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In "The Romance of Mathematics," P. H. Ditchfield invites readers on an exhilarating journey through the enchanting and often overlooked world of mathematics. Blending historical anecdotes with a narrative rich in vivid imagery and accessible language, Ditchfield unveils the beauty and romance intrinsic to mathematical concepts. The book situates itself within the early 20th-century literary context, resonating with the growing public interest in science and mathematics as not just abstract notions but as integral inspirations for art, philosophy, and human thought. P. H. Ditchfield, a noted historian and scholar, possessed a keen interest in the intersection of science and literature, which significantly influenced his writing. His extensive background in education and a passion for elucidating complex ideas made him an ideal advocate for demystifying mathematics at a time when many regarded it as daunting. Ditchfield's ability to weave engaging narratives suggests a desire to foster appreciation and understanding for a discipline often confined to dry textbooks. This book is highly recommended for anyone fascinated by the intellectual pursuit of knowledge, whether a seasoned mathematician or a curious layperson. Ditchfield'Äôs lyrical approach will inspire readers to see mathematics as a vibrant and poetic language, sparking joy and intrigue in the exploration of the universe.
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In "The Way to Geometry," Petrus Ramus offers a pioneering exploration of geometrical principles that radically reinterprets the teaching of mathematics in the 16th century. Employing a didactic style, Ramus emphasizes clarity, organization, and logical reasoning, contrasting with the rote learning of earlier educational models. He categorically delineates geometric concepts through innovative methods of syllogistic reasoning, making the subject more accessible and engaging. Ramus interweaves theoretical representations with practical applications, demonstrating the importance of geometry not just as an abstract discipline but as a foundational tool for understanding the natural world. Petrus Ramus, a French philosopher and logician, was deeply influenced by the humanist movement and the reformist spirit of the Renaissance, which sought to revive classical knowledge. His educational reforms, particularly in the areas of rhetoric and philosophy, compelled him to address the deficiencies in contemporary mathematical pedagogy. Ramus's background as a student and later a scholar in Paris, amidst the developments of the scientific revolution, fueled his ambition to combine mathematical rigor with linguistic clarity. Readers interested in the evolution of pedagogical approaches and the intersection of mathematics with humanist thought will find "The Way to Geometry" both enlightening and transformative. This treatise is essential for anyone wishing to comprehend not only the history of mathematics but also the enduring quest for knowledge accessible to all. In this enriched edition, we have carefully created added value for your reading experience: - A succinct Introduction situates the work's timeless appeal and themes. - The Synopsis outlines the central plot, highlighting key developments without spoiling critical twists. - A detailed Historical Context immerses you in the era's events and influences that shaped the writing. - A thorough Analysis dissects symbols, motifs, and character arcs to unearth underlying meanings. - Reflection questions prompt you to engage personally with the work's messages, connecting them to modern life. - Hand‐picked Memorable Quotes shine a spotlight on moments of literary brilliance. - Interactive footnotes clarify unusual references, historical allusions, and archaic phrases for an effortless, more informed read.
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In "St. John's College, Cambridge," Robert Forsyth Scott delivers a meticulously crafted exploration of one of the most venerable institutions of higher learning in the United Kingdom. The book is characterized by its erudite prose and an analytical approach that intertwines the college's rich history with its architectural evolution and the intellectual legacy of its alumni. Set against the backdrop of Cambridge'Äôs storied academic tradition, Scott examines the societal contributions of St. John's College while posing critical reflections on the interplay between education and cultural developments during pivotal historical eras. Robert Forsyth Scott, an esteemed scholar in the field of higher education history, brings a unique perspective to this work, informed by both his academic background and personal experiences within the Cambridge educational system. His extensive research and familiarity with the ethos of St. John's College allow him to present a nuanced understanding of its significance. Scott's passion for education and history is evident as he thoughtfully narrates the transformative impact of the college on various fields, from the sciences to the arts. This book is indispensable for anyone interested in the historical foundations of academic excellence and cultural development at one of the world's leading universities. With its rich insights and engaging narrative, "St. John's College, Cambridge" invites readers to appreciate the profound influences of education and intellect that have shaped contemporary thought.
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In "Euclid and His Modern Rivals," Charles Lutwidge Dodgson, better known as Lewis Carroll, employs a unique blend of humor, logical reasoning, and engaging prose to explore the foundations of geometry. This critical analysis of Euclidean geometry challenges the rigidity of Euclid's postulates while presenting modern alternative perspectives. Written in the late 19th century amidst burgeoning developments in mathematical theory, Dodgson's work resonates with the era's tension between classical concepts and emerging non-Euclidean geometries. His use of wit and playful language invites readers into complex mathematical discussions, making the text both intellectually stimulating and accessible. Charles Lutwidge Dodgson was not only a celebrated author but also a mathematician and logician. His deep engagement with mathematics led him to scrutinize its principles critically. Dodgson's experiences as a lecturer at Christ Church, Oxford, coupled with his fascination for puzzles and paradoxes, inform his approach in this book. His dual identity as both an artist of words and an acute thinker in mathematical realms underscores his commitment to enriching the reader's understanding of geometry's evolution. "Euclid and His Modern Rivals" is highly recommended for readers who seek to deepen their mathematical comprehension while enjoying an intellectually humorous narrative. It serves as an invaluable resource for both students and aficionados of mathematics, illustrating the enduring relevance of geometry in contemporary thought. With Dodgson's unique lens, readers will appreciate not only the history of geometry but also its implications in our understanding of the world. In this enriched edition, we have carefully created added value for your reading experience: - A succinct Introduction situates the work's timeless appeal and themes. - The Synopsis outlines the central plot, highlighting key developments without spoiling critical twists. - A detailed Historical Context immerses you in the era's events and influences that shaped the writing. - An Author Biography reveals milestones in the author's life, illuminating the personal insights behind the text. - A thorough Analysis dissects symbols, motifs, and character arcs to unearth underlying meanings. - Reflection questions prompt you to engage personally with the work's messages, connecting them to modern life. - Hand‐picked Memorable Quotes shine a spotlight on moments of literary brilliance. - Interactive footnotes clarify unusual references, historical allusions, and archaic phrases for an effortless, more informed read.
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In "Principle in Art, Etc," Coventry Patmore presents a comprehensive exploration of the foundational philosophies underlying art and aesthetics. Written during the Victorian era, this text reflects intricate literary styles that blend poetic sensibility with critical discourse, offering a unique insight into the artistic values cherished in that period. Patmore delves into the role of beauty, form, and moral purpose in art, emphasizing the necessity of integrating emotion and intellect in creative expression. His arguments are framed within the context of contemporary debates on artistic merit, bridging the lines between romanticism and realism. Coventry Patmore (1823-1896) was a notable English poet and critic, whose works were informed by his deep religious conviction and personal experiences of love and loss. His involvement in the Pre-Raphaelite movement profoundly influenced his aesthetic sensibilities, leading him to champion a more profound exploration of truth and beauty in art. Additionally, his position in literary circles and friendships with prominent artists provided him with a rich backdrop against which to formulate his theories on art's purpose and principle. This book is a must-read for anyone interested in the philosophical underpinnings of art, as well as for those who seek to understand the Victorian perspective on creativity. Patmore'Äôs insightful arguments and eloquent prose make it an essential text, inviting reflection on how principles of beauty and moral integrity continue to shape our understanding of artistic expression today.
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    A study of how tradition both anchors and challenges intellectual ambition lies at the heart of this collection. Cambridge Papers, by W. W. Rouse Ball, gathers a series of essays that illuminate the culture and practices of the University of Cambridge as seen by a scholar deeply embedded in its life. Ball, a mathematician and historian of mathematics associated with Cambridge, writes from within the institution he describes, balancing affection with critical distance. The result is a reflective portrait of academic life that considers how scholarship is formed, tested, and transmitted in one of the world’s most influential universities.

Situated in the realm of nonfiction and scholarly reflection, the book belongs to the tradition of university essays that examine academic institutions from the inside. Its setting is Cambridge—its colleges, lecture rooms, common rooms, and examination halls—and its publication in the early twentieth century places it at a moment when Victorian legacies were meeting modern pressures. Without functioning as a memoir, it nevertheless bears the stamp of lived experience. The volume’s context is one of continuity and cautious change, where long-standing customs are weighed against evolving ideas about teaching, research, and the social purpose of higher education.

Readers should not expect a single narrative arc but rather a curated sequence of pieces that collectively sketch the habits, debates, and ideals of Cambridge scholarship. The premise is straightforward: to observe and interpret the workings of a university from the vantage of a seasoned participant. The experience offered is contemplative and precise, informed by an eye for detail and a preference for reasoned analysis over polemic. Ball’s attention ranges across academic procedure, collegiate life, and the study of mathematics, offering a panorama that is both particular to Cambridge and indicative of broader questions in university culture.

The voice is measured, urbane, and lucid, shaped by a historian’s regard for accuracy and a teacher’s concern for clarity. Stylistically, the essays favor orderly exposition, careful definition of terms, and illustrative examples drawn from institutional practice. There is a quiet wit in the prose, yet the tone remains scholarly and restrained. Rather than aiming for rhetorical flourish, the writing pursues steady illumination, allowing readers to grasp how customs arise, why reforms are proposed, and where arguments hinge on evidence. The mood is reflective and occasionally gently ironic, never dismissive, always oriented toward understanding.

Among the themes that surface are the purposes of university education, the tension between examinations and genuine learning, and the interplay between tradition and innovation. Ball is attentive to questions of merit and opportunity, to the responsibilities of teachers and examiners, and to the place of mathematics within a liberal education. He also considers how institutional memory can guide change without becoming an obstacle to it. These concerns, though grounded in Cambridge life, reach beyond a single university, inviting readers to consider how structures and customs influence what—and how—we come to know.

The book’s continuing relevance lies in its clear-sighted treatment of issues that remain current: assessment and standards, specialization and breadth, research and teaching, access and excellence. By presenting the university as a living organism shaped by many hands, the essays encourage a patient, evidence-based approach to educational debate. They offer historians of science and education a textured source, and they provide students, teachers, and alumni with a reflective mirror for their own experiences. In an era often driven by rapid policy shifts, Cambridge Papers models deliberation, context, and respect for the durable complexities of academic life.

Approached as a sequence to be savored rather than hurried, the collection rewards browsing as much as sustained study. Each essay stands on its own while reinforcing a cumulative portrait of Cambridge’s intellectual habits and institutional character. Readers will find period idioms and assumptions typical of its time, but these serve to anchor its insights in a concrete milieu. Taken together, the papers invite a dialogue with the present, asking how universities can honor inherited strengths while adapting to new demands. It is a book for thoughtful reading, attentive to nuance, and rich in steady, well-earned light.
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    W. W. Rouse Ball’s Cambridge Papers is a collection of essays that surveys the structures, customs, and recent reforms of the University of Cambridge. Written by a mathematician and historian embedded in collegiate life, the volume explains how the university operates and why its traditions developed as they did. The book combines historical sketches with clear descriptions of contemporary practice, treating examinations, governance, and college organization in turn. Its purpose is explanatory rather than polemical: to document the evolution of institutions and illustrate the principles guiding reform. The result is a concise reference to Cambridge’s academic machinery during a period of significant transition.

The opening papers set out the framework of governance underpinning Cambridge. Rouse Ball describes the formal bodies, their responsibilities, and the channels through which decisions are made. He outlines the relationship between university and colleges, clarifying how statutes, customs, and precedent shape daily administration. Degrees, offices, and the distribution of authority are detailed to show how oversight is shared and accountability maintained. By tracing changes in constitutional arrangements across the nineteenth century, the author emphasizes gradual adaptation rather than rupture. These chapters position later discussions by indicating how policy is generated, implemented, and reviewed within Cambridge’s distinctive federal structure.

From governance the book moves to examinations, presenting a historical overview of the Tripos system. Rouse Ball explains the transition from oral disputations to written papers, the emergence of honors classifications, and the prominence achieved by certain lists and prizes. He recounts the mechanisms by which subjects acquired Tripos status and how syllabuses were formed. The narrative highlights incentives driving student effort and the tensions between comprehensive testing and specialist assessment. It also notes criticisms of excessive competition and mechanical preparation, pointing to reforms designed to temper pressure while preserving high standards. This section frames examinations as both academic measure and institutional engine.

A substantial portion addresses the Mathematical Tripos, long central to Cambridge identity. The author outlines its demanding curriculum, problem-solving ethos, and characteristic style of questioning. He describes the influence of private coaches, the preparation strategies they promoted, and the uneven effects on student training. Rouse Ball traces reforms intended to curb overemphasis on speed and technical ingenuity, encouraging broader scholarship and rigor. He notes parallel developments in analysis and geometry and the gradual incorporation of more systematic instruction. By situating mathematical study within institutional change, the account shows how examination design and pedagogy continually reshaped one another.

Subsequent chapters extend the examination survey to other branches: the Classical Tripos, Natural Sciences, Law, and newer historical and modern-language studies. Rouse Ball summarizes how each field defines proficiency, balances core texts with interpretation or experiment, and organizes its practical work and lectures. He outlines the rise of laboratories and museums in scientific teaching, the growth of subject-specific professorships, and the integration of scholarship with research. The presentation highlights the uneven pace of expansion across disciplines, showing how inherited forms accommodated new content. The emphasis remains descriptive, tracing policy decisions, curricular adjustments, and the institutional logic behind them.

Attention then turns to colleges, their endowments, and the arrangements for scholarships, fellowships, and tuition. Rouse Ball describes admission, residence, and supervision, explaining how tutorial systems coordinate with university lectures and examinations. He summarizes procedures for electing fellows and allocating stipends, indicating the criteria by which merit and service are rewarded. Financial considerations—income sources, charges, and constraints—are sketched to show how resources shape academic priorities. The essays stress the balance between collegiate autonomy and university oversight, noting the mechanisms that align local practices with common standards. This section clarifies how support structures underpin student progress and academic staffing.

Beyond formal study, the volume sketches the academic and social life of undergraduates. It notes the pattern of terms and vacation reading, routines of chapel and hall, and the roles of clubs, debating societies, and athletics. Rouse Ball illustrates how these activities complement instruction by cultivating habits of public speaking, teamwork, and independent thought. Disciplinary rules, examinations for certificates, and the informal networks of tutors and peers are presented as part of a coherent educational environment. The tone remains factual, indicating the interplay of tradition and change and the ways student culture adapts to new academic expectations.

The outreach and public functions of the university occupy another set of papers. Rouse Ball outlines local examinations, teacher preparation, and extension lectures as means of widening access to higher learning. He summarizes links with schools, the encouragement of preliminary study, and the provision of standardized assessments. The position of women’s education and the growth of separate institutions associated with Cambridge are mentioned in terms of organizational arrangements and examinations. These chapters emphasize the university’s national role, documenting how it exports its standards and methods while adjusting them to diverse audiences and evolving educational needs.

The volume concludes by reviewing recent reforms and proposing directions consistent with Cambridge’s character. Rouse Ball draws together themes of measured change: clarifying aims, rationalizing examinations, strengthening teaching, and preserving scholarly breadth. He underscores the importance of transparent governance, fair competition, and resources aligned with academic work. Without advocacy beyond explanation, the final pages present reform as continuing maintenance—adapting institutions to new conditions while retaining principles that proved effective. Cambridge Papers thus offers a sequential account of how a historic university rethinks its practices, presenting a coherent picture of structure, study, life, and public service.
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    W. W. Rouse Ball’s Cambridge Papers emerges from the intellectual and architectural environs of the University of Cambridge in the late Victorian and Edwardian periods, when the ancient corporation was being reshaped by nineteenth‑century reforms. A Fellow of Trinity College (1850–1925), Rouse Ball wrote from the vantage of Great Court, the Senate House, and the colleges whose statutes and customs he catalogued with mathematical precision. The essays look backward to medieval foundations and Newtonian legacies while recording the modern university’s mechanisms—examinations, scholarships, endowments, and governance. Set largely in Cambridge, England, the work reflects a city of courts, libraries, laboratories, and chapels in which scholarship, ritual, and reform intersected.

A major historical backdrop is the sequence of university reforms inaugurated by a Royal Commission (1850) and consolidated in the Cambridge University Act (1856), which reorganized the Senate, strengthened central bodies, and loosened collegiate monopolies. A further statutes commission (1877) and revised statutes in the 1880s deepened professional administration. Equally pivotal was the University Tests Act (1871), abolishing religious tests and opening fellowships and degrees to Nonconformists, Catholics, and Jews. Cambridge Papers repeatedly returns to statutes, elections, and endowments; through its archival rigor, the book mirrors how these legal changes altered college governance, widened access to academic posts, and reframed merit within the collegiate and university systems.

The Analytical Society (1812), founded by Charles Babbage, John Herschel, and George Peacock, catalyzed the replacement of Newtonian fluxions with continental analysis at Cambridge. Their 1816 translation of Lacroix and subsequent curricular agitation modernized mathematical instruction and, by the 1820s–1840s, reshaped the Mathematical Tripos. Parallel diversification created new Triposes—Natural Sciences (1851), Law (1858), Moral Sciences (1861), and History (1873)—signaling a broadening beyond classics and mathematics. Cambridge Papers, attentive to examination formats and curricular structures, records the persistence of older forms alongside these reforms, thus offering a textured portrait of how nineteenth‑century intellectual movements translated into syllabuses, papers, and the university’s evolving academic identity.

The Mathematical Tripos, standardized in the eighteenth century and producing ranked lists of wranglers from the 1740s, stood at the core of Cambridge’s meritocratic mythology. The Senate House examinations, gruelling multi‑day contests, created the Senior Wrangler and a hierarchy that governed fellowships and careers. By the mid‑nineteenth century a coaching industry flourished: William Hopkins (1793–1866), the celebrated “wrangler‑maker,” and later Edward Routh (1831–1907), trained generations of top candidates, including James Clerk Maxwell and J. J. Thomson. Critics decried the “speed and stamina” regime for privileging virtuoso problem‑solving over reflective research. Reforms responded incrementally: papers diversified; the Smith’s Prize, an elite post‑Tripos examination founded in 1768, increasingly rewarded deeper analytical skill; and in 1909 the public order of merit was suppressed, ending the official proclamation of a Senior Wrangler while retaining class divisions. Rouse Ball, a Trinity mathematician and historian, relished the technical and institutional minutiae of this system. In Cambridge Papers he documents the mechanics of the Senate House papers, prize examinations, and scholarships that reinforced the Tripos ladder, while also noting the consequences—intellectual homogenization, college patronage, and the power of private coaches. The book thereby registers the contest between examination culture and emergent research ideals that defined British mathematics in the decades between 1850 and 1910, when Cambridge attempted to reconcile its celebrated competitive machinery with newer standards of scholarly depth and originality.

Women’s higher education formed a central social controversy. Girton College (founded 1869 by Emily Davies) and Newnham College (1871, under Henry Sidgwick’s impetus) enabled women to prepare for Tripos examinations. From 1881, women were allowed to sit the Tripos and receive classified results informally; in 1890, Philippa Fawcett famously scored “above the Senior Wrangler” in mathematics. Nevertheless, proposals to grant women full degrees were rejected in 1897 and again in 1921, with the 21 May 1897 vote followed by unruly undergraduate demonstrations and damage to Newnham’s gates. Cambridge Papers, through its focus on examinations and statutes, implicitly reveals the institutional barriers and debates that structured women’s academic recognition.

The founding of the Cavendish Laboratory (1874), with James Clerk Maxwell as the first Cavendish Professor of Experimental Physics (appointed 1871), signaled Cambridge’s embrace of laboratory science. Successors such as Lord Rayleigh (1879–1884) and J. J. Thomson (1884–1918) integrated mathematical analysis with experiment, producing epochal work on electromagnetism and the electron. Scholarships, new buildings, and college endowments underwrote this transformation. Cambridge Papers often treats the financial instruments, college benefactions, and administrative adjustments that made such ventures possible, thereby tracing how the university’s scientific ambitions intersected with the fiscal and statutory frameworks that Rouse Ball knew intimately as a Trinity administrator.

Cambridge’s scholarly public sphere expanded through learned societies and examination systems. The Cambridge Philosophical Society (1819) and the London Mathematical Society (1865, with early leaders like Augustus De Morgan and Arthur Cayley) professionalized research dissemination, while the Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (1858) standardized secondary assessment and extended the university’s reach. The Lucasian Chair (founded 1663), once held by Isaac Newton (1669–1702), remained a symbolic anchor for mathematical prestige. Cambridge Papers, in recording prize lists, society proceedings, and examination regimes, mirrors the consolidation of a national mathematical profession and the entwining of university authority with external examinations, publishing, and public lectures.

As social and political critique, the book exposes the tensions of Victorian and Edwardian meritocracy. By anatomizing statutes, examinations, and fellowships, it shows how privileges—religious tests prior to 1871, the domination of private coaching, and the exclusion of women from degrees—constrained who could convert talent into credentialed success. Its scrutiny of the Tripos reveals a system that rewarded endurance and access to expensive tutors, thereby reinforcing class divides under the guise of open competition. Simultaneously, its attention to reforms, scholarships, and new laboratories registers a university striving toward broader inclusion and research‑based standards, while still wrestling with entrenched hierarchies and institutional inertia.
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This volume contains papers on some questions of local history put together, mostly for undergraduate societies and magazines, at various times during the last twenty-five years. I have included a memoir, written for a London Society, on Newton’s Principia, a work that profoundly affected the development of University studies in the eighteenth century, and a chapter on the History of the Mathematical Tripos, which at one time appeared in my Mathematical Recreations and Essays, since these are concerned with Cambridge subjects.

I print the papers, whether long or short, and whether read at length or, as was more often the case, curtailed in delivery, substantially in the form in which they were first written. This leaves allusions which bear evidence to their domestic origin, and involves, in those of them dealing with cognate subjects, some repetition of facts. If these are defects they could be removed only by rewriting much of what appears here; it seems to me preferable to let the essays stand in their original forms, save occasionally for the addition of a paragraph or [vi] sentence dealing with what has happened since they were first presented. The dates in the text are reckoned in the modern style, taking the year as beginning on the first day of January.

W.W. ROUSE BALL.

Trinity College, Cambridge.

January, 1918.
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PART I.

Concerning Trinity College.
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CHAPTER I.

THE FOUNDATION OF TRINITY COLLEGE.
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Trinity College was founded by HenryVIII in 1546. To obtain a site for it, he suppressed King’s Hall and Michael-House[1], two medieval colleges which were built on or owned most of the ground now occupied by the Great Court, and with their revenues, largely augmented by property of dissolved monasteries, he endowed it. The scheme of the College and his objects in founding it are stated in his letters patent of 19December 1546, and particulars of the income assigned by him to the foundation are set out in his charter of dotation dated 24December 1546. These documents have been printed1 and are readily accessible, but the history of the events leading up to the foundation of the College is less generally known. I cannot promise that the story in itself is interesting but the material facts have never before been brought together2 so its telling is justified.

[4]
After the dissolution of the monastic houses, anxiety was felt in Cambridge and Oxford lest they should suffer a similar fate. The policy of the suppression of the two universities and the confiscation of their property was openly advocated by politicians at court, and naturally great alarm was felt when in 1544 an Act3 was passed empowering the king to dissolve any college at either university, and appropriate its possessions.

The universities were right in thinking that the danger was pressing, for Parker, who played a leading part in the affair, has put on record4 the fact that after the passing of the Act certain courtiers importunately sued the king to have the possessions of both bodies surveyed, meaning afterwards to obtain the same on easy terms. In these circumstances the Cambridge authorities, says Strype, “looked about them and made all the friends they could at court to save themselves.” In particular they urgently begged the aid of two of their professors, John Cheke, then acting as tutor to the prince of Wales, and Thomas Smith, then clerk to the queen’s council. Here is the letter5 of the senate to Smith on the subject:


Si tu is es, Clarissime Smithe, in quem Academia haec Cantabrigiensis universas vires suas, universa pietatis jura [5] exercuerit, si tibi uni omnia doctrinae suae genera, omnia reipub. ornamenta libentissime contulerit, si fructum gloriae suae in te uno jactaverit, si spem salutis suae in te potissimum reposuerit: age ergo, et mente ac cogitatione tua complectere, quid tu vicissim illi debes, quid illa, quid literae, quid respublica, quid Deus ipse pro tantis pietatis officiis, quibus sic dignitas tua efflorescit, justissime requirit: Academia nil debet tibi, imo omnia sua in te transfudit. Et propterea abs te non simpliciter petit beneficium, sed merito repetit officium: nec unam aliquam causam tibi proponit, sed sua omnia, et seipsam tibi committit. Nec sua necesse habet aperire tibi consilia, quorum recessus et diverticula nosti universa. Age igitur quod scis, et velis quod potes, et perfice quod debes. Sic literis, academiae, reipublicae, et religioni; sic Christo et Principi rem debitam et expectatam efficies. Jesus te diutissime servet incolumem.





Parker tells us that the London friends of the University, among whom Smith and Cheke were doubtless conspicuous, wisely took the line of welcoming an enquiry, but begged the king to avoid the expense of a costly investigation. Their representations were successful, and he issued a commission6 dated 16January 1546 to Matthew Parker (then vice-chancellor, and later archbishop of Canterbury), John Redman (warden of King’s Hall, chaplain to the king, and later master of Trinity), and William Mey (president of Queens’, and later archbishop-elect of York) to report to him on the [6] revenues of the colleges and the numbers of students sustained therewith. The commissioners were capable and friendly.

The king must have been impatient to know the facts, for in less than a week, on 21January, he ordered Parker to come to Hampton Court with the report. Immediate compliance was impossible, but the command may well have stimulated the commissioners to act as rapidly as possible. In fact they obtained the services of eleven clerks from the Court of Augmentations[2] in London, and at once set to work to collect information.

The University was keenly alive to the risks it was incurring. To placate the king, the senate, on 13February, put all its belongings at his service, and when forwarding a copy of the grace to Secretary Sir William Paget it reminded him of the value of the University to the state, and begged his protection. At the same time it addressed the queen, Katharine Parr, through Thomas Smith, imploring her advocacy.7

The queen replied8 on 26February. After complaining that he had written to her in Latin, though he could equally well have expressed himself in the vulgar tongue, she discoursed at length on the duties of members of the University, and, saying that [7] she was confident that her wishes in these respects would be fulfilled, she concluded her letter as follows:


I (according to your desires) have attempted my lord the King’s Majesty, for the establishment of your livelihood and possessions: in which, notwithstanding his Majesty’s property and interest, through the consent of the high court of parliament, his Highness being such a patron to good learning, doth tender you so much, that he will rather advance learning and erect new occasion thereof than [to] confound those your ancient and godly institutions, so that learning may hereafter justly ascribe her very original whole conservation and sure stay to our Sovereign Lord.





This was good news, and things now moved rapidly. By the end of February the commissioners had drawn up a detailed report giving the information required. It is printed9 at length in the Cambridge Documents, 1852, and occupies nearly 200 pages.

The commissioners in person presented to the king at Hampton Court a brief summary of this report. We do not know the date of this interview, but conjecturally it may be put as being early in March. Parker has left10 in his own handwriting a full account of their reception as follows:


In the end, the said commissioners resorted up to Hampton Court to present to the King a brief summary written in a fair sheet of vellum (which very book is yet [8] reserved in the college of Corpus Christi) describing the revenues, the reprises, the allowances, and number and stipend of every College. Which book the King diligently perused; and in a certain admiration said to certain of his lords which stood by, that he thought he had not in his realm so many persons so honestly maintained in living by so little land and rent: and where he asked of us what it meant that the most part of Colleges should seem to expend yearly more than their revenues amounted to; we answered that it rose partly of fines for leases and indentures of the farmers renewing their leases, partly of wood sales: whereupon he said to the lords, that pity it were these lands should be altered to make them worse; (at which words some were grieved, for that they disappointed lupos quosdam hiantes). In fine, we sued to the King’s Majesty to be so gracious lord, that he would favour us in the continuance of our possessions such as they were, and that no man by his grace’s letters should require to permute with us to give us worse. He made answer and smiled, that he could not but write for his servants and others, doing the service for the realm in wars and other affairs, but he said he would put us to our choice whether we should gratify them or no, and bade us hold our own, for after his writing he would force us no further. With which words we were well armed, and so departed.





This important interview was followed by a rumour that it was Henry’s intention to found at Cambridge a new and magnificent college to serve as an enduring record of his interest in learning, and perhaps the University may have taken the queen’s letter as indicating what was coming. It is believed that Henry had long entertained vague [9] ideas of the kind, but that the definite suggestion, which was encouraged by the queen, originated with Redman, who, as royal chaplain, had constant access to the king and considerable influence with him.

The preparations for Henry’s proposed foundation were made with extreme speed: a wise course in view of his failing health and variable temper. It was decided to take advantage of the Act of 1544 and suppress King’s Hall and Michael-House, using their grounds and adjoining property as the site of the new college. We have no reference to the appointment of commissioners for the business, though there is an allusion, quoted later, to receivers: perhaps the matter was left in the hands of the officials of the Court of Augmentations. Redman was the chief authority at Cambridge in the arrangements that had to be made there, and it was intended that he should be the first master of the new college when it was founded.

The two Societies above mentioned were (save for Peterhouse) the oldest in the University. To Trinity men their history has, naturally, great interest, and I interpolate a few remarks on this and their position in 1546.

The King’s Scholars, normally thirty-two in number and of all ages from fourteen upwards, were established by EdwardII under a warden in 1317 and incorporated in 1337. They had for their [10] original home a large house (King’s Hall) situated on the grass plot and walk in front of the present chapel, and rapidly acquired all the adjacent land between the High Street (now known as Trinity Street) and the river, extending their buildings in various directions. Popular writers sometimes assert or assume that all medieval colleges were founded for poor students. That is not universally true. No condition of poverty was imposed on the scholars of King’s Hall, nor was their life here penurious: they had a dining-hall, library, common room, chapel, kitchens, a brewery, a vineyard, a garden, and a staff of servants maintained by the Society, while a good many of them also kept their own private servants: they received a liberal allowance for daily commons, clothes and bedding were supplied from the royal wardrobe, and pocket-money was given to buy other things. They were appointed by the crown largely from among the families of court officials, nominations being restricted to those who knew Latin. After completing their course many of these students entered what we may call the higher civil service of the time in church or state.

In the report of the commissioners, the annual income of King’s Hall was returned as £214. 0s. 3d. and the expenses as £263. 16s. 7d.; and it was stated that at the time there were on its boards, a master, twenty-five graduate fellows, and seven [11] undergraduate fellows, besides servants. The Society owned the patronage of the livings of Arrington, Bottisham, StMary’s Cambridge, Chesterton, Fakenham, Felmersham, and Grendon. According to the return, the normal annual expenditure of King’s Hall, if all the scholars resided, required £182. 18s. 4d. for the emoluments of the warden and fellows (namely, £8. 13s. 4d. for the warden, £5. 10s. 0d. for each of twenty-five graduate fellows, and £5. 5s. 0d. for each of seven undergraduate fellows); £32. 2s. 0d. for the college servants (namely, the butler, barber, baker, brewer, laundress, cook, under-cook, and the warden’s servant); £3. 1s. 4d. for the estate officers and quit-rents; £3. 19s. 4d. for the expenses of the chapel services and the bible-clerk; £5. 0s. 0d. for firing for the hall and kitchen; £5. 0s. 0d. for rushes for the hall; £5. 10s. 4d. for the exequies of the founder and the following refections; £29. 1s. 4d. for repairs and renewals; and £10 for extraordinary expenses.

The other College (Michael-House) whose buildings were transferred to Trinity was of a different type. It was founded by Hervey deStanton in 1324 for a master and six secular clergy who wished to study in the University. Their original home was a large house on the site of the present combination room and the land round it; later they acquired all the property between Foul Lane and the river. At first the Society’s means were barely [12] sufficient for its needs, but in time it received many gifts, and the foundation was increased to a master and eight priests with chaplains and bible-clerks. It had an oratory in its House but did not need a chapel as it owned StMichael’s Church; traces of this ownership will be noticed in the arrangement for stalls (to be occupied by members of the Society) in the choir, which is sunk below the level of the nave and chancel.

In the report of the commissioners, the annual income of Michael-House was returned as £141. 13s. 1¾d. and its expenses as £143. 18s. 0d.; and it was stated that there were on its boards a master, eight fellows, and three chaplains, besides servants. Besides StMichael’s Cambridge, the Society owned the patronage of the livings of Barrington, Boxworth, Cheadle, Grundisburgh, and Orwell. According to the return, the normal annual expenditure of Michael-House required a sum of £91. 10s. 8d. for the emoluments of the Society (namely, £7. 6s. 8d. for the master, £47. 17s. 4d. for the six fellows on the original foundation, £11. 6s. 8d. for the two Illegh fellows, £15 for three chaplains, one of whom served Barrington, and £10 for four bible-clerks), £1 for the auditor, £6. 6s. 8d. for college servants (namely, the cook, butler, barber, and laundress), rather more than £17 for the exequies of benefactors, £1. 13s. 4d. for the commemoration [13] refection, £20 for repairs, and £6. 6s. 8d. for extraordinary expenses. A clerical society like Michael-House had no difficulty in providing for due celebration of the exequies of its friends, and in fact more than twenty benefactors are mentioned by name as being thus commemorated every year. In 1544, the House, presumably with the object of averting its destruction, began to admit students resident elsewhere in the University, and in a couple of years no less than forty-eight students matriculated from it; the number of admissions must have exceeded this, but what was involved in such cases by admission is uncertain.

A scheme containing a “first plott or proportion” for the new College was prepared for the king by the Court of Augmentations in London; it seems certain that this was worked out in collaboration with Redman. The clerk who drew it up was Thomas Ansill. The College, after its foundation, recognized its obligation to him in the matter and presented him to the vicarage of Barford which was and is in its gift. He preserved a copy of his scheme; this was purchased from his son by one of the fellows in 1611, and given to the College.

The manuscript of the suggested scheme, to which Mr Bird first called my attention, is endorsed Distribucio Collegii and headed “the proporcon diuised for Trinite College.” It is undated, [14] but in a later hand it is added that it was made Anno37 Hen.8, and therefore before 22April 1546. From internal evidence it must have been composed in or after March in that year, since those who graduated in that Lent term are described as being of the standing of the degrees then taken. Of those who graduated afterwards some are described correctly, others not so: doubtless Redman knew about the standing of the members of King’s Hall and Michael-House, but he may well have made mistakes about the standing of some of the junior students of other colleges. If however we accept the endorsement as correct, we may fix the date of the composition of the plan as being in the early half of April, 1546. This manuscript has not been printed, and I proceed to describe it.

The object of the compilers of this scheme was to see what income would be required for the suggested new College, and to arrange how the income should be used; incidentally it reveals the general organization proposed. The constitution of the College, the various offices to be created, and the stipends intended are specified. In most cases the names of the proposed fellows, scholars, bedesmen, and servants are given, but generally the allocation of the proposed principal offices is not indicated and probably had not been then arranged. The names of the proposed fellows and scholars [15] agree with those appointed later, though the order is not always the same, but the provisional list of bedesmen differs from that of those ultimately nominated.

The Distribucio begins with a statement of the names and suggested stipends of the master and fellows. The stipend of the master was to be £100 a year: that of each of the next fifteen fellows (one of those proposed being a doctor of divinity, ten bachelors of divinity, and four masters of arts) was to be £10 a year and £1 a year for livery: that of each of the next twenty-five fellows (twenty-two of those nominated being masters of arts and three bachelors of arts) was to be £8 a year; that of each of the next twenty fellows and scholars (seven of the nominees being bachelors of arts and thirteen junior scholars) was to be £6. 13s. 4d. a year. The names are given and agree with those in the letters patent of 19December.

There was to be a schoolmaster (Richard Harman) who was to have £20 a year, an usher of grammar (William Boude) who was to have £10 a year, and provision was made for forty childer grammarians[3], whose names are given, each of whom was to have £4 a year. This shows that it was intended that the foundation should include students in grammar, and the two teachers specially responsible for them were to be a schoolmaster and usher.

[16]
The question arises whether it was intended to found a grammar-school connected with the College or whether these grammarians were what we should call undergraduate scholars or exhibitioners. The former view is the correct one, for the royal commissioners in May 1549 definitely asked11 the College “to surrender the Grammar Schole.” This was done and the school was then absorbed in the College. Probably at that time the distinction between boys at the grammar-school and junior undergraduates was not regarded as important—the term grammarian or grammaticus being commonly used for a junior undergraduate as well as a school-boy12. This indifference to the distinction between the two classes is illustrated by the fact that of the grammarian school-boys named in the Distribucio, ten were already matriculated members of the University, nine matriculated from Trinity shortly after its foundation, and of the others six matriculated in 1548 or 1549 which is not inconsistent with their having been students of the University in 1546.

In 1547, the accounts include a particular payment for six boys of the grammar-school, and wages for one quarter for the schoolmaster and Mr Boude; thus showing that the school was then being carried on. In 1548, the accounts specify forty-two [17] grammatici, in addition to certain graduates and dialectici, as being in residence, but in this year there is no mention of a schoolmaster or an usher though possibly they may be included among the ten lectors for whom provision is made. In 1551 the grammatici appear as discipuli, and thenceforth the grammarians were treated as undergraduate scholars.

The Distribucio next goes on to enumerate seven readers. Three of these were to be public or university readers, of whom one (John Maydew) was to read in divinity, one (John Cheke) in Greek, and one (Thomas Wakefield) in Hebrew, each at £40 a year. The other four were to be fellows of the College, of whom one (Simon Bridges) was to read in divinity at £6. 13s. 4d. a year, two in philosophy at £5 a year each, and one in logic at £5 a year: such stipends to be in addition to their fellowship emoluments. It would seem that Bridges or Briggs declined to accept the nomination to a fellowship at Trinity and accordingly was not appointed to the office. Provision was also made for two under-readers in logic at £2. 3s. 4d. each. Next are mentioned two examiners in scholastic acts at £5 a year each; and two chaplains at £6. 13s. 4d. a year each, one (Henry Man) for the fellows and the other (unnamed) for the childer and bedesmen. I note that Henry Man occupied for many years [18] rooms in the Great Court adjoining and on the west side of what is now known as the Queen’s Gate.

The next entry is that of twenty-four almsmen or bedesmen at £6 a year each; the names of all but one are given, but the list differs somewhat from that appearing in the account book of 1547 of those appointed when the College began work. The unnamed bedesman was the cook of Michael-House, and it is impossible not to wonder whether his inclusion in this list (which involved his retirement from the kitchens) was due to the memory of indifferent dinners eaten by Redman when a guest at the high table of that House.

The Distribucio then returns to the enumeration of the officers and servants of the College. There were to be two bursars at £4 a year each; a vice-master at £5 a year; two deans to direct disputations of divinity and philosophy, one at £4 a year, and the other at £3. 6s. 8d. a year; eight bible-clerks, whose names are given, to serve the hall, choir and vestry, and to attend upon the curate when visiting, at £2. 13s. 4d. a year each; an organ-player at £6 a year and his commons; two butlers, the senior at £5 a year and the junior at £4 a year; a manciple at £6. 13s. 4d. a year; a master-cook at £6 a year; two under-cooks, one at £4 a year, and the other at £3. 6s. 8d. a year; and a turn-spit at £2 a year. There was also to be a barber at £5 [19] a year; a laundress at £5 a year; a porter at £6 a year; a bricklayer at £4 a year; a carpenter at £4 a year; a mason at £4 a year; two stewards of lands at £5 a year each; an auditor for the lands at £10 a year; a receiver for the lands at £13. 6s. 8d.; and an attorney in the exchequer for the lands at £3. 6s. 8d. Allowance was to be made for the yearly distribution of alms to the amount of £20; and of another £20 to be spent on the mending of highways. The total expenditure contemplated amounts to £1286. At the end in another handwriting is added that allowance (amount unspecified) should be also made for wine and wax, riding, extraordinary charges, and repairs.

It must have been in April, or early in May, 1546, that the commissioners, or other officials concerned, took possession of King’s Hall and Michael-House and the ground adjacent thereto. They at once made arrangements to shut up Foul Lane which ran across the present Great Court, to purchase such part of that court as did not belong to King’s Hall and Michael-House, and to enclose the site. Stone and other materials for the new work were taken from the church and cloisters of the dissolved Franciscan monastery which stood on the land now occupied by Sidney Sussex College, and in a survey, dated 20May 1546, those buildings are described as having been already partially [20] demolished in order to provide “towards the building of the King’s Majesty’s new College.”

It is probable that during this time members of King’s Hall and Michael-House were in residence, and possibly also some of the members-elect of Trinity College. The cost of the maintenance of the House and the expenses of the alterations must have been heavy, but in December 1546, the Court of Augmentations was ordered13 “to pay Dr Redman of your new College in Cambridge £2000 towards the establishment and building of the same, and in recompense for revenues of their lands for a whole year ended Michaelmas last, because the rents were paid to your Majesty’s receivers before they had out letters patent for their donation.” We have no record of these expenses, but I conjecture that this grant allowed a clean start to be made from Michaelmas 1546.

The members of the new College entered into possession of the buildings and began their academic life as members of Trinity College about Michaelmas 1546. The surrender of King’s Hall and Michael-House to the king took place on 28October, and arrangements were than made to pension the master and eight fellows of Michael-House and one fellow of King’s Hall. Redman was appointed master of the new foundation.

[21]
The original members of the Society were selected from the whole University with the addition of a few Oxonians: it is believed that all the nominees were favourable to the new learning and the protestant faith. Of the forty childer grammarians named in the Distribucio all save one accepted the nomination; of these, six had been previously members of Michael-House, one a member of Pembroke, one of Peterhouse, one of StJohn’s, and one of some unnamed College. Of the sixty students nominated to fellowships or scholarships in the letters patent, fourteen did not reside and presumably refused the nomination. Of the forty-six who accepted the office, thirty-six were graduates and ten were non-graduates. Of these thirty-six nominees, three came from Michael-House, one from King’s Hall, two from Christ’s, one from Corpus, one from King’s, one from Pembroke, two from Peterhouse, one from Queens’, one from StCatharine’s, and three from StJohn’s: of the colleges or hostels from which the remaining twenty had graduated, I can find no particulars. Of the ten non-graduates who accepted the office, one had been at Pembroke, one at Queens’, two at StJohn’s, and one at Trinity Hall: of the previous history of the remaining five I know nothing. Of the fourteen who did not reside and presumably declined the offer, eleven were graduates, of whom one had been [22] at Corpus, one at King’s, one at Pembroke, three at Queens’, two at StJohn’s, and two at Oxford, and of the remaining graduate I can find no particulars. Of the three non-graduates who did not accept the nomination, one had been at Michael-House, one at Oxford, and of the other I know nothing. It appears from the account-books that there were also still in residence a few students14 who had been members of King’s Hall and Michael-House: it was only courteous to give these deposed students the hospitality of the House, and they occupied a different position to the pensioners and fellow-commoners who later were admitted in considerable numbers. We cannot prove or disprove the presence at this time of other students, but it is most likely that at first there were no residents in College other than those mentioned above.

The legal formalities connected with the surrender of the properties of King’s Hall and Michael-House took a considerable time, and were not completed till 17December 1546. The letters patent founding the College and the charter of dotation were signed a few days later15. The actual endowment granted was valued at £1640 net a year, [23] which must have been deemed ample to provide for the expenses and the maintenance of the House. Comparing this income and the estimated expenditure with those of King’s Hall and Michael-House we gather how much more important than these colleges was the contemplated new foundation.

Thus were King’s Hall and Michael-House dissolved, but only to be merged in a new and nobler Society. The letters patent founding Trinity College state that Henry to the glory and honour of Almighty God and the Holy and Undivided Trinity[1q], for the amplification and establishment of the Christian and true religion, the extirpation of heresy and false opinion, the increase and continuance of divine learning and all kinds of godliness, the knowledge of language, the education of youth in piety virtue discipline and learning, the relief of the poor and destitute, the prosperity of the Church of Christ, and the common good and happiness of his kingdom and subjects, founded and established a College of letters, sciences, philosophy; godliness, and sacred theology, for all time to endure. These are noble objects, and we may look back with honourable pride to the way in which Trinity College has on the whole carried out the intentions of its founder.

The organization of the new College followed closely that outlined in the Distribucio. To meet [24] the expenses already incurred during the Michaelmas term the Court of Augmentations16 in January 1547 paid Redman £590 “towards the exhibition of King’s Scholars in Cambridge.” This was about one-third of the total intended income of the House, and presumably cleared matters up to 24December 1546, when the College entered into possession of its endowments. If we may trust the sermon preached in London on 12December 1550, by Thomas Lever, subsequently master of StJohn’s College, Trinity had reason to regret the death of Henry in January 1547, for the preacher asserted that a substantial part of the intended endowment was appropriated by courtiers in London; I have never investigated what part (if any) of it was thus lost to the College.

The first account-book of the new College covers the civil year 1547, but only certain selected items of income and expenditure appear therein. It shows total receipts of £786. 16s. 7d. and total payments of £799. 11s. 1½d. Most of the income is said to have come from the “Tower.” I conjecture that rents, etc. were paid to the master who kept the college moneys in the treasury in the Tower, and the bursar in his book accounted only for such portion of it as was handed to him: of other sums [25] received or paid on account of the Society, we have no particulars. In most cases the commons (though not the stipends or wages) paid to officers are set out, but up to Lady-Day instead of giving full details there is an entry of £52. 6s. 10d. paid to fellows and scholars for “the first quarter after the erection, besides stipends and wages.” The account-book for the next year, 1548, is better kept. It shows total receipts of £531. 13s. 11½d. and total payments of £528. 12s. 8½d. In the accounts of this year are mentioned a master, fifty graduate fellows (of whom thirteen were bachelors), ten dialectici, forty-two grammarians, and eight bible-clerks. Entries appear of payments for commons to six former members of King’s Hall and Michael-House, but of these only three seem to have been in regular residence. An examination of the early account-books allows us to see something of the development of the College, but a description of this would hardly come within the purview of this paper.


1Cambridge Documents issued by the Royal Commissioners, London, 1852, vol.III, pp.365–410.

2This was true some years ago when this paper was written, but since then I have given part of the story in a booklet on the King’s Scholars and King’s Hall which, at the request of the College, I wrote in 1917 for the meeting held to celebrate the six-hundredth anniversary of the execution by EdwardII of the writ establishing those scholars in the University of Cambridge.

337 HenryVIII, cap.4.

4Correspondence of M.Parker, Cambridge, 1852, p.34.

5Life of T.Smith by J.Strype, Oxford, 1820, pp.29–30.

6State Papers, Domestic, 1546, vol.XXI, parti, no.68. See also J.Lamb’s Documents, London, 1838, pp.58–59; Correspondence of M.Parker, Cambridge, 1852, p.34.

7State Papers, Domestic, 1546, parti, nos. 203, 204.

8Ecclesiastical Memorials by J.Strype, Oxford, 1882, vol.XI, part i, pp.207–208; Correspondence of M.Parker, p.36.

9Cambridge Documents, vol.I, pp.105–294.

10Correspondence of M.Parker, pp.35–36; J.Lamb’s Documents, p.59.

11State Papers, Domestic, EdwardVI, May 1549.

12Senior undergraduates were then commonly termed dialectici.

13State Papers, Domestic, 1546, no.647 (25).

14Three fellow-commoners had matriculated from King’s Hall in 1544.

15The charter of foundation, dated 19December, and that of endowment, dated 24December, are printed at length in the Cambridge Documents, vol.III, pp.365–410.

16C.H. Cooper, Annals of Cambridge, Cambridge, 1842, vol.I, p.452.
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