6

The bill was withdrawn, which the Nonconfomigt considered a triumph for

dissenting M.P.s: the religious difficulty had proved insuperable.7 The
triumph was, however, marred by the fact that a Minute of the Committee
of Council, originally intended as a supplement to the bill, increased

the amount of the government grant to schools without any parliamentary

discussion. The Nonconformist warned,

"...the Committee of Council in respect to education is
superseding the functions of Parliament, and unless some-~
thing is done to curb or define this imperium in imperio,
it may prove dangerous to the public welfare."8

Nonconformigt, 25.V.1853, p4lO

Ibid., 1.Vi.1853, p44l

Ibid., 8.VI.1853, p453

Ibid., 6.VII.1853, p533; 13.VIL.1853, p55l
Ibid., 25.V.1853%, p418

Athenaeum, 28.V.1853, p650 _

J.B. Conacher, The Aberdeen Coalition pll3
Nonconformist, 24.VIII.1853, ppb679-680°
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Francis Adams confirmed this fear, when he observed,

"...the mammer in which the Minutes of 1853 became law is

worthy of notice, as showing the almost irresponsible power

and the absolute independence of authority which the Committee

of Council possessed,"l
In subsequent debates on education, Miall began to concentrate upon another
aspect of the voluntaryist position. He maintained, upon the basis of
the Religious Census of 1851 and the statistics produced by Edward Baines,
that there were sufficient school places available thanks to voluntary
effort.2 The main task was to stimulate a "...more general taste for

5

education (which) no agency of law can supply." Miall developed this
theme when he spoke in Parliament on a new version of the Manchester and
Salford bill, in the session of 1854. He took the opportunity to put

the House of Commons, "...into the possession of the opinion of those who

- entertained what were called 'Voluntary Principles'".4 Available staftis-

tics implied there was no proper provision for the habitation of the poor,
but no-one had argued that it was the task of Parliament to provide houses
for the poor.5 The same thesis applied to education: it was the duty of
parents to provide education for their children, and any deficiency was
the fault of parents. He believed that the difficulty lay in the fact
that parents were able to send their children to work in factories:
"...until the disposition of Parliasment in this respect was reformed,
little improvement could be made."6 Here, Miall was using an argument
favoured by many radicals, who believed that school places would only be
filled when the alternative of employment in factories was removed, either
by a reduction of the working day, or by the raising of the minimum age

for employment.7 However, Miall was some way from conceding the radical

Francis Adams, Elementary School Contegt plé8

. For a discussion of the Religious Census of 1851 see K.S. Inglis,
"Patterns of Religious Worship in 1851" Journal of Ecclesiastical
History Vol.II 1960, ppT74-86.

Nonconformist, 19.IV.1854, p317

Hensard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series CXXX, ppllO7-1109

Ihid.

Ibid.

B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education pl52. The report of
Horace Mann on the Religious Census of 1851 gave support to this view,

N =
.
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.

and was quoted by Miall in Parliament., Hansard, Parlismentary Debafes
3rd series CXXXIII, p262 '
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position that education was the right of everyone; he believed that it
was a privilege earned by self-help and seldeenial.l Moreover, he

feared that working men would draw the wrong conclusions from government
provision of education, and come to rely upon government to provide all

the necessities of life.2

He spoke in similar vein on the Education (Scotland) bill, introduced
in the same year. He claimed that his opposition to state provision of
sechools was on practical rather than doctrinaire grounds;

"...if he could but arrive at the conviction that the
education of the people ought to be provided by
Parliamentary enactment or legal provision, that sup-
posing no greater evil than the evil intended to be
remedied were produced, he would willingly surrender
any theory of his own, elther political or economical,
in order to accomplish the attainment of so desirable
a result."3

Miall was wnable to reach such a conviction, and denied that the bill would

achieve what its supporters claimed. It would produce no diminution of
crime; Miall quoted the report of Horace Mann on the 1851 census, which
argued that the provision of school places for the poor would be of no
value s0 long as they lived in degrading conditions, and so long as
parenfs were unwilling to make the necessary sacrifices, either by

refraining from sending their children to work in factories, or by

refusing to reduce the £50 million per year currently spent upon liquor.4

In these speeches Miall gave the House of Commons a clear statement of
the principles of voluntaryism in education. Both bills were rejected,

and the Eclectic Review jubilantly announced:

"The fruits of victory are in the hands of the Anti-State
Church party, and to this issue much has no doubt been
contributed by the voluntaries."?

1. Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXXX, ppllO7-1109
2. Ibid. ' B

3.  Ibid., CXXXIII, pp259-263.

4. Ibid., pp261-262

5. Bclectic Review, ns vol. VIII 1854, p492
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Professor Conacher has shown that éducational measures in the 1850s
normally. foundered upon the rock of religion, and Miall, in company with
other dissenters, consistently opposed government interference in education
upon religious grounds.l However Miall achieved his success, such as it
was, in opposition to the forces upon which he would have to rely in
accompliching other, and more important.parts of his programme, in
opposition to the leaders of a ministry which was sympathetic towards
reform, and in collaboration with industzialists who did not wish the
supply of.child labour to diminish through govermment provision of schools,

and with Tories who wished to preserve the status guo in education.2

Moreover, while Miall had contributed to the opposition which forced

the withdrawal of two measures, he was much less effective in his opposition
to the increasing level of the govérnment granf to schools. When the
estimates of 1854 were debated, Miall complained that the grant for
education was never adequately discussed by Parliament, and it increased
annually without proper parliamentary sanction. He objected to this
unconstitutional procedure,3 and he showed from the reports of inspectors
that huge sums were spent without producing the‘required results.  Money
was not going where it was most urgently needed, a charge already made
against the voluntary sys’cem.4 Miall further maintained that there had
been 1little effort made to induce children to stay longer at school, and

he felt that the social status of teachers was too low. He did hot

propose that the government grant be teminated, but that it should remain at

the: level of the previous year until a committee of inquiry had investi-
gated its operatibn.5 Miall withdrew this proposal when Russell made

it clear-that he had no objection to such an inquiry.

1. J.B. Conacher, The Aberdeen Coalition, pll3

2. B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education pp388f

b Hansard, Parlismentary Debates CXXXIV, pd67; see also
E.BE. Rich, The Education Act 1870. p67

4.  Christian Reformer, October 1846, p636

5. Hensard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXXXIV, p969;
cf Bclectic Review, ns vol.I.1851, pd74
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- In 1855 Miall repeated his demand for an inquiry, more than ever con-

vinced that the real danger to voluntaryism lay in the,

"...stealthy advances of the Committee of Council whose demsnds
increase upon the Exchequer year by year, and seven-eigths

of whose resources are devoted to the support of schools
called 'nmational', but whose prominent characteristic is their
ecclesiastical exclusiveness."! '

In attacking proposals for an increased grant, Miall argued that the

schools supported by the grant did not cater for the very poor; that

was the function of the Ragged Schools, which were maintained by volun-

- tary effort. Nor had crime decreased, although an ever-increasing

government grant supposedly provided more schools. He concluded that,
"...the object for which the State interferred in the first instance in

the matter of education had not been attained."2

Cobden replied with é powerful attack upon Miall; he had no faith in
educational voluntaryism,'and was one of the founders of the National
Public School Association; ﬁhose basic philosophy was the establishment of
secular schools supported by local rates; this policy was increasingly
attractive to moderate dissenters, and had powerful Unitarian support.,3
Cobden claimed that Miall's assertion, that education did not at present
reach the poor and crimiﬁal clagses, was entirély unproven, and he
attacked voluntaryism as fallacious on the grounds that the individual
efforts of parents were supplemented by eleemosynary subscriptions from
the wealthier members of congregations. There was no real difference
between the receipt of charitable subscriptions and the receipt of a
government grant. He went on to ask;

"Where, then, was now the great obstacle to a satisfactory

system being adopted? He was bound to say, and with the

greatest regret he said it, that it lay amongst his respec—
table Friends of the voluntary principle, whose individual

1. DNonconfomist, 25.VII. 1855, p572

2. Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series CXXXIX, ppldl3-1415

3.  R.W. Dale Higtory of English Congregationalism pp670-671
Chrigtian Reformer, March 1852, ppld3-144
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efforts to promote education deserved so much credit.
Could the Hon. Member for Rochdale (Miall) say now that
a national system of education like that of the United
States, was destructive of civil and religious freedom?"

The session of 1855 had begun with the suspicion that Russell intended %o

introduce another education bill., The Nonconfomist commented that

it would be more to the point if the military system were made less
inefficient, for the Crimean War was revealing major weaknesses. The
level of competence revealed cbuld lead to no optimism about the prospects
of an education system run by the govemmenta2 A bill was duly

introduced, and its provisions were more to the liking of the Nonconformist

‘]

which remarked that each defeat of an education bill was followed by the
introduction of a better measure, a tribute to the successful campaigning
of the voluntaryist party. The bill permitted town councils and rural
parishes to levy an education rate, to support schools in which religious

teaching would not be compulsory. TFor the Nonconfomist it was the,

"...fairest embodiment of an unsound principle which
has yet been put forth — so fair that we can hardly
anticipate that a dominant Church will acquiescein its
adoption."3 o

In the event the bill was withdrawn, but there were five other education

bills during the session, each of which Miall attacked. The Nonconformist

commenteds

"A gratuitous, unwarranted and fallacious assumption runs through
+eothese bills. They take it for granted that it is in the
power of an Act of Parliament to make up in a short space the
deficiencies of popular education both in quantity amd quality,
thus teking for granted not only what ought to be proved, but
what cannot be proved...It has long been laid down that the
Govermment are the worst of traders; it is now manifest that
they are the worst of purveyors; anmd without another ruinous
experiment it may well be believed that they would prove them—
selves the worst of educators."4

None of the bills was successful, but it had already become spparent that

Miall saw the increasing goVernment grant as the greater threat to

Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXXXIX, ppl4l5-1416
- Nonconformist, 24.I.1855, p57

Ibid., 14.IT.1855, pll7

Thid., 25.1V.1855, p3l7
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voluntaryism, and it is significant that he spoke favourably of Russell's

most recent proposals with their suggestion of secular schools.

This shift of ground was apparent when Miall discussed Russell's proposals
of 1856, which were a series of resolutions permitting the levying of an
education rate in boroughs and country parishes, introducing a degree of
compulsory attendance, providing for religious teaching and expanding the
ingspectorate. Baines was irreconcilably opposed, claiming that the
scheme endangered voluntaryism and with it, eivil and religious freedom.
Once again, he showed that voluntaryism was providing schools places for
one in eight of the population; which Kay Shuttleworth considsred +the
desirable level?

"There is superabundant evidence that the schools are much

more than adequate to the number of scholars attending them.

The existing want is on the part of parents who...are

satisfied with too short a term of schooling for their

children. This is an evil not to be cured by legislation

but by the gradual leaveping of the working classes with

more correct views and higher aspirations."

Miall was generally hostile to the plan, but the Nonconformist believed

now that state intervention was a practical proposition so far as purely
secular education was concerned.2 Miall made a speech.on these lines
when the meésure was debated in Parliament. He began by stating his
usual objections to state intervention, but went on to say that if state
intervention had to occur, Russell's scheme was the least objectionable
‘he could envisage, as it left room for local initiative and choice. He
felt Russell underestimated the successes of voluntaryism, and failed to
appreciate the difficulty of securing school attendance. The alternative
of employment in factories was still, he felt, the greatest obstacle.3
For the first time Miall went on to consider the virtues of a secular
system, where the state took no responsi bility for, and no part in,
1. Edward Baines, National Education: remarks on the speech and plan
" of Loxd John Russell 32pp (London 1856) pl5

2. Nonconformigt, 12.III.1856, pl6l
3. Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series CXL, pp2002-2004
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religious teaching. It would, he admitted, be a practical solution to
the perpetual problem of religious education:

"If a system of public education were established at all,

the only way to render that system just would be to exclude

religious instruction from the teaching given in the schools
established, "l

Miall voted against the resolutions, but his speech was an indication that
he was beginning to feel that voluntaryism was not proving successful,
and was seeking alternatives. Certainly he had begun to drift away from
the pure voluntaryism of Baines. The Dissenting Deputies regarded the
rejection of Russell's resolutions as,

"...evidence of the feeling of the country that it is

undesirable to disturb the powerful and extemded :action

of the Voluntary Principle which has worked favourably

for the interests of the country."2
However, Francis Adeams commented that a note of despair had crept into the
arguments of the voluntaryists:

"At this special time the'Vbluntaryists were making

despairing efforts to sustain their failing cause, and

Mr. Baines, Mr. Hadfield and Mr. Miall wgre indefatigable
in urging their opinions on Parlisment."

Part 4. Miall's acceptance of government intervention

Miall's one positive contribution in the course of his parliamentary
career to date had been to propose an inquiry into education, which he
hoped might vindicate.the achievements of volﬁntanyism, and prove that
state intervention was unnecessary. Hé was defeatgd at Rochdale in the
election of 1857, and,'hawing achieved some renown as.a spokesman of the
voluntaryist party, was nominated a member of a Royal Commission under the
chairmanship of the Duke of Newcastle whiéh was set up on the motion of the

Tory Sir John Packington,

1. Hensard, Barliamentary DebatesVSrd series CXL,'pp2002-2004
2.  Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 21.IV.1856, f£102
3. . Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest ppl74~175
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"...to inquire into the present state of Popular Education

in England, and to congider and report what measures, if

any, are required for the extension of sound and ches

elementary instruction to all classes of the people. '
Apart from Miall, who was on the Commission to represent the interests
of dissenters, the members were the Duke of Newcastle, Sir John
Coleridge, the Rev. William Lake who represented the interests of the
Anglican Church, the Rev. Willism Rogers, Nassau Senior who was interested
in social reform on seculer principles, and Goldwin Smith.2 The
Commission represented all shades of opinion, and the fact of its appoint-
ment suggests a general anxiety ébout the state of popular education.

Miall's later parliementary speeches reflected this fear snd it was

around this time that the Nonconfommist began to feel that the voluntary

system was facing extinction in the face of competition from schools

supported by the gover:nment.3

The Commission divided the country into specimen districts, and appointed
asgistant commissioners to draw up detailed reports of these areas. It
also obtained statistics from the various bodies concerned with education,
and was given reports on the educational systems of France and Germeny

by Mark Pattison and Matthew Arnold. >According to Miall, the Commission
had more than one hundred meetings, each lasting about four hours.4 His
own part in its work was praised by Goldwin Smith:

"Notwithstanding his other occupations, he bore his full
share...of a very heavy task. He asserted his principles

with the clearness and firmness necessary to obtain for them
fair consideration, but with unfailing good humour and urbanity.
The Duke of Newcastle, who was the chaimman and who had anti-
cipated discord, was greatly pleased and impressed by his
demeanour." :

1. Report of the Commissioners appointed to inquire into the State of
Popular Education in England 1861 i, 2
M. Sturt, The Education of the People (London 1967) pp241-242
2. Goldwin Smith, Reminiscences ed. A. Haultain (New York 1911) ppll6-117.
3.  Nonconformist, 5.X.1859, p803. See above p42.
4, Ibid., 3.IV.1861, p270
5. A, Miall, Life of Edward Misll. p23l
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Some years later, when Bright ppesented Miall with a testimonial for his
work in voluntary education, he informed the audience that the Duke of
Newcastle had spoken to him of Migll's courtesy, moderation, iiberality,
sound judgment and industry in eulogistic terms.l The ébituary of
Miall which appeared in the Nonconfomist added that the Duke had +o0ld

Miall that the work of the Commission could not have beén satisfactorily

carried out but for Miall's spirit of conciliation.aﬁd co-operation,
and had invited Miall to stay at his home at Clumber whenever he wished.2
Goldwin Smith added that Miall strongly advocated a policy of educational
voluntaryism, and he and Goldwin Smith drew up a report for the
Commi ssion stressing its virtues,of which Goldwin Smith had become con-
vinced in America. They found themselves in a minority of two, and
having put their convictions on record, waived their dissen‘t.3 Deg~
cribing Misll's character, Golwin Smith said;

"There was not about him a shadow of obscurantism. It

was impossible that popular education or anything con-

ducive to enlighterment and progress could bhave a more

sincere and zealous friend...The tablet of memory retaing

only the general, but vivid and cherished image of a

character formed by intense amd life-long devotion to a

principle, yet entirely free from narrowness or fanaticism,

and not only genial but mirthful."4
Having expressed his reservations, Miall played a full part in drawing
up the report and recommendations of the Go:mmission;5 for the most part,
he agreed wholeheartedly with its findings. For example, it concluded
that nearly all classes of society could afford to pay for the education
of their children, and would appreciate education less if it were available

gratuitously.6 It appreciated that school attendance was one of the main

difficulties,7 but felt unable to recommend compulsory attendance.8

1, Nonconformist, 8.V.1862, p397

2. Nonconformigt & Independent, 5.V.1881, pb

3. Goldwin Smith, Reminigcences ppll9-120; A. Miall, Life of Edward
Miall, p232

A, Miall, Life of Bdward Miall, pp2%2-233

Ibid. p232; Goldwin Smith, Reminiscences, pl20

Report of the Commissioners, i, 73

Ibid., i, 84-85; 174f

Ibid., i, 199
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Compulsion would interfere with the supply of child labour, and would
deprive parents of the earning capacity of their dhildreh.l It found
fault with the quality of teaching, especially in reading, writing and
arithmetic, and recommended that there should be some inducement to
raise standards.2 It criticised the existing system on four main
grounds: there was excessive central expenditure which secured local
benefits only; no effective help was given to backward areaé, and the
cost of helping such areas would be prohibitive; elementary subjects
were badly taught; the machinery of administration as at present

3

organised would soon become unwieldy. Nearly all these points had

been raised by Miall in his speeches and writings.

However, he was in a minority on two issues. = The najority of members
thought it had been both right and successful for the government to
provide money for schools. The minority, evidently Miall and Goldwin
Smith,

"...admit that the responsibilities and functions of

Government may be enlarged by special circumstances, and

in cases where political disasters have retarded the

natural progress of society. But they hold that in a

country situated politically and socially as England is,

Government has, ordinarily spesking, no educational duties,

except towards those whom destitution, vagrancy or crime

casts upon its hands."4
They conceded that some good had resulted from government grants, but
felt that the voluntary principle would have achieved more by
functioning with less waste, by allowing greater diversity of school
provision, and by avoiding religious conflict. Miell and Goldwin Smith
hoped that the government would gradually withdraw its grants, except for
school buildings, otherwise expenditure would grow unchecked, and the
sense of parental responsibility would be undermined. Having stated
their reservations, Miall and Goldwin Smith concurred in the recommendations
Report of the Commissioners, i, 225
Ibid., i, 273274

Ibid., i, 313f
Tbid., 1, 298
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as a whole. On the question of religious instruction, there is evidence
of a protracted discussion, and the Commission recognised that problems
would arise if denominational creeds were taught in schools supported by
public money.1 However, the Commission wished religious instruction to
remain part of the school curriculum, and did not envisage removing schools
from the control of the various denominations. Bssentially, it wished to
leave the gystem ag it Was,2 and offered a compromise'solution whereby

the religious teaching in a particular school would be left to the dis—

cretion of its managers, and H.M.I.s would only examine secular subjects.

Miall disagreed; since public money was being used, its expenditure should

- bé supervised, and H.M.I.s might prevent excesses of denominationalism in

schools controlled by the Church of England.3 But once again, he deferred
to the majority, and told a meeting of the Voluntary Schools Association;

"Having accomplished this much, it was neceéssary for me to
determine whether I would put my name to that report or not.
Here was a practical plan for the extension of...permanent
government support and assistance. I thought that as I
had worked with the Commission during a period of three
years, as I was put upon the Commission with the full
knowledge of my fellow-Commissioners that I advocated the
voluntary principle in education, as I had never con-
cealed my sentiments there, and as I fairly brought the
matter to discussion and a vote, in which I and...a minority
of the Commission were beaten; +that it would have been, not
only semething like prudery, but somewhat unfair, to have
used such influence as an individual might use to guide and
to mould the decisions of the Commigsgion, if I did not take
my share of responsibility at the end, taking care, however,
that the public should well understand that I did this...in
the second resort, and not because they (the minority)
believed that the principle of govermmental support of
education was sound."4

The Commission recommended some alteration in the distribution of grants

to schoolg; the govermment grant would be supplemented by a sum from county

rates, payable in respect of every child who passed an examination in

reading, writing and arithmetic, and who attended school for a minimum of

1. Report of the Commisgsioners i, 298—299, gsee also A. Miall
Life of Bdward Misll p234

2. Report of the Commissioners i, 312; 343

bR Tbhid. i, %48
4, E Miall, Life of Edward Miall p235

T2,
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140 days in the year.l This was the genesis of the system of 'payment
by results®, which was the only positive achievement of the Commission,
and was enshrined in the Revised Code. Miall fully supported the
financial recommendations which were at the root of the system, and must
bear some responsibility for a measure whose educational consequences were
not propitious. A recent historian of the educational struggles of the
nineteenth century remarked that the Commission mérely approved the existing
structure of education, and its recommendations offered,

"o+ .the most wmeagre and sterile view of the éducational

process that has ever been enunciated. A great opportunitg

was lost...a great wrong was done to the nation's schoolg,"
Dissenting leaders were divided inm their views of the Commission's report.
The Liberation Society welcomed it as,

"e..the most-emphatic testimony to the power of voluntaryism

and the most emphatic official rebuke to the pretensions of

ecclesiastical supremacy that has ever been published in this

country."
R.W. Dale, the Bimmingham nonconformist leader, remained unconvinced of the
efficiency of volﬁntanyism, and continued to advocate a state system,
"..oseparating himself in the matter from Edward Miall, Samuel Morley,

Edward Baines, and the most prominent leaders of Congregationalism at

that tim.e."4 Not unnaturaliy, the Nonconformist welcomed the report of

the Commission. It praised its imparfiality, and particularly the fact
that the minority view had received a sympathetic hearing., The voluntary
system had been triumphantly vindicated, and its leaders had ét their
disposal a vast amount of detailed infomation in support of their case:

"...the free educationists.,..will stand on a higher level
in public estimation in consequence of the labours of
the Education Commission."

1. Report of the Commissioners i, 337

2. F. Smith, A history of Frglish Elementary Education p248
3. Liberator, May 1861, pp79-80

4. A.W.W. Dale, Life of R.W. Dale pl63

5. Nonconfommigt, 3.IV.1861 p270
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Yet Miall seemed to be trying to convince himself; having welcomed the
report as a vindication of voluntaryism, he continued the article by
conceding the possibility of state intervention in educations

"If the state is to take part in the education of the

Bnglish people, the plan recommended by the Commission

is accepted by the minority as the best one feasible."
Members of voluntaryist bodies thought his attitude contradictory. The
Voluntary Schools Association found it strange that he had signed the‘
report of the Commission at all, and he had to assure members that he
had not abandoned his faith in voluntaryism:

"I have lost none of my attachment to, none of my faith and

confidence in, the principles I have always entertained.

And while I have put my neme to a report which presents to

the public a plan for the extension and permanency of

government support to educational institutions, not however

without some protest...I still feel that the document which

has just been issued by the Education Commissioners...will

"be found in its operations upon the public mind...to be wholly

favourable to the great principle of voluntaryism,"2
He seemed unaware of any incongruity between the parts of his argumeht;
since he was re~elected to the committee of the Voluntary Schools
Association at this meeting, nor, apparently, did his audience. Miall
seems to0 have been torn in two directions, believing on the one hand that
the report did show that the voluntary system was working well, yet fully
aware on the other hand that his fellow-commissicners took a different
view of the evidence, and had induced him to sign a report which recom—
mended more state in‘tervention.3 More and more, it seems, Miall became
convinced that the government was going to teke an increasing part in
education, and felt his task as a voluntaryist and a dissenter was not to
attempt to halt an irreversible process, but to ensure that the new
educational system did the least possible violence to his convictions.
Since he was an active politician, concemed as much with practical
1l Nonconformist, 3.IV.1861 p270.

2, Ibid., 5.VI.1861, pp4dlf
3. Ibid., 17.VII.1861, p571
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achievement as with logical victories, there seems nothing dishonourable or

inconsistent in his position.

Some of the recommendations of the Commission were given effect in an
Education minute published in 1861, which became known as the Revised Code.
Drafted by Robert Lowe, and Lingen, the Secretary to the Committee of the
Privy Council, it stipulated that the government grant should no longer be
made in respect of individual pupils, but should be made en bloc to
schools managers: its total for each school woﬁld depend upon the per—
formance of pupils in examinations of their attainments in reading, wrifing
and arithmetic. Miall gave the minute‘a cautious welcome, inasmuch as
it would ensure that fundemental subjects were efficiently taught, and
would involve such a rise in the cost of education as to make it impossible
to continue government grants on financial grounds:

"...if we are to have state aid at all, ‘it is reasonable to

adopt such precautions as will ensure its being profitably

applied. _We think the Revised Code well adapted to secure

this end."l
He had no sympathy with the reaction of many teachers who condemned the new
code as likely to injure the cause of popular education.2 - Later opinion

concurred in this verdict, but Miall dismissed it as a case of a vested

interest opposing a progressive measure. The Nonconformist had so little

sympathy with the anxieties of teachers that it compared their attitude

with that of the Sepoy mu.tineers.3

Lowe deiayed the implementation of the new code to allow full discussion

by Parliament, and when it was debated in February 1862, the Nonconformist

was unstinting in his praise. He had,

"...placed under the notice of the country a case so com-
plete in itself and so amply sustained by reasoning and
evidence, that in our humble opinion he has turned the tide
of battle, and ensured the discomfiture of that vast array

1. Nonconformist, 28.VIII.1861, p68L
2. Ibid., 18.IX.1861, p750
Ze Thid., 9.X.1861, p8l1
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of clergy managers and schoolmasters, the mustering and
preliminary meeting of which, during the recess, had been
sufficiently imposing to attract the attention of the
Conservative leaders."k
It was at pains to point out that it was not convinced of the virtues of
state intervention and supported the Revised Code only because it was an
improvement upon the previous system of government grants, and might,
because of its expense, facilitate a return to a "...natwal and
nomal position in regard to the scholastic education of the people."2
Granted that the Commission had demonstrated the need for reform, the

Revised Code was not the only answer. "Is thére not a plain and

practical alternative of no system at all?"3 Having already argued

that the Revised Code was the best blueprint for government intervention,

if such was to become pemmanent, the Nonconformist emphasised that it

would demonstrate the impossibility of efficient government control
without enormous expense. "He may carry his new Code, but it will fail

almost as miserably as the Old."4

It added to the confusion by claiming
that insofar as the question was how to educate the poor most efficiently
and economically,

"...we have no hesitation in again expressing our preference,
as merely administrative reformers, for the New Codel®

For this reason, it welcomed Lowe's assurance that the scheme would be
either cheap or efficient, though its contemporary, the Patriot thought
it would be neither; it interpreted the evidence of the Commission as
showing that half the children noﬁ in schools receiving state grants should
be turned out to make room for the genuinely poor. Nothing in the Revised

6
Code was designed to bring this about.. Kay Shuttleworth had no faith in

1. Nonconformist, 19.II.1862, pl70

2. Ibid

3. Ibid., 12.IT1.1862, p231

4. Ibid. In fact, the Education Grant which had risen from £20,000 in

1832 to £813,000 in 1861, dropped to £636,806 in 1865, due to
the workings of the Revised Code. M.E. Saddler and J.W. Edwards
"Public Elementary Education in Englend and Wales" 1870-1895.
Special Reports on Educational Subjects (H.M.S.0. 1897) pplO-1l.
5. Nonconformisgt 12.II11.1862, p231
6. Patriot, 12.VI 1862, pp388-389




the administrative argument. Like the Patriot, he thought the system of
the Revised Code neither cheap nor efficient, and believed it would be
destructive of educationsl standards. It would waste public money
without producing the results which were declared to be.its main object.l
As a result of criticisms made in the course of the Parliamentary debate,
Lowe introduced certain modifications, which took into sccount the reports
of H.M.IT.s ag well as examinatioh results in assessing the grant for
schools. Miall, who had seen many iﬁspectors' reports as a commissioner,
probably felt they were unduly inclined to find mitigating circumstances
for the. failures of teachers, and condemned the amendments. He also felt

the standards set by the code were far too Llow; they were at a level

_which, "...if the teacher can teach at all, he cannot fail to mske his

scholars reach."2

If the reaction of the Nonconformist to the Revised Code seems unper-

ceptive and unduly preoccupied with cost effectiveness, it should be

remembered that Miall felt the state could not provide education in the real

sense, and insofar as it did intervene, it would do least damsge to
voluntaryist principles if it confined itself to teaching fundamentals
effectively. Since Miall expected the system would prove too expensive
to continue for long, his support of the Revised Code was not wholly
inconsistent with his position as a voluntaryist leader, and indeed in
1862 he received a public testimonial in recognition of his work for
voluntary education. Bright, who made the presentation, introduced Miall
as "your faithful representaiive of Voluntaryism in the late Roysl

.. . 3
Commigsion on Bducation."

1. Sir J. Kay Shuttleworth, Memorandum on Popular Education 1868
(London 1969) p30

2. Nonconformist, 16.IV.1862, p33l, 2.IV.1862, p290

3.  Ibid., 8.V.1862, p397

.
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Part 5, The Education Act of 1870: the clash with the government

While the education question receded into the background between 1863 and
1866, and Miall appeared to concentrate upon other issues, there was
significant development of opinions and attitudes. Miall himself Tecog—
nised that current trends were towards the support of schools by local
rates and towards compulsory attendance. Aware of the religious problems
this would cause, he altered his whole position on the content of the
school syllabus, and for the first time advocated that religious teaching
should be excluded from the curriculum. Schools should concentrate upon
secular subjects:

"Personally, we have no objection to the elimination from

day schools of what is called religious instruction. We

do not undervalue it, but we do not think the schools the

most fitting place, nor the schoolmaster the most fitting

person, for religious teaching...in the divided state of

religious feeling, rating and denominationalism cannot
- run together."

This statement represents an important stage in the development of Miall's

educational views; this disposition to accept a purely secular system

of educetion made it possible for him to contemplate state intervention
with some degree of equanimity, and ended hig separation from the main body
of radicals and dissenting leaders. Gladstone, too, believed that
denominational education was in jeopardy, confiming Miall's owm con-
viction. Writing to the Archdeacon of Nottingham, Gladstone forecast,

"If anything is to be done %o save denominational education it should be
done with gpeed. The time is short, and the final issue drawing near."2
The labour leader, George Howell, informed Forster that the working classes
hoped to remder service in the solution of the great questions now before

5

the country, one of which was the education question.

1. Nonconformigt, 19.XII.1866, pl018
2. Gladstone to the Archdeacon of Nottingham 16.VIT.1867 in D.C. Lathbury,
Letters on Church and Religion of William Ewart Gladstone ii, 137 ©

3.  George Howell to W.B. Forster 15.1I1.1868, Howell Papers
(Bishopsgate Institute) Letter Book 4 £297




The Liberation Society, which had previously avoided becoming involved in
the education controversy, abandoned its detached position when it conmsidered
its tactics for 1865. Public money was being used increasingly to support
Anglican schools, and the question of a conscience clause for the protection
of dissenters in rural areas, where there was often only & Church of

. England School, had become a major issue. The Privy Council had

| eventually accepted such a clause, and the Liberation Society felt that
nonconformists ought to be taking active measures to safeguard their rights,
rather than relying upon the efforts of others;l The implication of its
resolution was that the society, like Miall, was hoping to regulate the

character of state control, since opposition was now futile.

Miall finelly abandoned his support of the voluntary system in 1867.2 As
parliamentary candidate for Bradford in that year, he informed voters that
the imminence of franchise reform had made state control of education
inevitable, and his concern was to secure the best possible formo3 No
longer divided from his radical allies, he was in a much better position
to influence events, and join a grouping of the forces of motion. He con-
firmed his commitment to a secular curriculun supported by state grant;
religious instruction could be financed by individual denominations
separately from the normal curriculum.4 This condition brought him into
harmony with the programme of the National Education League, though he had
reservations about its proposals for free education:

"I go most heartily and sympathisingly with the Educational

League in one respect. I think that if the state is to

supply a general system of national education, that system

must of necessity be mainly a secular one."?
As a candidate at Bradford, Miall was forced to explain hig chenge of heart
on the education question. The charge was made that he had changed his
1. Liberation Society, Minute Book 15.IX.1865, p300 (G.L.C. Record Office)
2. See above pp43f
3.  Nonconformist, 9.X.1867, p830

4. Toid., 11.T.1868, p36
5. Bradford Observer, 19.I.1870




mind on the issue of state intervention merely to secure the nomination
at Bradford, whose senior member was W.E, Forster. Miall refuted the charge
by showing that his opposition to a state-controlled system of education
had been based upon the fear that such a system would be used by the
Anglican Church to increase its influence. He was now reconciled to a
state system since it would be under the control of a reformed Parliament,l
and would provide a secular education only:

"I am now for national education. I see that the people ﬁill

have it and I would assist them to get it pure and

unadulterated. I am for education which shall not throw

power into the hands of any sect — my own or any other."2
W.E. Forster welcomed him as an ally, and told the audience at a Jjoint
meeting,

"I will say to the friends of State Education that they cannot

serve the cause better than by assisting to get Mr. Misll into

Parliament."
Gladstone formed a ministry in 1868. Initislly it was preoccupied with
the Irish Church, and when that was settled in 1869, there was an oppor—
tunity for Forster, as Vice-President of the Committee of the Privy
Council, to settle the education question. Opinion outside Parliament
formed in two major groups, the National Education Union based upon
Manchester, and the National Education League, based upon Birminghem.
The union had developed from the Manchester Education Aid Society founded
in 1864. Its researches had revealed that 20,000 children in the city
were receiving no education at all, and advocates both of religious and
seculsar education had united to réise money., Within two years they had
provided 10,000 school places, but thereafter made no significant progress.
As the National Education Union, this group saw the solution to the problem
as the stdte intervening to fill the gaps in the existing system, and by
implication, the retaining of religious teaching in schools. Its supporters

Nonconformist, 14.X.1868, plOi4

1o
2. Ibid., 5.VIII.1868, pp767-768
3. Ibid., 14.X.1868, plOl4
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were predominantly Anglican and Conservative, though they included Edward

Baines.1

The league was founded in Bimingham in 1867: like the union, it was
concerned initially to make good the deficiency in school plaées for the
poor, but its programme was considerably more radical. Its members felt
that the deficiency could only be made good by legislation and its
immediate function was, in the words of its founder, George Dixon,
"...to arouse the whole country to a sense of our present
educational destitution: ‘o create and guide a strong
public opinion: and thus to make possible a bold and
comprehensive measure. "2
Modelling its organisation upon that of the Anti- Corn Law League, and led
by the dynamic Joseph Chamberlain, its objective was a system of education
financed by local rates, controlled by locally elected comnittees,
providing free, unsectarian schools which taught secular subjects only.
By 1870, it had 63 branches throughout the country, and 72 others were
planned.,3 Unlike the union, its supporters were both middle-class
liberals, and working-class leaders too. A meeting of the Trades Union
Congress at Birmingham in 1869 had demanded a system of 'national,
unsectarian and compulsory education' as the minimum for the United
Kingdom, and two labour leaders, Howell and Applegarth, were elected to
the executive of the league.4 The biographer of Howell, whose interest
in education has been noted, comments that, "The National Education League
was probably the most important of the middle-class radical organigations
which appealed to London Labour leaders."5 Certainly the league gained
1. Francis Adems, Elementary School Contest ppl93-194: 207-208.
M. Cruickshenk, Church and State in English Education pl7
2. Quoted in D, Read, The English Provinces (London 1964) pl70
Francis Adams, Blementary School Contest pp207-208. The aims of the
League are set out in a pamphlet published in 1869. Papers of the
National Rducation League 45692 (Birmingham Central Library) '
3. P. Fraser, Jogeph Chamberlain (London 1966) p6
4. B. Simon, Studies in the History of Education pp362-363. Robert
Applegarth stressed the necessity for compulsory education in the
interests of the working classes. R. Applegarthf'Compulsory attendance
at school: the working men's view." National Education League pamphlet
no. 45763,

5.  F.M. Leventhal, Respectable Radical: George Howell and Victorian Working
Class Politics (London 1971) pl37




extensive working-class support, and was envisaged as a means of creating
a pressure group comprising both middle énd working classes. One of its
members, A. Walton, claimed at a meeting in Hanley;

"It was the express desire of the Council of fhé Education

League that the middle and working classes should unite 1
with a view to bringing their power to bear upon Parliament."
It is apparent that the Liberation Society modelled its disestablistment

campaign closely upon the National Education League.

Miall sent a letter to the inaugural meeting of the league, stating his
broad agreement with its aimso2 His only reservation concerned the
league's demand for compulsory attendance at school: he feared that if
people did not pay directly for the education of their children, they would
not value it properlyOB' Even s0, he did not regard the matter as being

sufficiently important to cause a division amongst educational reformers°4

He explained in the Nonconformigt that he supported the league rather than
the union because the essence of the question was whether the working class
or the middle class should decide upon the type of education the poor should
receive.  The league had gained his support because its programme gave
scope for working-class involvement, and moreover, in contrast with the
union, its programme was undenominational.5 Miall's objection to denomi-
national schools surviving was practical as well as philosophical: if

such a school were the only school in an area, and if education became
compulsory, as seemed probable, that school would be able to teach its
distinctive doctrines to children whose parents belonged to other denomi-

nations. Miall himself was chiefly anxious about Anglican schools, but the

1. National Education League Monthly Paper no. 20 July 1871 5
At this meeting, the Potteries Labour Representation League endorsed
the programme of the National Education League, and urged local trades
societies to become affiliated to it.

See also W.P. McCann, "Trades Unionists, Artisans and the 1870 Education
Act". British Journal of Educational Studies vol.XVIII no.2 June 1970,
ppl34-150.

2. This letter appears in Report of the First General Meeting of the National
Education League held at Birminghem on Tuesday and Wednesday 12th and 1%th
October 1869 (Birmingham 1869) ppl3-15

3.  Nonconformigt, 13.X.1869, p979

4. Bradford Observer, 19.I.1870

5. Nonconformigst, 20.X.1869, pl004
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objection applied equally to schools established by dissenters.l

The league produced a draft bill in 1869, which provided for religious

teaching either before or after the main school day; attendance was to

be strictly voluntary. The Nonconformist regarded the bill as providing

"...an excellent and definite basis for a discussion of the whole question."2

Miall did not play a major part in the affairs of the league; in the records

of the inaugural meeting he is mentioned as a member of the council of the

3

league,” but he does not appear in subsequent lists of officials. He

addressed meetings in London, where, as Chamberlain admitted, the influence
of the league was least,4 and identified himself with the full programme

of the league. He attempted to play down the religious issue, and to show
that secular education need not lack a moral basis:

"I don't think we ought to be deeply concerned to put before
the children in a formal way religious instruction which they
cannot at all appreciate...l say there is no reason for us to
quarrel over this question of religion. It is a difficulty
rather made up...by clergy and ministers than actually existing
in the minds of the people themselves...I think if it is
necessary to supply a general system of national education,
that system must of necessity be mainly a secular system.

And when we speak of a secular education, we mean this - it

is not secular in the sense of excluding and denying religion
as important; it is only secular in the sense of teaching
those subjects which are of a secular character in themselves."5

Thus Miall entered the debate of 1870 convinced of the need for state
intervention in education, and firmly in favour of a secular gystem., His
views had alteréd radically since 1843, but the explanations he gave on
each occasion provide little or no substance for charges of inconsistency

or opportunism. He seems to have become convinced by the evidence available

1. Ibid. See also J. Murphy Church, State and Schoolg in Britain
1800-1870 p38 . - -

The reports of Mr. Bowstead, an inspector of undenominational schools

in Wales, showed that in many districts, where the single school system

existed, dissenters refused to send their children to schools controlled

by the Anglican Church, and endeavoured to provide their own schools.

The Church in Wales pub. by Liberation Society. 48pp (London 1871) p2T

Nonconformist, 22.XII.1869, pl224

Report of the First General Meeting...pdl

D. Read, The Engligh Provinces, pl70

Nonconformist, 26.I1.1870, p80
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that his ideal was impractical, and sought the best possible alternative.
As an M.P., he had to represent thé views of his constituents which
undoubtedly were in favour of state education, and ag a legislator, he

had to be concerned with practical possibilities as well as ideals. He
felt that it might be expedient to delay the introduction of the measure,
to allow the Liberal party to reach some agreement upon the main principles;
he even hoped that the league and the union might find common ground.

As he rightly foresaw, a premature measure would at best result in a com~

promise, and at worst, would cause divigion in the LiberalAparty.l

Forster published his Education Bill in Febwuary 1870, and the first

reaction of the Nonconformist was favourable: "Generally, our idea isg

that the Bill, as it stands, may be accepted as the basis of the future
educational arrangements of the country:‘2 It had reservations about the
proposals fér religious teaching which, it felt, evaded the real issue, as
the bill laid down that thevtype of religious teaching was to be decided
by individual schocl boards. Nor did it feel‘that the proposed conscience
clausevgave sufficient protection to dissénters. Gladstone had warned
Russell that the best the.government could hope for was agreement amongst
its supporters on the non-contentious issues raised by the bill: "We
should leave religion free...protect conscience effectuslly, and keep the

State out of all responsibility for, or concern in, religious differences.3

Forgter had not followed Gladstone's dictum, and the Nonconformist within

a week had altered its attitude to one of bitter hostility. As Prancis
Adams observed, it was not alone in its failure to see the menace of the

bill immediately:

1. DNonconformist, 2.II.1870 pl08. Francis Adams also believed that if
the measure had been delayed, "...there are grounds for the belief
that a stronger and more liberal measure...could have been passed, "
Blementary School Contest, p323

2. Nonconformist, 2%.II.1870, plé9

3. Gladstone to Russell 24,IIT.1870 in D.C, Lathbury, Letters on Church
and Religion of William Ewart Gladstone ii, pI39° —
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"The precise effect of the ©ill was hardly perceived upon
its introduction, and it was received with a chorus of satis—
faction from the Liberal benches, which reflection greatly
modified. "l '

Miall addressed a meeting of the league, meking the point that the bill
favouredvAnglican schools, particularly‘in rural areas where they were
often thevonly schools, and stressing that if there were to be compulsory
attendance, there must be a totally secular system.2 J.S. Mill also
discussed this aspect in a speech to a meeting of the league; he

claimed that the bill did positive evil in that it introduced a new
religious inequality, and allowed the Anglican Church to propsgate its

3

doctrines at the expense of all taxpayers.

The debate on the second reading gave even greater cause for concern.
Forster refused to alter the provisions for religious teaching,‘and would

not accept that the bill favoured the Church of England. The Nonconformist

implied that the Liberal government had betrayed its dissenting allies,
and gave notice of the implacable hostility of the majority of dissenters:

"Why should a Liberal government be playing.:.into the hands
of the Church?...We know perfectly well that we have no
religious equality in England, but we should deserve to be
‘despised to the end of our Iives if we allowed this bill,
which, if it were carried as it stands would strengthen
ecclesiastical supremacy, to be carried without our
strongest and most effective protests."4

The fears of the Nonconformist were shared by the majority of dissenters,

and they were joined by meny radicals and by working-class representatives.

Dissenting unity on this scale had not been apparent gince 1843, and it

was a tfiumph for Miall in that not only was the bill attacked upon

educational grounds, but more especially upon the ground that it attempted

to strengthen the position of the Anglican Church. The arguments of

le Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest p2l2

2. Nonconformigt, 2.III.1870 pplo2,201

3. Speech by J.S. Mill at St. James! Hall 25.IIT.1870. National
Education League Papers no.45708 (Birmingham 1870)

See algo Francis Adams Elementary School Contest pp235-236
4. Nonconformigt, 16.III.1870 p241
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disestablishment could be deployed, and the education debates of 1870 were
in a sense a dress-rehearsal for Miall's disestablishment campaign of
1871-1873. Public opinion was made aware of the issue in these terms,
and the allies whom Miall sought in 1871 had already worked together on a

gimilar issue.

‘The @uarterly Review spoke for a minority of dissenters when it claimed

that Forster had rightly interpreted the wishes of the country in produ-
cing é synthesis of the arguments of the union and the league and in
refusing to allow state education to be merely secular.l The Unitarian
Herald attacked the element of compulsion in the bill, taking up Miall's
point that in rural areas where there was only one school, compulsory
attendance ﬁould favour the.Anglicans, and it felt that.the proposed
consciencé clause would not adequately protect dissenters.2 The wnitarian
body had long favoured state interventioﬁ, but was mistrustful of the
religious element in Forstér's bill. The woriking-class Beehive reported
a meeting»of dissenters which denounced the bill as aggravating the worst
aspects of the existing system, and creating a new religious establishment
in every parish.3 Members of the National Education League spoke of the
bill as the levy of a new church rate.4 John Bright condemned the bill
for giving power to religious sects which should belong to the peopl‘e,5
while John Morley saw that the Anglican parsons had been given a great
opportunity to strengthen their influence in rural areas in preparation

for the imminent struggle over disestablishment.6

In Biminghan, Dr; Dale and Rev. H.W. Crosskey supplemented the work of

the league by forming the Central Nonconfomist Committee. It organised

1. Quarterly Review, no. 256 1870 p483

2, Unitarien Herald, 11.III.1870

3. Beehive, 12.III.1870, p9

4, R.W. Dale at Carr's Lane Chapel, Birmingham. National Education League
Leaflet no.21 n0.45766 (Birmingham 1870). See also National
Education League Monthly Paper, no.21l July 1871, ppl2-l3

5. G.M. Trevelysn, Life of John Bright (London 1913) p407

6. D.A. Hamer, John Morley. Liberal Intellectual in Politics (Oxford 1968)

' pl06




a‘petition signed by "...over two thirds of all Nonconformist ministers in

England and Wales, of all derlom:'urla'tions,{"'L Gladstone met a deputation which

it organised on 1lth April, representing the Congregational and Baptist Tthionms,
the Wesleyans, the Primitive Methodists and the Lancashire Unitarians, a cross-
section of dissenting opinions.2 An earlier deputation, of which Miall was a
member, represented working-class opinion in the person of Robert Applegarth,

and radical opinion in the persons of Sir Charles Dilke and Joseph Ghamberlainu3

The Central Nonconformist Committee discussed tactics with dissenting M.P.s,

4

notably Miall himself and Henry Richard, = and used Miall as a Parlismentary

spokesmano5 The Dissenting Deputies took exception to the religious provisions
of the bill,6 and the Liberation Society found itself compelled to take an
active part.  The segretary reported receiving anxious letters from

members, and the society reselved,

"...that, without affirming or denying the expediency of state
interference with education - a question not within the scope
of the society's objects - this committee is of opinion that
the Bducation Bill now before Parlisment contravenes the
society's principles, and ought to be amended,"’

A sub-committee was set up to study the question, of which Miall was not a
member, It recommended that dogmatic religious instruction should not be
supported by public money, and felt that the proposed conscience clause

gave adequate protection to dissenters. The executive Committee disagreed
with the latter view, and while it hoped that the bill would be amended, no

action was contemplated apart from the preparation of petitions and the

lobbying of MZP.s.8

1. Francis Adeams Elementary School Contest p221

2. Ibid. pp221-222. See also P, Fraser, Joseph Chamberlain, p3;
J.L. Garvin, Life of Joseph Chamberlain, London 19%2 i, 110-112
National Bducation League Monthly Paper no.5 April 1870 p7;
Tbid. no.6 May 1870 pT.

3. Nonconformigt, 16.II1.1870, p242; Francis Adams Elementary School Contest
pp215-217. J.L. Garvin Life of Joseph Chamberlain, i, 111f.
Applegarth's speech was reprinted by the League as one of its pauphlets,
no. 45763. (Birminghem 1870)

Congregationalist, Vol. I 1872, p58.

Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 10.III.1870, 453
Liberation Society, Minute Book 11.III.1870

Ibid., 14.IIT.1870. See alsgo Liberator, April 1870
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Thus Miall entered the Parlismentary struggle as one of the leaders of a
powerful alliance, consisting of dissenting opinion, radical opinion, and
working-class opinion, an alliance such as he had tried previously to create
for other issues. As in 1843, the London leaders of dissent had been slow
to move, and part of Miall's role was to function as a link between the
capital and the powerful provincial centre of Birminghsm and the Midlands,

and moreover, as a link between dissenting and radical groups.

He decided to speak in the debate on the second reading of the bill, in
order to establish the principles of his opposition: "Everyone knew that
when they got into committee, questions of principle were usually frittered
awayo"l His opposition was not to state intervention but to the religious‘
clauses of the bill, and he based his arguments upon the principle of
disestablishment. The Anglican party refused to abandon its pretensions
of supremacy, and these pretensions were buttressed by the bills

"o..lt was impossible, under the present system in which one
body of Christians was associated with the state and favoured
by the civil power, that they could put this educational
question on a basis which would be satisfactory to all, unless
they abandoned something of those pretensions which had
generally been advanced on this subject."2

Miall warned the government thgt most of the opposition to the bill came
from Liberals and supporters of the government. The bill would become
acceptable to them only if its religious clauses were altbered:

"He himself was pledged by his constituents to vote for
unsectarian and undenominational educsation. He believed that
they could arrive at a conclusion as to unsectarian education,

if they were only to come to the consideration of the question
with the determination to accomplish such a settlement of it...

He should be extremely sorry if a measure for education should be
endangered by the principle — the false principle as he believed -
contained in the bill. Let them get rid of that principle if
they could,"3

1, Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXCIX, pp2027-2031

2. Ibid. -Speaking for the League, George Dixon made similar points.
P, Adams, Elementary School Contest, p2l7
The Society of Friends considered the whole difficulty arose from
the existence of a State Church.
The Friend April 1870 p80.

3. Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXCIX, pp2027-2031
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Miall's speech attracted the attention of Liberal leaders. Russell wrote
to Forster deprecating the opposition which the bill had aroused, and blaming
Forster to some extent: "...I must own that on the point which has
aroused the objection of the Dissenting bodies, I think the Dissenters are
guite in the right."l - He went on to suggest that, "...such men as

Mr. Miall and Mr. Winterbothem ought surely to be conciliated by justice
and not overpowered."2 Soon after the second reading, the Beshive noted
that Miall, Pease, Cowen and Candlish, all radical politicians, had dined
ﬁith Gladstone.3 Gladstone had already had correspondence with Henry
Richard on the religious problems which the bill had highlighted,4 and at
the end of May, he told Granville, "Tomorrow I mesn to see two or three of

the hardest-headed Nonconformists and try to ascertain their real wishes.”5

Bvidently Miall and his supporters succeeded in making their objections
appreciated by Liberal leaders, since Forster introduced emendments to the
bill before its committee stage. Religious teaching would not be
inspected by H.M.I.s, and there would be a time-table conscience clause;
religious teaching would take place apart from thé remainder of the

curriculum. The Nonconformist considered these concessions failed to meet

.dissenters' objections, for public money would still be used to support
religious teaching.6 In contrast, the Liberation Society felt that the
amendments absolved it from the need for further ac:‘cion,'7 until it became
apparent that denominabional religious teaching would still be supported by
public money. Then it urged members to exert themselves to prevent the

. 8 .
adoption of such proposals. However, no practical measures were taken,

1. Russell to W.E. Forster 21.III.1870 in National Edqucation League
NMonthly Paper no.5 April 1870 plO.  Also in F, Adems, BElgmentary
School Contegt, pp222-22% '

‘2. Ibid.

B Beehlve, 14.7. 1870, pl94

4. Gladstone to Henry Richard 28.III. 1870 in D.C. Lathbury, Letters on
Church and Religion of William Ewart Gladstone ii, 139

5. Gladstone to Lord Granville 30.V.1870 The Political Correspondence of

lir., Gladstone and Lord Granville 1868-1876 ed. A. Ramn (London 1952) i, 100

6,  Nonconfomist, 1.VI.1870, p520
T.  Liberation Society, Minute Book 10.VI.1870, £f250-251
8,  Ibid., 17.VI.1870, £253%
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and the impression emerges that the society, aware that its members were
divided on the whole question of natiohal education, was making a token
gesture to humour those of its supporters who, like Miall, had teken a deter-

mined stand in opposition to the bill.

Miall‘reserved bis main effort for the committee stage of the bill, where
he acted as one of the leaders of dissenting opposition. He told Forster
that he had no wish to impede the progress of the bill, but its religious
clauses placed dissenters in an impossible position. It was unjust o
accuse them, as Forster had, of mere factiousness. They regarded the bill
as unsatisfactory, firstly because it did not seem likely thabt it would
settle the question permamnently; +the bill proposed, "...no more than a
system of denominational schools supplemented by rate-aided schools."l
Denominationalisn was not a secure basis for an educational systen; indeed
it had already been tried and found wanting. A new form of organisation
was required, and that should be a system of unsectarian schools, supported
by rates. There should be religious teaching, but it should be organised
by individual denominations, at their own eXpense.2 This speech was made
in support of an amendment moved by Henry Richard, which had been drafted
by a group of leading dissenters, led by Dr. Dale. Miall had attended the
meeting, and shortly afterwards Gladstone had summoned Miall and Winterbotham
to discuss the matter.,3 The executive committee of the league supported
fhe amendment,4 as did the Dissenting Deputies.5 The amendment was
defeated, and in supporting it, Miall voted against the Liberal leadership.

The Bradford Observer which had supported Miall's stand, at times fearfully,

lest the bill be defeated as a whole, commented,

"...the situation is quite simply this, that the advanced
wing of the Liberals has been badly defeated. "6

Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series Vol CCII, p626f
Ibid.

AW.W. Dale, Life of R.W. Dale p278

Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest p226

Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 7.VI.1870, £460
Bradford Observer, 30.VI.1870
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In the remainder of the committee stage, Miall played a less spectacular
role; he clashed with George Dixon, the founder of the league, over the
provision of free school places for the children of the poor, arguing that
to give education as a form of charity was to degrade it in the eyes of the

- 1
recipients,

When the bill emerged from committee, the Nonconformist described it as a

"triumph of reaction', and accused Gladstone and Forster of having ridden
roughshod over the feelings of their dissenting supporters°2 This was
the tone of the attack which Miall launched upon the government during the
third reading of the bill.  Replying to an attack upon the opponents of
the bill by Cowper-Temple, he reminded the government that it owed its
position to the support of dissenters; they were entitled to expect some
consideration in return. Since the bill touched upon many of their
principles, he thought it would have been not unreasonable for the
government to consult the dissenting bodies about the main features of the
measures:

"They did think that some consideration would have been paid

to their objection; and certainly, they had no expectation,

when their objections had been urged, that remedies would

have been applied that rather increased and aggravated those

objections than otherwise."3
He admitted that dismenters in the House had failed to act as a party, but
they had learned their lesson. This was not the only time they had been
poorly treated by the Liberals:

"He would not urge this further than was necessary on the
Treasury Bench, but 'once bit, twice shy!."

This was a plain threat that the government could no longer depend upon
dissenting support, and Gladstone interpreted it thus. He rounded upon

Miall in the bitterest terms;

o Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series CCII, ppl3l3-1314
Nonconformist, 13.VII.1870, p664

Hensard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CCIII, pp741-744

. Ibid. p745. See also J.L. Garvin Life of Joseph Chamberlain i, 116
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"But if my Hon. Friend has been bitten, by whom is it? If
he has been bitten, it is only in consequence of expectations
which he himself has chosen %o entertain, and which were not
Justified by the facts. We have been thankful to have the
independent and honourable support of my Hon.Friend, but that
support ceases to be of value when accompanied by reproaches
such as these. I hope my Hon.Friend will not continue that
support to the government one moment longer than he deems it
consistent with his sense of duty and right., For God's sake,
Sir, let him withdraw it the moment he thinks it better for
the cause which he has at heart that he should do so."t

Forster himself, Miall's senior colleague in the representation of Bradford,
levelled similar reproaches, and the tone of the exchanges indicates the

degree of exasperation now existing between the govermment and its

.dissenting supporters.  The Beehive described the exchange between Miall
and Gladstone as the 'kicking down of the ladder'and remgrked, "...An open

breach was then declared between the Prime Minister and the Nonconformist
section of his usual supporters.”" It expressed sympathy for Miall, noting
that the working classes had been similarly treated by the Liberal
Goverrnment. Forster was warned that the partiality he had shown towards
the Church of Bngland would alienate not only the dissenters but also the
working classes. They would unite against the government, and the

Beehive reported that a joint meeting had already been held at Exeter Hall.2

The bill passed it® third reading, went easily through its stages in the
Lords, and received the Royal Assent in August 1870. As Forster

intended, the Act made use of existing denominational schools, supplementing
them with School Boards where provision was inadequate, having allowed a
period of grace for the vérious denominations to increase the number of their
schools. The School Boards were allowed to pay the fees of poor children

at any denominational school, but in board schools themselves there was to

be no distinctive denominational teac.hing.3 Forster had no sympathy with

1. Beehive, 30.VII.1870, p379

2. Beehive, 18,VI.1870, p273; see also W.P. McCann "Trades Unionists,
Artisans and the 1870 Education Act." pl42.

3« -Reid,T. Wemyss, Life of W.E. Forster(Londoh 1889 i, 502
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opposition to his act. He wrote to Lord Houghton:,

"There is nothing that riles mankind so much as seeing the
objects they desire accomplished by other mesns than their
own. Thus the Radicals are indignant at popular education
being brought about with Conservative assistance, as Mazzini
and Garibaldi at the unity of Italy being brought about by
Victor Emmanuel. But the Mialls of England and Italy must
submit to their lot."l

The Mialls of England had no such intention. Apart from the Liberation
Society which felt reasonably sanguine about the Act,2 the mildest
nonconformist reaction came from the Dissenting Deputies. While regarding
with satisfaction the fact that the government had tried to deal with the
problem of education, the Deputies regretted,
"...that in settling the details of the measure so little regard
was paid by the Ministry to the expressed views of Nonconformists
and fear that a great development of the Denominational System
of Education will result from the provisions of the Bill."3
The radical Henry Fawcett remarked that, in dealing with education, the
Government had shown itself so attached to the denomiﬁational principle
as to alienate many of those who had been its staunchest supporters at the
last election.4 Bright left Gladstone in no doubt as to the feelings of
dissenters. He believed that the bill had simply strengthened the existing
system when it ought to have superseded it;sand wrote to Gladstone;
"The Education Bill has done a tremendous mischief to the
party, and I am not sure that the exasperation felt by earnest
dissenters will not bear evil fruit...The question will have to
be looked at, but what can be done with it is a puszzle...The
Education Bill has pleased the Church, but the Church will not
maintain the Government."6
In reply, Gladstone admitted his anxietiss. He conceded that dissenters
had some cause for irritation, so far as he understood their arguments, and
he believed that if an election were fought on the education question, the
Liberals would become a minority. On future relationships with the
Reid T. Wemyss, Life of W.E., Forster i, 522 -
Liberator, Aug.1870, pl33
. Dissenting Deputies, Minute Book 10.VIII.1870, f8
Fortnightly Review, Nov. 1871, p544

Joln Bright Public Addresses ed. J.E. Thorold Rovers (London 1879) p201
Bright to Gladstone 24.XI.1871 Gladstone Papers B.M.Add Mss. 44112,

££193-194
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dissenters, he said,

"...I do not know whether the Nonconformists and T shall always
be able to 'put up our houses! together, but they have behaved
honourably and handsomely to me...I should wish %o retire from
public life rather than at this advanced hour of my little day
go into sharp and vital conflict with them, "L

However, 'sharp and vital conflict! had already broken out. In Bradford

Forster was faced with what amounted to g vote of no-confidence from the

Liberal party,2 while two branches of it endorsed the stand taken by

Mia_'l.l.3 In an exchange of letters, both Dr. Dale and the Rev. Newman

Hall considered Forster's continued presence in the govermment an insuperable

barrier to reconciliation between the govermment and dissenters,4 Dr. Allon

warned Gladstone that the breach between govermment and dissenters had been

caused by, "...a certain tone of asperity and apparent intolerance which

they think they have scarcely deserved and which I think you did not intend..."5

I1lingworth commented that Forster had never been trusted by the dissenters

of Bradford.6 The Nonconformist believed that the government had formulated

its education policy,

"ooowith a far more distinct reference to the wishes of their
opponents than to those of their friends"

and forecast that the result would be the,

"...disintegration and demoralisation of the Iiberal party
in the oountry."7

The residual bitterness was of value to Miall in that it created a climate

of opinion potentially favourable to the disestablishment campaign which he

L.

4.

Do
6'
To

Gladstone ii, 142-144, |

Gladstone to Bright, 25.XT.1871 Bright Papers B.M.Add.Mss 43385, f£1166--167
Also in D.C. Lathbury, Letters on Church and Religion of William Bwart

Francis Adams, Bl ementary Schooi Cdntest P233
Nonconformist 7.IX.1870 p847. See also D.G. Wright Politics and public

opinion in 19th century Bradford (unpublished University of Leeds

Ph.D. thesis, 1966) p875.

R.W. Dale to Newman Hall 7.XI.1871 Gladstone Papers B.M.Add.Mss. 44188, ££102-103
Newmen Hall to R.W. Dale 16.XI.1871 Ibid., 107

Congregationalist Vol.I 1872 passim

Allon to Gladstone 2.VII.1873 Gladstone Papers B.M.Add.Mss.44095, £f325-326,
National Education League, Monthly Paper no.24 Nov. 1871, p2
Nonconformigt, 28.IX.1870, p929
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proposed to launch. The Central Nonconfommist Committee, with Joseph
Chamberlain in the chair, resolved on 19th October 1870 to give all possible
assistance to the work of the Liberation Societyol The immediate con-
sequences of the act assisted Miall too. It had allowed six months in
which the various denominations could, with government assistance, make good
the deficiencies in their schools, after which elected School Boards would

fill the remaining gaps., The Nonconformist claimed that the Church of

Bngland was responsible for four-fifths of the schools +thus built, and

concludeds

"Thus, in the majority of our small towas and villages,

Mr. Forster's Education Act is no boon, but in consequence
of its defects and deficiencies, the local clergy and gentry
have been able to turn it into an effective instrument for

extending Church influence, and strengthening the supremacy
of the State Church,"2

The clause of the act which caused the most distress to dissenters was
Clause 25, which allowed School Boards to pay the fees of children whose
parents wished them to attend a denominational school.3 The total sum
involved was small, less than £5,000, but, as John Morley pointed out,

resistance to it was a vital matter of principle, as it was, "...the tiniest

4

element in an enormous process of denominational endowment." At a

meeting of the Congregational Union, Dale said of the clause,

"I believe in my conscience this to be only a new form of
the old church rate,"d

Bright, who had described the act as "...the worst act passed by a Liberal

government since the Reform Act of 1832"6 warned Dgle that the clause was

1. National Education League, Monthly Paper no.1l2 Nov. 1870, p9
2. Nonconfomist, 1.II.1871, pl09. It could be argued that if voluntaryism
had retained any vigour, the six months period of grace gave it a perfect
opportunity. J. Murphy Church State and Schools in Britain 1800-1870 p55
3. Blackwood's Bdinburgh Magazine, Vol.1ll4 Now. 1873, pb628. Ibid., Dec.1873, P739
4. J. Morley, The struggle for National Education pd,
5. National Education League, Monthly Paper no.19 June 1871, p3
Ibid. no.20 July 1871, pple-13.
Bright informed Gladstone of this sentiment. B.M.Add.Mss 44112,ff193-194
G.M. Trevelyan, Life of John Bright p409
Joseph Chamberlain made similar observations. P. Fraser, Joseph
Chamberlain, pp9-10
6. Allon to Gladstone 2.VII.187% Gladstone Papers B.M.Add.Mss. 44095,
f£325-326.
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only a symbol; it would be better tactics to oppose any increase in the
level of the Parliamentary grant. If the dispute were confined to the
religious issue, it would be difficult %o retain the interest and support of
the working-class leaders. Joseph Chamberlain warned:

"Unless you take hard ground, you will not get the support of

the working class, who will consider the dispute as one...

between Church Parsons and Dissenting Parsons, and in which

they have little real interest."l
Miall called for the repeal of the clause at the annual meetinngf the league
in Biiminghamo' He spoke of the disappointment of the 'friends of education',
demanded the repeal of all clauses which‘promoted sectarian difference, and
insisted that whefébpublic‘money was involved, the ultimate control should
be invested in rate payers:

", . .there was nothing more worthy of the efforts of true

radicals than to put an end, if possible, to whatever
cause might exist which went to create sectarian animosities. ..
He joined the League in their endeavours to obtain the

removal. of that blot (sectarisnism) upon the Elementary
Education Act. "2

Dilke, Chamberlain, Potter and Howell all spoke in similar vein, but it was
Miall's speech which the Beehive discussed in its leading article.

"Let us hear what Mr. Miall urges on the matter, not only
because he states his own views and feelings which are
always worth listening toe, but also because it is manifest
from all accounts that in every woerd he said, he carried
with him the whole body of representatlve men whom he was
addressing. 3

The sectarian bias of some of the newly founded School,Boards wag another
weapon withiwhich dissenters could attack the act, and Misll chaired a
conference of leading dissenters at Manchester in 1872 which resolved that a
national system of education must confine itself fto secular teaching, religious
education being the responsibility of individual denominations.4 Miall urged
Quoted in P, Fraser, Joseph Chamberlain pl2

Beehive, 21.X.1871 ppli-12. F. Adams, Elementary School Contest p274
Beehive, 21.X.1871, p8

Nonconformigt 31.I.1872 ppl05-108, F. Adams Elementary School Contégt p278
See also N.J. Richards, "Religious Controversy and the School Boards

1870-1902". REducational Studies vol. XVIII no.2 1970, ppl81l-182
W.H. Mackintosh, Disegtablishment and Liberation (London 1972) p252, n2.
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dissenters to work with the league for an smendment of the act along these
lines, and promised there would be a total breach between the government
and its dissenting supporters, unless the government was prepared to com-
promise.  The conference resolved to withhold support from liberal
candidates who would not pledge themselves to amendment of the act in the

interests of religious equality, even if this meant a liberal defeatol

In the session of 1873, Forster introduced some amendments to the 1870 Act,

which fell short of the Nonconformist's requirements. Clause 25 was not

abolished; the fees of poor children in denominational schools were hence—
forth to be paid by the Poor Law Guardians iﬁstead of by School Boards, and
School Boards were not to be made universal. Forster evidently regarded
Miall as the leading opponent at this time, for he remarked to Lord Ripon,
"Without doubt, they (the amendments) would be opposed by the league, and
by Miall and Co."2 The Liberation Society commented thﬁt Forgter had
abolished clause 25 and then re-enacted it in a more objectionable form.3

The Nonconformigt regarded the amendments as worse than the original act,

and further evidence of the contemptuous attitude of the government towards
the principles of its dissenting allies.4 The government was meking no
real effort to conciliate dissenters. The Beehive warned that such

obstinacy could only result in electoral defeat,5 while the Congregationa—

list indicated there could be no reconciliation between govermment snd
dissenters until Liberal leaders ceased sacrificing the rights of dissenters
to the pretensions of the Anglican clergy.6 Frederic Harrison observed

that a "...great body of sectarian agitation has been called into political

activity."7 Blackwood's Magazine oversimplified the issue when it regarded

1. Congregationalist,Vol.]l872, p633. P. Fraser Joseph Chamberlain pll
2. Reid, T. Wemyss, Life of W.E. Forster i, 554

3. Liberator, July 1873, ppl2l-122.

4,  Nonconformist, 2.VII.1873, pb57

5. Beehive, 18,V.1872, p2

6.  Congregationalist, Vol.II, 1873. p768; cf Ibid., Vol.I 1872, ppl84-185
7. Fortnightly Review, Jan. 1874, ppld7-148
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the quarrels over education as inevitable, "...simply because it forms a

convenient battlefield for the contending sects who compose Mr. Gladstone's

nominal majority,"l

_In the midst of turmoil in his own party, Gladstone called an election early

in 1874. Miall did not contest his seat at Bradford on the grounds of ill-

health, and felt dubious about Liberal prospects. The Nonconformist was

concerned that the Liberals should show some sign of being prepared to

congider the wishes of their dissenting supporters, for their record in this

respect had been poor:

"...we do contend that there are humiliations fto which no
body of independent men can knowingly subject themselves
without inflicting deep and lasting injury upon the national
character. Such a humiliation has been, we think, inflicted
upon the friends of religious equality by the Vice-President
of the Privy Council, and countenanced by the political sanction
of the Premier. The offence strikes us as of a nature which
cannot be lightly condoned, and we can only proclaim our
entire sympathy with those who, however painful it may be to
their previous associations, are determined to call the
chiefs of it to account,"2

The National Bducation League made the education question an electoral issue,

demanding that the government commit itself to a national system of education.

It secured the return of many members committed to the repeal of clause 25,

and viewed the defeat of the Liberals with equanimity. Its historian

commented;

"The defeat of the Liberal party was not an uvnmixed evil,
It has taught thé country that no Government will be 3
allowed to juggle with great principles with impunity."

Gladstone himself made little reference to the education question in the

election campaign, hoping that his proposals for tax reductions would rally

support for the Liberals. But it was not sufficiently attractive as a

programme at a time when Chamberlain wgs demanding, "Free Church, Free Land,

Tree Schools and Free Labour."4

Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, Vol.ll4 Nov, 1873, p627

Nonconformist 4.II.1874 p97; cf J. Guinness Rogers, Autobiography
(London 190%) pi73
British Quarterliy Review, vol. LVIII July 1873, p205. J. Morley

The Struggle for National BEducation pp2,15

Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest pp300-301
W.H, Mashl, "Gladstone, the Liberals and the election of 1874."
Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research vol.XXXVI 1963, pp53-69




Chamberlain believed the Liberals had been defeated because they had been
utterly demoralised by Gladstone and Forster, and instead of trying to
arouse the enthusiasm of dissenters and the working classes, had fought the
election on the basis of "...the meanest manifesto that ever proceeded from
a great minister."l Nor did he believe that the election had been a
triumph for dissenters; he thought them 'very hazy' as to the principles
involved in the education question, and deprecated their general reluctance
to co-operate with the working classes, "...without whose assistance further
advances in the direction of religious equality are impossible."2 He
accused dissenters of being indifferent or even hostile to the aspirations
of Trades Unionists and agricultural labourers, and pointed out that the
Liberals had only done well in the Midlands and the Northern counties,
where they had appealed directly to working-class electors, and where
dissenters had supported the reforms demanded by the industrial and
agricultural working classs:

"I feel that this narrowness in respect to general politics

on the part of meny of the vank and file of Dissent will

be fatal to the success of our special aims, unless we can

induce and maeke a more generous recognition of the claims

of the masses."?
Whatever the tactical miscalculations of Gladstone may have contributed to
his defeat in 1874, the unpopularity of the Education Act is an important
part of the explanation. Govermment actions towards the end of the last
Parliament "...went very far indeed towards extinguishing the fire of
enthusiasm which in 1868 was found to be of such eminent service to the

Liberal 1eaders."4

1. J. Chamberlain to H. Allon 13.II.1874. A. Peel Letters to a
Victorian Editor(London 1929), p43

2o Ibid.

bR Tbid. See also J. Chamberlain, "The next page of the Liberal Party
Programme"  Fortnightly Review Oct. 1874, pp405-429.

4. National Education League, Monthly Paper no.51 Feb.1874, p2.
See also ‘J.F. Glaser,"English Nonconformity and the decline of
Liberalism."  American Higtorical Review vol.LXIII no.I
Oct. 1957, pp352-363. ‘
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The Nonconfprmist welcomed the new minister in charge of education,

Lord Sandon, in terms which left no doubt about its feelings towards the

author of the 1870 act:

"We do not think there is any reason to suppoue that Lord Sandon
will be a less liberal administrator than Mr. Forster...lWe may
be wrong, but our decided conviction is that, in respect to the
working of the act, the cause of national educatlon will lose
nothing by the change of goverrment, "l
Sandon introduced a bill in 1876 to amend Forster's act in detail. It
allowed School Boards to compel attendance, made it illegal to employ
children under the age of 10, and adjusted the level and distribution of

grants to schools. The Nonconformist objected in particular to the clause

pemitting compulsory attendance, stressing the problems of areas with only
one denominational school.2 It deplored the feebleness of opposition to
the measure in Parlieament, in particular the failure of dissenters to unite,
and welcomed the election of Joseph Chamberlsin as member for Birmingham,

3

seeing in him a new leader. The bill became law, and was condemned ag
likely to inflict injustice, strengthen denominational interests, and
inhibit the development of a national systemo4 The Record saw the matter
in a wider perspective:

"The result of the recent education debates constitutes the

most decisive check which the crusade against the Establish-

ment has yet received. It marks a turn of the tide, of

far more importance than the defeat of Mr. Miall's direct
motions for Disestablishment in the House of Commons."

With Miall in retirement, the Nonconformist fell silent upon the education

question.  After the election of 1880 it was able to welcome the appointment
of Mundella to the education department, as someone who would pursue an
impartial policy and show an unsectarian spirito6 A few months before Miall

died, the Nonconformigt published an obituary of Baines, and one sentence

l. Nonconformigt, 25.II.1874, pl8l. The Nationsl Education League expressed a
_ gimilar view. National Educatlon League, Monthlv Paper no,51 Feb,1874,ppl-2

2. anconformlst 31.V.1876, pp541-542

3. Ibid., 28.VI.1876, pp637-638,650; Ibid., 5.VII.1876, p661l

4, Ibid..; 3.1.1877, p25

5. Ibid., |6.VIII.1876, p809

6. Nonconformist & Independent, 6.V.1880, p4é8




might well serve as Miall's own epitaph so far as his work for education is
concerned. "He championed the cause of voluntary educatipn t1i1l obliged

to succumb to the 'logic of facts'o”l In practical terms, Miall achieved
little in the field of education. He represented an important part of the
opposition to govermment intervention in education from 1841 to 1867, though
the extreme voluntaryist position which he adopted did not receive the
unanimous support of dissenters. "Such an abstract doctrine of the province
of Government was never accepted by the wisest and strongest heads of the
dissenting bodies.,"2 Between 1841 and 1867 he ami his colleagues inhibited
direct legislative intervention, winning their most notable success at the
expense of Sir James Gralem in 1843. But they were powerless to prevent the
gradual extension of government influence through the Committee of the

Privy Council and an ever-increasing govermment grant to schools.  Through
his work with the Voluntary Schools Association, Miall tried to present an
alternative to state intervention, as a complement to hig printed views.

In 1867 he had to admit defeat, and thereafter could only attempt to
influence the nature of legislation, as an M.P. and through extra—parliamentary
pressure.. He found it impossible to influence the Libersl leadership, and
the act of 1870 left him profoundly dissatisfied. It wgs little consolation
to have his prediction, that it would split the Liberal party, borne out by

the election of 1874.

However, the importance of his work should not be Judged in terms of its
practical results. In the circumstances of 19th century politics, when the
majority of newspapers were controlled by the 'establishment', any radical

or dissenlting cause needed a journal of its owny and this the Nonconformist

provided for the voluntaryists. Through it, Miall was able to present the
arguments of that party and to influence a section of public opinion. As
its spokesman, he became a member of the Newcastle Commission. In the final

1. Nonconfommist & Independent, 9.XII.1880, pl274
2. Francis Adems, Elementary School Contest, ppl36~137
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analysis, the education question was as important for Miall as he for it.
He was able, over a long period, to treat it as_an aspect of disestablish-

ment, the raison d'&tre of his political career. When he introduced his

motion for disestablishment in 1871, it was in a climate of hostility
towards the Church of England which had been created by the education
debates of 1870. The support which he gained both in Parlisment and in the
country was probably due less to his presentation of an abstract issue,

than to his application of hig principles in the debates upon the Education

Act of 1870,



CHAPTER 2

RADICAT, DISSENTERS AND UNIVERSITY REFORM

Part 1. The background
Part 2. Parlisment and University Reform
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Unlike the question of popular education, that of university reform was one
which Miall approached from a restricted viewpoint., Hef%ook little
interest in the broad aspects of the question, the builqing of new
universities, or the reform of the curriculum. His concern was with the
position of Oxford and Cambridge as integral parts of the Church of Bngland,
and the exclusion of dissenters from them by religious tests. He regarded
this exclusion as a major dissenting grievance, since the endowments of the
universities, he believed, were national property, and should be available
o the whole nation, not monopolised by one particular denominstion, The
campaign was one of principle; he did not anticipate significant practical
results. He himself had not attended s university, and he did not expect
that many dissenters would go.up to Oxford or Cembridge, even if religious
tests were remo%ed. His attack upon their exclusiveness was part of hig
campaign to disestablish the Church of England., Outright disestablishment
was not a political possibility in the 1840s, but a piecemeal approach could
produce limited resultes. If he were successful in meking the benefits of
Oxford and Cambridge availsble to dissehters as well as to Anglicans,
without qualification, the Church of England would no longer have the
exclusive use of collegiate endowments, and would no-longer be able to
impose teaching more appropriate to a seminary than to a modern university.
This would be partial disendowment, and it is not wi thout significance that
Miall was especially determined to sever the link between collegiate

fellowships and ordination,

Part 1. The backeround

This approach to the question ignored many important aspects of the mid-
nineteenth century debate upon university refomm in England., The crucial
questions of the relationship between colleges and university, of the

relationship between tutorial and professorial teaching, interested Misll
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only insofar as they bore upon the dieestablishment aspect of the question.
Yet these were fundamental questions, with implications far beyond the older
universities. Most of the universities and colleges founded in the
nineteenth century presented no obstacles +o the admission of digsenters.
London University imposed no religious tests upon undergraduates; the
provincial colleges followed its lead. Manchester was organised upon the
German system, with professorial teaching and without residence requirements.
For many reformers, this represented an idesl solution to the problems
caused by the collegiate system, and s leading nonconfomist reformer,

Heywood, caused Huber's influential book, BEnglish Universities, to be

translated into English. This was complemented by a volume of W.C. Perry,
which described the German universities.l Curiously, Miall made no use
of these arguments, even when many of hie allies within Oxford were
advocating a strengthening of the professorial side, and the opening of
non-collegiate halls of residence. Nor did he campaign for new provincial
colleges on the Manchester model, though he paid lip service to university

extension in the form of middle clags examinations.2

Its restricted objectives notwithstanding, Miall's approach to the university
question is worth examining as an illustration of his political methods,

Some of his most cherished convictions were sacrificed, as they were irrele-
vant to the question. There was no scope for the voluntaryist argument
which he had used so consistently in the struggle over elementary education,
for he wanted dissenters to share in the endowments which he believed were
for the use of all citizens. Further, he required, and obtained, the
support of the Unitarians: 1ed by Heywood, they amongst the dissenting sects
had teken the lead in the university question, and had shown little sympathy

with the voluntary argument so far as education was concerned.

1. W.R. Ward, Victorian Oxford (London 1965) pl26
2. Ibid., ppeS3 ff
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As a matter of principle, Miall was opposed to state intervention in most
aspects of national 1ife, but he was forced to concede that only
legislation could solve the university problem in the terms in which he

saw it. The constitution of Oxford led to desdlock over any major
question of reform: +the heads of houses were counterbalanced by the college
tutors, and the blocking power of M.A.s could be relied upon to preserve the
status gquo. Thus Miall, like Gladstone, admitted the necessity of
government intervention, and his campaign had to culminate in parliementary
action. A dissenting lobby on its own could achieve little in this matter;
the argument of dissenting deprivation was a small part of the total question,
and could not be persvasive without other arguments amd other allies.
Miall's major role was as a forger of alliances between the various
interested groups. He himself represented a powerful group of political
dissenters, the Liberation Society, and on its behalf he made contact with
the reformers inside the universities. He also made contact with the Uni-
tarien reformers, and through them, with members of Parliament. The acts
of 1854 and 1871 substantially abolished university tests, and Miall

played an important part in this success. He himself regarded it as a
triumph of disestablishment rather than of wiversity reform, but its
outcome was the foundation of Mansfield College in 1889,1 and free access

for dissenters to the older universities.

Before Miall's arrival upon the political scene in 1841, there had been
extensive debate upon the university question. A large body of opinion
believed that the older universities should be reformed, though there was no
precise agreement about what was meant by reform. The Unitarian

Chrigtian Reformer pointed out that English wniversities mtood alone in the

matter of subscription: in the most bigoted catholic countries, non-

conformists had no difficulty in attending a university, or in obtaining a

1. A.W.W. Dale, Life of R.W. Dale (London 1898) pplo4fe
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degreeol The Dissenting Deputies, speaking for the London congregations,
cited exclusion from the older universities as one of six remaining dig-
senting grievances,2 though they never initiated a movement for reform,

being content to wait upon events.

The question had been discussed in Parliament, notably when a motion to
abblish.university tests was introduced by George Wood in 1834. Peel's
attitude was not particularly encouraging for dissenters, since he
regarded the bill as a conspiracy to undermine the position of the Church
of England. Universities were schools of ttheological learning‘:

"If religious instruction were discountenanced within them,

could they long continue to be the nursing places for a

body of pious and well-educated clergymen?...With all religionsg

sheltered within their walls, would not the different

colleges be soon embittered by dissensions arising out of

religious controversy?"
Peel saw no solution consonant with the exigting structure of the university,
but Edward Stenley, the future Lord Derby, gave dissenters better reason to
hope. Referring to a petition drawn up by a group of Cambridge reformers,
he declared that he agreed with its fundamental principle,

"...namely, the expediency of intrqducing, as far ag it could ‘

be done with safety to the interests of the Established Church,

all protestant Dissenters whatever, as well as those profes—

sing the Catholic religion, to s participation in the civil

privileges and benefits of the two national Universities."4
Save ag an expression of general sympathy, this declaration was of little
practical value, because, as Peel pointed out, the interests of the
Established Church and those of dissenters were irreconcilable. . Stanley
himself was only prepared to postpone the imposition of tests until the
first degree had been taken, which would still prevent those who could not
subscribe to the 39 articles from proceeding to university honours.5 ~ Lord
Althorp gave less qualified support, and the bill secured a majority of 174

in the Commonso6

l. Christisn Reformer, Jan. 1831, p33. I am indebted to Prof, W.R. Ward
for references to this periodical. ' '

2. B.L. Manning, The Protestant Dissenting Deputies (Cembridge 1951) p372

. Eclectic Review, ns vol.XXV 1849, p645. ‘
5. Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series - XXIV, pp698-~708 (especially p702)
4. Ibid., pp682-683
5. Ibid., pp688-689
6. Ibid., p709
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Though the Lords rejected the bill, dissenters could be encouraged both by
the size of the majority, and by the evidence of support for their demands
within the universities. Stanley had made reference to a petition drawn
up by a group of Cambridge reformers, which consisted of 62 members of Senate,
including two masters of colleges and nine professors.l Adam Sedgwick was
a prominent member of this group, which believed that the university should
be as widely accessible as possible, and saw as one possible method of
meking it so,

"...the expediency of abrogating by legislative enactment

every religious test exacted from members of the University

before they proceed to degrees, whether of bachelor, master

or doctor in Arts, Law and Physics."2
Sedgwick himself thought that the exclusion of dissenters from the
universities was of dubious legality in view of the repeal of the Test and
CorporatioﬁAots,3 but he nevertheless hoped that, if tests were abolighed,

dissenters wuld voluntarily accept the discipline and ethos of the

colleges.4

In the following year, a bill introduceéd into the Lords by Loxd Radnor was
defeated, but the Duke of Wellington, as Chancellor of Oxford, urged the
heads of houses to refom the more obvious abuses, especially those con-
cerning subscription.5 The position of those at Oxford who upheld the
need for subscription was made more diffiault both by the fact that
Cembridge did not demand subscription until graduation, and by the con-
troversy over the appointment of R.D. Hampden as Professor of Moral
Philosophy. His views were eventually declared to be in violation of the
39 articles, to which he had subscribed on matriculation. Other such cases
made it difficult to argue that subscription did in fact achieve its

objectives.6 In 1835, Peel's own attitude became less intransigent. The

l. J.W. Clark and T.M. Hughes The Life and letters of Adam Sedewick
N (Cambridge 1890 1, 419

2. Ibid., i, 419

3. Ibid., i, 425 \
4. Ibid., i, 422 ’

5. W.R. Ward, Victorian Oxford p98

6. Ibid., pllé
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Tamworth Manifesto announced that he would consider the position of any
class of subjects excluded from the study of law and medicine, and any
regulation which gave advantages to one group of society while denying

them to another, should be modified.1

Evidence of radical interest in the question came from the writings of

Sir Williesm Hamilton, many of whose criticisms of the older universities
Miall was to use in his own campaign. Hemilton was particularly disturbed
by the way in which the colleges had usurfed the powers of the universities;
by their exclusiveness through religious tests, they prevented the
universities from being accessible to the whole nation. Collegiate
exclusiveness was reinforced by the fact that residence in colleges was the
only means of participation in the universities. The universities were

no more than federations of privately endowed colleges, whose heads formed
the governing bodies of the universities, and exercised a totally reactionary
influence.2 By the improper imposition of religious tests, the colleges
had transformed what should have been national universities into seminaries

for the exclusive enjoyment of one particular sect.j ~ The Edinburgh Review

went on to show that the grievance of dissenters arose from the usurpation
by the colleges of the functions of the university; the solution was to
restore the universities to their proper position:

"Now, the claim of the Dissenters to admission to the public
university cannot justly be refused: nor, were the
university what in law it ought to be, would the slightest
difficulty or inccnvenience be experienced in rendering
that right available. "4

The influence of college tutors would have to be reduced, by placing more
emphasis upon professorial teaching, and the monopoly of colleges could be

brokenby establishing non-collegiate halls of residence, without religious

1., Ed.G.M. Young & W.D. Handcock, Bnglish Historical Documents 1833-1874
, ‘ - Xr1(1) (London 1956) pplo7-1%3L

2.  Edinburgh Review, June 1831, pp384, 393, 427

3. Ibid., Dec. 1831, pp496; 499. '

4. Ibid., Oct. 1834, pp202, 205, 211-212.
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tests. As a general consideration, the Edinburgh Review stressed that

dissenters must tackle the problem as a university question, and avoid
becoming embroiled with the individual rights of colleges:

"o..a restoration of the University is, in fact, the only

mode through which Dissenters ought to condescend to

accept admission.™
By the time Miall emerged as a national figure, there was nothing new to
say about the question. It had been publicly aired, and there was
evidence of dissenting and radical support as well as support from within
the universities themselves for the redress of this particular dissenting
grievance. It was the task of Miall, and other reformers, to keep the
guestion before Parliament, to build up effective support from the
various groups interested in the question, and to ensure that any scheme of
university reform took account of the interests of dissenters. In the

early issves of the Nonconformist, references to university reform were

sporadic. There was 1little prospect of achieving anything significant
under the Tory govermment of Peel, and its first reference to the problem
was as part of the conventional list of dissenting grievances, which in ,
practical terms meant, "...church rates, exclusion from the universities,
compulsory celebration of marriage rites at the Established Church. ne
Dissenters were criticised for doing nothing to secure redress of thése
grievances, but at this stage of his career, Miall was pre-occupied with
the agitation for complete suffrage, which he regarded as a prerequigite
for all other reform. He was deeply involved with opposition to Sir James
Graham's proposals for factory education, end to Peel's proposals for the
endowment of Maynooth College. These were immediale threats to dissenters,
and in contrast, university reform was a long term project of peripheral
significance.
1. Edinburgh Review,Jan. 1835, pp423-435, especially p432.
2e Nonconformisgt, 21.IV.1841, pl7. Its contemporary, the Eclectic Review,
described the exclusion of dissenters from the national universities

as 'impolitic' and an 'irritating grievance'. Eclectic Review,
ns Vol. XXV 1849, p645.
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Part 2, Parliament and University Reform

Compared with its saturation coverage of Grahsm's Factory bill, the

Nonconfomist dealt cursorily with a measure introduced into Parliasment

by Christie in 1843, which proposed to make it possible for dissenters to

attend the older universities, Despite the Tact that Christie himself

was a dissenter, and his measure supported by the Dissenting Deputies,l

the Nonconformiglh suspected it was a stratagem to avert more fundamental

attacks upon the establishment:
"We have no wish to stir up suspicions when Charity would forbid
their indulgence, but this sudden return to an agitation for a
redress of grievances has, to us, about it a strong odour of
whiggism. We hope it is not intended to divert dissenters
from making open war upon the principles of an establishment.,."
It summarily dismissed the fears of opponents of the motion, that the
abolition of tests would underpine the discipline of the colleges, and
noted with indifference the failure of the propossl. Discussion of the

issue was not even given an article to itself, but was included in a summaxy

of weekly news.

The next extended referenoe to university reform did not occur until 1845,
and was prompted by the prospective condemnation of W.GQ. Ward, and of

Tract XC, by Convocation. For the Nonconformigst, the whole affair

illustrated the futility of attempting to ensure religious confomity by
tests and subscriptions to oaths.3 As was apparent from the case of Ward,
subscription‘to the 39 articles on matriculation was no guarantee of
subsequent orthodoxy, and the effect of religious tests was %o inhibit
change and progress. Oxford had remained unaffected by a general pressure
for reform throughout the institutions of the kingdom, and external stimulus

was needed:

l; B.L. Mamning, The Protestant Dissenting Deputies p372
2, Nonconfomigt, 31.V.1843, p392
3. Ibid., 12.11.1845, p93




"The genius of that University has ever been famous for
sectarianism of the straitest kind. Adhesiveness is

its most prominent phrenological development. Its habits
are even yet those of unenlightened times...a crystal-
lisation of all the follies which the more general dif-
fusion of light has exploded. It is almost the only
cobwebbed corner of the kingdom which immovation has left
entirely untouched, "l

However much the Nonconfommigst might distrust him, Christie had made

university refomm a Parlismentary issue once again; as well as securing some

dissenting support, he had made contact with leading Oxford reformers,
notably Jowett and Stanleyo2 In James Heywood, the dissenters found a

more effective agitator for university réform, and the Nonconfomist looked

upon him as a leader. Heywood was a Unitarien who had been educated at
Edinburgh, Geneva and Cambridge, though he was unable to take his degree

at Cambridge because of the reduirement of subscription to the 39 articles
on graduation., He advocated the total abolition of tests and subscription,
and encouraged the foundation of colleges to which dissenters were freely
admitted, such as Owen's College at Manchester.3 With the end of Peel's
ministry, there seemed a betier prospect of obtaining university reform.
The refomming groups within the universities were growing stronger, and
both Russell and Gladstone believed that the universities would have %o
accept change. The majority of refonﬂers believed that the first step

was to discover the true state of affairs through a parliamentary commission,
though Gladstone opposed this method of procedure,4 regarding it as, "...
the first step in a long journey towards the nationslisation of the
universities and the disestabliskment of the Church of England."5 This,

of course, was the light in which Miall regarded universgity reform,

1. Nonconformist., 12.II.1845,p9%
2. G. Faber, Jowett (London 1957) pl95
Be W.R. Ward, Victorian Oxford ppl25-126. See above ppl04 -

4. C.E. Mallett, A history of the University of Oxford (London 1927) iii, 299

5. J. Morley, Life of Gladstone(London 1903)i, 497
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In 1847, Russell informed the newly elected Chancellor of Cambridge, the
Prince Consort, that the government was in favour of appointing a commission
to inquire into schools and colleges of royal founda’cion.:L The Prince
Consort expressed the hope that Cambridge might be allowed to reform
itself without outside interference, but in the next year a memorial,
organised by Heywood and signed by 224 members of both ancient univergities,
was sent to Russell.,2 It claimed that the universities could not be left
to refom themselves, and petitioned the government to set up a Parliamentary
commigsionsg

"o .the constitution of the universities of Oxford and Cambridge

and of the Colleges (now inseparably connected with their

academical system) is such as in a great measure to preclude

them from introducing those changes which are necessary for

increasging their usefulness and efficiency. That under the

¢ircumstances, believing that the aid of the Crown is the

only remedy for the above mentioned defects, your Memorislists

pray that your Lordship will advise Her Majesty to issue her

Royal Commission of Inguiry into the best methods of securing
improvements of the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge,"3

Russell gave the memorial a éympathetic reception in July 1848, but did not
act upon it immediately. Sedgwick felt that such an inquiry was inevitable;

4

no Prime Minister could resist the demand for long. While the univer-
sities had introduced some changes, these had dealt mainly with the content
of syllabuses,5 and had not touched the issues of tests and subscription to
the 39 articles. It was clear that no measure which failed to deal with
these matters would ’be acceptable to dissenters. When Heywood introduced
a motion into Parliament to set up the commission in 1850, it gained a
majority, and govermmental backing. However, Russell did not intend that
it should investigate the working of tests, and such information as it
produced on this matter was incidental.6 This reservation was not
immediately apparent to dissenters and reformers, who welcomed the commission.
1. J.W. Clark and T.M. Hughes, Adam Sedgwick ii, 169

2. _Tbhid. ii, 170-171

3. Ibid. ii, 170

4. Ibid. ii, 173

5. W.R. Ward, Victorian Oxford pl52
6. D.A. Winstanley, Later Victorian Cambridge (Cambridge 1947) p36
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Sedgwick's view that the inquiry was politically irresistible proved acéu-
rate, for when Russell resigned as Prime Minister, his Tory successor, Derby,
recalled his liberal stand in 1834, and allowed the commission to continue

its work.

The Nonconformist welcomed the commission, and listed the faults which it

would reveal. Oxford, in which it was especially interested, was charged
with catering for too few students in proportion to the endowments it
possessed. Instead of remaining a preserve of the aristocracy, it must

revert to its original function of educating poor scholars. In fact, the

" fees were now so high.that only the wealthy could take advantage of its

facilitie's.1 Miall himself regarded Oxford and Cambridge as hives of
iniquity.b Describing them as 'centres of abandoned profligacy', he
affected to be horrified by the thought that they produced the legally
appointed expositors of Christianity,2 In common with more moderate

disgenting opinion, the Nonconformist believed that if the universities

were open to a greater proportion of the population, they would be com—
pelled to bring their teaching up to da,te.3 The legal position of the
universities was examined, in an atfempt to show that they were susceptible
to Parlismentary intervention, and could not shelter behind the claim

that their endowments were private property, or that the wills of

benefactors must remain.inviolate.' The Nonconformist followed J.S. Mill

in arguing that the universities were the trustees, not the proprietors of

their endowments, as these were ultimately the property of the nation.4

1. Nonconformist, 24.VII.1850, p598 B Miall, The Social Influences of
the State Church (London 1867) '

2. E. Miall, The British Churches in relation to the British People
(London 1849) p368.

3. Nonconformist, 24.VII.1850, p598. British Quarterly Review, vol.XVI
(1852), p293. E. Miall, The Social Influences of the State Church pp2(ff

4. J.S. Mill "The Right and Wrong of State Interference with Corporation
and Church Property" Jurist, Feb.1833. Printed in J.S. Mill,
Dissertations and Discussions (London.1875) i, 1-2. See also
E.A. Freeman, Disestablishment and Disendowment.  What are they?
(London 1874) pp8-24, 54-55. Freemsn stressed the principle of
Parliamentary cémpetence in such matters.




Parliament was quite entitled to supervisé the use to which national

property was put, and the Nonconformist showed there was a precedent for

Parliament's altering the intentions of benefactors, when it had dissolved

chentries and re-allocated their property in the sixteenth century.

It is evident that these arguments were capable of wider application, and
could be deployed against the Church of England as a whole. Migll was
attacking the monopolisation of ngtional resources by a privileged group,
and this was the whole basis of his case against the State Church. So
far, he had argued oﬁ a legalistic basis, but he was too skilful a poli-
ticien to neglect an appeal to popular prejudice. While deprecating
current agitation over the pretensions of the Papacy, he pointed out that
recent religious developments in Oxford gave grounds for fearing the spread
of sacerdotalism, and an insidious advance by the Roman Catholic church.1
The Oxford Movement could not have occurred had the university not been

identified exclusively with one sect, and had it not sought to impose, by

tests, a particular version of truth. An unbalanced atmosphere had resulted,

genvine research and inquiry had been stifled:

"By shutting the gates of the national seats of learning
against- all but her own members, and imposing upon them a
foregone conclusion as to the truth of her teaching, she
nullified the tendencies of high intellectual culture in
its application to the settlement of all questions affecting
her own position. Freedom of inquiry she forbade -
thoroughness of research and impartiality of judgment she
discouraged - candour and self-distrust she made all but
impossible. "2 ‘

When the report of the commission was published in 1852, Miall resumed the
offensive. Scenting success for reformers, he sought to establish in the

minds of his readers the essential comnection between the improvement of

intellectual standards and the abolition of tests and subscription. He was

concerned to show that the type of refomm recomﬁended by the commission could

not he achieved unless the universities were open to all, without any

1. Nonconformist, 18.XII.1850, pl019
2. BE. Miall The Social Influences of the State Church p30 ¢ cf

British Quarterly Review, vol.XVI (1852), Pp320, 367
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religious discrimination, thus meking them into genuinely national ingti-
tutions. He was concerned to destroy a monopoly, whose abolition was the
prerequisite of reform, rather than to accept a series of piecemeal reforms.l
Hence a series of articles appeared towards the end of 1852, the first time

the Nonconformist had devoted more than & single article to the question.

This contrasts oddly with its incessant writing on questions such as educa~
tional or franchise reform; perhaps the explanation lies in the fact that

Miall was not yet in contact with the major university reformers.

In the First of the articles, the Nonconformist argued that if the

universities were opened to dissenters, they would be compelled to reform
their teaching, as the narrow range. of subjects at present offered would
not suffice for the demsnds of an unsectarian clientele, not necessarily
interested in the prospects of a college fellowship.2 As Professor Ward'
has shown, there was force in this argument. One major obstacle to the
admission of dissenters to Oxford, apart from subscription, was the fact
that the Oxford curriculum was based upon the classics, while dissenters'
schools tended to concentrate upon modern subjects. Quite apart from the
fact that Cambridge did not require subscription until graduation,
dissenters tended to favour it because of its greater emphasis upon mathe-

3

matics. The Nonconformist went on to show that meny of the objectives

of reformers would be achieved if college endowments were restored to their
original eleemosynary purpose; the universities could then prévide a facility
commensurate with their resources. The commission had noted the high cost

of education in Oxford and Cambridge in comparison with Durham,4 and the

idea of non-collegiate halls of residence began to attract the support of
dissenters.5 Religious tests were shown to berpetuate religious inequality,

for not only did they exclude dissenters from the enjoyment of national

1.B. Miall What is the separation of Church and State? (London 1851) p19l

2.Nonconformist, 22.1%X.1852, Pr37; cof British Quarterly Review, vol.XVI
1852, p325

3.W.R. Ward, Victorisn Oxford p24%

4.C.BE. Mallett A history of the University of Oxford. iii, 305

>.Britigh Quarterly Review, Vol. XVI 1852, p365.




property, but also excluded them from careers which required a university

degree. The British Quarterly Review, speaking for moderate dissenters,

claimed that, "...in pleading for this freer and better condition of our

universities, we do not plead as Nonconformists, but simply as Englishmen.”l

Realising that few dissenters would benefit directly from university reform,

the Nonconformist was careful to show that the abolition of tests would

hagten the destruction of the state church.

It went on to examine in detail the evidence produced by the commission,
and in the spirit of Sir William Hamilton, argued that the majority of
difficulties arose because the colleges had usurped the powers of the
university.2 They, not the university, imposed tests, and since the
university could only bz attended as a consequence of college residence, it
was the colieges which were inhibiting its development, and institutionsli-
sing sectarianism, Powerful support for this view came from Robert Lowe,
who considered the solution lay in allowing M.A.s to open halls of resi-
dence, to provide the stimulus of com.petition.3 The colleges preserved
their position because their heads composed the Hebdomadal Board, the

governing body of Oxford, and the Nonconformist, in common with other

reformers, believed that this body, and the Caput, the Cambridge equivalent,
must be radically altered.4 It was critical of the practice of tying

fellowships to ordination, since this prevented their being open to merit,

and it ended the series with a scathing comment upon the way in which college

revenues were often treated as private property by the fellows.5

The purpose of these articles was to remind dissenters that they had an
interest in the fate of the commission's recommendstions. It was probably
difficult to sustain their interest in a cause from which few would benefit

directly, and the references to sectarian monopoly, misuse of endowments and

British Quarterly Review, Vol.XVI 1852, p367.

Tobid., pp300, 307, cf Nonconfomist, 29.1%.1852, p757
A.P. Martin The Life and Letters of Viscount Sherbrooke
(London 1893) ii, 21-22.
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revenues, collegiate arrogation of the powers and functions of the univer-
sity, election to university and college offices on grounds other than
merit, combined to give a picture of selfish abuse and exclugiveness.,

This situation was contrasted with London University, which had no religious
tests, whose colleges Wefe subordinate to the university, which offered a
wide range of courses, and which, through the foundation of affiliated

provincial colleges provided a truly national Jﬁ‘ac:‘Llitye:L

The Nonconfomist concentrated upon those parts of the report of the

commission which provided emmunition for its attacks upon the Church of

England. It did not discuss meny of the profound issues which the report
raised in any great detail. ; There was little examination of the question
of strengthening professorial teaching, either by diminishing the power of
college tutors, or by promoting teaching by private tutors, as the British

Quarterly Review recommended. The antithesis between Oxford as a centre of

scholarship, as the reformers desired it to become, and the university in
its former role of religious and pastoral care, was not pursued in depth

by the Nonconformist. Nor was the question of affiliated halls of residence,

which would have eased the position of dissenters, both because they need
have had no tests, and would have been less expensive for undergraduates

than were the colleges.2

So far, Miall had simply used the university question as a means of attacking
the Church of England, and had exploited opportunities as they arose rather
than taking ;ny initiative. As parliamentary candidate for Rochdale in
1852, he made scarcely any reference to the question, concentrating instead
upon issues such ag franchise reform or education, which would have wider
appeal.  However, government action upon the question became a definite

possibility in the session of 1854.  The Nonconfommist reminded éissenters

that they had been badly let down by the Whigs in 1834 over the admission of

1. Nonconformist, 24.XI.1852, p9l7
2. 0. Chadwick The Victorisn Church 2nd edition (London 1972) ii, 440-441
C.B. Mallett, A history of the University of Oxford iii, %09-314
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dissenters to universities, and insisted that dissenters must fight for the

full implementation of the commission's report.l It feared the gdvernment
might dilute the recommendations, lest a really radical measure prove

unacceptable to the House of Lords: the Spectator had urged dissenters to

. s . . . _ . . 2
waive their claims to admission to the universities for this precise reasgon.

- Miall saw no value, either to dissenters or to the universities themselves,
in a measure which did not abolish religious tests, and he was prepared. to
 do everything possible to ensure that dissenters’ interests were not ignored,
as they had been so frequently by supposedly sympathetic whig ministries.
His constant emphasis upon the disestablishment aspect of the question bore
imnediate fruit, for the Liberation Society felt able to take an active
part in the campaign; it gave Miall no assistance over the elementary
" education question until 1870, on the grounds that until then, its own prin-
ciples were not directly involved. In contrast, as soon as the Oxford
University bill was announced, the society's parliamentary sub-committee
resolved to initiate a campaign of agitation in support of the admission of

dissenters to the uni‘versities.3

The Liberation Society took the same view as Miall about the‘difficulty of
involving dissenters; as a matter of tactics, it proposed to make an
ungualified demand for the admission of dissenters. In contrast to the
question of church rates, the university question was not of direct interest
to many of its supporters. An involved and sophisticated plea, while it
might allay the fears of opponents, could lead to confusion or indifference
amongst dissenters themselves. The society based its campaign upon the

premise that the universities were national property, available to all

citizens. It issued a pamphlet entitled The Public Right to the Univergities

118.

which was intended both to encourage its own members, and to attract

influential support from outside the society. In the interests of gaining

1. Nonconformist, 15.I1.1854, pl29
R Quoted in Nonconformist, ibid

3.  Liberation Society, Parliamentary Committee Minute Book 27.II.1854, £2
Minute Book, 6.IIT.1854
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public sympathy, it drew up a -series of resolutions for publication in
newspapers. Beginning with the premise that civil rights and privileges
should be enjoyed by all citizens without regard to their religious beliefs,
it followed,

"That this principle is violated in the exclusion of all but

menbers of the Church of Bngland from the University of

Oxford, and from the honorary and pecuniary rewards of

learning at the University of Cambridge."l
The second resolution used the argument of dissenting deprivation, showing
that dissenters were debarred from positions in public life, careers in
certain professions, and suffered social disadvantages by the inability
to gain degrees from the ancient universities. These resolutions were
inserted in all morning papers, except the Yorning Post, in dissenting
papers and in leading periodicalso2 The parliamentary sub-committee
reported that it had prepared a petition for Parliament, a circular
addressed to influential public figures and to other diésenting organisations,
appealing for their support. A press sub-commitiee was set up, which
prepared, "...a considerable quantity of paragraph matter suitable for
insertion in the periodicals and provincial jou;mals.”3 Miall's was an
influential voice within the Liberation Society, and these recommendations
reflect the general tone of the Nonconformist., Since 1852, he was able
to act as a link between the society and Parliament, and he wgs a member
of a deputation which met Russell in March 1854 and informed him of the

minimum requirements of dissen‘ters.4

The Dissenting Deputies lent their support to the efforts of the Liberation
Society.  They drafted a petition signed by 86 M.P.s, including Miall,

- representing dissenting, radical and Romen Catholic opinion, which requested
the abolition of tests at matriculation so far as Oxford was concerned.
Liberation Society, Minute Book 6.III.1854

Ibid., 16.111.1854

Ibid.
Nonconformist, 8.IIT.1854 pl97
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When the petition was presented, Russell refused to commit the cabinet to
the demands of the petitioners, but intimated that he would raise no
obstacles to amendments to the government bill introduced by independent
members.l The Nonconfomnist was confident that the government measure
would abolish tests and subscriphion. It reinforced its argument by
citing the evidence of the census of religious attendance compiled in
1851, which showed that the Church of England could not claim the allegiance
of the majority of the nation. Statistically, it was no longer possible
to spéak of a 'national faith', and force was given to the demand,

"o..that the administration of certain trusts originally

intended for the public benefit, but which can no longer

be administered in conformity with a faith once universal,

shall not be permitted to be carried on for the exclusive

advantage of a particular sect."2
This would be achieved by the government making provision,

"...for the free admission of any of Her Majesty's subjects

duly qualified by intellectual attainmments, to matriculation

and graduation at both these ancient universities, without

the imposition of any religious tests."?

The Nonconformist sought, perhaps, to reassure opponents of reform, that it

did not envisage a purely secular university. It was certain that there
would still be a place for religious teaching in colleges even after tests
had been abolished; college services would have 40 be less identified with
the doctrines of one particular sect, but this would not be harmful to
religion. It would have the advantage of undemining the "prestige of
bigotry". So far as dissenters were concerned, the importance of the
campaign was that they would be seen to be fighting for their claims, and

governments would pay more attention to their demands in the future.

When the government bill was published, it proved in one respect a great
disappointment to dissenters, for despite Russell's sympathy, it made no

provision for the abolition of tests. Miall took action through the

1. B.L. Memning, The Protestant Dissenting Deputies, p373: W.R. Ward,
Victorian Oxford pl98: (Christian Reformer, April 1854, p247

2.  Nonconformist, 8.II1I.1854, ppl97-198

3.  Ibid.
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Liberation Society, proposing that a petitioning movement be organised, which
would expose the weaknesses of the measure.l Since it failed to abolish
tests, Oxford would remain an Anglican preserve, and would continue to
benefit a minority of the population. Miall scorned Russell's argument

that the inclusion of such a clause would jeopardise the measure in the
Lords; such an argument merely underlined the subservience of the government
to the Lords, and indirectly to the Established Church. That such a plea
could be advanced by a responsible statesman made it all the more urgent

for reformers of all opinions to join dissenters in fighting for their
rights. These cqnsiderations apart, Miall approved of the bill. He
announced that he would support its second reading, and would endeavour to
secure the inclusion of an appropriate clause in'committee. If unsuccessful,

he would vote against its third reading. >

Giadstone had drafted the bill, despite his earlier opposition to the whole
idea of a commission.3 He intended to secure Oxford against future criticism
by removing the most glaring abuses, and he considered it urgent to
strengthen the position of the university in relation to the colleges, and
to strengthen the position of professors in relation to the heads of houseso4
The bill of 1854 sought to accomplish this by abolishing the Hebdomadal

Board, and establishing a new governing body comprising heads of houses
together with a number of professors and tutors elected by Congregation.

The bill made it possible to establish private halls of residence, and
empowered the commissioners to frame new statutes for the colleges. So far
as it went, it was satisfactory to reformers, but the absence of any attempt
to deal with the demands of dissenters moved Bright to comment that dissenters

were required,

"...t0 hope all things, to believe all things and to endure
all things.">

Liberation Society, Minute Book, 16.IIT.1854: Nonconformist, 15.III.1854, p217
Nonconformigt, 15.IIT.1854, pp2l7-219.

C.E.Mallett, A history of the University of Oxford, iii, 317

J.B. Conacher, The Aberdeen Coalition (Cambridge 1968) PP3352-33%

Gladstone to F. Meyrick 27.IVi1853; in D.C. Lathbury, Letters on Church

and Religion of William Bwart Gladstone i, 215-216

5.  G.M. Trevelyan, Life of John Bright (London 1913) p202
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Russell introduced the bill in the Commons, and spoke mainly of the need to
make the resources of Oxford more widely available. He amnounced that he
sympathised with the claims of dissenters, but would prefer to deal with

these in a separate measure.l The Eclectic Review voiced the scepticism

of dissenters towards whig promises when it pointed out that there had

already been twenty six divisions on ecclesiastical questions in the session,

and in all of them the government had voted against the principle of
religious equality.2 It warned dissenters to uphold their principles,
even at the risk of embarrassing the coalition government. Russell's
attitude made it clear that dissenters themselves would have to compel the
govermment to include a clause abolishing tests, and Miall had helped orga-
nise considerable extra-parliamentary pressure. This was intended partly
to unite dissenting opinion, partly to show reformers within the univer-
sities that they had interests in common with dissenters, and partly to
remind Tories that in 1834 Lord Stanley, now Lord Derby, and Chancellor of

Oxford, had supported the admission of dissenters to Oxfordo3

Whereas Miall had originally intended to support the bill on its first
reading, he changed his plan, and along with ten other M,P.s, including
Blackett and Heywood, attacked the bill on its introduction. According

to the Nonconfommist, his speech was not an unqualified success:

"Mr. Blackett generously led the way in expressing regret
that the measure contained no provision for the removal

of tests, and Mr. Miall followed him in a short speech,
which, although it raised a titter at first, was afterwards
listened to with that solemn silgnce which betokens a con-
sciousness of unfair treatment."™

Miall Was'prompted to speak by the sense of mortification and humiliation
which Russell's speech had induced. Arguing from the religious census of’
1851, he claimed that the Church of England represented only one third of
Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXXXT, pp892-911

Eclectic Review, ns vol. VII 1854, pp6l1-621

Nonconformigt, 284I1.1854, p525
Tbid., 22.IIT.1854, p246
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the nation, yet the bill proposed to improve and perpetuate the nationsl
institutions of Oxford and Cambridge for the benefit of a minority. He
pointed out that when taxation was discussed, Parliament took no account of
religious commitment: anglicans, dissenters and unbelievers were all
regarded as part of the nation. Yet, when a measure to extend the
advantages of education was discussed, dissenters were not regarded as
part of the nation. He requested the government to accept a clause which
would permit the admission of dissenters, even at the rigk of endangering
the whole measure in the Lords:

"...Let the responsibility of throwing out the Bill, in con-

sequence of its containing such a clause, rest upon the

members of that othe® place. He did not think that such a

responsibility ought to rest upon Her Majesty's Government,

unless, indeed, they concurred in the exclusion of Dissenters

from the national institutions of Oxford and Cambridge. "l
It may be doubted whether Miall's speech was spontaneous, for it was already
clear that Heywood would introduce the type of clause which Miall had urged
upon the government, and Heywood was speaking for a broad range of reforming
opinion.2 One prominent opponent of university reform considered that the
bill, as it stood, would give dissenters the substance of their demsnds.
Joln Keble regarded the measure ag 'expressly anti-collegiate', its whole
tendency being to separate Oxford from the Church of England. If the bill
became law, even without the modifications demanded by dissenters,

"o ..the University will be called on to consider how far the

'natural and reasonable desire' of dissenters to get into it

may be gratified."3
However, Miall and his dissenting colleagues wanted a definite commitment
from the govermment. They made their next move at the committee stage
of the bill, with a proposal to establish a select committee which would

investigate the claims of dissenters, and the whole character of religious

teaching in the universities. This was justified on the grounds that the

1. Hansard, Parlismentary Debates 3rd series CXXXI, pp912-914
2. Christian Reformer, April 1854, p246
3. J.T. Coleridge, Memoir of the Rev. John Keble (London 1870) p389
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commission had not investigated these aspects of the question. The

Nonconformist admitted that this proposal, if successful, would delay
settlement of the question: it was prepared to accept delay, for the bill,

. . . 1
in its present form, settled nothing so far as dissenters were concerned.

Heywood introduced the motion for a select committee, and the Nonconformist

urged dissenters to exploit the fact that Aberdeen's government was a
coalition, which depended upon the support of dissenting M.P.s. It had
shown little gratitude for this support, and dissenters must be .prepared

to risk bringing down the government if it failed to give them satisfaction.2

The Eclectic Review gave similar advice.3 Russell, despite his earlier
sympathy with dissenting demands, was annoyed at Heywood's proposal. He
accused both Heywbod and his supporters, notably Hadfield, of ingratitude
and illiberality, and afgued that the motion, if successful, would deprive
the bill of any prospect of success.4 Miall came to Hadfield's support
with a speech which argued that the whole logic of the bill was to treat

the universities as national institutions. There was no sense in postponing
consideration of dissenters' claims, and it was far from being illiberal to
insist upon such consideration. He did not believe it was good for the
nation that the prejudices of the Lords should be continually deferred to
by the Commons. The bill had been drafted in an illiberal spirit to

secure the compliance of the bishops, and Miall sarcastically suggested
adding episcopal illiberality to the existing elements of the constitution.5

Heywoods motion was lost by 170 votes to 90.

At the annual meeting of the Liberation Society, Miall claimed there was
extensive support among M.P.s for a measure to admit dissenters to the

wiversity without tests.6 ~ He believed dissenting M.P.s should frame an

Nonconfomist, 27.IV.1854, p345

Ibid., 3.V.1854, p365
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appropriate measure, and allow the House of Lords to accept the odium of
rejecting it. A demonstration of the reactionary character of the Lords

would help dissenters to gain radical support, and one feature of establish-

‘ment, the presence of Anglican bishops in the House of Lords, would come

into prominence. Miall's conduct at this stage is more comprehensible if
he is regarded as pursuing a political advantage by exploiting the momen~
tarily exposed position of the Bstablished Church. Ay Keble had pointed
out, it was possible that the government bill would have given dissenters
the substance of their demands, without the clause to abolish tests upon
which Miall insisted. The uvnitarian leader, J.H. Thom, insisted in a
speech at Liverpool that dissenters wanted admission to the universities,
not necessarily to the colleges. "We do not ask for any of the loaves
and fishes of Endowments - we ask only for the benefit of true learning."l
The setting up of non-collegiate halls, as was possible under the bill,
could have satisfied this demand, but Miall was as interested in a victory

over the establishment as in the admission of dissenters to Oxford.

Heywood introduced two further amendments to the bill, one to remove religious
tests at matriculation, the other to remove them at graduation. He
approached the Liberation Society with the suggestion of a great meeting

in London in support of his proposals, and the society's parliamentary
committee gave its backing.2 The exécutive committee suggested holding the
meeting at the London Tavern on 2lst June, and sent an invitation to the
Dissenting Deputies.3 The Deputies agreed to co-operate in this instance,
and in the case of questions where there was coincidence of opinion between
the two bodies. However, they would not agree to anything more than an

ad hoc arrangement, and made it clear that they saw a purpose in joint action

only insofar as they represented the dissenters of the metropolis, while the

Liberation Society represented the provinces.4

o Christian Reformer, July 1854, p419

Liberation Society, Parliamentary Committee Minute Book 8.VI.1854
Liberation Society Minute Book, 9.VI.1854
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Heywood's first amendment secured a large majority of 91 votes, the second
was lost by only 9 votes, and at a later stage he succeeded in securing a
clause for the abolition of tests on admission to first degrees.l The

Nonconformist was surprised and delighted, and attributed success partly

to the liberal example of Cambridge in respect of tests, partly to the care-
ful organisation of dissenting M.P.s., partly to the support of Roman
Catholics, and partly to the pressure of the Liberation Society. Miall
observed,

"...that the combination of these groups proved how much may

be gained in the political world by meking parliamentary

agitation a constant and specific business."?
Gladstone claimed that the vote upon Heywood's clauses took all M.P.s by

surprise, and he believed that the statistical evidence of the 1851

religious census induced many to give their support. Like the Nonconformigt,

he was conscious of the composition of Heywood's supporters, and he con-
sidered that their success completely altered the direction and purpose of
the government measure.3 On this interpretation, Miall and his supporters
had won a decisive victory; a measure of university reform now involved a

species of disestablishment.

The amended bill passed its third reading, but the Nonconformist was not

sanguine about its prospects in the Lords. While it recalled Derby's
liberal stance of 1834, it felt that as Chancellor of Oxford he would be
under pressure from reactionary interests, and doubted if the House of
Lords would prove more than usuvally sympathetic to a question of religious

equality.4 In the event, Derby lived up to the Nonconformist's hopes, and

the House of Lords accepted the bill, including the clauses abolishing

tests at matriculation, and on admission to first degrees.5 Both the

Nonconfomist, 12.VII.1854, p582

A, Miall, Life of Fdward Miall ppl83-184
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Nonconformist and the Liberation Society praised. the liberality and wisdom

of the House of Lords, and hoped that a similar measure would be applied to

Cambridge.l

Oxford was now open to dissenters, through legislative action, and not
through the device of non-collegiate halls. Miall and his colleagues had
forced a discussion of the universities as nationsl assets, and had
asserted the right of all citizens to enjoy their facilities. The Patriot,
representing moderate dissenting opinion,gave the Liberation Society credit
for this triumph:

"To its exertions in no inferior degree we owe it that our

principles are represented in Parliament by a fim, though

small band of vigilant men, who, without compromise of

their personal independence, act together with manifest

effect."?

The Belectic Review, more conscious of the difficulties dissenters had

experienced in forcing the amendments upon the government, warned that their
support of the coalition should remain qualified,3 but had no hesitation in
giving full credit to the Liberation Society:

"We congratulate the country on a measure which...has exceeded
our most sanguine expectations...We should be doing injustice
to our own feelings if we did not record our deliberste
opinion that the success achieved is mainly due to the
untiring diligence of the Chairman of the Parliamentary
Committee of the Liberation Society...we feel authorised

to pronounce this department of the society's operations as
amongst the most important and valuable of its lsabours."4

The Oxford University Act set up a commission to redraft college statutes.
The detailed implementation of the Act soon ran into difficulties,

5

particulerly with regard to the admission of dissenters to colleges. The

Nonconformist gave a detailed account of the meeting which elected the new

Hebdomadal Council, and noted attempts to prevent the election of anyone

1.  Nonconformist, 19.VIL.1854, p593: Liberation Society, Minute Book
1, VIII. 1854. _

Patriot 9.IV.1856, p232

Eclectic Review, ns vol. VII 1854, pp6ll-621

Ibid., ns vol. VIII 1854, p245

W.R. Ward, Victorian Oxford pp 207f

e .

U S W N
.




128,

with liberal sympathies.l It also noted s sermon preached by William
Sewell in St. Mary's, in which he warned young men,

"...to take special care to avoid the company of dissenters,
should any intrude under the new bili."

Heywood introduced a motion for a select committee %o examine the whole

question of admissions to universities, and the Nonconfomist gave its

approval. It felt such an investigation was needed to complement the
Oxford University Act, and warned supporters of the motion to be wary of
the attitude of the government:

"e.oit would be well for the friends of university reform to

be on their guard, and prevent so equitable and desirable

an enquiry from being set aside by Ministerial indifference

or aversion."
In the debate upon Heywood's motion, Miall spoke in support of it, expressing
the disillusion which dissenters felt at the ecclesiastical policy of the
Aberdeen coalition, and claiming that he hardly knew on which side of the
House he ought to sit. If the opposition offered a very moderste advance
upon the proposals of the government, the friends of religious liberty might
well be tempted to join the oppositionn4 He then went on to discuss, from
a dissenters’point of view, the shortcomings of the act of 18%4. It‘had
not mede Oxford into a truly national institution. While accepting
Gladstone's analogy that universities were national institubions in the same
sense as were parochial benefices, nevertheless he argued that parish
churches did not close their doors to Ppeople who were not in communion with
the Church of England. In comparison, "...universities were under very
congiderable restrictions in dispensing the advantages they had to offero"5
Unusually for Miall, he demsnded that the State intervene to define the use
to which collegiste endowments should be put, and concluded by denying that

thig was a question of interest to dissenters only: rather it was a major

public question, affecting the whole nation. If universities were truly

Nonconformist, 25.X.1854, p883

Ibid. |

Ibid., 7.IIT.1855, ppl77-178

Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 3rd series CXXXVII, pp248-250
Ibid.
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national institutions, their facilities should be available to everyone,
without disoriminati@n on the grounds of religion. If there were obstacles
which prevented this, it was reasonable that there should be an inquiry,
"o..in order that their advantages might be extended to all."l The
Liberation Society attempted to organise support for Heywood's motion,

but noted that he had withdrewn it without consulting the the society.2
Palmerston had in fact suggested that Heywood withdraw his motion, and
introduce at a later stage a bill incorporating its substance. The

Nonconformist believed that Heywood had fallen victim to Palmerstonian

deviousness.3 It clearly regarded the Oxford University Act as an
importent milestone in the struggle for religious equality, for it
printed all the division lists, that electors might be informed of the
conduct of their M.P.s, and bring pressureé to bear upon them at the next

electiono4

The Oxford University Act was quickly followed by a measure to reform
Cambridge. There, the situation was rather different, for while there were
religious tests, they were not imposed until graduation. Thus dissenters
were not prevented from teking part in the education offered, though they
could not enjoy its full advantage. A simple abolition of tests would
satisfy their demands,but the bill to reform Cambridge was drafted by members
of the university itself, without any particular effort being made to dis-
Cover the wishes of nonconformists. The Prince Consort, as Chancellor,

took a detailed interest in the provisions of the bill, and particularly

supported those for the creation of private halls of residence.5

Perhaps mistaking the provenance of the measure, the Nonconformist attacked

the government for its shortcomings. It criticised it as a typical example

of Whig perfidy, which showed the hollowness of their pretensions as reformers.

°
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This bill, like s0 many other Whig bills, was,

"...a compromise which contains a minimum of real improvement
with a maximum of delusive pretence. Under their guidance,
refommers are perpetually led into a false position...To
oppose Whig reforms is denounced as playing the game of the
Tories - to accept them lays you open to charges of peddling
and insincerity."

Its complaints were not without justification. As it stood, the bill left
all goVerning power in the hands of the heads of houses, which they had

lost at Oxford. The Nonconformisgt felt that an opportunity had been missed;

the Oxford Act had set a precedent for a radical overhaul of university
government, and there was no need to be so fimid in the case of Cambridge.2
Moreover, while the wishes of dissenters were taken into account by the
proposed abolition of tests and subscriptions for admission to all degrees
save those in divinity, a declaration of bona fide membership of the Church
of England was required for membership of Senate. Dissenters were thus to
remain excluded from the government of the university, and their next step

would be to secure admission to M.A. degrees.

Since the bill was introduced into the Lords, Miall was unable to speak
upon it in Parliament, and could only give'his views in print. He used
the bill as a stick with which to beat the Whigs, accusing them of
insincerity and, since the withdrawal of the Peelites, incapacity:

"The Cambridge University Bill is a fair illustration of
what the country has gained by falling back upon a pure
Whig coterie. The Peelites in quitting Her Majesty's
government, seem ‘to have taken with them not only the
ability, but the sincerity of the Aberdeen Cabinet."3

An amended version of the bill later in the same month was more satisfactory,

as 1t abolished subscription for the degree of M.A., but by the time it
4

reached the Commons, the session was far advanced, and it was withdrawn.

1. Nonconformist, 2.V.1855, p337

2. Ibid.

3. Thid.

4. Ibid., 23.V.1855, p397. D.A. Winstenley, Barly Victorian Ceambridge p284
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Part 3. Miall and University Reformers

The dissenting lobby became aware that it could not leave the preparation of
another bill to whigs and university reformers; it was essential to take
positive action to impress dissenting deménds upon them. Heywood began to
seek closer links with Miall and the Liberation Society. After a meeting
in Manchester, Heywood arranged for Palmerston to receive a deputation to
discuss the Cgmbridge Uhiversitvaill, and asked Dr, Foster, a leading
member of the Liberation Society, to be a member.1 Reporting upon the
meeting, Foster believed the deputation had succeeded in msking a favourable
impression upon Palmerston.2 Heywood meanwhile secured an impressive

range of dissenting support for the radical reform of Cambridge at a great
meeting in Birminghem, attended by Baptists, Unitarians, Congregationalists,
and -even some Anglicans. He spoke of the Oxford Act as a "...compromise,

a little instalment of university reform," which had merely recognised the
principle of religious equality. More far-reaching measures were required
to give full expression to that principle in the universities. R.W. Dale
played a leading part in the meeting, demanding free access to Cambridge

for dissenters°3

This pressure bore fruit, for in March 1856 Pleydell-Bouverie introduced a
bill for the reform of Cambridge, which preserved the improvements and
amendments of the bhill of 1855.4 Moreover, Heywood was able to secure
further vital amendments in the Commons, which incorporated all the demands
of dissenters. The executive committee of the Liberalion Society noted
that on the third reading of the bill,

"...Mr. Heywood obtained the insertion of a clause (by 151 %o 109)

dispensing with oaths or declarations in connexion . with

scholarships and exbibitionsg, and also succeeded (by 84 to 60), in

expunging the words preventing a dissenter becoming a member of
the Senate,.."?

o
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These amendments would have destroyed the monopoly of the Church of England

in Cambridge, amdl the Nonconfomist was not surprised that the Lords

rejected them. It stressed that the only interest dissenters had in the
amendments was as a matter of principle. "The right refused us we value

merely as a righ ."1 It agreed with the Times and the British Quarterly Review

that even if the amendments were incorporatedin the bill, in practice the
Anglican Church would not be threatened, for dissenters would continue %o
send their sons to undenominational universities such as London; few would
send their sons to Oxford or Cambridge, and few would wish to become members
of Selrlate.2 However, the vote of the Lords had upheld civil inequality and
sectarian monopoly, and prevented Canbridge from resuming its true functions

"Our universities are not exclusively theological seminaries,

but institutions for the high education of the laity.

Freedom of religious thought and profession are by no means

incompatible with the object of those Universities, but

rather in keeping with their main design. "3

With this Hamiltonian flourish, the Nonconfomist hoped that the Commons

would refuse to accept the Lords' amendments. Heywood. moved their
rejection, supported by Miall,4 but Pleydell-Bouverie, fearing that once
again time would run out, persuaded the Commons to accept the bill as
amended by the Lords.5 This meang that at Cambridge dissenters could
proceed o the degree of M.A., butcould not become members of Senate. In
conjunction with the Oxford University Act, it amounted to a partial victory
for dissenters, and the Times commenteds
| "It ought to be now pretty evident to the Universities that

the reign of tests is approaching an end...it is plain... 6

that public opinion is becoming more and more opposed to them."

The Liberation Society, in its report for 1856, believed that dissenters

had scored a triumph,7 but the more perceptive unitarian Chrigtian Reformer

realised that it was only a victory of principle, and might soon be valueless

1. Nonconformist, 9.VII.1856, p493

2. Times, 23,VI.1856 p9; Brit. Qfly. Review, ns vol.XXIV 1856, p506
3.  Nonconformigt, 9.VII.1856, p493

4, Ibid., 23,VII.1856, p537

5. D.A. Winstanley, Early Victorien Cambiidge p286

6. Times, 23.VI.1856, p9

7.  Nonconformist, 6.V.1857, p34l
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to dissenters. Even if the ancient universities had been opened to
dissenters, the constituent colleges could still impose their own tests,
and the result would be that the university would still be closed to
dissenters, and would be ruled by the worst sort of priestly intolerance.l
The new stgtutes which had been sanctioned for Exeter, Lincoln and Corpus
Christi directly violated the spirit of the Act of 1854, and were evidence,

"...0f the existence of an organised comspiracy...to defeat
the liberal intentions of Parlisment. "2

If other colleges followed this example, the 1854 Act would be so much

'waste paper', and the Christian Reformer reported that Palmerston had been

informed of these objections, and had agreed to appoint a committee of the
Privy Council to investigate the situation. Similar difficulties became
apparent in Cambridge; for instance, Trinity College found itself unable

to elect dissenters to fellowships.3

However, even the victory of principle, with all its inherent pragtical
difficulties, was no negligible achievement. Miall and his fellow
dissenters had wrung concessions upon ecclesiastical matters from the
Aberdeen government, and had brought about a species of disestablishment,
with the help of some Tory support, and with the acquiescence of the House

of Lords. This latter, as the Nonconfomist admitted, had been a surprise:

"When, to the great astonishment of both friend and foe, we
carried through the House of Commons the clause which opened the
University of Oxford to Dissenters, it was generally assumed, as
a matter of course, that the Lords would expunge it with a high
hand. The Lords, however, were wise enough to lay aside their
prejudices, and heedless of common expectation, to accept a
policy which there was greater risk in resisting than in frankly
adopting. "4

One of the consequences of university reform was the advent of Oxford Middle
Class Examinations, by meang of which some of the benefits of Oxford were
made more widely available.

Chrigtian Reformer, May 1856, p306

Ihid. '

D.A. Winstanley, LaterVictorian Cembridge p39
Nonconformist, 2.VI.1858, p425
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"Oxford University seeks to mingle with the world, not to

obstruct, but to hasten an intellectusl development throughout

the land. Reform has shaken her from the dream of centuries

and behold! she steps forth to do good...The incrustation

which a monastic bigotry deposited about her having been

loosened, cracked and removed, Oxford becomes active once

more, and goes from town to town to smile upon learning

wherever she finds it."
A modern historian has concurred in this assessment of the Middle-Class
Examinations. He regards them as marking the transition of Oxford and
Cambridge from,

"o.otwo exceedingly strange, inward looking, clerical

republics...into more normal institutions with a sense
of general responsibility for national education."2

Miall attempted to exploit the principle secured by the admission of
dissenters to the older universities by extending it to anothér bastion
of Anglicen privilege, the endowed grammar schools, Dissenters were, as
a rule, unable to teach in them, send their children to them, or become
governors or trustees. Like the universities, they could be regarded as
national property improperly monopolised by a particular sect. At the
Liberation Society's triemnial conference in 1859, Miall induced the society
to include smong its objectives the opening of the endowed grammar schools
to dissenters. His motion was,

"That the legislature, having opened the Universities of

Oxford and Cambridge to all classes of Her Majesty's

subjects, without distinction on the point of their

religious belief, it is now time, in the judgment of this

Conference, to carry further the principle thus recognised

by applying it to the Endowed and Free Grammar Schools of

England and Wales."?
Speaking at length in support of the motion, he stressed that its object
was to implement, in this particular sphere, the principle of religious
equality implicit in the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts. Dissenters
still did not enjoy full religious or civic equality; they were still

Penalised on account of their religious convictioms, as their exclusion from

the endowed grammar schools demonstrated.

1. Nonconformigt, 11.VIII.1858, p639

2. G. Kitson Clark, Churchmen and the Condition of England 1832-1885
(London 1973) pll5.  See also W.R. Ward, Victorian Oxford pp280f

3.  Nonconformist, 9.VI.1859, p452
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The question was taken up in Parliament by DillWyn, who worked closely with
the Liberation Society in drafting his Endowed SchoolsBill.  The society
made clear to him the requirements of dissenters, and gave him the backing
of its lobbying facilities, but his measures met with failure in Parliament.l
So far as.Miall was concerned, this was simply a question of the use of
endowments, and, as in the case of the colleges of Oxford and Cambridge,

he argued that the Church of England owned these endowments only in the

sense that dockyards belonged to the navy; ultimately, they were the
property of the nation.2 When, in 1860, Lord Cranworth was successful

with a restricted version of Dillwyn's measure, the Nonconformist stressed

that the real opponents of religious liberty were the bishops in the House

of Lords:

"...dissenters will be perverse enough to enquire why their
rights of citizenship are to be doled out to them with
'tolerant liberality' by the episcopal bench - why they

are to be subjected to special grievances not inflicted

upon the rest of their fellow countrymen — and if they

must regard this Act as a 'step in advance', they would 3
like to be told from what, and to what, the advance is made."

Dillwyn persevered with his more comprehensive measure, but his avowed
connection with the Liberation Society did not assist his purpose; indeed,

it provoked a bitter attgck from Lord Robert Cecil.4

It was not until 1869
that W.E. Forster introduced a bill which substantially fulfilled the
ambitions of Dillwyn and the Liberation Society, to an extent that caused

the Nonconformist to describe it as second in importance only to the

Irish Church Bill.5 The Liberation Society published a resolution con-
gratulating the friends of religious liberty upon the success of the Endowed

Schools Bill, but, with the experience of the Oxford University Act of 1854

1. Liberation Society Minute Book 19.VIII.1859; 9.XII.18%9. The society
paid the fees incurred in seeking legal opinion.  Ibid. 9.XII.1859.
Three years 1ater, the committee was confident that Dillwyn would be
guided by any suggestlons the committee might feel it right to make.
Ibid. 5.II.1862.

2. anconformlst 28.1II.1860, p24l

3.  Ibid., 11.Iv.186o', p291

4. Ibid., 24.IV.1861, p330. See also W.H, Mackintogh, Disestablishment
and Liberation (London 1972) ppl06-107

5. W.H. Mackintosh, Disestablishment and Liberation pp202-203., Liberation

Society Minute Book 5.1I1.1869. Nonconformist, 24.II.1869, pl80;
ibid., 16.VI.186, p572.
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in mind, urged its supporters to keep a close watch upon the activities of
the commission set up to implement the act in detail, that the interests

of religious equality might be genuinely advanced.l

Miall himself took no active part in the Endowed Schools question, apart
from discussing the general principles involved, as an adjunct to the
university question. During the 1860s, it became clear that the university
reform acts of the previous decade ha& not been an unqualified success, so
far as dissenters were concerned. The moderate British Quarterly Review
pointed out,

"...two out of the last three senior wranglers have been

excluded from fellowships and tutorships on the grounds

of religious conviction."?2
The Nonconformist complained that the intention of the acts, to open the
universities to dissenters, was being thwarted by the colleges:

"Parlisment threw open to us the door of both Universitiesg —

but the Colleges have effectually over-ridden the decision of

Parliament, and put chains across the doorwa;y."3

This obstruction took the form of colleges insisting upon attendance at the

college chapels, whose services were Anglican. The Nonconformigt regarded

the abolition of compulsory attendance at chapel as the next stage of
university reform, and the Unitarian Association took a similar view.
Arguing that university tests had simply been replaced by collegiate tests,

the unitarian Christisn Reformer announced that Mr. Pollard Urquhart would

oppose fhe statutes which the Commissioners had sanctioned for St. John's and
for Trinity, "...inasmuch as they do not respect the rights intended to be
secured to Nonconformist members of the Uhiversity.”4 The Liberation Society,
in a survey of its own position in 1863, believed that Oxford was gradually
becéming aware that, "...ecclesiastical exclusiveness ig unfavoursble to high

5

mental culture." It believed that leading Oxford men shared this view, and

°
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indeed, a meeting in Manchester, chaired by Heywood, was attended by Jowett,
Brodie, and other leading Oxford liberals. The meeting decided to petition
the government to abolish all renaining tests, and Heywood summed up the
feeling of both dissenters and university reformers when he said,

"In Oxford, the majority of the colleges have set themselves

decidedly against the wisches of the legislature. The majority

of the Heads of Houses had refused to admit any persons who

were known to be dissenters. I+t was evident that without a

further movement the old universities would remain very nearly

as much closed as they were before...Sir Benjamin Brodie had

told him it was very desirable that there should be movement

outside as well as within the wniversities. The present

restrictions were felt to be g great barrier in the way of

liberaliem in the Church of Bngland itself, as well as affecting

dissenters."
It was evident that the unitarisn body, the university reformers and the
Liberation Society would have to combine their resources if any further
degree of reform was to be achieved. Miall's most important contribution
to the university question was in helping to bring about this union. As
early as 1861, he felt he could count upon a considerable body of liberal
support within Oxford for the total abolition of tests, largely upon the

strength of a letter written %o the Nonconformist by a leading Oxford liberal,

Professor Goldwin Smith, with whom Miall had worked already upon the
Newcastle Commission.2 Another leading reformer, Frederic.Harrison, gave
testimony to the fact that Miall was in contact with leading Oxford liberals.5
He believed, however, that the alignment of radicals, dissenters,_and
academics was due to Jowett, and was based upon & small group in London?

"n.m¢hGamgeBmﬂrhk”.&S.Rmﬂddl,(ﬁm)GOOMme
Morgan, Charles (Lord) Bowen, James Bryce and Lyulph Stanley...
we formed at London g small group which, under the inspiration
of Benjamin Jowett, united the forces of resident and London
reformers and so with John Bright and Edward Misll were in
alliance with the political Nonconformists. The delicate task
of combining the mildest and even 'Churchy! types of academic
Liberalism with the Radical Dissenters of the Chapels and the
Lobbies was in the main the work of the organising genius of
Jowett. "4

l.  Nonconfommist, 22.IV.1863, p304

2. Ibid., 11.XII.1861, p98lL

3.  Frederic Harrison Autobiographic Memoir (London 1911) i, 355
4.  Ibid. i, 159
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Miall realised that one of the difficulties reformers would encounter was
the attitude of the general body of dissenters. He felt many were half-
hearted about university reform, and even if it were achieved, might
hesitate to send their sons to a university where there might be pressure
brought upon them to forswear their convictions and join the Established
Church. Worse sfill, the excesses of Puseyism and Tractarianism had by
no means disappeared. Miall informed his readers that these objectionable
features would vanish when the universities were reformed. but he had to
concede,

"We are afraid that the subject is regarded by meny among

us as a less urgent claim upon our efforts and upon our

interests than some others which of late have been before

the public. We believe there dwells in not a few minds a

lurking suspicion that free access for dissenters to the

national seats of learning might be followed by the ahsorption

of considerable numbers of the most promising young men into
the church,"t

In the session of 1864, John Dodson introduced a bill 4o abolish all remaining

tests and subscriptions. The attitude of the Nonconformist is curious to

the point of being inexplicable. It gave a cautious welcome to the bill,
but suspected it would only be supported by Liberals insofsr as they felt
they might gain electoral advantage fhereby;2 Admitting that the bill
secured the main principle, it felt that the concession was more apparent
than real:

"How many wealthy dissenters are there who, if they value
their own principles, can make up their minds 4o expose
their sons to the moral atmosphere of seminaries in which
all the regulations tend to lower their social status and
to disparage their religious profession."

It claimed the bill had been drafted by a group of Oxford reformers without
the dissenting bodies being consulted, and observed sourly that it would be

a new experience to be dealt with in an honoursble manner.4 Nonetheless,

1. Nonconformist, 6.IV.1864, p26l. For an example of the wariness of
dissenters at the prospect of their sons being exposed to the temptations
of Oxford, see James Rigg to Isaac Holden, 1844.
Holden Tllingworth Letters (Bradford 1927) pl110.

2.  Nonconformist, 2%.II1.1864, p22l.

3.  Ibid., 6.IV.1864, p26l.

4.  Tbid., 8.VI.1864, p457




it urged support for the bill ag gz genuine effort to promote religious
equality, amd paid tribute both to the Oxford liberals and to the support

of the Irish.members.l

In reality, as Miall was in the best possible position to know, there had
been close co-operation between the Oxford liberals and the dissenters.
Frederic Harrison recorded & meeting in London;

"We held a meeting at which twelve M.P.s, Dean Stanley, Jowett

and some eight or ten Oxford professors, Goldwin Smith,

Bishop Colenso, Mavurice, John Bright, J. Martineau, P. Taylor,

Greg, Huxley, etc. etc. met and spoke, using identical senti-

ments - Anglicans, Broad Churchmen, Neo~Christisns, Non-

Christians, Papists, Unitarians, Quakers and Agnostics all

together. The meeting was of course strictly private."2
Harrison had already identified Miall as a member of the London committee,
and Arthue Miall confirms a close relationship between his father and the
Oxford liberals.3 The views of Stanley on wniversity reform show how
close an affinity there was between Miall and the members of the committee:

"...the more barriers it (the Established Church) can wisely

throw down, the more open it can render its Ministry and its

Universities, so much the more has it fulfilled its true

mission..."4
The records of the Liberation Society show that Miall was actively involved
in consultations with the Oxford liberals. The impetus came from the
society's parliamentary committee, which requested Miall to communicate
with Goldwin Smith, to ascertain whether or not Dodson desired the assistance

of the society.5

Goldwin Smith wrote to Miall informing him that Dodson
would welcome the society's help, and the executive committee resolved to
throw the whole weight of the society behind Dodson.6 The secretary,

Oarveil Williems, met Goldwin Smith, arranged the preparation of petitions,
and promised the support of the society's Parliament ary Whip.7
1. Nonconformist, 8.VI.1864, p458

o F. Harrison, Autobiographic Memoir i, 355
- A, Miall, Life of Edward Miall pp250-251

pp368-369, 376.
Liberation Society, Parlismentary Committee Minute Book 17.IL.1864
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Liberation Society, Parliamentary Gommitiee Minute Book 24,.11.1864;
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Miall was invited to attend a private meeting of Oxford liberals who
supported Dodson's bill, and who apparently wished to sever all connection -
between the university and the Church of England.l A formal association
between the Oxford liberals and political dissenters was mooted,2 and Miall,
according to the society's records, made it clear that Dodson's bill would
not continue to enjoy dissenting Support if any clause were introduced which
prevented dissenters from voting in Convocation.3 Miall sent a letter to
Goldwin Smith, informing him that the society's support of Dodson's bill
Was conditional,4 and Goldwin Smith forwarded Miall's letter to Dodson
with a covering letter, warning Dodson that to acquiesce in any clause which
excluded dissenters from full participation in university govermment would be,

"...a heavy blow to the cause the ihterests of which have been

placed in your hands. It would be a Parliamentary certification

of the principle of exclusion, which now rests on nothing higher

than the by-laws of the University,"D
He went on to observe that the prospects for university reform were .improving,
In Oxford, the liberals were gaining in strength, and the opposition was
diminishing, It was the more important that the university question should
be dealt with comprehensively, Dodson's notes on Miall's letter to Goldwin
Smith confimm that Miall had resolutely opposed any tests for membership of
Convocation or for admission to private halls. Such tests would leave
dissenters an 'inferior caste.'6 But it is also clear that while Miall was
opposing any such amendment of the bill, had such clauses been part of the
original measure,

"...we should not have opposed it - we might have quietly

supported it - ngt for our own sskes but to show disposition

to help others."
This is some indication of the importance Miall attached to the support of
the Oxford liberals. He went on to admit that the Liberation Society was
Liberation Society, Minute Book 10,III,1864
Liberation Society, Parlismentary Commitiee Minute Book 21,11T,1864
Ibid,, 21.IIL,1864
Ibid., 30,III,1864
Goldwin Smith to J. Dodson 29,IIT,1864 Monk Bretton Mss., (Bodleian),

I am indebted to the Rev. P. Robson for obtaining this reference,
Dodson's notes on Miagll's letter. Monk Bretton Mss,
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making a furbther concession in supporting Dodson, in that by doing so it was
departing from its declared policy of concentrating its activities in the
country rather than in Parliament, Having done so, it could not afford to
be seen to make concessions to opponents, and if Dodson accepted any exclu-
sive clauses, "...we must take steps to clear ourselves of participation."l
Dodson agreed to Miall's conditions, and promised Carvell Williams he would
withdraw the bill if forced to accept aﬁy clauses which discriminated against
dissenters.2 In return, he received the support of the society's parlia-
mentary Whip, Miall prepared a statement, to be signed by leading
dissenters, which promised support for the bill, but warned ggainst any
attempt to introduce clauses to exclude dissenters from Convocation, It
was signed by 117 dissenters, and was circulated among Liberal M.P.s.3
Provision was also made for regular and formal contact between the society

and the Oxford liberals,

The bill was defeated on its third reading, and both the Liberation Society
and the Nonconformist decided that the next stage was to make university
reform an electoral issue:

"...a new question had been added to the list of testing points

at the hustings...there has been found another battleground on

which to contend successfully for the great principle of

religious equality."4
The Nonconformist was critical of the Liberals for allowing the bill to suffer
defeat: there had been signs of irresolution among its supporters:

"We wish the supporters of the bill had been equally resolute,

in which case they would not have al%owed the fruits of previous

victories to be snatched from them,"
It published the names of liberal members Whobhad been absent from the critical

division, and claimed that yet again the government had betrayed its

dissenting supporters:

Dodson's notes on Miall's letter. Monk Bretton Mss,

Liberation Society, Parliamentary Committee Minute Book 11,V,1864; 15,VI,1864
Ibid., 15.VI,1864: see also Nonconfomist, 29.VI,1864, p517

W. Mackintosh, Digestablishment and Liberation p177

Liberator, Aug. 1864, p123%; Nonconformist, 6.VII,1864, p537
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"The Prime Minister had not once voted for the bill, the Home

Secretary walked out of the House +to avoid voting, and the

Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Attorney General gave the

two votes which constituted the hostile majority. The cause

of Liberalism has in fact in this case, as in the case of the

Church Rates Abolition Bill, been sacrificed by the Liberal

Ministers."
It spoke disparagingly of collusion between the goverrment and the opposition
front benches, but was able to extract some cheer from the defeat. The
question had become a major electoral issue, and the bonds between reformers
within the universities and . the dissenting bodies had been cemented:

"Evidently there is here common ground for united action on

the part of those who differ much in relation to matters of

ecclesiastical policy. The young and generous intellect of

the Church of England can here ally itself with the well

trained energy of what is derisively being called 'political

dissent!"?
Laté in the session of 1865, a private bill fo abolish tests completely was
introduced by Goschen. The Liberation Society organised outdoor meetings
in support of it, and set up a committee to have oversight of the measure.
Several liberal members were on this commi‘ctee,3 and members of the society's

prarliamentary committee visited selected constituencies, to rally local

support.4 The Nonconformist considered that the bill had no prospect of

success, but would at least force M.P.s to detlare their attitude to
university reform. With a general election imminent, there would be the
possibility of bringing pressure to bear at the hustings, and the Noncon-
Tformist warned liberals that they could not count upon the support of
dissenters indefinitelys

"We cannot and shall not patiently endure for the future the

galling injustice with which we are treated in this matter,

and we should earnestly advise no Liberal member to presume

upon our supposed readiness to overlook the affront which

indifference to our claims on this head will offer us."?

The bill received a majority of sixteen at its second reading, and the

Nonconformist insisted that the opening of the ancient universities to all

Nonconformigt, 6.VII.1864, p537.

ITbid.

Liberation Society, Minute Book 26.V.1865

Liberation Society, Parliementary Committee Minute Book 15.VI.1865
Nonconfomigt, 7.VI.1865, p453
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