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[ 1_46?/668 PREFACE

EpiscoraL JuRrisDICTION IN CHINA

HISTORY.

. The American Church sent a Bishép (Bdone) to China in 1-844, and
the Church of England sent a Bishop to Victoria (Hong Kong) in 3849

"The dioceses of North China and Mid-China were established in 1873

and 1880, arid Western China in 1893, .
The seat of the American Bishop has always been Shanghai.
About the same time that the American Bishop ‘took up his residence

" in Shanghai (2845) the Church Missionary Society sent a missionaty to

Shanghai. .
The question of the jurisdiction ¢f the English and American Bishops

_has arisen from the fact that they have both had ‘missionaries in

Shanghai since that timé. Shanghali is the only point where the mission-

" aries of the two Churches work side by side.

This question arose first in 1853, after the arrival in China of the
Bishop of Victoria. In that year the Board of Missions of the Church
in the United States laid the matter before the Archbishop of Canter-
bury. ' The Bishop of Ohio had a confererice with the Archbishop and

also laid the matter before him in writing. No settlement was, how-

ever, attained. (See Spirit of Missions for 1853, pp. 465-479.)

In 1850 the Archbishop of Canterbury suggested to the Bishop of
Victoria that he should make any arrangement that would be agreeable
to Bishop Boone and himself, and the Bishop of Victoria proposed to

" {eave the Province of Kiangsu to the occupation of the American Epis-

copal Church, while the missionaries of the Church of England should /
labor in the Province of Chekiang. Had this proposal been carried out,

- all difficulty would have been avoided.

In 1880, after the consecration of Bishop Monle, Bishop
Schereschewsky addressed Archbishop Tait on this subject.

In 1895 Bishop Graves brought the matter to the notice of the
House of Bishops and the resolution was referred to the cotntittee ap-

_pointed to suggest subjects for the Lambeth Conference. The com-

mittee forwarded it to the Archbishop of Canterbury separately.
‘In 1896 there was a correspondence between Bishop Monle. and

Bishop Graves. This correspondence, with a memorial setting forth the

facts of the case, was sent to the Presiding Bishop. A committee, con-
sisting of the Bishops of Albany, Pennsylvania and Shanghai, was, in

‘consequence, appointed by the Board of Managers to lay the matter be--

fore the Archbishop of Canterbury (1897).




In April, 1807, when the Conference of English and American
Bishops met in Shanghai, the whole matter was laid before them by the
Bishop of Shanghai, and a resolution was adopted (Res, 12) asking
for a settlement of the question. This resolution was forwarded to the
Archbishop of Canterbury and the Presiding Bishop of the Church in
the United States.

DIFFICULTIES OF THE SITUATION.

The present difficulties arise from the fact that the warrant under
which the Bishop of Mid-China was consecratéd includes within his
jurisdiction all the territory where the American Church has been work-
ing, and in which, with the exception of Shanghai, there are no mission-
aries of the Church of England; also, from the fact that there is an
actual double jurisdiction in Shanghai itself, where, for instance, the
English Chuorch of the Holy Trinity is popularly called “the Cathedral,”
though the Bishop of Mid-China resides in another province (Che-
Kiang), in the city of Hangchow.

SUGGESTED SOLUTION,

That such actien be taken as will leave to the American Church
the provinces of Kiangsu, Hupeh and Nganhwui and the parts of Hunan
and Kiangsi which are adjacent to the Yang Tsz River, and that a
double jurisdiction in the city of Shanghai shall be avoided, so far at
least as Chinese converts are concerned.

Such an arrangement can, we think, be arrived at, and would give
the greatest satisfaction to the Bishops concerned, whose sole wish
is to provide by the joint action of the two Churches for the better car-
rying on of mission work.

(LETTERS, DOCUMENTS, &c.

[2] SPIRIT OF MISSIONS, JUNF, 1881, .
EPISCOPAL JURISDICTION.

The question of Episcopal jurisdiction in those countries where
the English and the American Churches meet in the common work,
touched upon in the foregoing article, is one that has long been under
dscussion. It seems, hpwever, to be in the way of fair adjustineat,

By the maif § just re!:elved Bishop Schereschewsky writes:

“The successor.to the.late Bishop Russell, of Ningpe, has arrived
in Shanghai, There has been some discussion about the -suitability
of his title, and also as to his proposed installation in the Cathedral
(so-called) at Shanghai. I have communicated with the Archbishop
of Canterbury on the subject, and upon further and correct informa-
tion as to his title—"Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China”
—have withdrawn my objections on that score; but I still object to
his installation in the Cathedral [that in Shanghai to which Dr. Bunn

above alludes], as that would present the appearance of having two
Bishops in one See, which would be contrary to precedent and to the

Resolution passed at the Lambeth Conference.”

-The Recommendation of the Lambeth Conference, to which the.

Bishop refers we_find quoted (upon p. 271) in The Journal of the
General Conventlon, 1880:

“When it is intended to send forth any new Missionary Bxshop,
notification of such an intention should be sent beforehand to the
Archbishop of Canterbury, to the Presiding Bishop of the Protestant
Episcopzl Church in the United States of America, and to the Metro-
politan of any province near which the Missionary Bishop is to min-
ister.”

Upon the basis of this, our House of Bishops adopted the. follow-
ing resolution (Journal, p. 272) :

“Resolved, That it be referred to the Board of reference aforesaid
[defined in a previous resolution] or to the members of it appointed
from this House, provided no generzl board shall be formed, to act

with -power, in conjunction with the Bishops of Japan and China re-.

spectively, in indicating the districts within which the said Bishops of
China and Japan shall labor, and that this House of Bishops hereby
assents to the changes of limits of jurisdiction and of title, if need be,
accordingly.” .
The question in China, so far as is understood, turns upon the
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English Bishop’s seat being in the city of Shanghai where we have
been established so many years. It is further understood that in the
event of an English Bishop being sent to Japan, the line of jurisdiction
between him and Bishop Williams is likely to be clearly drawn,

3] BISHOP SCHERESCHEWSKY TO ARCHBISHOP TAIT.
(Written from Wuchang in the spring of 1881.)

.My Lord Archbishop:

Your Grace’s favor of January oth in‘answer to a telegram sent to
your Grace, protesting against Bishop Moule’s title and his enthrone-
ment at the Cathedral—so called—at Shanghai, has duly reached me.
The telégram was occasioned by the following circumstances. - It was

announced in the English papers, both ecclesiastical and secular, and

also by the local press in Shanghai, that Dr. Moule was consecrated
under the title of "Bishop of Mid-China,” without mentioning any
limitation or qualification. Again, one of the English clergy at
Shianghai imparted the information that Dean Butcher (now absent

from Shanghai} had sent directions for the installing or enthroning .

of Bishop Moule at the said Cathedral, With this, as we thought,
authentic information before us, myself and the clergy of the Ameri-
can Church in Shanghai could not but think that both the title “Bishop
of Mid-China,” as well as the proposed enthronement of Bishop
Moule at the said Cathedral were contrary to the letter and spirit of
the resolution passed by the Lambeth Conference with regard to the
different jurisdictions of the missionary Bishops of both Churches now
laboring in China. ' ’

1 am glad to say, however, that I have subsequently learned, and
have this information confirmed by your Grace’s letter, that Bishop
Moule’s title is “Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China,”
which of course changes the aspect of the case, and to which no rea-
sonable objection can be made.

As to the question of his enthronement in the Shanghai church,
although undoubtedly, as stated by your Grace, the church belongs to
the English Community, I respectfully submit that there is quite a
difference—and trust your Grace will admit it, between Bishop
Moule’s being simply “connected’—the expression used in your
Grace’s letter, with the Shanghai church and being enthroned in the
same as the Bishop in his Cathedral and which will of course imply
that Shanghai is his see: whereas, the American Bishops have been
residing in Shanghai almost ever since the founding of the bishopric
about the year 1845, with the exception of an interval of a few years
during which Bishop Williams, now of Yedo, in Japan, was also Mis-
sionary Bishop in China. I need scarcely mention to your Grace
that the fact of the so-called Cathedral in Shanghai being owned by
the English Community does not imply at the same time that Shang-
kaj is a British colony, like Hongkong, for instance. Were it 30, to
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constitute it an English see although an American Bishop may have
been residing there previously, might not perhaps. have aﬁord.ed
ground for the same objections that can b'e r.nade in the present in-
stance, although even then, I humbly submit it would be contrary to
ancient usage and precedent. I am happy to say that the enthrone-
ment has not taken place as yet, and 1 venture to hope tbat your
Grace may see fit to take steps to prevent its taking pl_ace, as it strikes
me that it would be contrary to the words and the intention of the

Lambeth Resclution, and to say theé least, it would afford occasion

to those not belonging to the Anglican Communion to 1_)oint with
something like ridicule to the strange anon'la!y_of two Bishops be-
longing to CHirtches in full communion with each other and sub-
stantially the same occupying appar;entI.y the same.place or see, conld
the principle of constituting sees in China I?e ?.dmltted. ' _
. T trust your Grace will pardon the OMISSIOR?‘Qf a letter immedi-
ately following the telegram. Knowing tha.t Bishop M'ou.fle was on
his way out I was desirous of first seeing him and obtammg. further
information from him before writing to your Grace. But having been
called away to this interior station, I have not as yet had the oppor-
tunity of conferring with him plersonally, but I hope I may have the
rtunity of doing so before long. s .
opp?].‘ltlanki);lg your %}race for your letter and hoping that what I have
wreitten may meet with your Grace’s approval,
Believe me,
My Lord Archbishop,
Your Grace’s obedient serv't,
S. 1, ]. ScuerescHEWSKY, D.D,,
Miss’y Bishop of the American Churc}E.
Shanghai.

To his Grace, the Lord Archbishop of Canterbury.

(4] REV. W. J. BOONE TO BISHOP MOULE.
(Undated, probably 1881.)

The Right Reverend Geo. E. Moule, D.ID, Missionary Bishol?, etc., etc.

“Right Revertnid and Dear Siri—As you expressed an .mtefest in
the history of our Missionary Episcopate. }}ere at Sl}angha_l, will you
allow me to lay belore you a few facts in T.h:s connection, In ‘182: _o;r
Episcopal Church in the United States,‘whlcp had been strugg!.mg hl-t -
erto against the reproach of its English bias, an_d conservatwe_ spirit
took courage and began to work towards extension westward_ in our
own fair heritage, a work which has since grown to very extensive pro-
portions. In 1835 the awakened sense of our duty abroad led to a reso-
lution that every baptized member of the Church was by .dl::ty and
privilege a member of the general Missionary Society. .MISSI.OIJS _t:
the heathen to be known as Foreign Missions were begun in Africa and
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China, and to churches in decay in Greece and Asia Minor. China had
been brought into relations with America and Morrison had been
obliged to cross over to New York to find his way out. The American
Board was already since 1829 in the field, and the Church naturally de-
sired to do her part for this great empire, The Reverend Messrs, Han-
son and Lockwood first came out in 1835, and began work for Chinese
at Batavia. They were joined there by the Reverend W, J. Boone, ‘M.,
in October, 1837. The two former broke down under the climate and
returned home- soon after and Dr. Boone suffered greatly from ‘this
cause and his efforts to learn Chinese and Malay and to cafry on &
boarding school for Chinese boys. Alterward he moved to Macao, and
the ‘war of 1841 opened the way for his settling at Amoy in J’urne 1842,
Later ‘on’ the jdeath of his_ wife in the latter part of 1843 he’ took his
young chlldren home and very strongly pressed the great’ work to be
done 91 leading minds in the Church. - The result was reénewed inter-
est and Dr. Boone was elected and consecrated bishop by the Genera"l
Conventlon of 1844. (The General Convention Whu:h meets trienmally
i composed of all-the diocesan blehops and of elected clergy and laity
irom’ each drocese and is our supreme Church Council) He wds at
“first directed to locate at Amoy, but four days later it was resolved “That
if found practicable and expedient on hig arrival in China it be recom-
“mended to the Mrssronary Bishop to make Shanghai the station for
present operations.” This establishment of our Missionary Episcopate
wag only gndertaken after due nottﬁcatmn of the Archbishop of Canter-
bury, who replied: “1 can venture to answer for our Bishops as ‘well as
“for the Societies in connéction with our C hurch that they will be happy
1o co-operaté with' the Board of Missions of the P. E. Church in the
United States, without other interference than such as may tend, if
occasion offer, to promote the accomplishment of the great object to
which our labors are alike directed.” Bishop Boone reached Shanghai
in' June, 1845, with two married clergy and two single ladies, and others
- were added from time to time. From this date until his death at his
post in 1864 he was held by our Church to be the Missionary Bishop of
Shanghat. In 1850 Japan was added to this jurisdiction and the Reverend
. Messrs. Ligging and Williams detached from this field for work there.
Thus Bishop Boone was in occupation when Dr, Smith was appointed
to the Sec of Victoria and some question as to jurisdiction was then
raised. Propositions for any formal division were rejected. In March,
1853, Bishop Mcllvaine, of Ohio, being in England as representative of
the Board of Missions (our Church body in charge of all Mission work),
had conference with the Archbishop of Canterbury with no determinate
result. The Board reported on this matter to the next General Conven-
tion in 1836, and that body appointed the Bishops of New Jersey, Dela-
ware and Illinois a Committee to correspond with the Church of Eng-
land. Their letter gives the history of the case condensed above. The
Archbishop of Canterbury’s reply was somewhat delayed pending the ar-
rival of Bishop Smith in England, Its substance is that there was no
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practical trouble and that Bishop Smith’s' “Letters per Order of Council
specially instahced sundry ports of which. Shanghai was one, and that
*“any dlteration therefore in the Bishop of Victoria’s jurisdiction could
only be made by authority of the State.” . This -it- was thought would
be doubtiul and would be more inconvenient-than any trouble likely
fo arise.” Thus the matter stood until in- England itseli further - action

“was taken as to dividing the work between North and South Chma in

1872. Meantime after Bishop Boone's death the General Convention oi

‘1865 elected the Rev, €. M. Williams hi§ successor, who -was. then labor-
ing zealonsly in Japan. He:cartied on the double work: with increasing,

drﬁ‘lculty unt] in 1874 hé askéd to'be. relieved and proposed two sees {or
:Chinla ¥iz.t: ﬂangha and Wuchang (where our work was begun by, the
Brshop himself in 1868), and one for Japan as proof of the. Chqrch’
séuse of ‘the great openings: in these Empires. The Board seconded his
‘requést bat -the General. Convention . (1824) postponed action_as. {0
MWachang and took the fellowing action, viz.: “Resolved, (1) That thls
'Hbouké herehy constitutés Japan-as a separate Missianasyy, sttnct Re-
solved  (2) That this House .appoints. to the sypervision of sawd drstrrc.t
'the - Rt: Revir € M. Willlams,”, D.D., the; present Mrss:onary Blshop
to CHina'hnd Japan, with the-title of Mrssrongry Bishop of Yedo, hav-
“ing"jurisdiction in Japan. Resolved (a) That, this House hereby coqst;-
tutés China:a.separate missionary. digtrict angl will proceed to, elec_t 4
Missionary Bishop therefor to be des;ggated as M,;ss;lonary Brshop o!
:Shanghai, haviag jurisdiction in Ching,”. Later at was | solved as the
Rev.- W.: P. Qurick,-Bishop- Elect, under said resolutron" ‘('3')1, had
“deelined, “That.until the consecration (pf a. M:ssmnary Blshop of Shang-
hai that the missionary ,mn.sdtctlon in China be placed under ‘the charge
rof.the missianary, Blshop of Yedo

;. This, was: the case untrl in, 1877 the preseﬁt Brshop, the third in the
suqcessxon, ‘was consecrated for the aforeSa:d Mlssronary ]nrrsdr&trbﬁ
of, Shang,hal o o

UL Yours respeataty)

Ce e L WM J Boomr

:'[51'7'-5 o FOREIGN MI$SION :lFiELD o
" "'JOINT FOREIGN' MISSIONARY }URISD]ECTION -

To the Editor of “The Standard of ‘the Cross” (p. 305,, 1882) k

At a late meeting of the Convocation of ‘the Southern Provmce, _the
'presrdent, the Archbishop. of- Canterbury, is. reported to have spoken as
dollows in reference to some of the relarrons of the’ mrssmnary work of
our two churches: . .- - . C

“A most unpledsant drfference seemed to be . brewmg between the
‘Amercan Church ‘anid -ourselves, He had received a letter’ frum
‘Shangha: which alarmed “him very: much. We had sent out a bishop to
Shanghal, and the letter 40 which he alluded was from. the Amerrcan
‘bishop, warning ‘him off- the premises. The English, b:shop ‘had . been
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appointed without the slightest intention on our part of creating any
cotitention between the two churches. We were acting in the spirit of
the resolution adopted at the Lambeth Conference. An experienced
imissionary bishop was sent out; bat this occurred—the English inhabi-
tants of Shanghai, at an enormous expense for them, erected a chapel
- fot- their own use. The chapel, he understood, was-erected by English
money, and was intended to be in connection with the Church of Eng-
land, and a clergyman of the Church of England was apppinted to the
living. The question arose, where was the English Bishop to be en-
throned? In the innocency of his heart, he caused himsel to be en-
throned in the English chapel, called the Cathedral of Shanghai, though
he guite granted that he had no authority ‘whatever outside of the limits
of the cathedral. . Co ‘ : :
‘Unfortunately, the samé"-k-ind of difficulty sprang up in Japan. He
‘thought that every conceivable pains had been taken to avoid a collision
with the American Bishop of Japan, and Bishop Williams’ opinion was
taken as to the proptiety of having an English Bishopric established
‘there. Acting on what was believed to be his willing assent to accept
a Bishop, one was sent there, but difficulties arose which were not
‘easily arranged. We were willing o give up the Capital. But ‘Bishop
“Williams was not ready to give up the other great towns south of the
‘Capital, which would too greatly curtail our field of operation. Diffi-
“culties had arisen which would require much negotiation.” )
It is somewhat of a surprise that any member of the Convocation
‘should wonder that the Missionary Bishop of Shanghai and the Mis-
sionary Bishop of Yedo [Tokio] object to the intrusion of a Bishop of
‘the Church of England into their respective jurisdictions. .

As to Shanghai—His Grace has certainly described a clear case of
intrusion. - No parallel could be conceived as possible in England, where
a strong Government as yet protects the National Church. But a -case
" is at least conceivable within the bounds of a neighboring church,
which would have sufficient parallelism for our purpose. The Govern-
ment of the British Empire no longer gives any othet protection to the
Charch in Ireland than that which the paternal Government of China
gives to our Missionary Church in Shanghai, Suppose, then, that an
English colony has settled in Dublin for business purposes. It is dis-
satisfied with the ministrations of the Church in Ireland. The colony
builds a chapel, employs a chaplain, enjoys the Liturgy of England; but
it is not willing to recognize the authority of the Venerable Archbishop
of Dublin. Some scattered English missions also exist. ‘The English
residents desire the presence of an English Bishop. His Grace appoints
one at the solicitation of a Missionary Society, allows him to go to the
‘Capital,. and the new Bishop, “in the innocency of his heart,” “causes
himself to be enthroned in the English :Chapel,” in the very sight of
'Dr. Trench., Tt would be difficult, I think, for even that “Master of

words,” to express his discontent at such an act -of intrusion, without
manifesting some indignat,ion. The evil is not less but greater when
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we transfer the case to Shanghai, where the Bishop already resident
for five years, is too poor to be enthroned in any other Cathedral than
the hearts of his fellow Churchmen. . -

Our Church consecrated 2 Bishop for the Mission in China in 1844.
Our Bishops have been in undisturbed jurisdiction in Shanghai for 38
years; Bishop Williams succeeding in 1864; and Bishop Schereschewsky
in 1877. If any title is given by precedence and possession, our Bishop
may claim it, R -

As to Japan.—In order to avoid the possibility of such an unseemly
contest between brethren of the same Church, Bishop Williams com-
municated to the, Lambeth Conference, a suggestion that arrangements
for a territorial division of the missionary jurisdiction should be made,
before an English Bishop should be sent out to Japan; for, he foresaw
that such an appointment was certain, and deemed it desirable.

Such arrangements were made by the Lambeth Conference, and
have been faithiully carried out by our Church. But if they have not
been ignored by the Church of England, at least, we have ‘had no notice
to the contrary. ) IEERTR
) The Lambeth Conference decided (Section D, p. 494 of the Journal
of General Corivention, 1880) that the formation of the Board of Refer-
ence, by whom such questions as those now in hand as to missionaty
work and jurisdiction should be concluded, should be referred to the
Archbishops of England and Ireland, the Bishop of London, the Primus

of the Scottish Episcopal Church, the Presiding Bishop-of-the Protestant- - -~ -~

Episcopal Church in the U. 8. A, with the Bishop superintending the
congregations on the continent of Europe, together -with such other
Bishops as they may associate with themselves. These were to commu-
nicate with the authorities of the missions concerned, at home apd
abroad. - ' :

~ Accordingly both “in the spirit of the Lambeth Conference” and .in
compliance with its letter, our General Convention appointed the follow-
ing Bishops as the Board of Reference on the part of our Church, who
assembled in New York on December 13th, 183L, and organized as fol-
lows: The Presiding Bishop (Smith), President; the Bishop of Con-

_necticut (Williams), chairman ; the Bishop- of Ohio .(Bedell), Secretary;

the Bishop of Pennsylvania (Stevens}, the Bishop of Long Island (Lit-
tlejohn), Superintendent of Churches on the Continent. _

But, as far as we are advised, no action has been taken in England,
under the above recited decision of the Conference; for, in the earlier
patt of his address, the Archbishop said: “At present there was no cen-
tral body to which to refer questions fit for reference.” -

So soon as the Churches of Englamd, Ireland and Scotland shall
agree in the formation of a Board of Reference, “a Central Body,” will
have been constituted; for on our side, the House of Bishops took the
precaution (see p. 272 of Jotirnal General Convention, 1880) to give
plenary power to the five Bishops before named, in conjunction with the
Bishop of Yedo, to atrange the limits of his jutisdiction.
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It is true that Bishop Williams gave “willing assent to” the appoint-

ment of an English Bishop for the Church Missionary Society’'s Mis-
sions in Japan., But he is not willing, as I have informed His Grace, to
abandon our important work in Osaka, and generally in the sotth of the
Islands. OQur missions and the Bishopric were established there lopg
before the English Church entered on the field; and we have heretofore
maintained there a stronger missionary force. It would scarcely appear
consistent with comity that the English Church should now take terri-
torial possession of all onr mission field south of Tokic where we are
- most efficiently engaged, should thereby confine our missions to the
north, and then (still not satisfied) should, as is suggested in the last

.communication received, last week, desire that the English Missions at

the north should also be under the supervision of the English Bishop
of the south. It would not be surprising if Bishop Williams, and the
"members of our Board of Reference, should regard such reciprocity as
being all on one side,

We-share the anxiety of our brethren in the Church of England ]est )

such anticipated difficulties should impede the progress of the Gospel in
“heathen lands, or disturb the concord of our fraternal association in work.
Time must be allowed for mutual conference, and possibly, as his Grace
suggests, for “much negotiation.” But if both the spirit and the letter
of the Lambeth decision shall rule in England, as it does here, we shall
.act in perfect concert,

G. T. BEDELL, Bishop of Qhio, and Secretary.

‘[6] BISHOP BEDELL TO THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY.

Diocese of Ohlo Kokosing, Gambier, June 3o, 1881.
Most Reverend Your Grace:

. May I be permitted to remind you of a communication addressed by
direction of the Commission appointed by our General Convention, im-
mediately after the close of the Session; I think that it was dated early
in November last. The Commission was appointed in compliance with
.an important decision of the Lambeth Conference under the Presi-
dency of our Grace,

By a letter from yourself, I was informed that it had been referred
to the Lord Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol, But I have as yet re-
.cetyed no reply from him.

By the papers which I enclose and which I send in type because

"more readily referred to, your Grace will perceive that considerable -

uneasiness exists as to the intrusion of Missionary Bishops of the
Church of England within the fields occupied by Bishops of our
" Churchi 'in China, Japan and Africa.

The pirpose of the resolutions of the Lambeth Conference was
‘that all such conflicts of Jurlsdlctlon, or appearance of it might be
prevented.

" Our General Convention complied with the suggestions of the
- Lambeth Conference with great unanimity, feeling that it is of main

10 !

importance that the utmost cordiality and the most 'brqtherly co-
operation shall exist between the Branches of the Anglican Com-
munion in heathen fands,

The continued purpose of the English Church to establish a
Cathedral in Shanghai, which has been the See of our Bishops for
thirty-six years, is a surprise to us. Bishop Boone was seated there
for nine years before the English Church had sent a Missionary to
China. Bishop Williams has been in- Japan since 1866. If a Bishop
of the English Church should now be sent to that kingdom, as is
no doubt desirable, the arrangement of Jurisdiction should be the

subject of carefu] consideration,

The singular “intrusion” of Bishop Crowther into the ﬁeld of
our Missionary Bishop at Cape Palmas, has never been explained. I
trust your Grace will pardon me for calling attention again to these
incidents; and expressing the earnest desire that the whole subject:
of sending Bishops of the Anglican Communion into fields aiready
occupied by any member of that Communion, may be the subject
of consultation and adjustment by the Board appointed under the
direction of the late Conference at Lambeth. The published papér
inclosed, appedring in our Missionary publication, “The Spirit of
Missions,” will not only open the facts referred to in this letter, but
wilt show- that they are attracting attention.

Knowing how cordially vour Grace has always responded to.
the suggestions made on this subject by members of our House of
Bishops, I have the less hesitancy in addressing you on this occasion;.
and I have the honor to be,

' Respectfully and very cordially,
(Signed.) G. T. BepELL,
of Ohio: and Secretary.

His Grace, the Archbishop of Canterbury.

[71 BISHOP BEDELL TO THE BISHOP OF DOVER.
Diocese of Ohio, Kokosing, Gambier, July 4, 1881,

My Dear Bishop Perry:

Remembering so pleasantly our intercourse at the Lambeth Con-
ference, and sympathizing so largely in the principles which guide the
work of the Church Missionary Society, I am impelled to write to you.

Our Missionary Comuiittee and our Missionary Bishops in China,
Japan, and Africa are much troubled by the want of that fraternal con-
sultation in regard to the appointment of English Bishops and the hnes
of their jurisdiction, which was to have been expected. ) i ’

Our Missionary work has the same end. Nothing could hinder it
more seriously among the heathen than that they should see any ap-
pearance of conflict. Yet, so far as we understand, an English Bishop
is to establish a Cathedral at Shanghai, where we have a Bishop and
a College; and had a B:shop before England sent a Presbyter there.
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.- Our éxcellent Bishop Williams, of Japan, writes (in a letter now
before me of May the 16th):

[1} 2 . + l

Our work in Osaka is gteatly hindered because of the questions

~ that are arising from the sending of an English Bishop.”

.H-e wishes a Bishop to come from England; but both he _and we
desire that the settlement of the question of Jurisdiction shoul&'i be leit
to tl.aose two Bishops to bé reconsidered and ratified by the Board
appomted.‘ under the authority of the Lambeth Conference.

) Th_c intrusion of Bishop Crowther into Liberia, and the confusion
w;'hlch it produced in Bishop Penick’s work, are still causes of lamenta-
tion among us. These matters can all easily be settled by brotherly
conference; but it will be painful to us, and will cause a feeling much
to be regretted, if the inconsiderate or worse, the deliberate action of
the English Church should force us to abandon stations upon which we
have spent much labor and prayers.

I have written officially to His Grace the Archbishop; and would
be very glad if you would talk over the matter quietly with ,him.

- Sincerely and affectionately yours,
\ (Signed.) G. T: BEDELL,

Right Rev. The Bishop Suffragan. of Ohio-

[8] THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY TQ BISHOP BEDELL,

Lambeth Palace, 8. E, July 21st, 188
My Dear Bishop Bedell: ' S e
I beg leave to acknowled i i
ge with thanks the receipt
of the 4th inst. Pt of your letter
d 1 r{eed not assure you that the matter is receiving my attentive con-
sideration, and I am making ingniry into the circumstances to which
you allude, Dean Butcher of Shanghai is now in England, and I am

making arrangements to see him, after which I will write to you .

again. 1 hc.ople the matter is in course of perfectly amicable settlement
Be‘fo_re receiving your letter I had been in communication with Bishol;
Wl]llams.of Japan, returning him on behalf of the Society for the
Propagation of the Gospel our best thanks for his kind co-operation

and supervision of the Society’s Missionaries. I am also making in-

quiry ili.to the facts of what took place in Liberia,
Believe me to remain, my dear Bishop,
. Very truly yours,
) (Signed.) A. C. CANTUAR.
The Rt. Rev, Bishop Bedell, Kokosing, Gambier, Ohio, U, S. A,

[9] THE BISHOP OF DOVER TO BISHOP BEDELL.

. July 26th, 1881, Th i
My Dear Bishop: e Precincts, Canterbury.
" T have had some communication with tﬁ i
) e Archbishop of Canter-
bury on the subject of your letter to me dated July 4th. d e
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to the Heathen.”

The Dean of Shanghai; Dr. Butcher, is now in England, and the
Archbishop is, I think, in communication with him, and others upon
the subject, which is of real importance. o

1 venture to hope that conference and patience may extract from
present circumstances not merely a modus vivendi, but unity of action
and co-operation. 1t would certainly be a thousand pities that the
“heathen Chinee” should have it in his power to point at an English and
an American Bishop in partibus fighting over the ground on which they
are to work for Our Lord. It would be a poor outcome of our pleasant
and useful Lambeth gathering. _

Believe me, my dgar Bishop, yours very truly in Christ,

t - (Signed.) E. Dover,

The Right Rev. Bishop Bedell.

[10] THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY T0 BISHOP BEDELL.
‘ ; * Addington Park, Croydon, August 9, 1881,
The Rt. Rev. Bishop of Ohio: : -

My Dear Bishop: ' : .
I beg leave, in reply to your letter of the 3oth of June, with ref-

erence to the relations between English.and American Bishops in For-
eign Parts, to inform you that I hope before the end of August to have
some conversation with the Bishop of Western New York, which I
trust may lead to a perfectly satisfactory understanding between the
English and American Churches upon this point.

Meanwhile, I may briefly inform you of the results of my enquiries
into the cases of “intrusion” mentioned in the pamphlet “Our Mission

With regard to Mid-China and Japan I may simply express my
belief that the correspondence which has passed, directly or indirectly,
between the Bishops abroad, the Secretaries of the Missionary So-
cieties and myself, may have produced a satisfactory understanding by
this time. C :

With regard to Africa the case seems to stand thus:

Bishop Crowther, aiter receiving two invitations from “members of
the Standing Commrittee of the Diocese of the Church in Liberia.”
visited Monrovia in February, 1878. Bishop Penick had not then arrived
in Monrovia: his ship passed into harbor as Bishop Crowther’s passed
out: and the fact that Bishop Crowther was actuated only by the most
kindly intentions towards him seems evidenced by the great regret he ex-
presses that he was unable to meet Bishop Penick and by the citcum-
stance of his writing at once a full account of his visit to the Board
of Foreign Missions at New York. I should be sorry if what seemed
a kindly wish to help a neighboring Church should be misunderstood. I
have no doubt that Bishop Coxe will take this view of the matter:
and I trust that our conversation may lead to a good understanding be-
tween the two Churches. :

' : Very truly yours, )
oo (Signed) A. C. CANTUAR
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[li] BISHOF BEDELL TO THE BISHOP OF DOVER.

Diocese of Ohio, Kokosing, Gambier, Scpt 9, 188!
To the Lord Bishop of Dover and Suffragan:
- Rt. Rev. my dear Brother: Your good letter encourages me to
write ‘again, - '

- It is not ';)roper that I should intrude further upon the time of

His Grace the Archbishop; and I somewhat fear that he might mis-
understand me, as if 1 were writing in the name of the Amer. part
of the Board of Reference. Whereas, as my former letter will show,
I am writing at the suggestion. of our Presiding Bishop, solely to
make it evident that the Board should be organized, and that these
troublesome questions should, by its action, be settled.

Will you kindly take some convenient opportunity to explain the
case to the Archbishop. At the same time it may be well to say to
him that the change of Title of the Bishop of Mid-China, whilst sat-
isfactory on that point, cannot relieve the serious difficulty that would
arise from the Consecration of a Cathedral in Shanghai.

It will be evident from the copy of a letter which T inclose that
Bishop Williams is reluctant to relinquish either of the two prin-
cipal posts which he has occupied.

The Liberian difficulty lies deeper than is revealed by the invita-

- tions given to Bishop Crowther by members of Bishop Penick’s juris-
diction; and was increased by that visit.

The report of the Com, on For, Miss. of the House of Bishops,
made to that House Oct., 1880 (see the Journal of General Conven-
tion in your hands), will give you some idea of it

I know that you sympathize with us, and so does the Archbishop,
in the desire that these conflicts of jurisdiction may be quietly set at
rest and prevented in the future.

Therefore 1 have ventured to trouble you again in hopes that your
own and the Archbishop’s influence may lead to their. being laid
before the Board of Reference for mutual explanations and for
decision.

Believe me, dear Bishop, Your Brother.

(Signed) G. T. BEDELL,

[12] BISHOP BEDELL TO REV. JOSHUA KIMBER.
Bothlehem, N. H., Sept. 9, 1881.
Rev. and Dear Brother: : ) ‘
I wrote originally at the suggestion of thebForeigf office, and
that of the Présiding Bishop; with the double purpose of helping to
sclve the complications, and also with the hope of inducing the
English Church to carry out the suggestion of the Lambeth Confer-
ence in the appointment of a Board of Reference, to whose adjust-
ment all such cases as the present shall be referred. As you will
see by the Gen. Conv. Journal, the Amer. portion of that Board has

T e T

been appt.: and indeed, is authorized to act separately from the Eng-
lish Church; should no joint Board be established.

But the For, Com. will observe from the letter of his Grace, that
he considers his own powers in the premises sufficient; and hopes‘
to settle the difficulty.

It is to be hoped that he may settle it thus quietly. Yet, unless
the English Church relinquishes its intention of a Cathedral in Shang—
hai and its intention of taking either Tokio or Osaka as a;"'Bis’h'épricl,
it is evident that our Bishops of Shanghai and Tokio will not be
content; nor will the American Branch of the Board of Reference,
Bishop Williams' late letter, of which you have a copy, is evndence
as to the latter half of the statement. :

I submit, therefore, to your judgment (consultmg the For'.
Com.) whether I sha]l continue the correspondence with our
English Brethren, I.send a letter to the Bishop of Dover, which may
be forwarded or withheld as the For, Com. deem . wisest;
sending through your office. to be used or not at their discretion. I
think that the letter to the Archbishop had best be forwarded to him;
although on that point also I submit to the Judgment of the Forelgn-
office. It is evident that the Archbishop. was not aware that B:shop
Penick was residing in his Diocese at the date of the mtrusxon, and
it seems to me that he should be in possession of all the dates

‘It affords me great satisfaction to be made useful in any manner
or deg‘ree in the work of the For. Com.- : _ ;

Belleve me deat Brother, Yours, i
(Signed) G. T, BEDELL,
Rev. Joshua Kimber, Sec. For, Com,

[13] BISHOP BEDELL TO THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY,
Diocese oi Ohio, Kokosing, Gambier, Sept. 9, 1881, "

To his Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury:

Most Reverend, my dear Archbishop: I have great pleasure in
acknowledging the letter of your Grace dated August 9. No ques-
tion arises as to the motives which actuated so true and géod 2 man
as Bishop Crowther, in the act to which you refer. But that your
Grace may be filly cognizant of the facts bearing on the ‘question of
intrusion, I beg permission to give other dates, in addition to those
mentioned in your letter. =~ _

", Bishop Penick was consecrated Feb. 13, 1877, ;

‘He arrived in his Diocese at Cape Palmas Dec. 9, 1877, “Bishop

Crowther Ordained and Confirmed on Feb 3 1878, and held two Cons
firmations subsequently in Liberia.’ g
'Bishop Penick arrived at Monrovia from Cape Palmas, as your

Grace relates, whilst Bishop Crowther was passing out of.the harbor,
" Bishop Crowther's visit 'was therefore made whilst the Bishop
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of the Diocese was resident and officiating within it, and ‘had been
resident and officiating for two months, )

With sincere regard, I am very truly yours,
G. T. BepeLL,

EDITIORIAL, THE SPIRIT OF MISSIONS, FEBRUARY, 1883
{14] EPISCOPAL JURISDICTION. . :

We recur to this.topic, to which several allusions have been made .

ﬁeretofore, and which was treated at length in the Report of the For-

eign Committee issued last September, for two reasons: That we may .

announce the receipt of very favorable news with regard to the question
of the jurisdiction of American and English Missionary Bishops in
Japan; and that we may correct an error into which the Foreign Com-
mittee were unwittingly led in their last Annual Report.

(1.) It will be remembered that the relations of English Bishops to
those of this Church in China and Japan have been the subject of fra-
ternal negotiations between the authorities of the two Churches for some
time past. At the meeting of the Foreign Committee held in Qctober
fast a letter from Bishop Bedell was submitted, in which, referring to
the Committee, he said: LI
‘ “Pray suggest to them to express an opinion on the general idea
contained below:

_“Each Bishop of Anglican Churches abroad in Foreign Missions to
reside in & separate city. No two in one city. Jurisdiction not territor-
ial; but over his own Missions. Title not of a city, but at a city. As to
Japan—Bishop Williams to continue resident at Tokio. Osaka to be
common ground; no Bishop residing there.”

With these suggestions before them, the Committee resolved:

#That the Foreign Committee (in response to Bishop Bedell’s re-
quest) express their entire concurrence in what Bishop Williams says
upon the question of Episcopal Jurisdiction in Japan in his letter of
June 12th, as follows: “That the English Bishop might make Nagasaki
where the English Church has its most flourishing Mission; his seat, and
the American Bishop have his seat at Tokio, as at present. Osaka and
Kyoto might remain common ground, and either Bishop be free to go
there to perform Episcopal Acts for his own Mission." ” Bishop Bedell,
in a letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury, under date of April 26th, 1879,
suggested that the Northern Island (Yezo) might “remain common
ground until it shall appear wise to place the Mission under a Diocesan
Episcopate.” If the Northern Island may be “common ground” there
seems to be no very good reason why Osaka and Kyoto may not be also.
There are doubtless objections to this plan; bfit considering all the
difficulties of the case, it seems to me that this will be probably the best
solation of the difficulty.”” ' . .

On the evening of the day on which the above mentioned action was
taken, this resolution was submitted to the Commission appointed by
the General Convention to act upon the matter of jurisdiction with »
gimilar Commission of the English Church. We understand that Bishop
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" Right Rev. and Dear Sir:

Bedell,_ as Secretary, then communicated a similar resolution of the
Commission to the two great Missionary Societies of the Church of
England. One of them, the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel,
had already placed its Missionaries in Tokio under our Bishop. We
are, therefore, much gratified in being able to announce now the favor-
able action of the Committee of the other, the Church Missionary
Society, upon the proposal of the Commission of our Church, as will
appear by the subjoined correspondence:

Diocese of Ohio, Gambier, December 16th, 1882,
Rev. and Dear Brother: p .
I have. t_he pleasure to inclase a note from the Secretary of th
_Church Missionary Society received this week. Its contents are gratify-
ing. :
Yours faithfully,
G. T. Bxoxir.
The Rev. Josgua KiMBER.

Church Missionary Society,
Salisbury Square, London, E. C.,
November 2pth, 1882.

I beg to acknowledge with thanks your kind letter of the 28th
ultime, enclosing a report of the action of the Commission appointed at

'your last General Convention in reference to certain matters connected
“with Japan,

As regards the Bishopric, 1 was able to bring the subject before
a special meeting of our Committee, which was summoned for ancther
purpose, and to communicate at once to the Archbishop of Canterbury
the readiness of our Committee to acquiesce in the three points as to
residence, jurisdiction and oversight, and arrangement of residence, in-
sisted on by your Commission. Perhaps we might have been glad to
plead for Osaka as a good centre of residence; but from Kobe it is s0
accessible that we felt that we had better not raise the question. . . .
I am, Right Rev. and Dear Sir, with much respect,
Yours very faithfully, .
Frpo, E. WicraMm, Hon. Sec,

The Right Rev. G. T. BrpeLL, :
Bishop of Ohie, Cleveland, Ohio.

We believe that this action of the Church Missionary Society will
settle satisfactorily the delicate question of the jurisdiction of American
and English Missionary Bishops in Japan.

(2.)The error in the last Report of the Foreign Committee to which
we have referred to is in the following paragraph:

1t appears that, not with the consent of the American Church, but
on the contrary in the face of the protest of Bishop Schereschewsky,
the new English Bishop for Mid-China was “snthroned” in the English
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. Consular Chapel, called his Cathedral, in Shanghai, where for thirty-
seven years we have sustained a Bishop.
’ Since. the publication of the Report, from which this extract is
taken, we have been informed by the Missionary Bishop of Yedo, who
has recently visited Shanghai, and by one of our Missionaries in China,
_that Bishop Moule, who was referred to, has not been enthroned, as the
Committee had good reason to believe had been the case. Our corre-
"spondent in China says: . o '
“He came out and the paper reported that he would be enthroned.
We waited on Bishop Moule and stated our objections, and asked him to
wait at least until he could confer ‘with Bishop Schereschewsky. He
~cordially agreed; said his legal title was [Bishop] of the Church of Eng-
land in Mid-China, and that he had no wish to make any trouble. It is
hard, therefore, that he should be published as a troubler of our Israel”
We regret-very much that in the Report there should have been any
appearance of injustice to the English Church or to the Bishop in Mid-
China, who is well known to the members of our China Mission as enter-
taining the most friendly relations toward them and their work, and has
lately testified his good will by uniting with Bishop Williams in an
Ordination Service at Shanghai. That the Foreign Committee at the
timie their Report was prepared had sufficient reason for believing that
Bishop Moule had been enthroned will be clearly seen at once when we
state the basis of their belief,
. A member of the Standing Committee in China had written to the
- Foreign Committee of the proposed enthronement of Bishop Moule,
and no doubt by inadvertence afterward failed to allude to the subject
in any way. His letter was before the Committee at the time their Re-
-port was framed, and the inconvenience of the omission was experienced.
Recourse was then Had to an article in The Standard of the Cross of
March 3oth, 1882 (mentioned in the Annual Report), in which is embodied
the following statement, taken from an English paper, of remarks made
by the late Archbishop of Canterbury, at a then recent meeting of the
Convocation of the Southern Province, which was accepted as con-
. clusive. The Archbishop was reported as having said:
“A most unpleasant difference seemed to be brewing between the
American Church and ourselves. He had received a letter from Shang-

hai, which alarmed him very much. We had sent aut a Bishop to-

Shanghai, and the letter to which he alluded was from the American
Bishop ‘warning him off the premises. The English Bishop had been
appointed without the slightest intention on our part of creating any
contention between the two Churches, We were acting in the spirit of
the resolution adopted at the Lambeth Confefence. ~én experienced
Missionary Bishop was sent out; but this occurred—the English inhabi-
tants o_f Shanghali, at an enormous expense for them, erected a chapel
for their own use. The chapel, he understood, was erected by English
money, and was intended to be in connection wlth the Church of Eng-
land, and a Clergyman of the Church of England was appointed to the
“living. The question arose, Where was the English Bishop to be en-
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throned? In the ihnocency of His heart, he caused himself fo be en-
throned in the English chapel, called the Cathedral of Shanghai, though
he quite granted that he had no authority whatever outside of the limita

of the Cathedral”

It is a source of great gratification that we are able to make o fa-
vorable a report on both these subjects.,

[13] THE BISHOP AND STANDING COMMITTEE OF SHANGAI TO
_THE PRESIDING BISHOP.

'SHanghai, January sth, 1896

To the Right Reverend John Williams, D.D., LL.D., Presiding Bishop.

Right Reverénd Father in God:—We beg to.lay before you, :on
behalf of the China Mission, the iollowing facts relating to the position,
of our Chirch here and the Episcopal jurisdiction of its Bishops, and-
to call your attention to them as of great 1mportance ini relation to -the:
future work of our Mission in China.

I. A meeting of the Bishop and Clergy of the Enghsh Chﬂrch in:
Mid-China was held in the city of Ningpo on the 26th of October,
1896, and a copy ol the printed minutes was sent by the Blshop, the
Right Reverend G. E, Moule, D.D.,, to Bishop Gtaves.

On reading this papér, it was noted that the Chinese name used
as the equivalent of the words Mid-China was Kiang Che teng sheng,
i. e, Kiangsu, Chekiang and other provinces, also that the Church
of the Holy Trinity, Shanghai, was spoken of without qualification as,
“the Cathedral.” Bishop Graves. thereupon wrote to Bishop Moule
pointing out -that the use of these terms implied the jurisdiction of
the Bishop of Mid-China in Kiangsu and its chief city, Shanghai, and en-
tering a protest against it. - In his reply, Bishop Moule not only as—
serted his right to stch jurisdiction, but extended it to the provinces

" along the Yang-tsz River, in particular, to Hupeh and Nganhwni where

a large part of our work is situated, and where the Church of England
has no work whatever. In this connection we would also call your
attention to the fact that, in the official pyblications of the Church of
England, such as the Year Book of the 'Chuirch of England, a complete

division of China into four missionary districts is made, no account bemg )

taken of the work of our own Chnrch.

II. We have always supposed that there existed an _understandmg
between the English and American Churches by which the Bishops of
either Church were to be left to care for the work in the district ‘com-
mitted to their charge according as they were first in the field and that

. there should not be a double Episcopate established in any portion of

the Mission field. Whether such an agreement exists in writing we do

- not know, but we believe that it has all along existed tacitly and it is

the principle upon which all our arrangements for mission work in’
China have been carried on. Moreover, since we have confined our
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::lopl'i]:dtob;h:hzalétay It?f hthmel 'Yzfng-tsz, aqd never entered upon ground oc-
cupled by th ngl}s issions, leaving the rest of this huge empire
o their ca ,thw: I: m]fs that our C!-lurch should be left free to occupy
the teeris l);anda 4 as ;llen to her in the natural course of things. On
the b , g such an agreel:nent. has not existed, we still think
e . theg e empire of‘ China into Missionary districts without
O e s o Shmahay thove Tas ot beon dn regard
. I ‘
%ai;ll oto tfjhec g_osition of the American Chi:echhii lliteb;i;lt dt‘:)e :fda 1‘:
o tﬁe Chur:-;a.o f A;:ndlwe believe t'hat it will be found upon inquiry
that the Chureh Wisng il;dta;ted thht?ut having the facts of the case
and s 2 ake the attitude she seems to take in this

11T, The facts in regard to our own missi
- on are as fol :
:'8:: aﬁ;sE:p“g??ehwas_conse.crated Bishop of Shanghai, bif:i':s;hei:
was Amggﬁcan Cl; ophm C.:h.ma,_and there has slways been a Bishop
of the Americen, thurc residing in that city, while the English Bishop
has never res ae I:.er-:e. 'Ijhe present Bishap is the fifth in order, and of
e gﬁouldr:,e uneq in Shangha}i, itself a strong claim v\;hy onr
T e I;:cmsuierm:l the rightful oceupant of this province
o 1068 our © urch was E:xtended np the Yang-tsz River, and sinct;
then has | Kgiay increased .in the' provinées of Nganhwui and Hupeh, as
e ngsu. In.:889 this fact was recognized by changin 'th
Y ishop of Shanghai” to that of “Bishop of Shanghai e Lowes
egeons Vatley.” nghai and the Lower

Our
has o bv::;kah;s‘sg_'rown year by year, and in zll these years there
e e e i 5;10nary of the ‘Efnghsh Church at work within the
e re we have been working, except in the city of Shan hai
year 1880 there was never more than one missionary ofg thé

Ch i i !
urch of England in Shanghaj, but after the consecration of Bishop -

M . _ . .

ha?ulsr ;-:; 1{808:: :e ?pp(.)m_ted h.ls brother Archdeacon to reside at Shang-

Wit_h The for 0 li;mssronanes ha}s never been more than two gclergy

i nativ}; :;or ers. . Meanwhile, we have had a good staff of for-

cign and na ergy a‘nd not only a number of stations around Shang-
X a large educational work in our St. John's College e

T N

lows:h?[tfai:ti}:: (r:t}!fari to the Church of the Holy Trinity are, as fol-
crated a cathed lu;c of the English residents and in 1875 was con-
questioned at th r:_ y Bishop Russell. The rightiulness of this was
in the Shan ha'e ime, and some correspondence on the point appeared
however begn L Daper from a, {nember of our Mission., The title has
oo ’in 128 mﬂ;:ommon use since. Although Bishop Russell was cn:
is carefu} to 7,55;( 1 ¢ present Bishop has never been enthroned, not, as he
thought someuw }1: :ln, be.cause he doubted of his right, but ’beca:.tse he
being the Churcl-? tYva;:tmg to the due constitution of a cathedrai. As
acts should be er? the English community it is natural that Epis-copal
of his o p Of.med ther_e by the English Bishop for the member

wn communion, but it need not be made the basis of a cla?n:
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cé of Kiangsn, nor need what i

to exercise jurisdiction in the provin

expedient within the narrow bounds of the foreign’ concession be made

the precedent for action on the broader field of mission work.

1t is important to note that Shanghai is the only point where there
iz any contact between the mission work of the two Churches, and that
along the Yang-tsz Valley the services of the Bishop and Clergy are
gladly sought by the members of the Church of England, indeed, the

only services and sacraments they receive are at our hands.

We would further state that after the consecration of Bishop Moule
a formal protest was made to the Archbishop of Canterbury by Bishop
Schereschewsky against the exercising of Episcopal jurisdiction in the
city of Shanghai, said protest being sent in the form of a telegram by
cable and after presented more fully in writing,

ve facts we respectiully request that steps

IV. In view of the abo
be taken to obtain from the English Church a clear -recognition of the

rightful pasition of the American Church in China. We do not seek
to intrude into tertitory where the work of the sister Church is estab-
Fished, but simply to do our own work in that postion of the empire zlong
the Yang-tsz River, which, in the Providence of God, we have been
called to occupy. The lower valley of the Yang-tsz begins at Ichang

and extends to the mouth of the river beyond Shanghai. We are al-

ready working at various points along it, of which the principal are
of Hupeh; and

Ichang, Shasz, Wuchang, and Hankow in the province
Nganking and Wuhu in the province of Nganhwui, as well as our work

jn Kiangsu in Shanghai and the adjacent towns.

that a satisfactory settlement of the matter

We should consider
wotld be obtained if the Church of England would agree to leave to

us the provinces of Kiangsu, Hupeh, and Nganhwui, and those parts
of the provinces of Hunan, and Kiangsi, which are adjacent to the river
and most easily worked from that side and if the matter of the so-
called cathedral at Shanghai were SO arranged that it would afford no

ground for a misunderstanding in the wider field of mission work, .

In conclusion we would respectfully urge that it }s important at this
estion of jurisdiction,

time to cobtain a satisfactory settlement of this qu
pefore it is complicated by the actual establishment of mission stations
of the Church of England within the territory in which we are working,
that future difficulties and misunderstandings may be avoided, and that
no such complications may arise as lately gave occasion for so much
consideration in the case of our bishopric in Japan. :

The Bishop and Clergy of the China Mission express their willing-
ness to afford all’ ministraticns of religion that are within their power
to the members of the Church of England who reside within that part
of China where our work is situated and would welcome missionaries of
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e

the Church of England, who mlght wish to labor within this district,

under this agreement, ) J
o Eiviorr H. THoMsoN,
Y. K, Yen,
Standing Committee: SibNey C. PARTRIDGE,
" F. L. Hawgs Porr,
) JAMEs AppIsoN INGLE
F.. R Graves, Miss’y Bishqp of S’hanghal and ‘the Lower Yang-
tsz Valley. -

[te] '~  BISHOP GRAVES TO BISHOP MOULE.

Shanghai; December 17th, 1896

The Right Reverend G. E. Moule, D D Blshop of Mid- Chma, Hang-
" chows:

My Dear" Bishop Moule: I hive recelved and read the copy df

the proceedings of the Church Council at Ningpo which ‘you-kindly

sent me. Yoir are to ‘be congratulated upon the successful formation
of your Diocesan Syhod, which T hope will’ do much to forward the
work of the m:ssmns in your dlocese -

I regret that there is: anythmg to whxch I must take exceptmn,
but I notice that in the Chinese title of the Synod the name of the
province of Kiangsu appeats, which would seem to be a direct claim
to jurisdiction in this province by the Bishop of Mid-China. If I

am not mistaken, the only work of the English Church in Kiangsu '

is in the city of Shanghai. Again, in section b, ix, the words, “the
Cathedral at Shanghai,”” are used. .These words- - virtually include
the same claim, for where the cathedral is there is the Bishop. As
both these expressions occur in the record of the acts of the .first
Diocesan Synod of Mid-China, I deem it my duty to respectfully call
your attention to them and to enter a formal protest. Since 1844 the
American Bishops have exercised jurisdiction in Shanghai, and I am
sure that neither you nor the clergy under you would wish to leave
on record anything that even by implication would seem to dero-
gate from the due privileges of our Church,

I am desirous that the expressions [- have noted should not be
allowed to pass without correction, lest they become in the future a
cause of misunderstanding, if not for us for ourlsuccegfors and T
know that you will be anxious to avoid anything that.might in any
way interfere with the cordial refations that have always béen main-
tainted between the missions of the English and American Churches.
I remain, my dear Brother, Faithfully yours in Christ,
. ‘ F. R. Graves,
' ' Brshop of Shanghai and the Lower Yang-tsz Valley.
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[7y BISHOP MOULE TC BISHOP GRAVES.

: : : Hangchow, December 23, 1806,

My Dear Bishop Graves: ‘
Your letter of December 17 entering a formal protest against
an implied assumption on my part, as English Bishop in Mid-China,
. of episcopal jurisdiction within the city and settlements of Shanghai
reached me yesterday. Such assumption seemed to you implied in
certain phrases of the “Proceedings of a Meeting of miy Clergy at
Ningpo” on’ last October 26, which you were good enough to.accept

>

from me,
You are quite right in thinking that “neither I nor my clergy
V‘ wish to 'leave on record anything that even by imblication would

seem to derogate from the due privileges of your Church.”

T hope, however, that upon reconsideration you will sce that the
phrases you object to do not imply ary such derogatlon

They have been in common use for upwards of "sixteen years
past; and represent legitimateé ecclesiastical arrangements of the
Church of England, which in her opinion do not infringe the pre-
rogatives, nor inferfere with the Jurlsdmnon of the Protestant Epls-
“copal Church of America.

Dr. Russell was consecrated in 1872 "B:shOp in North China,"
and I, in 1880, “in Mid-China”; both geographical expressions in-
cluding Kiangsoo and its great sea port Shanghae.

We are thereby commissioned not to interfere with other
Churches, whether in communion with the Church of England or not,
but to oversee the members and ecclesiastical affairs of our own
Church within the wide limits of our assigned episcopal districts. There
has been cccasion for such oversight almost from the first occupation
‘of Shanghae as an open port; and Dr. George Smith, as Bishop of
Victoria, with jurisdiction over members of the Church of England
in China, had exercised it. For instance, on Good Friday, 1863, I
assisted him in the ordination in the Church of the Holy Trinity, of
the first Chinese Deacon of our Church, receiving at the time the
l kind hospitality of your Mission in Hongkew.
s Mid-China is not a Chinese expression; and “Kiangsoo, Cle-
r kiang, and provinces in the same category” (Kiang Che teng sheng)
S was from the first adopted as an equivalent phrase. Until Bishop
Cassell’s consecration the “provinces” included parts of Kiangsi
Hunan, and Ssu-ch’'uan as well as Nganhwui and Hupeh. There is
no assumption of jurisdiction over those provinces, but within them
in the affairs of the Church of England. You are good enough to
style me “Bishop of Mid-China,” where Mid-China includes, of
course, Kiangsoo.
With regard to “the Cathedral at Shanghai’ —the Church of the
Holy Trinity was constituted a Cathedral in May, 1875, in the pres-
ence of the British Minister and Chief Justice, the American Consul
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General, and other officials; when Bishop Russell was ceremonially
“enthroned”; and, in the Holy Communion which followed, the
Epistle and Gospel were read by clergymen of the Protestant Epis-

copal Church of America. On my appointment as Bishop I declined

the ceremony, not because I doubted of my legitimate jurisdiction
over clergymen and members of the Church of England in Shang-
hai, but because in my opinion there was much awanting to the due
. constitution of a Cathedral Church, and I saw no likelihood of ad-
vantage likely to accrue from the ceremony. :
I endeavored to make this plain to a deputation of Clergymen

who called on me, on my arrival in 1881, from Bishop Schereschew-

sky, and I thought at the time that we had arrived at an under-
standing on the mutual recognition by each Bishop, of ‘the rights
and duties belonging to the other, in Shanghae as ¢lsewhere in China,
with regard to the members and clergy of their communions sever-
ally. And having this in view, I welcomed in a later year the re-
quest of my lamented brother, your predecessor, for the use of the
Cathedral on the occasion of his consecration by Bishop Williams.
That the phrase is used absolutely—“the Cathedral”’—is an oversight
due to the fact that we were deliberating for persons and matters
within the sphere of our own Communion. We certainly had no
thought of ignoring either your own Episcopal seat or that of the
Roman Church at Shanghai.

The meeting of which the printed “Proceedings” have occasion-
ed this correspondence, was not the first Diocesan Synod of Mid-
China, but a clerical Meeting convened by me with a view to taking
counsel with my Presbyters on the possible constitution of a Synod
and other matters of importance,

I will take care that, in any record of the proceedings of the
Synod we hope to hold, words shall be introduced to preclude the
appearance of claiming for the Cathedral Church of thé Holy Trinity
the exclusive character of an Episcopal seat in Shanghae.

I am, my dear Bishop and Brother, ’

With sincere regard, yours ever faithfully in Christ,
G. E. MouLe,
Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China.
The Rt. Rev. Bishop Graves, D.D,

[13] BISHOP GRAVES TO BISHOP MOULE.

St. John'’s College, Shanghai, anuary(&th, 1897.

My Dear Bishop Moule:

In reply to yours of the 23d of Dec. on the question of
episcopal jurisdiction, I thank you for the full explamation of tha
circumstances of the case as you see them. I certainly understand
your position more clearly than before. However, I do not feel like
reconsidering the letter I previously wrote you; indeed, I am only
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the more confirmed in my opinion that the present state of things is
highly unsatisfactory, especially when you speak of Nganhwui and
Hupeh besides. It seems to me that what you really have in mind,
and what underlies the letter you wrote, is the theory that the Eng-
lish and American Churches in China are so entirely independent
of each other that each is to go on its way, setting up Bishops and
dividing the country into dioceses, with no reference to the other,
and that there is no question of right to be considered at all, but only
one of courtesy. You could hardly have expressed this more point-
edly, considering the last bull of the Pope, than by saying, “we had
no thought of ignoring either your own episcopal seat, or that of the
Romaz Church at Shanghai” We have always acted in the China
Mission of our own Church on the theory that the English and
American Cliurches were parts of a wide Anglican Communion and
were working here for a common end. So strong is this catholic
feeling at home that it would be impossible for us to send a Bishop to
a place where an English Bishop was already exercising jurisdiction, I

believe this broad and catholic principle to be the only one which
the two Churches can work harmoniously. If we once desert this

ground, that we are parts of one whole, and emphasize  the prin-
¢iple of nationality, we shall surely lay up a store of difficulties for
those that come after.

As to the Church of the Holy Trinity, it is natural that episcopal
acts there should be performed by an English Bishop for the mem-
bers of the Church of England. But what is expedient in a foreign
Concession in Shanghai ought not, surely, to furnish the rule -in
mission work.

I will not burden you with anything further on this subject, but
shall hope to confer with you upon it the next time we meet.
I remain, my dear Brother,
Faithfully yours in Christ,
F. R. GRAVES,
The Rt. Rev. G. E. Moule, D.D.

[19] CONFERENCE OF THE BISHOPS IN CHINA, 18g7.

RESOLUTION 1a.

This Conference of Bishops, English and American, having before
them the “Report of Committee on the relation of Missionary Bishops,”
etc., No. II, of the Lambeth Conference, 1878, and having considered
documents laid before them by the American Bishop of Shanghai, one
of their number, regarding misunderstandings that have occurred in the

_past and may recur in the future, arising out of the concurrent juris-

diction in Shanghai of the said American Bishop and of the English
Bishop in Mid-China, do hereby
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Resolve: I. That they accept the principles laid down in Section II

of “Report of Committee,” Nos. 8-14, more especially Nos. 13 and 14.
II. That with regard to the actual situation, it is not, in their opin-

ion, significant of any unbrotherly feeling between the two branches of

the Church, or between individual Bishops, nor the result of any recent

action of the Church of England, but rather has arisen out of action’

taken under circumstances widely different from those of the present

time, when, soon after the opening of Chima, the Church of America:

sent out a Bishop to Shanghai with jurisdiction in China, and the

Church of England almost simultaneously established a Missi;'m at

Shanghai, apparently without mutual consultation or notice,
III. That all Members of this Conference will rejoice if the Bishops
of the English and American Churches, in concert with the Missionary

Organization(s) of the Churches, arid in correspondence with the Amere

ican and English Bishops on the $pot, can arrive at an adjustment which

shall at once vindicate the due position of the  American Bishop in’
Shanghai and the Valley of the Lower Yang Tsz, and recognize the
vested rights of the Bishop and members of the Church of England in’

the Church of the Holy Trinity, Shanghai.
(Signed) = . ' '
G. E. Mouig,
Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China.
CHapLES PERRY ScorT, ’
Bishop of the Church of England in North China.
CuarLes Jouw Corre, '
Bishop of the Church of England in Corea and Shing King,
FRrEDERICK RoGERS GRAVES,
Bishop of Shanghai and the Lower Yang Tsz Valley.
WiLLiaM WEHAarRTON CASSELS,
‘Bishop in Western China.

[20] THE REV. JOSHUA KIMBER TO BISHUP DOANE. .
New York, May 21st, 1897.
The Right Rev. Dr, Doane, Chairman, 20 Elk Street, Albany, N. Y.:

Right Rev. and Dear Sir: I have the honer to inform you of eertain
action by the Board of Managers at its meeting on the eleventh instant
referring an important matter of business to a Special Committee of
which you are Chairman. . ‘

Let me premise: At the meeting of the Standing}Comrmittee on.
China and Japan of our Board of Managers, held April 13th, the guestion
of Episcopal Jurisdiction (in China especially) was brought to notice
by the Presiding Bishop and the Missionary Bishop of Shanghai, Where-’
upon the Rev. Drs. Brown and Hoffman were appointed a subcommittee
to prepare a statement upon the whole subject of Episcopal Jurisdiction
in our Foreign Missions, ‘ .

There was laid before this subcommittee all the information, docu-
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mentary and from recent correspondence, that was in the Society’s pos-
session. It appeared that the controversy first arose in China between
the American and English Bishops in 1853. I send with this the report
of the Foreign Committee of that year, contained in the November-
December Spirit of Missions. [All references are marked in all docu-

_ments inclosed.] In connection with the 1853 report please notice that

even then it was conceded that the English Bishop should have jurisdic-
tion over his countrymen in Shanghai, as I gather, and also please notice
that it was believed by our Foreign Committee at the time that no Eng-
lish Missionary had established residence in Shanghai before Bishop
Boone located there, as Bishop Graves says, you will observe further

_on, that the English Bishops claim to have been the fact. The only

other point that the English Bishops make, you will remark, is that
Bishop Boone was commissioned to China generally. This is fully
argued out in 1853. From the Spirit of Missions for 1850, sent you, it
appears that this original controversy was very amicably and fairly
adjusted. May I call attention just here to the correspondence between
Bishop Graves and myself. ‘ . ' )

At the Stated Meeting on the eleventh instant the subcommittee
above referred to reported as follows: ' )

" Since their appointment certain’ letters have been' received from
the Bishop of Shanghai by the Presiding Bishop of the Church in the
United States and the Secretary of the Board, giving a full and succinet
account of the whole subject, and of important recent action on the part
of the Bishop of Shanghai and the several Bishops of the Anglican
Church in China. Copies of these letters are herewith submiited, and

"we beg leave to offer them as our report with the following resolution:

The resolution recommended by the Committee was amended in the
Board and adopted in form following:

“Resolved: That the Bishops of Albany, Pennsylvania and Shanghai
be requested, to present the subject of Episcopal Jurisdiction to His
Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury in order that by the proper au-
thorities of the two Churches the question may be definitely settled.”

Please find herewith copies of letters as follows:

From the Presiding Bishop to the General Secretary, February 15th,
1897. o
897Frc>m Bishop Graves to the Presiding Bishop, January 8th, 1807

From Bishop Graves and the Standing Committee in China to the

Presiding’ Bishop, January sth, 1897,

From Bishop Graves to Bishop Moule, December 17th, 1836.

From Bishop Moule to Bishop Graves, December 23d, 18g6.

From Bishop Graves to Bishop Moule, January 8th, 1807, .
The Associate Secretary to Bishop Graves, February 17th, 897,
Bishop Graves to the Associate Secretary, March 27th, 1897.
From Bishop Graves to the General Secretary, April gth, 1897
I also send you an express parcel which contains the following

" printed matter:-
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The Spirit of Missions, November-December, 1853, see page 466
et seq.
The Spmt of Missions, May, 1859, pages 234-235.
o June, 1881, see page 271 et seq.
M “ “ July, 1881, page 3II.
“ “ ¥ November-December, 1882, pages 477, 8
and 0.
The Spmt of Missions, February, 1883, pages, 89, 90 and o1,
“ September, 1803, pages 400, 10 and 1II.
Proceedings Board of Managers for year ending August 3lst.
1883, pages 568 and o,
Report of the Board of Managers October 1804, pagts 4, 5
and 6.
Report of the Board of Managers, September, 1805, Dage 4
From the foregoing printed matter you will observe that first and
Tast the question of Eplscopal Jurisdiction has arisen between the Amer-
jcan and English Bishops in Africa, China and Japan.
) Believe me, Right Rev. and dear Sir, with great respect,
Josuua KIiMEBEg,
Associate Secretary.
[21]
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON EPISCOPAL JURISDIC—
' TION IN THE FOREIGN MISSION FIELD,

At its Meeting on the eleventh of May, 18g7, the Board of Mana-
. gers, appointed the Bishops of Albany, Pennsylvania, and Shanghai
as a Special Committee “to present the subject of Episcopal Juris-
diction to His Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury, in order that by
the proper Authorities of the two Churches the question may be definite-
Iy settled”

The said Committee hereby respectiully presents its report.

“The Bishops of Albany and Shanghai arrived in London shortly |

before the meeting of the Lambeth Conference, and, having consulted
together, it was considered important to secure an interview with the
Archbishop bDefore the business of the Conference began, thongh
mueh to their regret the Bishop of Pennsylvania had not yet arrived.
Accordingly an interview was obtained on the 20th of June, and the
Bishops of Albany and Shanghai met the Archbishop at Lambeth
Palace. The Bishop of Corea accompanied them as one of the English
Bishops who were present at the Conference of Bishops in Shanghai

held in April, The intérview was a most satisfactory one, as the folve

lowing memorandum which was drawn up after the meeting will show.
A copy of this memorandum was subsequently presented to the Arch-
bishop, and by him referred with other papers to the Committee on
Foreign Missions of the Lambeth Conference, by which we- under-
stand that His Grace accepted it as a faithful record of what passed
between himself and the American Bishops at the interview.
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MEMORANDUM.

The Committee of the Board of Managers upon the question of
Jurisdiction of Bishops in China, met at Lambeth on Thursday, June
20th, with the Archbishop of Canterbury, by his appointment. The
Bishop of Pennsylvaniz was absent; the Bishops of Albany and Shang-
hai—and by their request and with the Archbishop's consent the Bishop
of Corea—were present.

Alfter going over the various points in question the following results
were reached:

1. That while it was not impossible, it was very difficult to alter
the warrant of a Bishop already consecrated because it must be done
by the Crown, that is of course by the Queen’s Ministers; chiefly the
Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign or Colonial Affairs.

2. That there would be no difficulty at the time of the consecra-
tion of the new Bishop, for an old diocese to change the boundaries
of the diocese by the Queen’s Mandate, This, in the case of the dio-
cese in China, or in any similar case, the Archbishop pledged himself
to do in accordance with the distribution of Jurisdiction that might be
agreed upon between the English and American. Bishops concerned
His Grace could not, of course, pledge his successors, although he had
no doubt that any Archbishop would readily act in accordance with
the arrangement agreed upon between the English and American Bish-
ops as above.

3. The Archbishop agreed that there might properly come before
the Lambeth Conference, in connection with subject No. 4, Foreign
Missions, a proposal to lay down in more detail the principles involved
in this question, as accepted by the Lambeth Conference of 1878, see
pages 175 and 176 of the published Report of the Conference with the
view that these principles might be worked out into definite rules by
thé House of Bishops in America and by the Synods of different Foreign
and Colonial Churches, which should be recognized by the- Archbishops
of Canterbury, as representing the Church of England and thus become
established as the rules to be observed in any new instances occurring:.

4 It being understood that an agreement could be easily reached
between the Bishops of Foreign Jurisdictions, which would abundantly
provide for the present exigencies, it was felt that no further action
was required to deal with the questions involved now, leaving them
to be amicably adjusted by the Bishops concerned upon the principles,
which for the future would be provided for in accordance with the
arrangements above stated.

The subject of episcopal jurisdiction in Shanghai having been re-
ferred to the Committee of the Lambeth Coniference on Foreign Mis-
gions by the Archbishop was discussed in the Committee and was in-
cluded in their report. The portion of the report which deals with this
subject is as follows:
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OVERLAPPING EPISCOPAL JURISDICTION,

The president of the conference having referred to the Committee
on Foreign Missions a resolution passed unanimously by the confer-
ence of English and American Bishops held at Shanghai on April 3d,
1897, in reference to certain questions arising out of overlapping Epis-
copal Jurisdiction of independent Churches in full communion with
each other, with other documents, including an important communica-
tion from the Board of Managers of the Domestic and Foreign Mis-
sionary Society of the American Episcopal Church, the committes,
baving before them the records of the Lambeth Ceonferences of 1867,
1878, and 1888 (see pp. g7, 138; ¥r5, 283, 321, S. P. C. K. Ed.), recom-
mend this conference to adopt the following resolutions:

) "Reso]ved That this conference a{’ﬁrms and confirms the followmg
principles;

* “a, That, while it is the duty of the whhle Church to make dis-
ciples of all nations, yet, in the discharg® of this duty, independent
Churches of the Anglican communion ought to recognize the egnal
rights of each other when establishing foreign missionary jurisdictions,
so that two Bishops of that communion may not exercise jurisdiction
in the same place, and the conference recommends every Bishop to
use his influence in the diocesan and provincial synods of his particu-
lar Church to gain the adhesion of the synods to these principles, with
a view to the framing of canons or resolutions in accord therewith.

“b. That where such rights have, through inadvertence, been in-
fringed in the past, an adjustment of the respective positions of the
Bishops concerned ought to be made by an amicable arrangement be-
tween them, with a view to correcting as far as possible the evils aris-
ing from such infringement,

“c, That when any particular Church contemplates creating a new
foreign missionary jurisdiction the recommendations contained in Reso-
lution 1 of the conference of 1867 (p. 97, S. P. C. K. Ed.}, ought always
to be followed before any practical steps are taken.”

After the consideration of the Repnrt the following Resolutions
were adopted by the Lambeth Conference:

“24. That, while it is the duty of the whole Church to make dis-

ciples of all nations, yet, in the discharge of this duty, independent
Churches of the Anglican communion ought to recognize the equal
tights of each other when establishing foreign missionary jurisdictions,
so that two Bishops of that communion may not exercise bjurisditflon
in the same place, and the conference recommends every Bishop to
use his influence in the diocesan and provincial synods of his particular
Church to gain the adhesion of the synods to these principles with 3

view to the framing of canons or resolutions in accord therewith. '

Where such rights have, through inadvertence, been infringed in the
past, an adjustment of the respective positions of the Bishops com-
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: "ﬂemed ought to be made by an amicable arrangement between them,

Awith a view to correcting as far as possible the evils arising from such
‘infringement.

‘25, That when any particular Church contemplates creating  a
new foreign missionary jurisdiction, the recommendation contained in
Resolution 1 of the conference of 1867, ought always to be followed
before any practical steps are taken.”

In view of the facts above stated, the Special Committee is of
opinion that so far as is possible satisfactory principles have been laid
down in the Resolution of the Lambeth Conference for the settlement
fiot only of the question of Episcopal Jurisdiction in Shanghai, but
of any similar question that may arise, and that, if the course recom-
mended in these Resolutions be followed by the various Churches of
the Anglican Communion, no such difficulty will be likely to arise in
the future. Moreover, we possess, in the promise of His Grace the
Archbishop of Canterbury to do alt iw Mis power to correct the mis-
takes of the past and toPprovide by the wording of the warrants in
future consecrations that no interference or overlapping shall ocewr,
the most practical remedy for the present question and a security
against any such situation arising hereafter. It is earnestly hoped and
believed that a satisfactory adjustment may be attained by an arrange-
ment between the Bishops concerned, which will be ratified by our own
Church, and by the Archbishop of Canterbury as representing the
Church of England, and that thus the question which has been dis-
cussed between the Churches at various times since 1853 may be finaily
settled. .

[22] BISHOP MOULE TO BISHOP GRAVES.
Hangchow, April 12, 18¢8

To the Right Reverend F. R. Graves, D.D., Bishop of Shanghai, etc.,
ete.

My dear Bishop and Brother: I. I have to acknowledge the receipt
of the letters of Bishop Schereschewsky to the late Archbishop Tait,
and of the late Bishop W. J. Boone to myself, bearing on the ques-
tion of Episcopal jurisdiction as exercised by your Church and the
Church of England in and around Shanghai, which I left with you a
few days ago at your request. I take the opportunity of offering some
observations on the whole question.

II. You were good enough to submit to my perusal, during my
recent visit to Shanghai, copies of correspondence on this subject
between Bishops and Archbishops of both Branches of our Com-
munion, including Bishop Bedell and, I think, Bishop Doane, on your
side, and the late -Archbishop Tait and Bishops Perry and Parry on
ours,

The correspondence, so far as- your copies covered it, com-
menced in 1881 when I had recently been consecrated and appointed
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“Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China,” a designation

which implied episcopal superintendence of members and missions
of the Church_ of England in and near Shanghai as well as elsewhere,

111, As I read these letters, etc, with the most earnest wish
to understand the contention of the writers on the American part,
and to find if possible an adjustment which might satisfy their de-
sires, I was surprised to find them so inaccurately informed regard-
ing the history of our co-existence as Churches and Missions, in
China during the past fifty odd years, and also, in view of the serious
tone of their remonstrances that so little was advanced that wowld
be called a definite statement of what was desired.

IV. As an illustration of inaccurate information, I would refer
to Bishop Bedell’s letter of June 20, 1883, in which he tells Arch-
bishop Tait that Bishop Boone “was seated at Shanghai nine years
before the English Church sent missionaries to China;” whereas in
fact Messrs. Smith and McClatchie, both in full orders, had already
reached Shanghai in 1845, when Bishop Boone arrived there, and the
latter (Mr. McClatchie) had commenced a ministry which lasted for
many years. The Church Missionary Society, as early as 1836, had
_sent the Rev. C. B. Squire as a pioneer to South China, and, before
the “nine years” indicated from 1845 had passed, nine or ten English
Missionaries, besides Civil and Military Chaplains, had reached
Shanghai and Ningpo, of whom several were for years engaged in
Missionary work there.

V. Again, in- July, 1881, this. same Rt. Rev. Correspondent, writ-

ing to Bishop Perry, speaks of “an English Bishop” (myself) “who

is to establish a Cathedral at Shanghai, where we had a Bishop be-
fore England sent a presbyter there.” The inaccuracy of the last
phrase has been pointed out. With regard to the Cathedral, the
Church of the Holy Trinity was constituted his Cathedral by. Bishop
Rupell in 1873, with the concurrence of representative men, Ameri-
can and English, including Bishop Williams, who read the Ante-
Communion Service, and two American clergymen who read the
Epistle and Gospel, on the occasion of Bishop Russell's “enthrone-
ment.” The step was taken at the suggestion of Dr. Butcher, the
Chaplain of Shanghai, from motives amongst which rivairy between
the two branches of the Anglican Communion had no place what-
ever; and at a time when the then solitary American Bishop in the
Far East had his seat in Japan, whence with obvidus diffifulty he
carried out the necessary oversight of Missionary operations at
Shanghai, Wuchang and Pekin, as well as in Japan itself. On my
arrival in China in 1881, although in ’75 I had borne no part in the
“Cathedralization” of Trinity Church, and then in ’81 declined “en-
thronization” for myself, 1 willingly succeeded to the Episcopal seat
-already established there, with a view to the interests of English
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Churchmen and our Missions in Mid-China. I have had the privilege,
since then, in concurrence with the Trustees, of lending the Church
at Dr. W. J. Boone’s ‘suggestion to Bishop Williams for Dr. Boone's

‘consecration, at which Bishop Scott and I were aasistants to the

consecratmg Bishop.

VI. Besides the Letters I have referred to, I found amongst the
papers you sent me a long quotation from the “Foreign Mission
Field,” which contained an agreement founded on a supposed analogy
between Bishop Russell's permitting himself to be enthroned at
Shanghai as Bishop of the Church of England in North China and
the action of an imaginery colony of English (or American) Angli-
cans at Dublin, who, disseriting from the Irish Prayer Book, are
supposed to build a Church, obtain the services of a Chaplain, and
ultimately also the consecration and enthronement of a Bishop under
the very shadow of (the late) Archbishop Trench’s Cathedral. The
author of such a parallel can hardly have possessed even a slight ac-
quaintance with the facts. He assumes that American members of
the Episcopalian’' Church were so numercus and so long established.
in Shanghai, when the Church of England first sent her clergy there,
that a just analogy can be drawn between the elder Bishop Boone
with his handful of Missionaries, and a still smaller number of Ameri-
can lay Churchmen, and the late Dr, Trench at the head of several
Suffragans, and a numerous clergy and laity, and having his Arch-
episcopal seat in one of two ancient Cathedrals within his see city.
The parallel fdarther ignores the fact that the Commercial “Colonists”
of China at Shanghai and elsewhere embraced both Americans and
British, but the latter in far larger numbers, as they were aIso earlier
in the field

V1I. One cannot but ask: Would it have been possible for
the English Church to ignore the claim on her for Episcopal su-
perintendence of her clergy and laity on the China coast, or to ac-
cept permanently, if at all, the supply of her own “lack of service”
from the American Church?

I do not think Bishop McIlvaine, Bishop Bedell, or any of the
American Churchmen who have argued in the direction of exclusive
Episcopal rights at Shanghai for the successors of Bishop Boormne,
have taken sufficiently into consideration the indefeasible obligation
of the Church of England to her children settled at Shanghai, and
their claim on her for pastoral care and episcopal superintendence,
or the obvious presumption that the American Church, when she sent
Bishop Boone to Shanghai, had in view, not a territorial episcopate,
but a scheme for extending pastoral and episcopal care to American
Churchmen and to their Missions within the wide sphere of his nominal
Diocese, Otherwise it seems hard to justify seriously his aspiring
title of “Bishop of Shanghai with jurisdiction in China,” which was
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the designation of your predecessors at least as lately as 1874. You
were not able, at our recent interview, if my memory serves me, to
say ‘precisely when, by whom, or by what act, that wide episcopal
purview was narrowed to “the Lower Valley of the Yangtse.”

VIIL. A distinction is sometimes drawn between my relation
to English Clergy and Lay-Churchmen, and the chief Church of the
latter, and that in which I stand to my native congregations and
clerics. o

One day, I trust, independent of foreign aid of all kinds, a
Chinese nationa! Church will grow up on Anglican lines, neither ex-
actly according to our tradition nor revised precisely in conformity
with American precedent. You—may God grant itl—may witness the
achievement. Such a Church will be indebted to us both, though
if I am right, it will decline to follow either of us implicitly, except
in maintaining the Catholic principles common to both branches of
the Church. Meantime I cannot see that any serious risk to the
_honor of our Lord, the credit of our Common Faith, or the mainte-
nance of sacred Charity is involved in the present lack of formal
demarcation, either with a view to Chinese or to English-speaking
congregations. We have long been neighbors, we have mutually
given and received services and courtesies, neither of us has con-
“sciously invaded the rights of the other, or taken a single step that
meant, or, I think, savored of rivalry., To the best of my belief no
such step ever will be taken. '

IX, Considering the magnitude of British interests and respori-
sibilities in Shanghai, the difficulty is a great one for the Church of
England of abrogating her responsibilities, whether to her own
children or the Chinese, solely on account of the abstract impro-

priety of concurrent episcopal jurisdictions, Even the autocratic

Church of Rome is not without its irregularities of this nature. At
Singapore, for instance, there is a French Mission having at the
head of its Clergy List two Bishops, of Malacca and Dardovril, re-
spectively, and also a Portuguese Mission controlled by a Vicar Gen-
eral, not under either of the French Prelates but under the Arch-
bishop of Goa.

X. I have thus endeavored to explain to you how our problem
looks to me, and I shall be glad if you see your way to transmit my
letter to the Bishops and other members of your Church who are
especially interested in this discussion.

I hope it may make it plainer to them than it has hitherto been
that the actual condition of things has grown up not without reason
in the exigencies of the case, and in view of the respomnsibilities of
both branches of our Church, and that it is not easy to undo what
has thus developed during many years, with the co-operation of
earnest laymen on the spot and Missionary Societies at home, and cer-
tainly without sectarian or exclusive meaning on either side.
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XI. May I venture to add that in my opinion, in the absence of
any inter-ecclesiastical Tribunal clothed with the requisite knowledge
and authority to decree a precise delimitation of sphere or area, the
status quo is not without its redeeming features, and has in it noth-
‘ing that need alarm loyal members of either the English or American
Branches of the Church.

I am, my dear Brother,

With cordial regards, yours very faithfully in Christ,

: G. F. MouLe,

Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-Chiﬁa._

P. 5. 1 wrote the draught letter, of which the above is a tran-

script, on the date indicated, but had got time to get it copied before
I left Hangchou yesterday for Ningpo. As I expected to find little
leisure there I have transcribed it iter faciens, and I must ask you to

attribute some of my imperfect penmanship to the motion of my boat.
: -G F. M.

April 14.

[23] BISHOP GRAVES TO BISHOP MOULE,
‘ ‘June 4th, 1808

The Rt. Rev. G. E. Moule, D.D., Bishop of Mid-China:
My Dear Bishop Moule: I received your letter of April 12th while in -

“Hupeh on my visitation, but the press of work on the journey and after
_my return to Shanghai, in the few days that remained before I sailed

for the United States, prevented my giving it that consideration which
the importance of its contents demanded, and I have delayed answering
‘it until 1 could secure the leisure to think over what you have said,

1. In the first place, may I, in the interest of strict accuracy, point
out one or two minor mistakes in your letter. , :

. (a) The letters I showed you were from Bishop Bedell and Bishop
Coxe, not Bishop Doane, (b) The date of Bp. Bedell’s letter to which

-you refer was June 30 not zoth, 1881 (¢} Bp. Williams was Bishop of

Shanghai, and combined with his duties in China the work in Japan.
His seat was not in Japan, as you state, in' § 5 of your letter, until after
the two jurisdictions had been divided, though he was naturally forced
to reside in Japan part of the time.’ (d) I think you will find it in my
letters, and I am sure I have mentioned it in conversation, that the date
when the words “Lower Valley of the Yang-tsz” were added to the title
of the American Bishop was 1886. They were added by the authority of
the General Convention. There has néver been any uncertainty on this .
point. o o :

2. 1 do not think that the inaccuracies in the letters of Bp. Bedell

"affect the main argument to any extent, though it is well that you have

called attention to them. What the Bishop evidenly had in mind when
“he spoke of “nine years,” was the period between 1835 when Mr. Boone
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“was sent to China* as a missionary, and 1844 the year when be was con-
"gsecrated Bishop., Nor it jt greatly to the point that Mr. McClatchie
reached Shanghai a few months previous to Bishop Boone in 1845. The
-real point is that our representative came as Bishop. Again, it seems
. hardly fair to say that in these letters there is no “definite statement of
what was desired.” The writers certainly make it plain that they con-
sider that the rights of the American Church have been infringed and
that such itiftingement should cease. The main contention is clear
enough through the whole correspondence, that the American Bishop
was conse¢idted for Shanghai five years before England had a Bishop
in any part of China, and that that fact ought to restrain the English
Church from setting up a rival jurisdiction in the same place.

'3. 1 will only say in regard to the exceptiona! case of concurrent
- épiscopal Jurisdiction which you quote from the practice of the Roman
-Church it Singapore, that does not seem to me a satisfactory argument.
Tt is afn exception at best, an exception apparently caused by peculiar
cireumstances of race and langauge, and a Roman exception at that.
Surely it must be to rule and not to exceptions that we must look to
guide us in cases like the present.

‘4. And -now,: my dear Bishop, I will restate very briefly the main
grotinds upon which the case of the American Church rests, without at-
tedipting to argue them.

. @ There was an American Blshup of Shanghai five years before the
Bnglish Church had s Bishop in China, and he has had his successors
"#ilf the present time.

" b. When the queahtm of episcopal jurisdiction was first dxscussed‘
between the Churches in 1853 it was decided in 1859 to leave the province
of Kiangsu to the occupation of the American Church while the mission-
aries of the Church of England should labor in the province of Che-
kiang.

c. We have work in Hupeh, Nganhwui and Kiangsu, in none of

- which provinees has the Church of England any missionary work except
at the one City of Shanghai, in Kiangsu province,

' d. From the year 1853, when the question of episcopal jurisdiction
first arose between the Churches, the American Church has from time
to time protested against Shanghai being made the seat of an English

" Bishop. That members of our mission were present through courtesy

“and took part in the service held by Bp. Russell in 1873, to which you
refer in your letter, § 5, cannot invalidate this fact of formal protests
haveing been made both by three Bishops of our Church in Shanghai

and by our Church itself, acting through its Board of Missions, td three e

different Archbishops of Canterbury.

e. It is manifest that, however free we may be from trouble in the
. present, some distinet understanding is necessary between the Bishop
of Shanghai and the Bishop of Mid-China, and a delimitation by which

*When we first sent misslonnries to China,
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the American Church may pursue its work in the provinces it has chosen
and occupied without the danger of misunderstandings which are sure
to arise if the English Church Occuples the same ground with a separate
episcopal jurisdiction. .

5. I cannot but regret most deeply, my dear Bishop, that there seems
from your letter so little prospect of securing by an arrangement be-
tween us the adjustment for which 1 have been hoping.. So far from
that, you say pointedly of Shanghai that you “succeeded to the Episcopal
seat already established there,” and I have lately received a printed .
paper from the Victoria Institute, in which Archdeacon Moule, the au-
thor, is described as the “Archdeacon of Shanghai”” while the policy
of the English Mission in Shanghai seems to be directed to further
strengthening and extending its work. ‘Instead of ‘an adjustment yom
give me, so far as I can see, no hope of anything but “Concurrent jurisr
diction.” To accept this solution would be to leave matters in a worse
state than before. ‘We are at present in a position of protest against
such a claim and I do not think it likely that, even if I were personally
disposed to accept- 1t lhe «Church at heme would cons;de.r it for an
instant. : . L

6. You have asked me to state definitely what we claim, to give you
an “irreducible minimum.” What I think we ought to receive is an
acknowledgment that the provinces of Xiangsu, Nganhwui and Hupeh
are the alloted sphere of the missionary work of the American Church—
three provinces out o fthe eighteen—leaving the other fifteen for the
Church of England. The work of the Church Missionary Society in
Bhanghai is not of sufficient size to prevent such an arrangement being
made with ease. This would settle almost everything at once. There
is, however, the question of foreign congregations. Over English Church
people, I do not, of course, claim jurisdiction, Both I and my clergy
‘have long ministered to them at their request along the Yangtsz Valley,

- and we shall always be willing to do so. So far as the congregation at

Shanghai is concerned, it ought to be easy enough to hawe it understood
that the English Bishop in ministering to them dpes so because it is the

‘most natural arrangement. But while we are ready to grant this, it is

a very different thing if the English Bishop claims Shanghai as his seat
and Holy Traity Church as his cathedral.

I shall submit your letter, as you request, to the Bishops in the United
States, and also ask their opinion upon the adjustment which I offer
on my part in this present letter. Is it too much to ask that a great and
growing church like the Church in the United States should claim a place
t. work independently and sufficient groiind to allow her work to ex-
pand in the future, considering the fact that she was the first to send a
Bishop to China and has since maintained her work there at no small
sacrifice, and also because that work has been blessed and is increasing
at the present time so that we cannot but feel that it is destined to grow
to large proportions, ‘
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That the English missionaries and the English Church should make

a free and generous acknowledgment of this work and agree to recog-
nize its independent sphere, is not, I trust, even now too late to hope.
+ I remain, my dear Brother, : .

Faithfully yours in Christ,
F. R. Graves.

[24] - BISHOF MOULE TO BISHOP G;RAVES.
i o Hangchow, July 4, 1808.

To the Right Reverend F. R. Graves, D.D.,

: ‘ Bishop of Shanghai, etc., ete.: o
My Dear Bishop and Brother: Your letter of the 4th ult, rea.ched

me on the z7th at Ningpo. I have been on the move nearly ever since,

and I take my earliest leisure to thank you for it. I shall now send

our correspondence, with a copy of this letter, to the Archbishop of

Canterbury, by whom I am sure it will receive full and candid consid- .

eration. : . R

1. T am sorry that, writing as I did amidst interruptions, I was in-
accurate in respect to the name of one of the Episcopal correspondents,
and the precise date of one of the letters referred to.

“ 2. My point, with regard to’ Bishop Williams’ footing at Shanghai
at the timé of the proposal to'place the English Bishop’s seat in Trinity
Church ‘was, not that Bishop Williams had no jurisdiction in Shanghai,

" but that; whilst under the title of “Bishop of Shanghai” he laid ‘claim
to jurisdiction in China and Japan, those who' were interested on the
side of the English Church had nothing to guide them as to any. rea-
sonable limits of such jurisdiction, nor were aware of any official seat
of the Bishop with- which their action could be suppased to compete.
Mr, Kraup, in a létter to myself, referring to the ‘objection of Mr.
Purdori to the contemiplated cathedralization, conjectures that such ob-
jection was taken “from a national point of view,” as Mr. Kraup ‘“did
frot think there were any cathedrals in the United States,” - Mr. Kraup
very possibly misunderstood Mr. Purdon, but I quote this to show that,
so far as appears, the question of concurrent jurisdiction was not re-
ferred to, although an American Churchman was in opposition, and had
his own Bishop at hand to advise him, :

.1 do.not, however, propose to reargue the case, on which, in fact,
1 should much prefer to agree with you if I could, nor will T now do
more than indicate one or two of its features to which T think neither
you nor the distinguiéhed prelates who have taken part in tl'te @sc%gsmn
since 1853 have sufficiently attended. :

3. Before I do so, however, I would observe that (referring t.o your
letter, § IV, 2}, I do-not know by whom, in 1859, “it was decided to
leave the province of Kiangsu to the occupation of the Amer-
jean Church, ~whilst the missionaries of the Church of  Eng-
land should labor in Chekiang.” Bishop Smith cannot have been a
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party to such a decision since in 1863 he summoned me to assist him
at Shanghai in ordaining a Shanghai convert, Rev. Dzaw Tsanglai, as
pastor-of our Shanghai congregation, on which occasion your mission-
aries kindly gave me quarters in Bishop Boone’s house. The Rev. W. H.
Collins was then our missionary at Shanghai, having joined the mission
in 1838, - ' . -

4. The features of the discussion to whibh you and those with you
have not seemed to me to pay sufficient attention are (a) the absence,

" down t6 a-very late dafe; of all delimitation’ on the part of the Amesican
) Ch'l:it‘ch of her juriddiction in China, and (b) the rights and duties, .in
-relation to the English Church, of a mercantile settlement. like Shanghai, -

largely composed of -Englishmen, * ¢(a) I'am sorty to conciude that I
must have been inattentive when you “mentioned in conversation . that
the date 'Whem the words Lower Valley of the Yangtsz were added tp the
of the American Bishop Was 1886, .-1 tertaigly had not realized, till I
read your -letbér, Thit this limitation of area had taken place at quite so
late a ddte. And I doubt whether those who argue-on your side have
allowed for the perplexity which the larger claim, previously persisted
in, to jurisdiction #n all China must have imported into the discussion.
To the best of my beliel, the. English. Bishop.of Victaria, ,besidea_,th;
colony of Hongkong, was given juristtiction over members and missions
of the Church of England at and neas the Consular Ports, of which
Shanghai was the principal. The purview of such commission was
large enough, but it was definitely circumscribed, It is likely that it
led those in England who were called to consider the supposed ton-
flict of jurisdictions to the conviction that the American Church can
hardly have proposed to do more “in China” than the Church of Eng-
land did at the ports, namely, provide Episcopal superintendence for
members of its own communion. Am I wrong in.surmizing that the
rights and duties of English Churchmen, residents in the British settle-
ment of Shanghai, have been in some measure overlooked in the whole
discussion? When I first knew Shanghai the “British Concession”. was
as distinet from the American as they are now unitedly distinct from the
French.  Within the former had been erected a Church and Parsonage,
and with the assistance of the C. M. S. a Mission house and School;
whilst Bishop Boone's establishment stood on the American Conces-
sion. A British Community in partibus Sinensium prior to the appoint-
ment of an English Bishop in China, was recognhized by a principle of -
our Church (the Archbishop will correct me if I am wrong) for
ecclesiastical purposes part and parcel of the Diocese of London, whose
rights and duties were in 1849 devolved-on the Bishop of Victoria. I
do not think allowance has been made in this discussion for the claim
such a community had on the Church of England for Episcopal sym-
pathy and superintendence, nor for the duty of that Church to propagate
the Gospel measurably in all the world, but vety specizlly in connection
with a settlement or community which, if I am right, was ecclesias-
tically part and parcel of an English Diocese. Those of the residents
who are earnest Churchmen have always kept such rights and duties
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in view, if I am at all judge from the present members of the “Cathed-
ral congregation,” who with the fullest recognition of the rights of the
American Church as they understand them and of her great service
both in evangelizing the heathen and in assisting to provide means of
grace for foreign residents, are not prepared to acknowledge any
usurpation whatever in what was done when my predecessor, Bishop
Russell, was seated as Bishop of the English Branch of the Anglxcan
Communion in Holy Trmlty Church,

g Meantime I do not think the Church M:ssmnary Society has any

intention of extending its work in Kiangsu, and after happy relatmns‘

with yourself and your two predecessors -extending over more than
seventeen years, I cannot anticipate friction between the sister branehel
of our common Comsmunion.
With cordial sympathy and regard, believe me, my dear '.B:s'hop,
Your faithful brother in Christ, .
G E. MouLs,
Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China,

[25] RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSE OF BISHOPS.

THE GENERAL CONVENTION.
HOUSE OF BISHOPS.

October, 1808,

Whereas, Questions have arisen as to the territory in China un-
der the Missionary Bishop of Shanghai and the Lower Yangtse
V_'alley, and

Whereas, The title of the Missionary Bishop does not define
that territory with sufficient definiteness; therefore be it ’

Resolved, That the territory in China under the jurisdiction of
the Bishop of Shanghai and the Lower Yangtse Valley is hereby
defined to consist of the provinces of Kiangsu, Hupch, and Nganhwui,
and those portions of Kiangsi and Hunan adjacent to the Yangtse
River;

.. And that this action be communicated to the Archbishop of
Canterbury and the Bishops of the Church of Engtand in China.
Adopted by the House of Bishops and concuried in by the House
of Deputies. ' '
Attest, .
. - SamurL HART,
Sec’y of the House of Bishops,
WM. CrosweLL DoANE,
Chairman.

.40

{26] _FORM OF NOTIFICATION.

American Church Mission, St John's College, Shanghai, January 4th,

1B99.
The Rt Rev. C. P. Scott, D.D., Bishop of North China:

My Dear Bishop: I have been requested by the Chairman of
the House of Bishops to forward to you the enclosed copy of a Reso-‘

lution of the last General Convention.
Faithfully your brother in Christ,
' o ' : F R Gmwns

T
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RESOLUTION OF 'I‘HE CONFERENC‘E OF BISHOPS IN CHINA 1008‘ :
With regard to the jurisdiction of the Engl,uh and Amerlcap:’

Bishops in Shanghai and the Province of K:an’pq, o
Having in view the presént and future mtprﬂtl of tlu Ausimu
Communion in China, we consider:

That, although it is necessary to recogmze.the national distinc-

tion as between British and Americans and that the foreign Clergy
and the foreign congregations of each of the two nations in Shang-

"hai should continue their present relations with their rcSpectwe.

national Bishops;

It is, nevertheless, desirable that all the Chmese Christians and
Clergy of the Anglican Communion in Shanghai and the rest of the
Province of Kiangsu should recognize the Bishop of the Amencan
Church as their Bishop; and

We respectfully request the Archbishop of Canterbury and the
Presiding Bishop of the American Church to take such steps as may
realize this object.

(Signed ) Cuares P, Scorr,
Bishop of the Church of England in North Chma
. ..~ F. R, GrAvVEs,
Bishop of Shanghai.
J. C. Vicromia,
‘With Missionary Jurisdiction in South China.
' JauEs AppisoN IncLE,
. Bishop of Hankow.
G E. MDULB, President,
Bishop of the Church of England in Mid-China.
[28]
STATEMENT BY THE -STANDING COMMITTEE OF HANKOW,

In view of the fact that difficulties have arisen in Hankow because
of the uncertainty which exists in many minds in regard to Ecclesiasti-

cal Jurisdiction, due to the conjunction in that city of American and

English Churchmen, the Standing Committee of the Missionary Dis-
tr;ct of Hankow begs to submit the following statement to the Ameri-
can Church, and to urge that the question involved receive due consid-
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eration, in order that the Ecclesiastical Status of work in this District.

may be once for all clearly defined. :

The point at issue between English Churchmen resident in Han-

kow and the American Church Mission is whether the foreign Church

.of 5t. John the Evangelist, in the British concession in Hankow, is
under the Ecclesiastical Authority of the American Bishop of Hankow,
or of the English Bishop of Mid-China, o :

Several facts may be stated which throw light on the qitestion.

First of: all, St. fohn's Church is 2 “concession” church, in the
sense that it belongs to the British community here; but it is not part
as follows: '

"~ Before thé yéar. 18y4'theke was a British Government cohEplain
in charge, but in that year, the church in:Bahkow was disestablishied;
and turmed ‘ovér as a gift to. the Trustees and “their successors duly
appointed forever upon trust and for use and benefit of the said British
Eommunity on the understanding that the services in the said church
shall be rconducted as nearly as may be in- conformity with the doc-
trines, .principles and. services of the  Established Church throughout

England and Wales.”. This last point has been legally decided by
Tustice Wilkinson, of Shanghai, to necessitate Episcopal services when
they can be provided., The' decision' runs that “‘the Trustees are bound
to have the services conducted whenever. possible by Episcopally-or,
dained Minigters.,” | e . . o

This decision was given in 1902, the occasion being an objection. by
Non-conformists to the right of the American Church Mission , ex-
clusively to conduct services, while any. English ministers, Non-con-
formists or otherwise, were available, .

The decision settled the question in favor of the American Mission,
which had conducted services very acceptably without opposition or
comment for many.years; for there are no “Episcopally-ordained min-
isters” of the Church of England in Hankow, or in fact within hun-
dreds of miles of Hankow, because of the general division of territory
agreed upon in regard to mission work, ]

After the settlement, Bishop Ingle entered into a definite agree-
ment with the Trustees, by which one of his clergy. was delegated to
act as chaplain of St. John's in addition to other Mission duties, the
Trustees agreeing to pay $600 (Mex.) per vear to the Mission as a
partial return for services. This arrangement proved very satisfactory
to all persons, ' N

Ecclesiastically, the Church has bden unéifputedly under the Bish-
op of Hankow, confirmations.have been performed by him without
adverse criticism, as they have been by an American Bishop previously
for many years, with no thought that there could be any possible ob-
jection to his authority over the church and congregation,

Such was the relationship existing until the beginning of the pres-
ent month, May, 1904—when a new church building for the community
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of the.English Church Establishment. Its _histqry may be briefly st‘a'tgd; '

. was to be consecrated.

I3
i

Bishop Graves, in charge of th.e ;—Iankow Dis~
able to consecrate the new St. .John'.s himéelf, re.questfed
the Rt. Rev. G. E. Moule, Bishop of Mid-China, to ofﬁcmﬂt; ';t):
hi:l as.king him to explain ¢learly to the people that he came to offici
¢ in behalf of the Bishop of Hankow. o
onlyTll?e Terustees, however, took exception to th;: po)s:,tlox:i of th:1:;1|s:lo
i ity in charge of Hankow), and appe
op of Shanghai (temporz_m in ol . pealed 9
isiting Bi t of the question W
the visiting Bishop to give his ju gmen _ 1 n e e
in hi i i ting the church, ‘or simply m p
acted in his own right in consecrat 7 r > ly in place
i he Bishop of Mid-China ans th
of the Bishop of Hankow. T Mid China aaver s arin
eed entirely with the Trustees; that he fe
g?ctiaog; in Hankow over English Churchm:ln 1()not, of ct::::e, }?:ezoillzde
i i t over , he
in); "being a Bishop, not over l_an‘, bu en !
;};iplzgl)refore, divest himself of his jurisdiction over anush subjects
s ” . . |
" I-’II;Zk:;;ﬁculty of the present situation fis. ev1d]¢3:_ntl; pTl:;e TEr:;t;:;
i ishop,
im. the right to be under the author:t?r of one :
clg?;lep of I\%id-China—while acknowledgu;g _the tChap]::;:; ttcaheb:eir:;:l:::
re
the Bishop of Hankow. They desire to 1 the se
Z?Ofl?:rjkmerican chaplain, and yet not to be under the jurisdiction of
ican Bishop. N ' ) )
the f:r;ez:lc view of this anomalous position, which the Standing Com

mittee feels to be an impossible one, that the present appeal for set-

tlement is made to the highest authorities of the Church at home, in

the hope that the vexed ]quesglon qf t::h ej:rll)sa‘iltc:l?:fl gfh i;};e E:ﬁfh;}:

i i no less than in 5 of ,
feli};:c?sh;;niﬁ?: kaonv; finally, on 2 proper Ecclesiastical basis.

(Signed) RosErT E. WooD, ) '
President of Standing Committee.
S. HARRINGTON LITTELL.
. Secretary.
Hankow, China, dated this 28th day of May, 1004.

trict, not being
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