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College Song for the Old Students’ Dinner (1888)




Hearts and voices lift in harmony,


Shout the triumphs of our Fleur-de-Lys!


Fill up your glass with joyous boast,


Fill up your glass to pass the toast.


Drink with three times three


Success to dear old Trinity.


William Lewers (TC 1882) and Felix Cowle (TC 1883)





College Song (1907)




Fill up your foaming glasses, boys, and drink a bumper toast


Of Trinity, the Dear Old Coll., the place we love the most.


We’ll sing a song and make it ring from Ormond to the coast,


A song of the Fleur-de-Lys and Trinity.


Hurrah! Hurrah! For dear old Trinity,


The dearest spot in all the ’Varsity.


Fill up your glass and drink to her success and victory,


And cheer, boys, cheer, for Trinity.


Leonard Arnold (TC 1901)





College Song (1979)




Where Bishops’ lifts its ivy’d tower and Clarke’s long cloisters run,


The College oak stands spreading forth its branches to the sun.


And here are joy and laughter and loyal friends as well;


The Bulpadock rejoices in our efforts to excel.


And whene’er we think on all these things, wherever we may be,


We shall raise our voices higher and sing of Trinity.


Evan Burge (Warden, 1974–96)
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Trinity students are identified by their program and year of entry in brackets after their name—for example, ‘(TC 1983)’. The program abbreviations are:






	TC


	Trinity College (that is, the original residential establishment)







	TCH


	Trinity College Hostel







	TS


	Trinity College Theological School







	FS


	Foundation Studies








The designation ‘TC’ covers all resident students, including resident theologs and (despite the name) those in the non-resident program of the residential college.






	AAMC


	Australian Army Medical Corps







	ABC


	Australian Broadcasting Commission (Corporation from 1983)







	AC


	Companion of the Order of Australia







	ACT


	Australian College of Theology







	AIF


	Australian Imperial Force







	AM


	Member of the Order of Australia







	ANU


	Australian National University







	AO


	Officer of the Order of Australia







	AUC


	Australian Universities Commission (later Council)







	B&C


	Board and Council (minutes)







	B&G


	Building & Grounds (Committee)







	CAE


	college of advanced education







	DBE


	Dame Commander of the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire







	E&F


	Executive & Finance (Committee)







	ECOF


	Executive Committee of the Foundation







	FSC


	Foundation Studies Centre







	FSP


	Foundation Studies Program







	ICC


	Intercollegiate Catering







	JCH


	Janet Clarke Hall (previously Trinity College Hostel)







	JCR


	Junior Common Room







	KBE


	Knight Commander of the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire







	KCMG


	Knight Commander of the Order of St Michael and St George







	LIC


	Learning Innovation Centre







	MCD


	Melbourne College of Divinity (later University of Divinity)







	MHR


	Member of the House of Representatives







	NAAUC


	National Association of Australian University Colleges







	NFRC


	National Fund Raising Counsel of Australia







	OAM


	Medal of the Order of Australia







	OBE


	Officer of the Order of the British Empire







	PSM


	Public Service Medal







	QC


	Queen’s Counsel







	RMIT


	Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (later RMIT University)







	SCR


	Senior Common Room







	SMT


	Senior Management Team







	TC


	Trinity College







	TCAC


	Trinity College Associated Clubs







	TCFS


	Trinity College Foundation Studies







	TCH


	Trinity College Hostel (later Janet Clarke Hall)







	TEC


	Trinity Education Centre







	ThL


	Licentiate of Theology







	ThSchol


	Scholar in Theology







	UFT


	United Faculty of Theology







	UM


	University of Melbourne







	UWA


	University of Western Australia







	VRD


	Volunteer Reserve Decoration
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And he said, Let us take our journey, and let us go, and I will go before thee.


Genesis 33:12





When the present day is full of surprises, it is especially important to understand what we can of the past. Peter Campbell’s impressive volume is published to celebrate a notable anniversary in the history of Melbourne’s Trinity College but its usefulness, and the author’s purpose, is wider. From the full records of the college and the riches of newspaper records he has assembled a compendium aiming to ‘capture the feeling of the times’ as well as the happenings in and to the college. It is a large achievement, in every sense.


When asked to write this foreword I hesitated. It is seventy-five years—half its long life—since I first entered Trinity’s gates, and it remained my place or residence for all but three of the following twenty years, including a decade as dean. I have had some formal link with the college ever since, and have written a biography of the first warden, met the second, and known all their successors, some as close friends. I could scarcely plead ignorance of the book’s subject, but could a nonagenarian with declining powers do justice to the subject? I agreed to try.


This volume is set out in three parts, each named after wardens, the dates almost coinciding with the three half-centuries celebrated. It is also the third account of Trinity’s history. The first, left incomplete and unpublished by the second warden, ‘Jock’ Behan, was an occasionally disapproving account of his predecessor. The second account, James Grant’s Perspective of a Century, ‘compiled’ (he modestly wrote) to celebrate the college centenary in 1972, is succinct, observant and readily readable.


When Robin Sharwood, Trinity’s fourth warden, wrote his foreword to Bishop Grant’s book, he began by quoting Geoffrey Blainey: ‘The rise of the Melbourne Colleges had perhaps no parallel in the new universities of the British Empire.’1 Their circumstances were certainly unusual. Soon after the newly independent and unexpectedly gold-rich colony of Victoria set up its university in 1854, it set aside adjacent acres for each of the four largest religious denominations to establish colleges, if and when they chose. The Anglicans were first. Blainey claimed that the early colleges—Trinity, Ormond and Queen’s—‘derived most of their strength from the benefactions of the wealthy God-fearing pastoralists who believed that the church colleges were more deserving than the university itself’, and it is perhaps not surprising that Trinity established an annual celebration of its ‘Founders and Benefactors’. A broadening base of private generosity has remained essential to the College’s survival.


It was under the third warden, RWT Cowan, then two years into office, that I found my way from a Kew boarding school (coincidentally named Trinity) to the gates of Trinity College. My objective was a scholarship examination, set and invigilated by the then dean, the already distinguished historian AGL Shaw. We sat at benches in a lecture room in Leeper, pens in hands, writing our answers in longhand on foolscap sheets, until told that time was up. My effort was successful, and a few months later I began my Arts degree, arriving in March 1948 for the beginning of my first year. I was shown to my room in the ‘temporary’ Wooden Wing by Syd Wynne, the ever-resourceful man-of-all-trades and resident builder, later Overseer of everything domestic, from the kitchens to the college cows munching contentedly in the Bulpadock.


The students of post-war Trinity were richly varied, with the apparently innocent young and the all-too-experienced ex-servicemen surprising each other but not the new major-cum-warden Cowan, adept at surprising us all. (He even surprised Prime Minister Menzies, responding to Menzies’ request that Trinity admit the son of a senior British cabinet minister with insistence that admission for anyone depended on their school results.) Thanks partly to this insistence, and to the government-funded ex-servicemen, Trinity’s resident students were more various in their social origins than before the war. They were also full-time, with outside employment only during long vacations, and normally remained in college for their entire courses, creating a natural hierarchy of seniority. Most subjects were year-long, with the year divided into three teaching terms and a fourth for ‘Annual Examinations’. First-year students (‘Freshmen’) had special duties: chopping firewood and answering the sole telephone, a separate line, installed by former army signallers, connecting Trinity and Janet Clarke Hall for ‘private’ calls. We were proud that the annual initiation event, Juttoddie, was an occasion for creative humour rather than the ‘bastardisation’ too common elsewhere.


The matron and her sick bay had been replaced by a resident medical tutor—initially an amiable Englishman with two spaniels sharing his rooms in Behan—treating illness in residents and transferring them to hospital when necessary. The Senior Common Room, with members both resident and non-resident, was active, and the tutorial program, shared with non-residents and ‘the ladies of Janet Clark Hall’, was strong, especially in the professions. (It did not merely echo the university course; in my first-year tutorial in British History, Shaw announced, ‘This year, for some reason, they have omitted Ireland from the syllabus. We shall therefore spend the first term on Irish History.’ And we did).


After my appointment as dean, a role that had been created as a buffer between the students and the warden when Behan was facing his most serious revolt, I chaired most of the student committees as well as enforcing, with diminishing strictness, rules requiring compulsory chapel, and restricting the hours for female visitors and the consumption of alcohol. Cowan’s serious illness in January 1964 and his death, aged only fifty, a few months later, led to the chaplain—the charismatic Barry Marshall—and the dean—still nominally my position—being appointed ‘Joint Acting Warden’ until June 1965, when the new warden, Robin Sharwood, like Behan a brilliant young lawyer, arrived. I returned full-time to the History Department at the university, but continued in residence as a Fellow until 1968 and as a member of Trinity’s Council until 2005. Although university matters dominated my time in successive appointments, the college and university were to share many problems in the following decades.


In The Art of Time Travel: Historians and Their Craft, Tom Griffiths argues that a historian’s writings are a ‘lifelong dialogue between past evidence and present experience’.2 After seventy-five years of such dialogue, my own most recent observation is that while we all begin with assumptions and a predisposition to expound them, a true scholar reads to explore the past and writes to explain it. As in every other discipline, the first thing for a historian to learn—in my case from AGL Shaw in Trinity tutorials—is how to ask questions. If we don’t question our own assumptions as well as the evidence, we shall mislead everyone, including ourselves.


Part III of this new history takes the Trinity story from its centenary to a carefully considered ‘Conclusion’ over fifteen chapters—a highly eventful period, as contemporary history must always be. In 2072, the writer of the college’s bicentennial history will have much to tell. I am confident that a book will be written and published (not necessarily printed on paper, though that once-radical innovation has proved to be a great survivor). The earlier history of the college, told in detail on the following pages, will no doubt be re-interpreted by a future generation. Meanwhile, as this splendid volume attests, it is necessary to have faith as well as hope.


Professor Emeritus John Poynter AO
Resident student 1948–50 Dean of the college 1953–65; Joint Acting Warden 1964–65 Resident Fellow 1965–68; Honorary Fellow 1980; Senior Fellow 2010 Ernest Scott Professor of History, University of Melbourne 1966–75 Pro, Deputy, then Assistant Vice-Chancellor 1972–94
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All this he made clear by the writing from the hand of the Lord concerning it, all the work to be done according to the plan.


1 Chronicles 28:19





TRINITY’S FOUNDERS HAD a clear vision for their residential college. While its purpose and value have been debated since, there can be little doubt that what became Trinity College has both stood the test of time and added its own vital and colourful threads to the complex tapestry of Australian life. The history of Victoria’s oldest university college, its trials, tribulations and triumphs, priorities, practices and personalities, is laid out here, showing how Trinity became what it is today and how valuable a role has been played by its students and staff in the larger story of our country’s development.


I make no apologies for this book’s length. Its genesis was the need to gather facts about the college’s history, but the questions kept coming, and the page of notes grew quickly into a compendium. No matter how useful, by itself this would not have made a readable volume. The sheer quantity of material confounded conciseness; the board and council minutes for 2003 alone—not even the most extreme case—stretched to 1100 pages. This did not even take into account the reports of numerous subcommittees, or the college’s own publications. Then there were the archive collections, including the working papers of each of the wardens and of the various divisions and departments. The lists and the shelves were seemingly endless. This volume is the essential story distilled from a far longer first draft—essentially a chronicle—describing the development of each of the facets of this complex institution.


Trinity’s history has been formed by those who have passed through its gates and by others with an interest in its affairs. Its development is a mirror of a society changing constantly around it, influenced and moulded by social values, standards and aspirations, and by economics, religion, politics and even the environment. But how was this story to be told? Writers adopt many styles, reflecting their own preoccupations. Histories can thus be descriptive, narrative, comparative, analytical or speculative in nature, or, of course, any combination of these. My work is largely a narrative; it is chronological in form, documentary in emphasis and unashamedly introspective in aspect. Social context is provided—without that, history degenerates into mere facts—and comparisons are drawn where they illustrate developments in the college, but my overriding motivation was to gather and present the original documents and descriptions as evidence for the who, what, when and how, rather than becoming overly involved in the why.


The college’s publications—The Fleur-de-Lys, the Newsletter and Trinity Today, as well as annual reports and e-news bulletins—provided first-hand accounts from those directly involved. Chief among the secondary sources were the Anglican Church of England Messenger and newspapers, principally The Argus and The Age, in which detailed accounts of early college council meetings were printed. Newspaper searches were enhanced greatly by the National Library of Australia’s wonderful ‘Trove’ facility.


My intention in presenting longer transcriptions of documents is not only to give readers a clearer sense—chiefly through the evocative nature of the language—of the contemporary view, but also to ensure that they can form their own opinions about the events. How I see the events cannot be eliminated entirely (much sifting, shifting, sorting, shortening and synthesis of the various sources was undertaken), but the story has been less ‘fiddled with’ than in some narrative histories. I have been guided somewhat in this view by a minor incident, tangentially related to the college, from 1963. When the historian AGL Shaw (TC 1938), then at the University of Sydney, published a review of the first volume of A History of Australia by his Trinity confrere Manning Clark (TC 1937), Lecturer in History at the Australian National University (ANU), he accused Clark of being rather too free with his facts. This had been done, Shaw felt, to fit Clark’s own leftist interpretation of the story:




That an historian’s writing shall reflect his own fundamental beliefs is today accepted as a truism … Many writers of Australian history have approached their subject from a Marxist, or semi-Marxist, standpoint … Not everyone will agree with Clark’s character sketches … guessing is not writing history … Although no one is perfect … and therefore every author inevitably makes mistakes, Professor Clark has made too many for a work of this character … the inaccuracies taken together are irritating, and add up to create a sense of mistrust in the work as a whole.1





Hopefully, there are not as many mistakes here. I am, also, in no way equating myself with these giants of Australian history, but the result of the accusation was the breakdown of a close friendship (the pair went up to Oxford together in 1940, and while they were there Shaw acted as best man at Clark’s wedding); I am content to present more facts and less interpretation, and perhaps retain what friends I have made while at Trinity. The resulting text is thus certainly longer but, I think, more readily captures the feeling of the times. Some synthesis of the themes uncovered may be found in the concluding chapter.


In assembling this narrative, I am greatly indebted to the many archivists, both official and informal, who have contributed their skills and their own collections to the college’s archives. The primary sources were all to hand and all in good order, and access to them was a historian’s dream. My thanks in particular go to Nina Waters and Hazel Nsair, sometime Mollison Librarians and archivists of the college, and Dr Benjamin Thomas, Rusden Curator, Cultural Collections, at Trinity, who succeeded Hazel as archivist, and to the numerous keepers of the archives before them for caring for the precious collection so well. Ben in particular provided not only a sounding board for random thoughts on Trinity’s development, but also valuable professional advice on the records being investigated. Collaboration enabled each of us to answer parts of the many questions that arose, and provide responses to an endless stream of queries about Trinity from the greater public outside its gates. Former students Scott Charles, now Director of Advancement, and John Poynter, a noted historian who was dean of the college in the 1950s, read the book in draft and provided valuable insights and clarifications, for which I am most grateful. Any errors remain my own. John also agreed to do me the great honour of writing a foreword for the volume.


Thanks are due also to others on the college’s library staff—particularly Kitty Vroomen, but also Gale Watt, Marina Comport and, later, Heather Baillie—who made my visits so easy and pleasant, with their helpful advice and deep knowledge of what was buried in the compactus. Invaluable, too, was the late Bishop James Grant. It was he who wrote the centenary history of the college published in 1972; his immediate recall of all that he had written, and of all those he had met, both before that date and in the half-century since, meant that I had a walking, talking Trinity encyclopedia to hand whenever a fact needed checking. Both his and an unfinished (and thus unpublished) typescript history commissioned from John Behan after he retired as warden in 1946 were consulted, but only after my first draft had been completed. Neither, of course, covered any of the period since 1972, all of which is recorded here for the first time.


For specific help and advice, my thanks must go to the following: John and Marion Poynter for their painstaking investigations into the correspondence and lives of Alexander Leeper and Valentine Leeper respectively—their work greatly reduced the effort needed to decipher the scrawl of pseudo-shorthand in Alex’s diaries; Leanne McCredden and staff of Special Collections at the University of Melbourne; Sophie Garrett, University of Melbourne Archives; Fiona McRostie, University Records Services; Alexandra Oke, Graduations; Jonathan Wallis of the University of Tasmania for assistance with Latin translations; Tim Fewings of the Victorian Parliamentary Library for help in tracking down some early debates of the Legislative Council (in the days before free online access); Jane Carolan, historian and archivist at Trinity Grammar School; Jane Dyer, Archivist, PLC Melbourne, for providing copies of the school’s magazine from the 1880s; Susan Phillips of Anglican Deaconess Ministries Ltd, for student details from the 1920s; Philip Ward, Archives Officer at the University of New England & Regional Archives; Jack Tan, Damian Powell and Cindy Derrenbacker at Janet Clarke Hall for checking the archives of our once-joined sister college; Hazel Nsair, again, in her later role at the Diocese of Melbourne Archives; and the many alumni who answered questions posed to them on the fly during chance encounters. At MUP, my grateful thanks go to my publication manager, Cathy Smith, and my editor, Katie Purvis—Katie and I remain friends of now more than thirty years, despite this book!


My thanks go also to former warden Andrew McGowan (and to Campbell Bairstow, twice acting warden), who allowed me time—a little within but mostly outside normal working hours—to devote to this research. While not begun at their prompting, it was continued with their blessing, the impetus being their constant need for detail of the founding of this, or the origin of that, or the reason for the other, that could be found only by reference to the original sources (or the prodigious memory of Bishop Grant). After the umpteenth rummage through and deciphering of the copperplate council minutes, it was clear that what was needed was a single-volume (!) reference that left virtually nothing out concerning the college’s history. I trust that I have, to some large extent, achieved this—hopefully not at the expense of interest or readability. More recently, the unwavering support of Trinity’s current warden, Ken Hinchcliff, has been vital to the successful completion of this long project.


With this emphasis on being a documentary history, less reliance has been placed on personal recollection than might have been expected, except for the immediate past years and the final analysis of Trinity’s place and success. In the present electronic age, fewer printed documents are being produced and even fewer preserved in any accessible form; certainly correspondence is a vastly different concept now that email is ubiquitous. These factors mean that the story of the latter years is written with a greater reliance on memory and opinion than was recorded in earlier periods. This is what makes writing history fascinating, and it has been a pleasure to complete this project over the past ten years, spurred on by the rapid approach of the college’s 150th anniversary. May there be many more birthdays, and many more stories to tell about the achievements of this remarkable institution within the church, the university and the state of Victoria, as the ‘Dear Old Coll, the place we love the most’ continues to uphold its mission, begun in 1872, of transforming lives.







PART I
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Father of the College: The Leeper Years









1


A Long and Difficult Labour


1835–69
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Except the Lord build the house, they labour in vain that build it.


Psalm 127:1





EUROPEAN SETTLERS FROM Tasmania arrived in Port Phillip Bay in 1835,1 when John Batman negotiated a ‘treaty’ with the Wurundjeri people for use of vast areas of their fertile lands on the Iramoo plain. Colonial governor Richard Bourke later invalidated the deeds—the Crown did not recognise Indigenous inhabitants as owning the land—but he saw the value of formalising the new settlement, and in March 1837 the town, consisting of a dozen buildings and 180 settlers, was named in honour of the British prime minister, Viscount Melbourne. The white invasion had begun.


By 1839, John Fawkner, Batman’s rival promoter of the settlement and publisher of its first newspaper, was already calling for spending on education:




There is another purpose for which we are anxious to see a portion of the crown lands set apart, the revenues of which might be … appropriated to the establishment and support of a College in the capital of Australia Felix … No truly paternal Government, can or will sit down content with the mere erection of gaols, courts of justice, barracks, &c. … Such Government would surely display as anxious a wish … in providing by means of education, for the prevention of crime … by the erection of infant schools, seminaries, and colleges for all ages, and all classes.2




Following the appointment of Charles La Trobe as superintendent of the Port Phillip District, Fawkner included ‘a reserve for a College’ in a list of ‘those necessary Acts which his people will require’.3 In September 1839 he lamented that they had ‘not yet commenced a College’, later urging La Trobe to




reserve in the (as yet) unsold parts of the town, proper sites for several Superior public Schools; and either in the townships, or somewhere contiguous, to reserve also a large piece of land, on which, at some future but not distant day, a College may be conveniently erected … Again we say, the land is now open; there are not parties to conciliate; no vested rights (except the overlooked rights of the poor Aborigines), to contend against.4




No progress was made over the subsequent ten years, but in June 1850 Fawkner, who had been elected to the first Town Council in 1842, renewed his calls, urging Victoria to keep pace with New South Wales, where plans for a university were already well underway: ‘We must have a public University, open to all denominations, and co-extensive in its objects with those of the mother country.’5


As plans for the separation of Victoria from New South Wales progressed, in 1850 lawyer William Stawell chaired a meeting considering the ‘best mode of exhibiting their joy at the consummation of the approaching event’. Fawkner pledged his readiness to ‘put down £50 towards the erection of an university’ and reported that he knew others of a like mind.6 But it would be more than a year after the separation in 1851 that the first move was made. In November 1852, La Trobe transmitted the estimates for 1853 to the Legislative Council, including £10,000 ‘set apart for the establishment of the University of Melbourne’. La Trobe hoped the Council agreed with him in ‘thinking the early initiation of this Institution desirable’.7 In Council, the auditor-general, Hugh Childers, said: ‘Sydney had a university, and he trusted before long that Melbourne would also be able to boast of a flourishing one.’8 A select committee was appointed to investigate ‘the expediency of establishing such University’, with Childers noting the great need for providing the ‘means of obtaining primary education, but that the formation of a sound system of collegiate education was also highly important’.9 The committee quickly got down to business and its interim report, presented to the Council in January 1853, recommended the ‘immediate establishment of an university at Melbourne’.10


Australia’s first tertiary institution, the University of Sydney, was an obvious model. In the New South Wales Legislative Council in 1849, William Wentworth had urged that a university would allow ‘the child of every man, of every class, to become great and useful in the destinies of his country’ and that its ‘gates would be open to all, whether they were disciples of Moses, of Jesus, of Mahomed, of Vishnu, or of Buddha’.11 On the question of religion, then, Wentworth’s position was clear:




no religion at all should be taught in an institution such as he proposed … [I]f a university on these principles were founded, he should be willing to allow other denominational collegiate institutions to affiliate themselves to it—such institutions might, if they thought fit, establish foundations for degrees of divinity, and share in the advantages of the university by attendance on its lectures. One of the principal objects, indeed, which he had in keeping the central institution free from any sectarian influence was, that … it should be open to all, though influenced by none.12




While it was his experience from Cambridge that ‘collegiate institutions engendered a laziness and inertness, both in teachers and pupils, destructive to the objects they were designed to obtain’, nonetheless, Wentworth acknowledged that residence ‘was an advantage which he admitted that the University he wished to establish would not possess’. His bill, however, ‘gave to the officers of the University a surveillance over the private residences of the students’.13 The University of Sydney opened for teaching at the end of 1852, though colleges were yet a way off.14


On 6 January 1853, Childers moved that the Legislative Council consider his committee’s report on the founding of a university in Melbourne:




The plan proposed was similar to that which had been adopted at Sydney, and should be conducted, as nearly as possible, in the same manner that similar institutions were managed in England … It was intended that Collegiate Institutions should be established in connexion with the establishment, and not that any pecuniary aid should be given to them from the funds appropriated to its use, but that the students might avail themselves of the lectures that were given by the Professors in the University.15




Childers assisted Stawell, who was now attorney-general, in drafting the legislation. Their scheme differed from that of Sydney, which ‘contemplated grafting a College upon the University’, thinking rather that it was ‘necessary the College and University should be separate’.16 Thus, unlike Sydney, there was no provision for funding of residential colleges from within the university, but they proposed to ‘give greater facilities for the affiliation of Colleges established by private founders’, as all undergraduates were to be ‘required to reside, during Term, either with their Parents, Guardians, or persons appointed by their Parents or Guardians, or in some College or Boarding house licensed by the University’. Separate legislation for the ‘partial endowment of Affiliated Colleges’ by the government in Sydney was passed in 1854, leading the Anglicans to found St Paul’s College, which opened in 1856.17 Childers rejected public funding for colleges in Victoria. Instead, clause 8 provided that:




It shall be lawful for the said University to make any statutes for the affiliation to or connection with the same of any College or Educational Establishment to which the governing body of such College or Establishment may consent and for the licensing and supervision of Boarding houses intended for the reception of students and the revocation of such licences provided always that no such statutes shall affect the religious observances or regulations enforced in such Colleges.




From the outset, then, the legislation prevented the teaching of Divinity within the university, but affiliated colleges would be free to pursue it. The first council of the University of Melbourne, consisting of twenty prominent men of the colony (including both the Anglican and Catholic bishops), met for the first time on 3 May 1853. Mr Justice Redmond Barry was elected the first Chancellor, with Childers as part-time Vice-Chancellor.
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Charles Perry, first Bishop of Melbourne, led the push for the founding of a college.


To prosper, the university would require sufficient numbers of well-prepared students. Some had access to private tutors, but what was really required were better schools. At the time, these consisted of a variety of small establishments owned and run by individuals. Gradually, from the mid-1840s, the churches founded their own schools: the Anglicans started the Melbourne Diocesan Grammar School in 1849, and the Presbyterian Melbourne Academy (later Scotch College) began in Spring Street in 1851.18 All that was needed now was a determined individual to push the idea of a college forward.


From all accounts, Charles Perry was that man. Born in London in 1807, he was a graduate of Trinity College, Cambridge, where he was a contemporary of Tennyson. Perry was ordained priest in Ely in 1836 and soon began work on behalf of the Church Missionary Society. His successes there brought him to the attention of the secretary, Henry Venn. It was Venn who nominated Perry when the secretary of state for the colonies sought candidates to lead a diocese in Victoria.19 Charles and his wife, Frances, arrived in Hobson’s Bay on 23 January 1848. Five days later, he was installed as the first Bishop of Melbourne at St James’ Pro-Cathedral. Perry’s letters patent set the geographical boundaries of his diocese and, now that Melbourne was the seat of a bishop, raised its status from town to city.20


Before his departure, Perry had put out a call for priests interested in joining him in Melbourne; three clergymen and three lay readers arrived with him on the Stag. The new bishop also set about certifying local men as lay readers. Though this was a practical solution for a church short of qualified officiants (and the funds to pay them), Perry was censured by the church authorities at home and it spurred him to even greater commitment to the training of a local clergy. Well-trained clergy usually completed degrees before commencing theological training, but Perry was concerned in 1850 that Victoria was not ready: ‘With regard to a University, or a College (properly so called) my deliberate opinion is, that we are not yet ripe for one, and I, for my part, will not join in any attempt, which I feel assured would prove a failure.’21


The Church was not established in the colonies as it was in England. Perry wished the Church in Victoria to be self-governing and insisted that lay representatives play a role in governance through an elected synod.22 With this accomplished, he turned to schools, negotiating with St Peter’s, Eastern Hill for land for a school built with a grant from the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge (SPCK).23 His Diocesan Grammar School was, however, short-lived: the exodus of people to the goldfields from 1851 caused a lack of both teachers and pupils, and the school was closed at the end of 1854.24


Recognising the limitations of his first experiment, Perry began planning for a larger school. On 26 May 1853, he convened a meeting at which ‘a large attendance of influential members of our church’ was present to consider how to found a school on a ‘more permanent and efficient basis’ as well as the ‘expediency of establishing a College in connection with the proposed University’. Among a number of recommendations, the meeting resolved that ‘a Collegiate Institution, in connection with a Grammar School, should be established in this City, with a view to the affiliating of the former with the Melbourne University; and that the same be established on Church of England principles’.25


Two months later, the objects of the college were agreed as giving students a ‘sound religious education, according to the principles of the Church of England, and exercise over them a strict moral discipline’, and supplying ‘instruction in those branches of learning and science which are omitted in the University course’. Some wanted to remove all reference to the university, but HB Macartney, one of the clergymen brought over by Perry and appointed Dean of Melbourne in 1852, objected: while he felt the ‘entire colonial system with regard to religion was wrong’, there was now no alternative but to accept the university as it was, or have none at all. He was supported by Perry: it had ‘already been settled that the College should be affiliated with the University … If the amendment was agreed to, it would make the proposed institution an independent college, which, he had no doubt, would be a failure.’26


Governance of the ‘Grammar School and College’ was to be under a nine-member council, chaired by the bishop. At least four on the council were to be laymen, chosen by the ‘shareholders’, and the number of votes each held would be determined by his financial contribution. A further two members would be elected from among the graduates, ‘so soon as twenty students of the said College shall have obtained the Degree of Master of Arts or any equivalent degree at the University’, rising to four representatives once there were fifty graduates.27 As to the physical manifestation of the college, the draft constitution stated that:




The site shall be within, or in close proximity to, the University limits. The college shall lie under the management of a Provost, who shall be a clergyman of the Church of England in full orders; assisted, as circumstances may require, by one or more Fellows, who shall have signed the Articles and be members of the Church of England, to be selected as the Council shall appoint.





The provost would reside in the college, receive a fixed income and hold office quam diu se bene gesserit—that is, for as long as he did good work. Provision was made for a bursar, whose duties were to include ‘receiving fees, keeping accounts, supplying provisions, and managing all domestic arrangements’. The council would be responsible for setting student charges ‘sufficient to cover all the expenses of rooms, commons, and fees for tuition’.28


While the grammar school and the college were to be separate entities, at first there was a single council overseeing both, and it seems clear that the original idea was for the two institutions—school and college—to be located physically near to one another. In September 1853, the university council requested 100 acres (40 hectares) in Carlton, ‘adjoining the Sydney road’.29 Governor La Trobe offered 25 acres, but reserved the remainder ‘for ultimate educational uses in subordination to the University’.30 After further pleas, the colonial secretary wrote in April 1854 agreeing to extend the grant, but only from 25 to 40 acres.31 The new lieutenant-governor, Sir Charles Hotham, then laid the foundation stones for both the university and the Public Library on 3 July 1854. Originally, it was hoped they could build the school ‘upon the North side of Melbourne’, near the university site, but the colonial secretary warned that if such land were granted, ‘every religious denomination would solicit a similar privilege, to accord with which would be highly prejudicial to the interests of the metropolis’.32 The land was deemed so valuable that he could offer only 2 acres there, but perhaps 20 acres in a suburban district such as Prahran. A year later, Hotham granted the Anglicans the present Grammar School site in South Yarra. Bishop Perry laid its foundation stone on 30 July 1856 and the school opened in April 1858 with seventy-seven students. The first stage of Perry’s education plan was complete.


The four inaugural professors at the university, William Wilson (Mathematics), Henry Rowe (Classics and Ancient History), Frederick McCoy (Natural Sciences) and William Hearn (Modern History, Literature and Political Economy), were appointed ready for classes to begin in April 1855. After matriculating the first students, the chancellor noted that following the establishment of a university,




Colleges legitimately follow, spring from the exigencies of, and form a supplement to Universities; and the time … is perhaps not far off, when, as the number of students increase, and a demand arises for a more particular and peculiar inforcement of certain branches of secular knowledge, and a more immediate influence on their religious principles to be indoctrinated, the occasion for their establishment will be provoked here.33





At the time, the university’s first building was not quite finished. What is now known as the Old Quad was opened in October 1855, containing offices and teaching space enough to accommodate the sixteen men who were admitted in that first year. As for colleges, the first statutes, adopted in November, specified that:




Students of any College, affiliated to the University, shall be allowed credit for attendance on such of the courses of lectures in that College as shall be recognised in the Statute of Affiliation, and shall be permitted to proceed to any Degree in the University, provided that every such student shall have passed all the University Examinations, and shall have complied in other respects with the Regulations of the University.





No request for use of any of the land for colleges had yet been made, but the possibility was still an important matter for the university. In May 1856, the governor’s office approved the ‘conveyance to the University of Melbourne, in trust for affiliated Collegiate Institutions, of the remaining sixty acres reserved for that purpose’.34 The council immediately instructed the buildings committee to ‘take measures for fencing in the reserve’. That seemed to settle the question of the location of any future colleges, but it was another three years before even the dogged Perry found the energy to raise once again the question of a building.


On 14 November 1859, Perry prompted the school and college council to turn its attention to the ‘want of accommodation at the University for students belonging to the Church of England’. Council waited on William Nicholson, the new chief secretary, requesting a grant of £8000 if they raised a further £12,000 by public subscription. The reply, sent on 16 August 1860, was not favourable. Nicholson noted that the ‘state of the public revenue, and the claims upon it, would prevent his placing any sum on the estimates for collegiate purposes’.35


The first approach to the university regarding the reserved land was in March 1861, from the Roman Catholic bishop of Melbourne, James Goold. Goold asked that the council now apportion the land that had been ‘set apart for the purpose of erecting thereon a college’ in 1856.36 The university council recommended that the grounds should ‘not be divided into more than six portions’ and that once the land had been conveyed, maintenance of it ‘be borne by those bodies’.37 George Rusden, clerk of the executive council and a member of the Board of National Education, took exception, feeling that ‘any recommendation made by the Council of the University as to the partition of the College Reserve would be a departure from the board principle of non-interference with … questions affecting religious bodies in the community’. The government surely had not had this sort of distance in mind when drafting the statutes. The teaching of religion may have been forbidden, but there were at least four churchmen appointed to the university council. Rusden’s amendment was defeated, and the request for division of the reserve was sent to Governor Barkly. Although they were first to urge action, the Catholics would be the last to begin building.38


In January 1862, the secretary of the Board of Land and Works advised that the governor had approved the subdivision.39 The plans showed an equal distribution of the land among the four major religious denominations (the same four that had received funds for school buildings): the Anglicans, Presbyterians, Wesleyan Methodists and Roman Catholics. With the land question seemingly settled, the denominations began imagining colleges. Their chief desire was for theological training. Since 1860, Perry had been sending Victorian candidates to Moore College in Sydney, supported by a diocesan grant, but in June 1862 there were calls for the immediate founding of a theological college for Victoria, because ‘our arrangements for preparing future ministers must be very imperfect until we can offer facilities for such preparation, without requiring the student to leave the colony’. The correspondent suggested that a lecture room could be built for £200, the same amount being paid to assist two students being sent to Moore College. Spending the money here would provide a facility where ‘as many students as offer themselves would be enabled to obtain the assistance they require, and a part of our future college would be completed’.40 The editorial in the August issue of the Church Gazette was supportive:
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An early campus plan showing the college reserves and the first three buildings at the University of Melbourne.




We may fairly expect that, before very long, we shall have a Theological College erected. When this college is completed, our candidates for orders will reside within its walls, and will be brought into continual intercourse with its principal … We should not postpone the building of part of our future college because we cannot raise funds now to complete the whole … surely we can raise sufficient to build a Lecture Hall, and this, we think, should be built as soon as possible.41





A petition was already circulating and had been ‘signed so numerously, and by so many influential members of the church’ that they felt the bishop would soon agree. The 128 signatories urged the appointment ‘as soon as the necessary funds can be raised’ of one or more lecturers in Theology and the building of a college ‘on the ground set apart for that purpose adjoining the University’.42 A formal resolution was then moved by William Stawell (now chief justice) in the Church Assembly in January 1863. He stated that the ‘absence of any mode by which candidates for holy orders can receive in Victoria an education for the ministry, is detrimental to the interests of the church in this diocese’ and that, ‘in addition to a theological institution, a Church of England college affiliated to the university is urgently required’. Stawell’s motion asked for ‘stipends for a divinity professor and lecture-hall, and accommodation for divinity students, until the funds sufficient for the establishment of a permanent theological institution, and erection of suitable buildings, shall have been procured’. Members of the assembly had already agreed that the number of clergy in the colony needed to be increased and, given that ‘even in England the church was not sufficiently supplied with ministers’, the obvious conclusion was that they ‘must look for their clergymen amongst themselves’. Stawell explained that having to rely on Moore College had a ‘paralysing influence upon their own efforts’:




Many young men who would enter the ministry if there was a college here which they could attend without deserting their secular employment, so that they could at the same time obtain an education and support themselves, were prevented from doing so … At present, the university was but the half of a university, and must remain so until colleges were established in affiliation with it, for parents would not expose their sons to the temptation of a huge city without their having any control over them. It would not be necessary to confine themselves to theological students. An institution might be established where a theological training would be afforded, and where any young man passing through the university could be received.43





Other reports observed that at present the university was ‘only suitable for young men whose parents lived, perhaps, at St Kilda, Brighton, or the other suburbs of the town, whilst it was practically not of the slightest advantage to those who were residing in the country, and who should be entitled to equal benefits’.44 Bishop Perry was happy to give Stawell power to proceed, but reserved the right to make arrangements in respect of the ‘professor to take charge of the institution’, whose duties ‘could scarcely … be discharged by a parochial clergyman’. In his opening address to the Church Assembly on 6 January 1863, Perry responded to the petition, noting that:




a Church of England College, in connection with the University, would be of great advantage. It should be a general Church of England College for the education in the Ministry of those students who had graduated in the University, and he hoped that this undertaking would before long be commenced.45





‘Before long’ turned into a year. The resolutions of the assembly were sent to ‘influential members of the Church in Victoria’, along with a circular asking if they would be willing to serve on a committee for ‘carrying these resolutions into effect’. On 4 January 1864, the inaugural meeting of a ‘Provisional Committee for the Establishment of a Theological College’ was held in the bishop’s registry, with Stawell as chair. The meeting resolved unanimously that ‘it is desirable to commence by the erection of a substantial inexpensive building on the reserve adjacent to the University sufficient to provide a separate room each for eight or ten pupils, a common hall and a residence for a principal’.46


The Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge was then asked for a grant towards the building, and Professor Wilson was given the task of commissioning sketch plans for a building from the diocesan architect, Leonard Terry, along with ‘estimates of probable cost of portion to be now erected’. In December, Perry confirmed that the SPCK grant of £2000 for a college was still available, the £700 advanced earlier for the Diocesan Grammar School and the remaining £1300 that had been borrowed to purchase prefabricated iron churches from England for the goldfields having been repaid to it in the meantime.47 The bishop made it clear that he wanted to move more quickly, urging that ‘steps should be taken to set on foot the erection of a College on the University Ground, in connection with the Grammar School’. The council left it to Perry to consider how to ‘promote the erection of a College in accordance with the original constitution’.48


On 10 January 1865, Perry told the Church Assembly of the SPCK donation and suggested that half of the £1000 bequeathed by Charles Griffith, late chancellor of the diocese, be added to it, the other half going to the Cathedral Building Fund. Perry was now reimagining the initial focus of the new venture:




The college which it was proposed to erect would be affiliated to the University. He did not exactly like the term Church of England College; but it might be called Trinity College, or have some other name to be hereafter decided. It would be a college belonging to the Church of England for the reception and superintendence of students at the University, and for supplementing, so to speak, the instruction which they received from the University professors. This would be the primary object of the college, and a theological Institution might be engrafted upon it.49





Thus the name ‘Trinity College’ was proposed for the first time. It would not at the beginning be a theological institution, but would exist rather ‘for supplying that religious instruction which could not be given by the University Professors’.50


The provisional committee that met on 6 June 1865 consisted of Bishop Perry in the chair, four other clergymen, and four laymen. Justice James Stephen moved that ‘it is expedient proceedings should be taken for the establishment of a Church of England College in connexion with the University, of which a Theological Institution shall form a part’.51 James Spowers, general manager of The Argus newspaper, seconded Stephen’s motion, and it was agreed they meet soon with the council of the school and college to determine the best way forward.52 This inaugurated what was thence known as the Church of England College Committee. A subcommittee consisting of Stawell, Wilson, Stephen, John Bromby (headmaster of the Grammar School), Thomas Cole (vicar of St George’s, Malvern), Francis Grey Smith (manager of the National Bank of Australasia) and Charles Sladen, MLC was elected in September to carry out the work.53 Their first task was to secure a Crown grant for the land on which a college might be built; clearly it was desirable that the land should belong legally to the college—or, rather, the Church of England—rather than the university.


Professor Wilson was appointed secretary. He wrote to the chancellor on 4 October 1865 seeking clarification over the status of the land, ‘upon what trusts the Reserve was granted’, whether the Crown grant had been issued and, if not, what its legal status was, and what steps should be taken for ‘obtaining the transference of the portion appropriated by the Church of England’.54 The chancellor replied with a promise to allow Wilson to view the map of the allotment. The grant had not yet been received, but he would ‘apply for it immediately’. This he did the same day, though it was not what Wilson had intended. He asked Chancellor Barry to delay, for surely it should be the churches, not the university, applying for the Crown grants.55 The letters, of course, crossed in the mail, and in the meantime the Board of Land and Works had sent a reply to Barry stopping the whole process, considering it quite premature for the churches to be requesting grants when there were no immediate plans for buildings, but promising that ‘When the several Denominations have erected affiliated Colleges within their respective sites, Deeds of Grant will issue’.56


Not to be put off, the Anglicans used their considerable influence on the university council to push for control of the land. At the December council meeting, Stawell moved, seconded by Bishop Goold, that the university council




sanction applications being made to the Government by any of the Denominations for whose benefit land has been reserved as site of affiliated Colleges that such land may be granted to Trustees for an affiliated College for the Denominations applying provided the Deed of Grant contain in substance clauses similar to those contained in the Deed issued to the University.57





In January 1866, council determined that university support for college proposals would be contingent upon ‘approval by the Council of the design of the Buildings to be erected, as being suitable in their external architectural character’. Perry moved that ‘every student at an affiliated college … shall within six months after he has entered into residence either be matriculated at the University or admitted ad eundem statum [at an equivalent status] therein’.58 The motions were carried, providing some ground rules for future colleges.


Barry forwarded his title request to the attorney-general, George Higinbotham, in January 1866. This began a protracted bureaucratic process. In May, Perry’s office sent a formal application to have ownership of the land vested in a panel of Church trustees, only to be told again that no such order could be made until the land was built upon. Perry and Stawell met personally with the president of the Board of Land and Works, James Grant, on 20 June, who ‘promised to give an assurance that the grant would issue on the conditions stated by the University as soon as the college buildings were commenced’.59 A week later, Perry wrote to Grant seeking his formal assurance, but Grant now replied that he ‘could not at present give the pledge asked for’. In fact, Higinbotham had already replied to the chancellor:




upon application being made for any such grant, the Government will take with its careful consideration the views of the Council as expressed in the Resolution, and will also consider whether it will be expedient to insert in the grants any further or different conditions for the purpose of carrying out the policy adopted by the Legislature in the matter of public institutions.60





It was clear the government was not keen on simply handing over the land at a time when the rapid increase in suburbs was making sites close to the city much more valuable, but the first stage of the process was concluded on 16 July 1866 when orders temporarily reserving the land were issued. The Gazette described the ‘site for Church of England College’ as being ‘Nine acres three roods [4 hectares], more or less, county of Bourke, parish of Jika-jika’.61


Copies of Higinbotham’s letter were sent immediately to representatives of the other three denominations, expressing grave concern as to the possible ‘conditions’ that might be imposed upon them by the government. They were invited to ‘cooperate with the College Committee on the subject’ and a meeting was arranged for 29 August.62 Stawell convened the meeting of representatives, with the chancellor presiding. The terms of any future land grants were considered, the conditions previously fixed by the university were accepted, and it was resolved that the grants ‘ought not to contain any other restrictive clauses’. A delegation was then elected to meet with the commissioner of Crown lands.63 They were particularly concerned that it would be ‘impossible to collect funds for buildings until the conditions alluded to were known’. On 11 September, the commissioner gave his assurance that there was




no desire on the part of the Government to deviate in any way from the original object for which the land was promised; that his only desire was to secure for each church the full control of it for such purposes, with such restrictive clauses only as would prevent collision with the University, and he finally promised that a draft of the deed should be at once prepared and submitted to the several churches.64





The deed was delivered on 10 December, but was ‘found to contain very objectionable clauses’. Presumably, these related to the uses to which the land could be put, which might restrict the religious activities offered within colleges. Letters of objection were sent by Bishop Goold and Adam Cairns, principal of the Presbyterian Theological Hall. Confronted with this stern opposition, Grant disavowed any knowledge of the deed’s content. He disapproved of it as much as the complainants, and agreed to have it redrafted. During 1867, the registrar of the diocese (Thomas T à Beckett), Dr Cairns and Thomas Cole met with the commissioner on several occasions, but no new draft had been received by the next meeting of the Church Assembly in January 1868. And there, with the land at least temporarily secured, matters were to stand for another two years.
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Leonard Terry’s elegant yet restrained 1868 proposal for the complete Trinity College buildings.


The college committee did meet during that period. On 19 November 1868, Wilson read a letter from Bishop Perry ‘strongly recommending that immediate steps should be taken to proceed with the building of the College’. The committee busied itself with ‘devising and examining plans for such a structure as shall, while meeting all present requirements, be both ornamental in itself, and ultimately admit of extension commensurate with the importance of the institution’. As directed, Wilson had consulted Stawell and Stephen, and ‘instructed Mr. Terry to put the plans for the College in such a state as would enable the Committee at once to call for tenders of some portion of the work’. Leonard Terry delivered an impressive design modelled on the English colleges, with double-storeyed residential blocks around large, grassed quadrangles, set off at each end by a dining hall and a chapel, and with a monumental tower over the gatehouse. It was agreed that ‘with a view to securing a deed of grant … it is desirable to proceed at once with some portion of the building’, and that the ‘ground plan for the Western Front be adopted’. The plans were forwarded to the university for approval.65


In December, Terry presented the tenders for work on the first building along Sydney Road. The cost was well beyond the £3000 at the committee’s disposal, and the tender was rejected. Instead, Terry was instructed to prepare plans for the ‘Principal’s House’; it could be built first and ‘used for a residence for students’. It was agreed that the residence should be ‘at the south east corner of the quadrangle’. The final plans were adopted on 27 May 1869, when the committee agreed to meet ‘at the University’ on 5 June to determine the exact site for the building, to consist of a ‘common lecture room, dining room and kitchen, private studies and bedrooms that might later be suitable for conversion into a residence for the Principal’.66


While there was enough money available to begin construction, donations would be needed to complete even this first building, and the committee’s appeal was to the ‘public spirit of Churchmen not to allow so important a work, which is to take rank with the ancient and religious foundations of the mother country, to be executed in a slovenly or on an inferior scale’. Further, there was a call to benefactors for the endowment of scholarships, ‘perpetuating the memory of the donors to future generations, and at the same time being the means, under God, of raising up many of the most distinguished members of the Christian ministry’. A pamphlet drafted by Dr Bromby was circulated to parishes urging the speedy erection of the college, for unless building works commenced quickly, the land so recently granted might even more rapidly be resumed.


Another reason to make haste was the diocesan payments to Moore College. At the Church Assembly in February 1869, Perry reiterated the decision that ‘building should be commenced immediately’, but when they turned to payments from church funds there was disagreement over the £150 exhibitions to Moore College. Wilson moved that the grant ‘be not allowed’. He was supported by Robert Potter, vicar of St Mary’s, North Melbourne, who noted the ‘dangers arising from theological students intended for the ministry in Victoria being educated solely according to the views of one section of the Church’. Walter Fellows, vicar of St John’s, Toorak, complained that sending students to Moore was ‘the greatest obstacle to having a theological college in Victoria’.67


Letters in the Church of England Messenger expressed frustration with the high-versus-low bickering—it was the ‘bane of the Church of England that it is split up into parties’—but agreed that payments to Moore College delayed the founding of a Victorian theological school:




What we most need here at present is a Church of England College affiliated to the University. An effort is now being made to found such a college … When it is effected, and the college has been brought into operation, we shall have time to consider the expediency of grafting upon it a theological institution. It may be that then some noble-minded man may, like Mr Moore … endow one in such a manner as to make it no longer necessary or expedient to send our divinity students away from us.68





Perry told the assembly that the diocese should continue to make the payments to Moore College, except that instead of coming from the General Fund they might ‘trust to the special contributions for exhibitions to students’. New scholarships at St Paul’s College, Sydney for those undertaking degrees before entering Moore College did not help Trinity’s cause, but the fact that Moore charged interstate students a £5 entrance fee did.69


The arguments for the immediate founding of a college in Melbourne were set out in Bromby’s pamphlet. There was now a ‘strong desire which is felt that means should be provided for training students for the ministry within the diocese itself ’. Those who completed their degrees and intended taking holy orders needed places to board so that they could ‘consolidate the groundwork of a higher education prior to the commencement of a strictly theological course’. It was thus ‘imperative’ that a university college be begun at once.70


In July, Terry recommended that tenders be postponed for six weeks due to the current ‘high price of building materials’. Much as they did not wish to delay, the committee also had to protect their scant funds. Terry’s ‘careful estimate’ for the building was £5000, but the builder, James Lawrence, costed it at £6000. Terry was, nonetheless, authorised to proceed.71


On 4 November 1869, it was agreed formally that the new institution should be called Trinity College, and preparations were made for the laying of a foundation stone on 4 December.72 But December passed without any stone being laid, as it would be more auspicious to inaugurate the new college during the Church Assembly—an amiable sentiment, as the two bodies would find themselves bound closely together over the next twenty years. Perhaps it was Bishop Perry himself who proposed the delay in order that the momentous occasion could occur with the maximum ceremony and exposure.73 Getting even to this point had, indeed, been a long and difficult labour. It was yet to be seen if, after such an extended gestation, Perry’s concept would emerge as the strong and vigorous being for which its many supporters had longed and prayed.
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Breaking New Ground


1870–71
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For which of you, intending to build a tower, sitteth not down first, and counteth the cost, whether he have sufficient to finish it?


Luke 14:28





PERRY INFORMED THE Church Assembly in February 1870 that he would lay the ‘memorial stone’ for their long-awaited college the following week. While there was £4000 in the building fund, £7500 was now required. Perry noted that:




A very strong desire for the establishment of such a college has been expressed both in this Assembly and outside, and complaints have been made of the delay in commencing it. I trust, therefore, that there will be no lack of persons willing to contribute, and to exert themselves in obtaining contributions from others.1





On the day itself, Perry reminded the assembly that a subscription list had been opened and that donations could be given to ‘any clergyman of the assembly’. Members of the university were encouraged to ‘appear in academic dress’ for the ceremony.2 At eleven o’clock on Thursday 10 February 1870, seventeen years after he first proposed it, Perry led a procession, which ‘looked very picturesque wending its way across the field’, from the university to the site of the first building of the first college at the University of Melbourne. Choristers from St Peter’s, Eastern Hill were followed by robed academics and students, the singing accompanied by a harmonium. Professor Wilson read the Latin memorial he had composed for the occasion, written on a scroll that was deposited in a bottle under the stone, along with that day’s newspapers and some coins:




AD SUMMI DEI PATRIS FILII SPIRITUS SANCTI


GLORIAM ET HONORAM


AD CHRISTIANAE HONOREM AMPLIFICATIONEM ET STABILIMENTUM


AD AUGENDUM OL CONTINUANDUM PIETATIS CULTUM


AD OMNIA GENERIS BONARUM LITERATUM INCREMENTA


AD LINGUARUM COGNITIONEM


AD JUVENTUTIS IN PIETATE VIRTUTE ET DISCIPLINA


NECNON ET LITERIS HUMANIORIBUS ET SCIENTIA EDUCATIONEM


HUNC LAPIDEM ANGULAREM


COLLEGII SANCTAE ET INDIVIDUAE TRINITATIS


IN URBE ET ACADEMIA MELBURNENSI


CLERO POPULOQUE CIRCUMSTANTE POSUIT VIR ADMODUM


REVERENDUS CAROLUS PERRY, S.T.P. PRIMUS MELBURNIAE EPISCOPUS


DIE FEBRUARII DECIMO ANNO DOMINI MDCCCLXX


ET VICTORIAE REGINAE NOSTRAE XXXIII


AB INITIO USQUE AD EXITUM HUJUS OPERIS


ADSIT DEUS LABORIQUE NOSTRO FAVEAT PROPITIUS. AMEN.3





Perry then laid the ‘chief cornerstone of a college to be dedicated to the holy, blessed, and undivided Trinity, and to be called Trinity College’. His address noted that it ‘was now 22 years since he landed in the colony, but until this time he had not been permitted to see the commencement of a college’. He vowed to carry on the project while they had funds, but ‘there the walls would stop’:




He must confess he had some degree of fear lest, after they had begun, they should come to a standstill; and he should feel shame, not for himself but for the Church of which he was the bishop, if that fear were realised. But he trusted that all would exert themselves to the utmost of their power to save them from the unpleasant necessity of having to leave the building half-finished, while perhaps brethren of other churches, beginning after them, might get their work finished before them.4





Speeches followed from Professor Wilson representing the university, Dean Macartney representing the Church of England, Sir James Palmer on behalf of the parliament, and Sir William Stawell from the Grammar School and College Council. Wilson began by outlining the functions of the new college:




They hoped that Trinity College would in the first place serve as a residence for students who were pursuing their studies at the University … Provision, however, had to be made for young men who came from a distance, and had no friends with whom they could live … Again, the college would form a training college for the clergy. He did not say that it would form anything like a special theological institution, but it would be one by means of which the young men training for the Church could obtain instruction with those trained for the bar or medicine.





Palmer spoke of the ‘desirableness of having a system of public instruction whereby they would be able to eliminate from the mass the talent which was most deserving of the highest cultivation’, while Stawell saw the ‘completion’ of the university as a major step in the development of the colony:




We must all feel that Victoria was for the Victorians, and must wish to have our sons educated in this country, so that they might grow up associated with its ways and habits of thought. We must feel that it was undesirable to send our sons to Europe to be educated, in order that they might come back, as frequently had been the case, merely to despise this country … It was a disgraceful reproach to them as members of the Church of England, that while every facility had been placed in the way of students wishing to qualify themselves for learned professions, no provision had been made for the education of young men in the highest profession of all—the Church. He was now glad to see that that reproach was in course of removal.





Perry’s appeal did not raise any great amount immediately but, along with the grant from the SPCK, there was enough to begin. The Age noted that:




The Episcopalians are the first to build, but their scheme is confined at present to the erection of a principal’s house and accommodation for boarders. The building is to be of white Tasmanian stone, and the walls have already an altitude of about ten feet [3 metres]. It will be a very handsome edifice, something after the style of the University in its design, which is the Light Gothic. The principal’s quarters are to have two lofty stories, and in the dormitories and other offices attached there will be three.5





At the beginning of March, the ‘Trinity College Committee’ reported that Lawrence had commenced building, that a ‘road had been surveyed and marked out through the College Reserve’, although Wilson as secretary ‘had been unable to ascertain by whom’. It was agreed to erect a ‘broad paling fence’ along the west and north sides of the college land, and a picket fence along the east, facing the university. The university council and the Roman Catholic authorities were also to be informed that they were ‘about to fence our ground and plant a belt of trees along the north side of the University fence’ and suggesting that ‘it is desirable they should do the same’.6


The annual matriculation ceremony for 1870 was held at the university on Saturday 5 March. The number of men admitted was seventy-eight, twenty-four more than the previous year. The Argus thought it a ‘remarkable success’, noting that ‘if we judge by the number of these admissions, the demand for university education is, in comparison with the population, greater in this country that in any part of the United Kingdom’. The vice-chancellor, Anthony Brownless, mentioned the benefits of colleges in general terms during his address to the new students:




In this large city the dangers to which young men are exposed are neither few nor trivial, and these dangers are greatly increased, as I have previously observed, by the want of collegiate residence, especially in the case of those students who do not live with their friends in town. I need hardly particularise the snares set for youth, and the numerous temptations to idleness, dissipation, and vice, which exist so largely in this city … I allude to those numerous dancing saloons, to which the youth of both sexes resort, and where, under the guise of innocent amusement, more ruin has been brought to the character and morals of our youth than by any other cause with which I am acquainted.7





Not everyone was so convinced of the benefits of residential college life, nor indeed of the usefulness of Australia’s universities, considering their restricted curricula. George Mackie, minister at the South Yarra Presbyterian Church, observed that students in the English colleges seemed to learn only an ‘immense amount of snobbery and profanity’. What they needed, he said, was instruction in moral philosophy; these ‘higher studies should form part of this university curriculum, and not be relegated as now proposed to the halls of a denominational theology’.8


Yet there was not yet even a completed building at Trinity. Wilson called a meeting of ‘churchmen, whether connected with the University or not’, for 4 April 1870 at the Mechanics’ Institute to discuss the college:




we can hardly imagine a more interesting object than the furtherance of this well-considered project, which is designed to afford to our students the advantages of the English collegiate system, without in any way impairing or modifying the catholicity of the original institution.9





Stawell took the chair, and over sixty people were present. He sought their assistance not only in raising money, but by ‘spreading information respecting the proposed college, and promoting an interest in its success’. Stawell argued that young men should




live together, and even quarrel with each other up to a certain point, so that the angular points in their character might be rounded off, and so that they might be made men of the world … know how to consider their fellow-men, and appreciate those who were deserving of a position among them. Another reason why this college was wanted was that at present there were no means of educating those who wished to become clergymen … it was only by means of a college of this kind that religion could be imparted.10





On the question of education for ordained ministry, Thomas Cole confirmed that this was impossible at the university, but ‘this defect … may most effectually be met by the establishment of affiliated colleges’. George Rusden moved that ‘this meeting pledges itself to use every effort to provide funds for the completion’ of the college they had begun. The dean of Melbourne, Dr Macartney, seconded the motion, noting that the community




could not expect the state to furnish a denominational as well as a secular education in the University; the whole tide of human affairs was now driving rapidly in the opposite direction. If, therefore, they had any faith in their religion, they ought to come forward and establish an affiliated college to the National [that is, Victorian] University, which would supply the religious education … He, for one, was prepared to do anything that could be done in the direction in which they wished to go.





The dean’s impassioned speech drew hearty cheers of support, and the resolution was carried. Although a volunteer committee had existed since 1865, a larger general committee was now elected to drive the fundraising effort.


Despite this enthusiasm, there were still detractors. One complained of a lack of information about the college, questioned its entire purpose, and suggested that ‘scarcely a person knows anything of its proposed government; or, indeed, whether any has been drafted and, if so, by what authority’.11 Bishop Perry responded in May 1870. Now that attention had been drawn to the existence of the college, more could be said about it. His vision for Trinity was that




the College is intended to be as nearly similar as possible to the colleges of our ancient English Universities, and that the need of such an institution for affording to under-graduates a residence under collegiate rules and due supervision, and for supplying that religious instruction and moral discipline which are now necessarily excluded from academical education in Victoria, seems so obvious as to require no argument for its demonstration.12





Perry thanked Wilson for his ‘zeal, untiring activity, and wise counsels in the prosecution of the work’ and noted the donation of 200 books from his own brother-in-law, John Cooper, in Cambridge that were being kept at the Public Library until such time as the college had its own facilities. Lastly, he made some remarks about an associated theological institution:




The primary aim is to erect a college for our students at the University. How such a college may be used for the special education of candidates for the ministry will be a proper subject for future consideration. I will now only add the expression of my earnest hope, that the large majority of, if not all, such candidates, wherever they may acquire their theological and pastoral training, will become members of the College, and graduate at the University.





Another correspondent was entirely unconvinced by these arguments regarding the creation of a ‘Theological Hall’ within the college, believing that very few of ‘our colonial clergy will ever be graduates’ and so the cost was prohibitive:




Let as many as can afford it of our candidates for holy orders become candidates also for degrees, and go through the whole three years’ course at the Melbourne University … If, on the other hand, the Theological School is to be confined to graduates or men reading for a degree, excellent as the plan may be, we fear that the results of the undertaking will not be in proportion to the cost, and at all events the important question will be as far as ever from being solved, Where can we get theological training within the diocese for the great bulk of our candidates for orders?13





The general committee met again in April, when Cole and Wilson were deputed to ‘make preparations for flattening the grounds’. But a month later, ‘with the exception of making a few dams to stop the source of water in the gully, nothing had been done to prepare the ground for planting’.14 In May, a separate constitution for the college was discussed, but ‘differences of opinion were expressed as to the exact position of the college in relation to the Grammar School’.15 The committee thought it important for Trinity’s success that it ‘should both in its organisation & its government be altogether independent of any particular school or schools in the colony’ and began to consider the best way to separate the subscribers to the college from those of the Grammar School, and to determine the qualifications of voters. For practical reasons, it was no longer desirable to shackle the success of one venture too closely to the other. Certainly, the two parts of the project—school and college—now had different aims, even if they still had shared values. The school was prospering and its supporters were perhaps wary should the college not succeed. Perry agreed that the proper course was to sever the connection. The committee wrote to the council in June recommending a formal separation, and the college’s building committee was charged with preparing a draft constitution.


Provisions enabling the School and College Council to ‘in future be the council of the Grammar School only’ were discussed on 20 June 1870.16 A meeting of the school’s governors and electors was then summoned but, given the notice period, could not make any determinations before September. The committee hoped the college building would be ready by the start of the 1871 academic year. The builder, James Lawrence, was due £700 to ‘enable him to put the roof on’; they had £572 in the bank and only another £100 in promises. Money was tight, but they would scrape by.17 The treasurer, Mr Stephen, reported that




Mr Lawrence would be able for nearly what money they had to cover in the building to make it weatherproof, so that they would be in a position to leave off, should they be unfortunately obliged to do so … It would cost at least £1,500 more to finish the building internally, so as to make it fit for occupation, and unless they could see their way clear to get that money they could hardly safely enter upon the last stage of the work—the completion internally.18





Enough timber had already been secured for the roof; Bishop Perry felt ‘no hesitation in proceeding with the roof of the building, but unless they could get the money to go further with it they must stop when the roof was on’. He had ‘always felt a very strong interest on the subject of a college’ and would be ‘greatly disappointed if he were removed from amongst the people of the church here before one was completed’. Perry agreed that clergy be asked to read a statement from the pulpit asking for support.


And yet, they still had to deal with members of the public who raised objections to the establishment of ‘a sectarian college in connexion with a non-sectarian university’. The first stirrings of ‘Home Rule’ in Ireland, the influx of non-Christians during the gold rush, the rise in scientific thinking prompted by publication of Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of Species (1859), and the questioning of continued state aid to church schools all fed a belief that to be truly egalitarian, society should reject religious ‘favouritism’. Prejudice against Roman Catholics remained strong due to the distinct divide between the largely Anglican elite and mainly Irish working-class immigrants (and earlier convicts). So Wilson responded angrily to the charges of sectarianism in the new college:




There was no denomination which had so little of the sect about it as the Church of England had, and there was no reasonable probability whatever of a non-sectarian college being erected. The proposed college was not in any sense intended to be a close institution, but it would be one which any member of any denomination might reside at, by simply conforming to the rules of the house. No person wishing to enter it would be asked whether he was a member of the Church of England or not, but there were certain rules for securing good moral discipline which would have to be agreed to … The college would be as much like an unsectarian college as any that could be obtained in the colony.19





Bishop Perry concurred: he should be ‘glad to see the different denominations also have their colleges at the University’, such that the ‘mixing together of the different denominations would have the effect of softening those uncharitable feelings which existed among the sects’. George Vance, vicar of Holy Trinity, Kew, asked if it were really intended that ‘young men of any religion would be admitted’; surely, ‘if it were known that it was not to be for the members of the church, so far from collecting another £1,500, they would scarcely be able to collect 1,500 shillings’. Perry would be ‘very sorry indeed that any declaration should be required’ and would ‘admit every one who came to the college’ as long as they agreed to ‘submit to the rules and formularies of the college’.


The debate was heightened by the passing in England in June 1871 of the Universities Tests Act, allowing Catholics, nonconformists and non-Christians such as Jews to enter Oxford, Cambridge and Durham. For Trinity in Melbourne, the question was one that ‘touches very nearly the life and character of the institution, and it is simply idle to reply to it with the rhetorical commonplaces of an intolerant liberalism’. The college was a private institution, and thus ‘whether we open or close its doors is nobody’s business by our own’, but there was disquiet expressed that the college might not insist upon religious instruction:




This undenominational character of the University, however, is not meant to extend downward to the colleges … Build—of course—each for itself; that its sons, while attending the secular lectures of the University, may at the same time receive instruction in those higher studies which form here no part of the University course. To this rule it is now proposed that Trinity College should be an exception; and we want to know why … To us it seems that if such is actually to be the case, we might just as well have no College at all. For, leaving the question about admission, is it proposed or not to make attendance at the divinity classes obligatory? If not, our College falls at once into the rank of mere boarding-houses for students, and should have been erected at the cost of the State rather than that of the Church.20





Similar concerns from the opposite side also appeared. The ‘denominational




character’ of the college was essential, yet it need not be exclusive: [The] suggestion to confine the college to members of the Church of England was received with marked disfavour … We trust that when the time comes for framing the constitution of the college, care will be taken to secure for it the most complete liberality that is consistent with its object. We want a college where our young men may pursue their studies in quiet, and may lead an orderly and godly life, such as befits gentlemen and Christians, and not an Anglican Propaganda. We suppose that in time a Divinity School would grow up within the college, and that to that school the Church of England would look for its supply of ministers. Such a school, however, would be merely a department, so to speak, of the college, and should not be allowed to interfere with its more general educational functions.21





The committee met four times over the next two months, until on 23 September the ‘objects of the College in the preamble’ were approved. It was also agreed that it was ‘desirable that the College be incorporated, & that this be effected if possible under a general act’.22 In the meantime, the mail from England brought the news that Octavius Browne, Esq., ‘formerly a well-known and highly-esteemed merchant of Melbourne’, intended to contribute £200 to the Trinity College fund, and that that amount had since been paid over to the treasurer by his representatives.23


Despite these concerns over the founding principles of the institution, the ‘ropes that bound the School and College were cut’ at a general meeting of the subscribers and electors at the Grammar School buildings on 24 September 1870, the motion for the separation being moved by Stawell.24 A draft constitution was agreed at the meeting of the provisional committee the same day. This provided that the college be ‘ultimately governed by a Provost and Fellows’, with power to make rules subject to assent from the bishop and a ‘Visitor’, an external arbiter, usually with only ceremonial duties but who could be called in to investigate serious matters. Among the questions left for future discussion were such topics as the powers of the bishop and the proposed Professor of Theology, and whether graduates should be permitted to ‘reside and take pupils’.25


The college now stood on its own, both physically and administratively. Trinity had a building but, as yet, very little security of existence. The building, in fact, still sat on land that was not under the control of the college. A year earlier, on 28 July 1869, the college had nominated five men to be the first trustees of the Crown grant, but it was not until 26 September 1870, after lengthy consideration, that the Commissioner of Crown Lands and Survey announced that the governor had agreed to the nominations, and had appointed Charles Perry, William Stawell, HB Macartney, James Stephen and William Wilson to be trustees of the land set apart for ‘Church of England College purposes’.26


Further details of the constitution were hammered out during three meetings in October. The draft was published in the Messenger in November 1870 with notice of a meeting of subscribers set for 6 December.27 The provisions summarised the structure of the college:




There are to be 12 elective fellowships, tenable for six years, the fellows to be full graduates of the University of Melbourne, and members of the Church of England. The scholarships are to number 21, and be tenable for seven years, the scholars being elected by the provost and fellows from the undergraduate members of the college of not less than two years’ standing. The provost is to be elected by the fellows of the college, and to hold office for five years. The Bishop of Melbourne is to have the power of appointing a professor of divinity in the college, who, should he not be the provost, would be ex officio a fellow of the college.28





Bishop Perry chaired the December meeting, which agreed unanimously to adopt the draft constitution and submit it to the Church Assembly for approval. Election of the members of the new council was postponed until the next session of the assembly, due to be held early in 1871. Wilson was appointed secretary of a committee charged with gathering subscribers and was thanked for the ‘great labour he had devoted to the elaboration of the constitution’.29 In the Church Assembly on 8 December 1870, the Reverend RB Dickinson of St Luke’s, South Melbourne moved that the statutes of Trinity College and ‘arrangements for the government of the same prior to the appointment of a provost’ be approved. Having ‘since lain without objection on the table of the Church Assembly’ for the rest of December, it came into effect.30 The first statute read:




Trinity College is founded in the Name of God Almighty Father Son and Holy Spirit to aid in the advancement of sound learning and religious education by providing a home where students of the University of Melbourne may reside under Christian discipline and receive religious instruction in accordance with the Liturgy and the Articles of the Church of England and also by supplying means for the training and the instruction of candidates for Holy Orders in the said Church.
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Bishop Perry was joined as trustee by four other notables of Melbourne society: Hussey Burgh Macartney, Sir William Stawell, James Stephen and William Wilson.


The Bishop of Melbourne was named as Visitor. The provost was to have ‘entire control and management of the College subject to the Statutes and Rules’ and was required to be a member of the Church of England. The members of college were defined as ‘all Members of the University of Melbourne and Bachelors and Matriculated Students thereof whose names shall have been duly enrolled on the Books of the College’. Appended to the statutes were the transitional governance provisions, to operate until such time as the provost and fellows existed. These created a council consisting of




the Trustees for the time being of the College the Acting Head of the College three persons elected by contributors of £1 and upwards to the College and three persons elected by such Members of the University of Melbourne being also Members of the Church of England as shall have enrolled their names on the books of the College.





The fellows of the college would not be elected until the council judged that they had accumulated an endowment ‘sufficient to secure an adequate salary for the Provost’. Once the first election of fellows had occurred, the council would cease its duties and hand over the reins to the provost and fellows.


In the event, there was another delay in getting even this interim council up and running, when the promised elections to council did not occur at the Church Assembly. The provisional committee met again on 5 June 1871, when they moved that ‘it is desirable to proceed with the College Building at once’, but also recognised that ‘it is hopeless to attempt at present to raise by subscription a sufficient fund for the purpose’. Bishop Perry then offered a loan, which was accepted, with his name entered on the subscription and life membership lists. Finally, the secretary was authorised to proceed with the preparation of the grounds for planting.31 The committee met again on 14 August, when Stephen, Stawell and Wilson offered to make efforts to found a subscription list of persons willing to take a share in a building to be purchased in the name of the bishop as security for his loan of £1500. Although never called upon, the promoters of the scheme were rather prescient, as it was to be many years before the loan was repaid.32


Thus, finally, Wilson placed advertisements both for the ‘members of the University of Melbourne enrolled as members of Trinity College’ and for the ‘contributors to the funds of Trinity College’ to attend a meeting at the bishop’s registry on 3 October in order to elect three members from each constituency to the council of the college.33 Twenty men were present. As there was a greater number of nominations than places, a ballot was opened for voting until six o’clock.34 The result was that the enrolled members elected John Bromby, George Rusden and Thomas Cole, while the subscribers elected two clergymen, Henry Handfield and George Vance, and Franklin Kendall, the Melbourne agent for P&O.35


On 5 October 1871, Bishop Perry opened the Church Assembly in the city’s new Town Hall in Swanston Street. In his address, he noted that the




shell of the provost’s lodge of Trinity College has been erected, and the internal fittings are now being proceeded with … Remembering the strong desire expressed by various members of the assembly for the immediate commencement of this building, I confess that I have been disappointed at the little general interest shown about it. At the same time I would express my thankfulness that, owing to the assiduous attention and sound judgment of a few gentlemen who took the matter up, not only has so great progress been made in the building, but, what is in my opinion of much greater importance, the constitution of the college has been so framed as to ensure its becoming hereafter, with God’s blessing, an institution worthy of the church in Victoria.36





In accordance with the constitution, the new council met for the first time on 11 October 1871 at the Town Hall. Nine men were present: four of the five trustees—Perry, Macartney, Stawell and Wilson—and all the elected members except Bromby. Wilson was requested to continue his service as secretary, with Stephen elected treasurer. The question of the Crown grant still being undecided, it was determined that Handfield and Wilson should accompany the diocesan registrar, Thomas à Beckett, to the Crown Lands office the next day at noon, ‘to press the matter forward’.37


On 16 October, five years after its temporary reservation, the ‘Site for Church of England affiliated College’ at Carlton was permanently reserved, and gazetted four days later. The land had been surveyed more precisely and the area subsequently increased slightly to 10 acres and 12 perches (a little over 4 hectares).38


Finally, on 13 November 1871, the Crown grant was issued in the names of the five trustees and their heirs and successors. The college now existed on a solid constitutional basis, with an operative council elected to administer it. It had a permanently assigned plot of land, a select group of trustees appointed to oversee it, and a (nearly) completed building in which to operate. Perry’s vision, so clearly articulated almost twenty years earlier, was lacking only a staff to deliver its educational and pastoral offerings, and students to partake of the rich rewards promised on the new and fertile grounds within the first residential college in the colony.





3


From First Principles


1872–75
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The stranger did not lodge in the street: but I opened my doors to the traveller.


Job 31:32




THE FIRST TASK of the council was to appoint a principal. The members met for the second time on 8 January 1872 to discuss it, without coming to any conclusion. Two weeks later, they met on the building site at the college when, ‘after long and careful consideration’, they resolved to offer the ‘Acting Headship’ to 36-year-old Anglican priest George W Torrance. They then inspected the works and, presumably, found them to be satisfactory. Torrance accepted the offer, but not before discussing his concerns with Professor Wilson. He was, according to Wilson, ‘under a misapprehension as to the nature of the undertaking’ and was ‘not prepared to enter into anything of the nature of a Boarding House speculation, but … was prepared to take charge of the discipline of the College without remuneration beyond residence and commons’.1


Born in Dublin, Torrance had been a boy chorister at Christ Church Cathedral and had studied music in Leipzig before entering Trinity College Dublin and being ordained priest in 1866. Following his siblings to Australia in 1869, he was appointed to a curacy at Christ Church, South Yarra by Bishop Perry, and during 1870 served as locum at St John’s, La Trobe Street. He maintained this post through his appointment to Trinity, which was initially offered to him only for the 1872 academic year.2


The college became further indebted to Bishop Perry when he offered to ‘advance money at a low rate of interest’ for the purchase of furniture. One room in what was now being referred to as ‘the Lodge’ would be carpeted as a sitting room and reception room in which the head could meet guests. The library would also be fitted out as a sitting room for the students. Gas and water were ordered to be connected, and the fees set at £60 to £70 per annum, depending on the size and type of room being provided. These fees would not cover any periods outside the regular university term.


In February 1872, advertisements for staff were placed, the first being for a caterer. A Mrs Bushe was selected to ‘undertake the whole work of the College and to supply meals and fuel for cooking and washing of table linen at £1 per week per head for the first ten students and at 17/6 per head for all in excess of that number’.3 An advertisement for tutors ‘willing to reside at Trinity College, and to enter into arrangements for boarding students there’ was placed in The Argus on 6 February.4 Then, on 24 February, the Messenger published the following notice:




We are thankful to state that the Rev. GW Torrance has accepted the office of acting head of this institution, and that through the great liberality of the Lord Bishop it is now open to receive students for the University who may choose to prefer the advantages it offers to the random life of a Melbourne lodging-house.5





There was also a long article praising Professor Wilson for the ‘generous and unselfish spirit’ with which he had pursued the founding of the college, at once acknowledging the great length of time taken to reach this point and chastising the college council, in very harsh terms, for the seeming haste in opening the college before it was truly ready:




[W]e could have wished that the Council had consulted a little better the dignity of the church and the true interests of the college, and rather have postponed their opening day a little longer than have opened, after all, in so unorthodox a manner. Stone walls do not a college make; and a mere residence for students, with nothing collegiate about it but the building and the name, is hardly what was promised to subscribers, and what the church at large has a right to expect.6





Further unhelpful comments followed concerning expectations of ‘this housekeeping venture’, chiefly wondering what ‘rules of life’ would be in place to govern the ‘inmates’ in order that ‘boarding-house laxity’ not take over. Special concern was raised at the ‘condition to be attached to the liberty of going out in the evening’ and what ‘educational privileges’ would be offered for, ‘until tuition to some extent, at least, is included in our programme, we have only the shadow of a college, and not the substance’. There were worries, too, that college tutors might encroach upon the business rightly falling to a university tutor; the college tutor’s role ought not consist of ‘lecturing to his men in classes, but, of seeing that they attend individually to their studies, and we may afford to dispense with that expensive and irregular institution, the university coach’.


Macartney felt moved to reply to these criticisms. While it was true, he wrote, that the council had ‘promulgated no rules, and sent forth no alluring programme’, nonetheless, they believed that




when we placed over this boarding establishment a clergyman of blameless character, of sincere piety, of cultivated mind and polished manners; one of ready sympathy, peculiarly capable of winning the confidence of young men and of using their confidence, when gained, for the highest objects—we had done as much as could be done for an infant institution, and we felt that to fetter him or ourselves with rules before we had opportunity of observing the practical working of the effort, would be to hinder, not to help.7
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Trinity’s first head was the distinguished Irish musician and churchman George Torrance.


With regard to theological instruction, Macartney saw the college as providing, at least in the first instance, only ‘well-grounded moral training’:




No doubt, in due time, religious and scriptural (I do not say theological) classes will be organised, but at first we cannot expect more than one, two, or three students, and I may express my own opinion, that to place the principal of a college at one side of a table to deliver a regular divinity lecture for an hour or half an hour, and a youth at the other to listen to it, without the life and interest that numbers give, would be as sure a method as could be taken to make religion distasteful to that youth.





A more supportive piece appeared in the Messenger on 16 May: the college had now been open for three months but ‘has not yet an inmate except the acting head’.8 This was not seen as a discouragement, but rather that ‘often small beginnings lead to great things, while more ambitious efforts end in disappointment’. What had been constructed already was ‘sufficient for all the present requirements of an infant institution’. As misapprehensions about the college continued to abound, two ‘facts’ were presented. The first was that Trinity was not an ‘eleemosynary institution’—a charity—but was intended for those ‘receiving a liberal education, and who are either supported by their families or are able to support themselves’. Certainly it was not intended to ‘set it forth as a rival in cheapness to the boarding-houses in the town’, but it was ‘also far from being a place for the encouragement of extravagance’. The second was that Trinity was not yet a theological college, although a ‘school of theology will possibly at some future time be added to it, but not so as to interfere with its present character’.


Lastly, there were set out once again, but in more effusive terms than in the constitution, the aims of the college. It would be a home for young men ‘under the immediate eye of a clergyman, especially chosen with a view to his suitability for the task of guiding the mind of youth’, and its rules were ‘firm but elastic, calculated, so far as rules can do it, to keep youth from temptation, and not to irritate by unnecessary restraint’. Trinity offered ‘ample accommodation for study, and for manly exercise free from temptation to idleness or dissipation’, and was close to the university so that lectures ‘can be attended without difficulty’. In sum, the college offered ‘all the religious advantages that the inmates will accept, and easy companionship with those of their own age, as free as it is possible to make it from the evils risked by such companionship’.9


At its April meeting, the council determined that the annual fees be reduced to 30 shillings per week for ‘those using the compartments in the large rooms’ and 40 shillings for those having separate rooms. Perry’s offer to provide a loan to discharge the debt on the building was accepted, and a house committee was created to deal with business matters between council meetings. Its first tasks were to begin the ‘planting of the College grounds’ and to take steps to ‘make known the existence of the College’.10


English novelist Anthony Trollope and his wife, Rose, spent several weeks in Melbourne in the middle of 1872, during a year-long tour of Australia centred on a visit to their son Frederic, who was on the land at Grenfell. They were shown first the free Public Library, now open six days a week from 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. Trollope was less impressed with the university, commenting that it was ‘at present richer in the possession of council, of senate, of doctors of law and medicine, and in masters of arts, than it is in students’. Then he visited the nascent Trinity College:




The University itself does not profess to provide accommodation for the residence of scholars. Attached to it, however, is an affiliated institution called Trinity College—got up in the interests of the Church of England, and I believe I shall be correct in saying, chiefly by the energy of that most excellent of men, the present bishop. No salary is here provided by government of a fainéant [indolent] Head of the House, as I found to be the case at Sydney. When I visited … there was Trinity College, but as yet there were no collegians … Here, it was hoped, might the future young pastors of the Church of England in the colony receive their learning. Seeing how much had been done by how good a man, I give the new college all my best wishes.11





On 10 June 1872, Sir William Stawell hosted a function at St Paul’s School to mark the twenty-fifth anniversary of the arrival of that ‘good man’ Bishop Perry. Those assembled proposed endowing a scholarship worth £45 at Trinity College and asked Perry if it might be named in his honour.12 A larger event was held at the Town Hall on 29 June when Macartney read an address signed by 120 clergymen. Perry responded that the founding of the scholarship was




peculiarly gratifying to me; and I cannot but regard it as an instance of God’s providential goodness that a portion of a collegiate building, which I have so greatly desired to see erected, but which has been so long delayed, should have been just now completed … [If] I were permitted further to see Trinity College completed and filled with students, then I should be able to say with him of old, ‘Lord, now lettest thou thy servant depart in peace.’13





The names of the contributors were published the following month, when the award was described as tenable for two years and given to the ‘student of Trinity College who shall obtain the highest place in the University Honour Examination of first-year students’.14 By September, £1320 had been received.15


An advertisement for students in June described the college: it ‘stands on high ground, the rooms are lofty and well ventilated’, and all the ‘internal arrangements of the College will be made with especial reference to the convenience of students attending the University Lectures’. Undergraduates would reside ‘under collegiate discipline, and moral and religious supervision’, while the training of candidates for holy orders had been ‘deferred till funds for the purpose shall be available’. Students were required to attend both morning and evening prayer and ‘be within the walls of the College’ before 10 p.m.16
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Jack Stretch from Geelong, later Bishop of Newcastle, was Trinity’s first student.


Although Torrance received several expressions of interest, there were no students in residence during first term. Then, on 2 July 1872, the first student entered his name on the roll. John (‘Jack’) Francis Stretch was the seventeen-year-old eldest son of the Reverend John Theodore Stretch, an Anglican clergyman from Geelong. Jack would graduate in Arts (1874) and Law (1887) before being ordained, and in 1895 would become Australia’s first locally born bishop.17


That the other denominations were not yet in any position to found their own colleges is evidenced by a dispute over the poor state of the recreation ground adjacent to the college grants. The University Cricket Club had applied several times to the university council for funds to complete the fencing, about a third of which had already been erected by Trinity to define its eastern boundary. When the council suggested the students ask the churches to fence their own allotments, the Wesleyans ‘immediately promised to fence their frontage if all the other bodies would fence theirs’; the Catholics said only that the matter ‘should be considered’; and the Presbyterians, after a long delay, replied that they ‘had no funds for the purpose, and could not at present encourage the slightest hope that such would be provided’.18 At the end of July, the council relented, offering £100 for ‘laying out the ground for cricket and other sports, subject to the control of the Buildings Committee’. An application would also be made to the government to ‘vest the ground in the council of the University for the recreation of its members and students’. The Argus noted: ‘This should be a further inducement to the bodies possessing college sites to fence their frontages to the ground, for it is a guarantee that they will not be expending money to enclose a piece of wasteland.’19 In July 1872, an Athletic Club was formed, immediately amalgamating with the Cricket Club in order to prevent ‘any difference of opinion as to the apportioning of the recreation ground for various sports’. The object of the club was to




promote not only cricket and football, but also racquets, fives, and gymnastics of all sorts, the ground at its disposal affording plenty of room for all these … [T]here is no doubt that as soon as the recreation ground is fenced, made, and planted, it will fill rapidly, and this will naturally be an incentive to the other religious bodies to begin the building of their respective colleges.20





Problems with the recreation ground and the lack of a clear relationship between the university and Trinity arose at other times. On 20 July, Torrance wrote to the university council requesting ‘on behalf of the students at Trinity College permission to open a gate which existed formerly between the College and University grounds’.21 Later he was forced to write in harsher terms on two separate occasions to the university. In the first instance, the University Athletic Club had drawn up plans for a pavilion and a fives court, but the court was




fixed directly in front of Trinity College thereby obstructing the view from the College by an unsightly object, and also destroying the appearance of the building from the outside. On the remonstrance of the Acting Head, the Committee was induced to remove the fives court a short distance but not sufficiently to be unobjectionable.22





It was decided not to proceed with erection of the pavilion immediately, but its planned position was also altered slightly after another stern letter from Torrance. These concerns raised the question of which body was controlling the recreation ground, with the college of the view that it ought to be represented on whichever body that was; perhaps oversight should be vested in trustees representing both the university and the college.


In October, The Age published an article giving its view—as usual, not wholly supportive—of progress at Trinity, and of the prospects for other colleges:




As seen from the Sydney road, the edifice is not imposing, and gives one the idea of a park lodge suffering from an attack of acute elephantiasis. The building however improves on nearer acquaintance, and on inspecting the premises it will be found to contain a number of cheerful and lofty rooms … Thus it will be seen that in its present state Trinity partakes far more of a tutor’s house at Eton, Charterhouse, or Westminster, than of a college … The Presbyterian body it is said have already £11,000 in hand towards building their college, and are only deterred from doing so by the fact that they have an objection to the provision that those inhabiting the affiliated buildings must be undergraduates. The University authorities, however, uphold the regulations.23





Jack Stretch was joined in residence for the July term 1872 by three other students: Edward Crawford, Raleigh Davidson and William Ochiltree. Two more, Henry Pike and James Rayner, enrolled for the October term, making six in total.24 In November, Perry told the Church Assembly that although the number of students in residence at Trinity was small, they were ‘perfectly satisfied with the arrangements which have been made for their accommodation’. Unfortunately, there was still the debt of £1600 to be cleared.25 Later the same day, at Christ Church, South Yarra, Perry officiated at the marriage of George Torrance to Annie Vaughan.26 Annie moved into the principal’s quarters in the Lodge, and took an active role in supervising the students in residence.


Torrance had now come round to accepting the council’s original proposal that it ‘farm’ the college to him, meaning that he would undertake all responsibility for the household arrangements and would receive personally all the fee income. He would submit accounts to the house committee and ‘any profit that may appear on such account will be divided equally between the Council and himself ’. The housekeeping services of Mrs Bushe were thus terminated.27 Bromby gave Perry £400 to found ‘one or more prizes for proficiency in the study of the Holy Scriptures in the original languages’. His generous donation was accepted.28


After strenuous efforts by Wilson, in June 1873 the university council appointed a committee to draft a statute for the affiliation of Trinity College. In July, the college council approved Torrance’s request to purchase a billiard table,29 and the house committee drew up a set of by-laws ‘for the guidance of Students resident in the College’.30 This first set of college rules set the expectation that all students would be present for daily prayer and that they should not smoke ‘in any room on the ground floor’ nor play any games for money stakes. Anyone persistently disobeying these rules would be expelled. The laws were soon called into operation when Judge John Warrington Rogers, a member of the university council, was informed that ‘gambling was carried out amongst the students of Trinity College’. Torrance investigated, but his ‘searching enquiries’ failed to find any evidence of gambling. Rodgers was asked to provide his sources but was ‘not at liberty to name his informant’. The council wrote to him again asking for particulars and pointing out the ‘injury to the College resulting from such reports’, should they become public, and especially if they were true.31


In September, Herbert Strong, Professor of Classical and Comparative Philology and Logic, received for the college a ‘very liberal presentation of over 80 volumes, containing many valuable standard classical works’ from Oxford’s Clarendon Press.32 Council resolved that it should write immediately to Cambridge University asking for a similar contribution.33 Added to the 200 books from Perry’s brother-in-law, they formed the basis of a very satisfactory library.


At the Church Assembly in October, Perry noted his satisfaction with the college and paid a ‘tribute of commendation to the energy and perseverance of the superintendent of the college, the well-being of which depended upon the moral influence the Rev. Mr. Torrance had upon those under his charge’.34 With discussion of the creation of a new diocese in Ballarat now underway, Perry flagged his intention to retire.35 He gave his final address to the Church Assembly on 3 February 1874, during which he asked to speak on one other matter, about which ‘I feel a great interest’. That matter was Trinity College:




The college is, I believe, now doing the work which was contemplated for it at its present stage. It is intended hereafter that a theological institution shall be engrafted upon it, but that cannot be done until we have an endowment sufficient to obtain a principal, a thing to which we can only look forward. But in the meanwhile it has been opened by one of our clergymen as what may be called a boardinghouse for our students at the University, and I have every reason to believe that it is doing great good, and likely to do very much more good in that character.36





Perry also addressed a breakfast during the Church Assembly, during which he spoke more specifically about theological education in the diocese:




I should be exceedingly thankful if our clergy could pass through our University, for I hold that it is of the greatest importance, where possible, that those who are training for the ministry should, up to a certain age, receive a general education in connection with their fellow-men. (Hear, hear.) There is a general education, what may be called a liberal education, which I think every man should receive … We may look forward to the time … when we shall have built Trinity College establishment, with its theological institution engrafted upon it … The college must be free from debt, and considerably enlarged in its accommodation, and must own an endowment for the maintenance of its principal. Then you may hope to have it applied as originally contemplated by us.37





As his last act for Trinity, Bishop Perry donated nearly 600 volumes of ‘standard theological, classical, historical, and scientific works’, along with a bookcase that had been his while at Cambridge.38 He attended his last council meeting on 6 February and, three weeks later, left with Frances for England, where he joined the selection committee for the new bishop of Ballarat.


On 14 February 1874, in the Lodge, Mrs Torrance gave birth to a son.39 This only added to the pressure on space within the college. A further eight men had enrolled during 1873, including Henry Hodges, in 1889 to become the first graduate of Melbourne University appointed to the Supreme Court of Victoria.40 The Messenger noted that the success of the new institution had been ‘beyond our expectations’ and that it had ‘prospered in the most satisfactory manner’. During its second year, there were eleven residents—‘more than double the number attending a similar college in a neighbouring colony, of long standing, with liberal endowments, and splendid buildings’.41 Despite their public funding, and longer histories, the colleges in Sydney were struggling. In fact, St John’s, the Roman Catholic college, did not have a single resident student during 1874: the ‘dismal failure of the roomy barrack at Sydney seems to show that we cannot count upon the success of a Catholic College of the kind in Victoria’.42


Melbourne seemed to have the opposite problem. While the Catholics were devoting all their funds to a secondary school at Kew, the Presbyterians were ‘ready and willing to commence their college shortly’. The Wesleyans were also ready to build but were stymied by the university regulation that all residents had to have passed the matriculation examination.43 The idea that residential colleges, no matter what their religious affiliation, offered the most suitable form of accommodation for students was at least getting through. Trinity was




still only in embryo, but there can be little doubt that, when more widely known and appreciated, it will, through the liberality of those who desire to foster such institutions as a valuable transplant from the old country, assume before long much larger proportions, and let us hope, be speedily seconded by the efforts of others to erect the sister colleges … Were the four colleges built, as contemplated, and filled with students, there would soon be created that spirit of generous and healthy emulation, both in the class-room and in the cricket-field, which must prove beneficial to the youth and future manhood of the colony.44





But matters within were not entirely happy. In June, Torrance reported that the ‘conduct of the students was improved, but that he still found it difficult to enforce the rules’. Of greater importance—perhaps the most important matter considered during Torrance’s headship—was the college’s affiliation. The question came before the university senate again in August 1874, when Wilson moved that the ‘educational establishment hereinbefore mentioned shall be an educational establishment of and within the University of Melbourne, and be known and distinguished as Trinity College’. The motion was seconded by Macartney. Wilson concluded his reading of the draft by suggesting that ‘it was not necessary for him to detain the senate long in introducing the enacting statute’. He thought the university ‘ought to be very glad that a beginning was already being made in obtaining for the students residence at the University, which was considered so great a point in the universities of Oxford and Cambridge’. One imagines that neither man expected any objection to be raised, but the passage of the statute was not quite that smooth.


Canon Dickinson found fault with several clauses of the college’s own regulations, believing that any mention of religion would fall foul of the university’s legislation, though Thomas Cole thought the senate merely had to enact the statute before it, not entangle itself with the college’s own rules. Wilson observed that he had asked that a statute of affiliation be drawn up by the university over a year previously but had ‘heard no more of it officially till he saw the notice on the business paper’. Although he felt it unnecessary, he agreed to take the statute back to the college for amendment. A dejected Wilson withdrew his motion.45 Three months later, he was dead, aged just forty-eight. He had created the country’s first courses in Engineering, but had, in the end, been unable to help the college he loved dearly with a seemingly routine matter. The college council recorded its ‘deep sense of the loss which the College has sustained in the removal of one of its earliest and most earnest promoters’.46


Macartney’s report to the Church Assembly as vicar-general in September 1874 noted that Trinity was ‘prospering more than was anticipated as regards the number of inmates’ and ‘affording a safe, and we are assured under its present management, a pious and profitable home for students at the University’; as yet, the ‘other benefits of a college are as far from being realised as they were when the foundation stone was laid’.47 Trinity was still the only place that these ‘other benefits’ might be found, but Judge Rogers, continuing his antagonism towards the college, was worried that ‘there was no place in which undergraduates could be well looked after except Trinity College, which was objectionable on the score of its being sectarian’.48 He placed the question of the licensing of boarding houses on the university senate’s agenda for October. There was some sympathy in the community, particularly as the collegiate system in England was being broken down at the time, where ‘even the obligation to reside in a hall has at last been swept away in Oxford and Cambridge’. Why, then, was Melbourne going backwards to ‘adopt the collegiate system, with its expense, its cliques and its inefficiency, though without the traditions that gave it a certain dignity’?49 The senate agreed, 14 votes to 6, to allow the licensing of boarding houses, but Professor Strong warned that ‘it was wise not to leave the monopoly of such accommodation to sectarian establishments like Trinity College’.50


Torrance could not let the charges of sectarianism go unrefuted, writing to The Argus to point out that while Trinity was certainly an Anglican foundation, there was nothing at all in its statutes preventing admission of a student of any religion, or none, willing to comply with its rules. Torrance hoped, as surely did others, that once the other denominations had opened colleges and affiliated them to the university not only would boarding houses become unnecessary, but the ‘spirit of healthy emulation’ would prevail.51


In April 1875, Professor Hearn asked if ‘efforts should be made to procure a resident tutor as an inducement to University students to take up their residence in the College’. While the idea had merit, there were insufficient funds for it to be practicable. Funds were also needed for planting the grounds and creating a proper road and entranceway.52 The poor state of the grounds was raised in a memorial from the resident students in July, when an amount of £20 was voted for the project.53 At the Church Assembly in October, Macartney summarised the college’s situation as ‘wanting both in money and in students, the latter want arising in a great measure from the former’.54 On 2 November, the Torrances’ second child was born at the college.55 Their growing family made it more difficult to continue the ‘farming’ of a college constantly concerned with money. Finally, in December 1875, after dealing with a case of insubordination leading to the expulsion of a student, the council resolved that it was ‘essential to the continuance of Trinity College that a sum should be obtained sufficient to induce a suitable person to devote his whole time as Principal to the Institution’.56


Alexander Leeper’s name was forwarded to the council in January 1876. He was described as ‘a gentleman of high attainments’, having read Classics at Trinity College Dublin.57 His father, also Alexander, was a canon of St Patrick’s Cathedral, Dublin, while his mother, Catherine, was the daughter of William Porter, sometime president of the Royal College of Surgeons there. During his undergraduate studies, the younger Leeper had been diagnosed with consumption, and in July 1869 he had left for the drier climate of Australia, joining his elder brother, William.58 Alexander took a junior teaching post at the Collegiate School in Glebe, Sydney, where he taught the sons of (Sir) George Wigram Allen, a prominent lawyer and Speaker of the New South Wales Legislative Assembly. Allen’s seventeen-year-old daughter, Adeline, slowly stole Leeper’s heart.


Determined to stay in Australia, in 1871 Leeper applied, unsuccessfully, for Martin Irving’s post as Professor of Classics at the University of Melbourne. The Allens were also unimpressed by the sickly suitor, and he returned to Dublin to complete his Bachelor of Arts (BA), graduating ‘First of the First Class’ in 1871 and being awarded the Bishop Berkeley Gold Medal for Greek (later also won by his friend Oscar Wilde), the Vice-Chancellor’s Prize for Greek Prose and two exhibitions.59 His request of the Allens that he be allowed to write to Adeline being refused, Leeper undertook further study, entering St John’s College, Oxford in October 1872. His application in 1874 for the position of Headmaster at Melbourne Grammar School was also unsuccessful, but Bishop Perry, chair in London of that selection panel, introduced him to the chosen candidate, Edward Morris. Morris promptly invited Leeper to become Second Master at the school. He left Plymouth in February 1875, having delayed so as to travel with an old friend from Trinity College Dublin, John Winthrop Hackett, newly admitted to the bar and off to seek his fortune in Sydney.


Leeper arrived in Melbourne in May and took up his post at the school in August, but he was not to stay at Grammar long. Morris mentioned the possibility of taking a position such as that being offered at Trinity, and Leeper already knew Torrance, who had once helped out the Leepers by providing Alex’s brother William a loan. Leeper did not apply for the post of principal immediately; he wrote to his parents and to Hackett about the possibility of taking holy orders. Hackett thought this might be a good thing, telling Leeper, ‘I cannot imagine a reason against your getting ordained for the Wardenship, except that it might be thought a utilising of and a trafficking in sacred things.’60


In the end, Leeper did not pursue this path, instead offering himself to Trinity soon after Christmas 1875. He was quickly offered the position of full-time Principal for a period of three years, commencing on 1 February. His agreement would see the continuation of farming: he would ‘have all the profits and tuition fees until the net income from all sources reach £400 per annum’. After this, the council would take one third of the income, but Leeper was free to fix the fees, subject to the council’s approval. The finances hinged on the diocese of Melbourne agreeing to pay the college the rental from a church property in Bourke Street. From this, Leeper would receive £16 per month as salary until June 1877, after which it would double. The old house committee established under Torrance was disbanded and a new executive committee created, convened by Thomas Cole (though it quickly reverted to its previous name). It was also determined to provide ‘iron bars for windows, construct paths, obtain furniture and raise the necessary funds to pay for these things’.61


Advertisements calling for students now appeared over the new principal’s name.62 The Messenger reported that the college had ‘re-opened under different auspices’, which was ‘a matter of no little importance to the church in this colony’. The Lodge had been ‘fitted-up for the reception of about twenty students’, while applicants would have to provide ‘satisfactory evidence of good moral character’.63 The governor, Sir George Bowen, had become a life member of the college, and £100 had been received for improvements to the grounds from ‘the liberal Mr WJ Clarke’, a resident of Sunbury. This is the first donation received from the Clarke family: a small beginning, but the start of a long-lasting and extraordinary relationship.64


The Torrances remained in residence in the Lodge until 1 March 1876, with the college council agreeing to pay £25 in compensation for the ‘loss occasioned by removal at short notice’, noting that it had given him ‘all the money at [its] disposal’. Torrance returned to ministry at St John’s, La Trobe Street, before appointment the following year to All Saints’, Geelong. In 1878, he became vicar of Holy Trinity, Balaclava, remaining there until 1895. In 1879 he was conferred with the degree of Doctor of Music from Trinity College Dublin, and then, ad eundem, from the University of Melbourne, the first degree in Music conferred in Australia, and preceding the establishment of formal music teaching in Melbourne by more than ten years. Professor McCoy was to move in the university council in 1883 that a Chair of Music be established and that Torrance be appointed to it, but the motion was lost, 7 votes to 6.65


In Torrance, Trinity College had been fortunate to have an ordained man of erudition and learning, but his practice as a musician and composer perhaps did not match the academic vision the council was seeking for its new college. Whether the young but somewhat sickly Classics scholar they had found in Alexander Leeper could live up to the personal qualities of his interim predecessor was another matter entirely.
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Thine eyes did see my substance, yet being unperfect; and in thy book all my members were written.


Psalm 139:16




THERE WERE TEN students within the college when Alexander Leeper’s tenure as principal commenced, and £150 had been accumulated in the bank. Unfortunately, Trinity still owed Perry £230. Funds were needed urgently for ‘necessary additions and improvement to the college and grounds’, and to pay off the debt on the building. The press welcomed Leeper’s appointment, proudly announcing that ‘To-day, Trinity College, Melbourne, commences a new era of its existence’.1


But if Melbourne was to have its colleges, it needed financial backers. To mark Leeper’s appointment, in March 1876 the college issued a prospectus stating that it ‘earnestly hoped an increased number of churchmen will take an interest in its welfare’. The Catholics were ridiculed for having made their allotment ‘a scandal and nuisance to the neighborhood, by fencing it in as a reserve for picnics, athletic sports and similar exhibitions’, such as Henri L’Estrange’s tightrope act performed there in February 1876.2 The noise was enough to prompt one of Trinity’s resident students, identifying himself only as ‘Spike’, to write to The Argus in high dudgeon at the disruption to his studies:




Under the very walls of our University, under the walls of a college, are grounds which may be filled at any time with a noisy and disorderly crowd who yell and hoot, and play bagpipes, and do other delectable things, while students look out of their windows above with silent indignation.3





The complaints were heeded, at least by the editor, who chided the trustees of the reserve for allowing a ‘gross abuse of privilege’.4 Support was urged for all the denominations, but especially the Church of England, which had begun building:




Perhaps it may occur to some wealthy Victorian to build, perhaps even to endow the college, that the experiment of collegiate education in Melbourne may receive a fair trial. The Lodge already built is large and roomy, and it has been used for the reception of students. A change has lately been made which constitutes the entire difference between a student’s boarding house and a college. A head master, with experience of Dublin and of Oxford, at each of which seats of learning he had a brilliant career, has been appointed, prepared to enforce discipline, to supervise the course of study, or to provide tuition. Both those who believe in college life and those who think that a university should be something more than an aggregate of colleges, will join in wishing Mr Leeper success in the task that is imposed upon him.5





The Age, while generally supportive of Leeper’s appointment, questioned the need for such church colleges as he was now leading in this new, secular age:
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Alexander Leeper (seated, left) and Vice-Principal John Hackett (seated, right) with early Trinity students outside the Lodge.




The attempt to give Trinity College a large sphere of usefulness by putting it under the care of a gentlemen who will combine scholarship training with moral supervision is a gratifying proof of the increased interest now felt in the well-being of our University students … If such institutions are to exist, it is no doubt well that they should be, as Trinity College now is, under the charge of a highly-qualified layman. But we think it better they should not exist at all … We can scarcely conceive anything more disastrous for the University than the neighborhood of four rival deans of colleges, deputed by their respective sects to preserve the undergraduate mind from all taint of false doctrine.6





With no other plans for colleges, The Age proposed that the government simply buy back the properties. It urged the university senate to ‘act wisely in refusing to affiliate Trinity College to the University of Melbourne’. No further ill will was directed at Trinity, but ‘[c]onfined to its proper position of a private denominational hall, it will, we hope, flourish as a boardinghouse, and it will never be a source of danger to University teaching’.7


Leeper’s response to the call for rejection of Trinity’s affiliation was immediate. He concentrated on the charge of being little more than a boarding house. That some form of supervised accommodation was needed was moot, but that such residences should also ‘supplement university instruction, and enforce personal discipline’ was also self-evident, or so he had thought:




Indeed, their absence may be considered the great flaw at present in the completeness of the University. Now, Sir, the question is, to which description of home it is likely that parents residing at a distance would entrust their sons—the college with its tutorial and moral supervision, or the licensed boarding-house?





Apart from a snide aside regarding the ‘suspicion attaching to the necessarily lower status’ of the managers of boarding houses, Leeper pointed out that in the absence of government funding it was only through the ‘enterprise and sympathy of large and wealthy sects’ that those desiring to establish residences could possibly obtain the funds. He also countered the charge that the colleges in Sydney had failed. St John’s was under ‘new and judicious management’ and was ‘rapidly growing in numbers’,8 while Sydney’s third college, the Presbyterians’ St Andrew’s, was about to open. In fact, during his address at the opening of St Andrew’s on 23 July 1876, the moderator could have been channelling Leeper:




The affiliated colleges have a carefully defined position assigned to them. They are not intended to compete with the University … They are intended to provide what the University, according to its constitution, cannot supply … what I venture to call the higher department, that of developing the moral and spiritual part of our nature, has been assigned to the colleges … You will thus see that by the combined action of the University and the colleges … the whole man may be educated, and a completeness imparted to our higher education which could not otherwise be so well secured.9





More than one third of those attending lectures at Sydney were members of a college, such that ‘the opinion gains ground daily that it is the University there that has failed, the colleges that have proved the success’. In Melbourne, then, the university ought not be interfering beyond its rightful place: ‘The University horizon is strictly bounded by the sphere of her own lectures and examinations; and it is not in the least her concern to inquire whether the houses, halls or colleges affiliated teach any or what religion.’10


At home, Leeper got on with organising his college. In March, £5 was appropriated for the installation of lightning conductors on the Lodge, and £25 to preparing suitable ‘approaches’ to the college.11 The university was requested to put in a pathway across its grounds to the gateway of the college. Leeper’s initial term of office was extended from three to five years, and—presumably at Leeper’s request—John Hackett was appointed to the post of Vice-Principal and Tutor, without salary. Leeper’s other desire was for the purchase of a billiard table, which was approved, ‘if he can procure the necessary funds’.12


When the university council met on 27 March 1876, it finally passed the statute of affiliation.13 Trinity’s standing with the university now waited only on the senate, which was to meet on 11 April. In the meantime, agitators from the other denominations expressed concern at what advantages the Anglicans might get, and the debate began all over again. Alexander Morrison, headmaster of Scotch College, wrote to The Argus asking what supervision the university would exercise over the college, what ‘precedents have we, at home or in the colonies, for such affiliation’, and even wondering whether it was ‘implied that the senate should give its sanction to the principle that the students of the University should be sold off to different colleges according to the denominations to which they respectively belong?’14 On the day of the meeting, The Age published a negative editorial:




[W]e suspect there is an idea, probably a true one, that the mere name ‘affiliation’ will carry with it a certain prestige, and that the richer students will be sent to live in the colleges. Now this result also we should regard at most unfortunate. To have the members of a college herding by themselves, keeping a separate boat, or playing football in their own grounds, would be to break up the University into cliques of the worst possible kind, where wealth and religious opinions would be the badges of distinction … As long as sects are not recognised within the fold of the University, they are powerless to interfere in its teaching. Affiliate a college, and you give its principal the leverage from which he may shake the whole University system … The senate has to determine to-day whether the University shall be unsectarian or sectarian for the next fifty years at least.15





No rebuttal could be published before the senate met. Professor Hearn moved that the senate agree to the statute, pointing out that the government desired that residences for students be provided. The draft statute had been modified substantially following the earlier objections, but it was now considered desirable to affiliate Trinity College, which would, in time, ‘prove a buttress to support the University and add strength to its operation’. Stawell seconded the motion, but Charles Pearson, headmaster of the new Presbyterian Ladies’ College (PLC), spoke against it, asking that it receive fuller consideration because of the ‘vagueness of the word affiliation’. Morrison agreed that students ‘should be brought more together’, but saw no reason why that implied affiliation. The motion was eventually put and agreed to; when a division was called for, the majority was found to be ‘so great that it was not persisted in’.16


The editorial in The Argus poured scorn on the dissenters, and it is difficult to see what, apart from jealousy, might have prompted the rather pathetic attack:




Looking at the nature of the opposition offered on principle, we can scarcely help regarding it as secularism run mad … On the contrary, it is to be hoped that, in course of time, our Alma Mater will be surrounded by a bevy of fair daughters, representing the whole of the leading denominations, and that a friendly rivalry will grow up among those as to which shall carry off the largest share of University distinctions, and also as to which shall maintain the highest state of discipline, and the purest code of honour and gentlemanly feeling among its own members.17





The diocese confirmed that £200 from rental of its Bourke Street property would be put towards Leeper’s salary. Leeper immediately offered to fund a scholarship worth £50 per year. The Messenger noted the ‘great liberality’ of Leeper’s offer, but felt that ‘whatever Trinity may some day be, we cannot believe that as yet it can afford him a very large income’.18 The first student to hold the scholarship, Theyre Weigall (TC 1876), received the only first-class award for first-year Law in the honours examinations.19 The diocese also voted £240 to the college: £140 towards the debt owed to Perry and the rest for the grounds.20 Entrance gates were commissioned for the ‘south end of the Sydney-road frontage’ and an ‘Avenue of Elms’ was planted leading to the ‘College door’. The whole of the western border was to be ploughed so that trees—pines and pittosporum—could be planted. William Guilfoyle, director of the Botanic Gardens, prepared a plan for the planting of the whole college.21 In his first annual report to the council, Leeper noted: ‘Last spring some action was taken to improve the deplorably waste and bare condition of the college grounds. The improvements so far made serve only to bring into greater prominence the desolate appearance of the rest of the enclosure.’


There was still much to be done, but overall Leeper adjudged the year a success. There had ‘scarcely been an attempt made at any serious deviation from the rules established and the students in general have cheerfully and readily conformed to the regulations of the house’. He thus proclaimed that the ‘problem of discipline may then be considered to be solved’. On academic matters, few students had as yet ‘availed themselves of the opportunities afforded them for tuition by way of preparation for their University lectures and examinations’. Leeper thought this due to the college’s tuition fee of 7 guineas per term being ‘much higher than those charged for the arts course in the University’. He acknowledged, however, that ‘in order to obtain really efficient tuition, some further funds must be provided’. Money, as ever, was the chief want. Leeper was blunt: unless funds for building could be raised, ‘we can do nothing worth speaking of to create and foster the ideas of college life, which form such an indispensable part of true university culture’, and Trinity would continue to be ‘discreditable to the church in Victoria. It is a college in name, but little else than a boarding-house in reality.’22 The council accepted the report, establishing separate finance and building committees, the latter charged with raising £15,000 to build a chapel, dining hall, buttery and accommodation block.23


On 22 October in Westminster Abbey, James Moorhouse was consecrated as the second Bishop of Melbourne. He was installed in Melbourne on 11 January 1877.24 Born in Sheffield, Moorhouse took his BA at St John’s College, Cambridge. In 1861 he married Mary Sale and was vicar of St James’s, Paddington until his departure for Australia. He saw immediately the need for the rigorous, local education of priests. As guest of honour at a luncheon hosted by the governor, he took the opportunity to expand on his vision:




Since my arrival here I have heard that one of the great wants of the church in the diocese is the necessity for supplying ministers of sufficient culture to keep abreast of the times … I know it is said that we can send our candidates to Moore College to be educated. My answer is that there should be no reason to send clergymen required for Victoria to New South Wales to be educated. (Applause.) Therefore I say that whether by the transformation of Trinity College or the establishment of some more efficient institution we must adopt some system of training our clergymen that will do away with the necessity of having to send them to Sydney.25
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The second Bishop of Melbourne, James Moorhouse, took over stewardship of Trinity from Bishop Perry in 1877.


So committed was he to gaining this objective that Moorhouse pledged to subscribe £200 himself. The Argus summarised the college’s position: ‘If money be forthcoming, it appears that there will be no difficulty in procuring men fitted in every way to conduct Trinity College as a first-class theological training institution.’26 In his address at a public welcome in the Town Hall the following week, Moorhouse again referred to the place of Trinity College in training clergy:




[W]e may earnestly desire that Trinity College may be so enlarged as that it would be possible to give our candidates for orders the benefit of a liberal theological training after they have completed their course of school learning at the University … Including the Arts course at the University and a year given to obtaining practical acquaintance with pastoral work, it need not be more than five or six years.27





Moorhouse attended his first meeting of the building committee on 26 January 1877 and of the council, of which he was now chair, on 9 February, when it was resolved to appoint an external committee of members of the Church of England to assist in obtaining subscriptions. Warrington Rogers offered to draft an appeal document, assisted by Bromby and Leeper.28 Among the first significant gifts was £250 received from pastoralist Richard Grice.29


During February term, the students formed a Book Club, ‘for the purchase of books belonging to those branches of literature which are insufficiently represented in the College Library’. A set of rules was agreed that saw the library open from 9 a.m. to 10 p.m., with only students, ex-students or members of the college permitted access.30 There was also a reading room, supplied with newspapers and serials, open at all times to all students for a fee of half a guinea per term.


Moorhouse’s first meeting of the university senate was on 11 April. He was immediately caught up in one of the most fanciful debates in its history, when Henry Andrew moved that ‘the present position of the buildings of the University is an inconvenient one’. He thought the buildings to be decrepit and in ‘one of the least healthy and most ill-favoured parts of the city’. Moorhouse dissented: no site closer to the city would have space enough to allow colleges to be built nearby, and any system without those would mean that students could never be




brought together in those very advantageous societies which they formed for debating purposes, athletic purposes, and social purposes … They might suppose that he wished the University to stay where it was, because Trinity College had been erected near it. He wanted the college to be near the University, and he did not care where that was … The University ought to be very glad if all the different denominations built colleges … Its influence would then reach all the people of the land.31





Professor Strong reiterated that he ‘did not look forward with satisfaction to the erection of denominational colleges. On the contrary, he believed the University would rue the day when they were open.’ In the end, the whole question was moot, with the division returning 12 ayes to 48 noes. The university would, for now at least, remain on its current site. Trinity began planning a new building.


The first public meeting of the ‘Trinity College Literary and Debating Society’ took place in the evening of 27 June 1877. The topic was ‘Women’s Rights’, with resident student William Forlonge (TC 1876) opening for the affirmative. Former members of the college were invited to attend the ‘usual monthly meeting’. The name ‘Dialectic Society’ was adopted for the subsequent meeting on 8 August.32


In July, the council considered a request that non-resident students be permitted to attend college lectures. This was agreed, on the condition that any matriculated students would also attend university lectures. Discussion then turned to the need for a new residential building. Moorhouse was asked if the diocese could provide a loan of £3000 for that purpose. Frederick Wyatt was engaged as architect for a ‘College extension building’ in August, and requested to prepare ‘plans & specifications for additions at a cost not exceeding £3,500, and also a rough plan of still further additions to accommodate in all about 100 resident students’.33 Press reports announced ‘very satisfactory progress’ with the project, expecting the building to be complete within a year, when ‘a new era will then have opened on the college, which will in some degree at least be fitted to fulfil the expectations and desires of its founders’.34 Leonard Terry, who had prepared the original design of the college in 1868, clearly read the notices, for he sent a concerned letter to the council wondering what had become of his plan. He was acknowledged as architect of the Lodge, but ‘the Council consider that the existing work is of a fragmentary character & that they are at liberty to make such further arrangements as they see fit’. Terry later submitted a claim for £50 for his general plan.35


Wyatt advertised the tender in September.36 The Messenger noted that ‘Trinity College is about to be enlarged by the addition of a handsome pile of buildings’ and that the proposal included student rooms, a chapel, a library and a lecture hall.37 Council met in October to award the tender, but as there were insufficient funds available to complete the whole scheme, a section valued at £400 was deferred.38 Edward Morris swung into action to raise the funds needed:




For my part, I have always been opposed to appealing to the general public for aid in establishing a college of the University. Excellent as this object is, yet most people would feel that if the well-to-do want a college for their sons, they had better build it themselves … The council of Trinity College after due consideration has made a start, and the building that is now rising on the Sydney-road, if not highly ornamental, will serve the purpose for which it is intended.39





Despite the many other calls on people’s generosity, Morris asked if there were not thirty-nine others who wished to ‘strengthen the hands of the bishop’ and join him in donating £10 by Christmas. Even the builders, Rawlins & Sayer, offered to defer payment until June 1878 so that the excised portion could be reinstated.40 Advertisements for carpenters and joiners appeared in November (‘none but good hands need apply’), and for ‘first-class bricklayers’ in December.41 Editorial coverage of Morris’s request then attempted to shame the wealthy into donating. Three days later, the full amount had been received, one donor promising £500 now and another £500 when the building opened.42


The state of the diocese’s General Fund was discussed at a public meeting in December. Moorhouse moved to increase the fund not only to run schools and assist the poor, but also because the diocesan authorities had ‘changed their plan for the education of their candidates for the ministry’ and were ‘rapidly building Trinity College’. Moorhouse hoped for three new students each year and thus a budget of £900 per annum was required.43 The Argus approved of the bishop’s plans, agreeing that it was ‘now generally admitted that a professional training should be based upon a liberal education’.44 The last students had been sent to Moore College and, ‘pending the appointment of a divinity professor from England’, the first theological staff had been appointed by the bishop: Canon George Goodman, Canon Handfield and the Reverend Robert Potter. As for the rest of the curriculum,




for the Greek Testament and Church History lectures, Mr Leeper and Mr Hackett, who are always on the spot, might be willing to lend valuable aid, and if the students are to be required to attend the Arts course at the University six or eight hours a week of theological lectures will be as much as their time will allow. Our own confidence is so great in the practicability of the proposed arrangement that we believe that after it has been tried there will be no more heard of a divinity professor from home.45





On Christmas Eve, the ‘plans for additional buildings’ at Trinity College were, belatedly, approved by the university council.46 Meanwhile, Leeper suggested that it was time that the college adopted some of the official trappings that were features of the old colleges: he recalled later that ‘One of the first things that I had to do was to design a coat of arms and a motto for the college. I had studied heraldry in an amateurish way, and I always had a love for mottoes.’ Bookplates in the library collection featured a bishop’s mitre, but Trinity now adopted a shield with three trefoils (clover leaves) surmounted by a fleur-de-lys. A motto was also agreed: Pro Ecclesia Pro Patria, ‘For Church and Country’. Leeper recalled:




In designing the coat of arms I naturally thought of the trefoil as a symbol of the Trinity, but my design had to be approved by Dean Macartney, who was then Vicar-General. I submitted it to him with the remark, ‘You know, Mr Dean, these are ecclesiastical symbols representing the Trinity.’ ‘Symbols,’ he said; ‘I hate all ecclesiastical symbols.’ I was terribly taken aback, but in a moment I recovered myself. I remembered his intense love for his and my native land, and I quickly said, ‘Well, you see, Mr Dean, these are green’ (vert in heraldry), ‘and, properly speaking, they are shamrocks, and they are very appropriate to a college which owed its foundation so largely to Irishmen like Sir William Stawell, and yourself and Dr Hearn.’ ‘Oh! shamrocks, yes,’ he said; ‘I like the idea of shamrocks,’ and so my coat of arms was passed.47





The fleur-de-lys was suggested to Leeper by a line from Tennyson: ‘Wearing the white flower of a blameless life’. After inspecting an ‘impression from the brass stamp bearing the College arms’, council adopted the design on 17 January 1878.48


The published drawings of the new building (see Plate 1) did not quite show its final form, for the building committee proposed that the height of the tower be increased and suggested other ‘improvements and additions’. The building, of an ‘ornate character, is Gothic modernised in style, to suit collegiate requirements’. By February, the walls were ‘up to the height of the first storey’:




It faces the Sydney-road at some distance back from it, and occupies a length of 123 ft [37 metres] by an average width of 40 ft [12 metres]. It has bluestone foundations, and the superstructure is of dark grey bricks, with freestone dressings and stringings, further relieved by the judicious intermixture of red, white, and black bricks … The entrance portico at the south-western corner forms the basement of a tower, surmounted with a mansard roof capped with ornamental iron-work, the height from the ground, being 63 feet [19 metres] … The staircase will be of stone, the skirtings cement, and the woodwork of Kauri pine and Huon pine, varnished and arranged in contrast. Altogether this portion of the college will be worthy of taking position as one of the public buildings of Melbourne.49





[image: image]


Alexander Leeper designed the first version of Trinity’s coat of arms, adopted in 1878.


Once rooms in the new building were ready, all students in residence would pay the same rate, 1 guinea per week, as all rooms were now more equal in size, and no students had to share in dormitories. Each would contribute £3 in ‘caution money’ repayable on leaving the college, less any amount due to cover ‘injuries done by him to furniture & College property during his residence’.50


Early in 1878, council was informed that the fence on the north side of the college, ‘facing the Cemetery’, had been erected ‘too far northward, so as to encroach upon the allotment belonging to the Presbyterian Church’. This signalled the beginnings of works on the second college at the university. Trinity agreed to a ‘comparison of the crown grants’ and to ‘apportion equitably the expense of erecting the boundary fence’.51 It was not until July that the council wrote to the ‘Presbyterian College’ offering to pay £20 and give it the old fence if it were to ‘erect a new fence similar to or in keeping with the one already erected’.52 Council then allocated £200 for renovating the Lodge, proposing that ‘the old and new buildings be connected, for domestic purposes, by a covered way six feet [1.8 metres] wide behind a wall 10 feet [3 metres] high to run at right angles with the new and old buildings with a doorway into a small room at the back of the new building’.53


The college’s first published Calendar provided details of all its facilities and programs, scholarships and rules. Included was information about the Dialectic Society, the ‘reading and billiards’ room, and a boat club. While Leeper and Hackett had both taken classes to this point, the college now appointed its first tutor, Wyndham Madden, to teach Mathematics and Natural Science. There were also formal arrangements for theological students. In future, all candidates would ‘be required to become students at Trinity College, and to proceed to the degree of Bachelor of Arts, and also to attend such courses of lectures in Theology as may be delivered at the College’.54 This was supported by Moorhouse’s agreement that ‘no man shall be sent to Trinity … but such as in the Bishop’s judgement are likely to pass the University Examinations and to make useful clergymen’.55 Now that ‘young men of high promise’ had been found, the diocese needed to ‘provide the necessary college expenses’: Moorhouse himself offered £1000 for the ‘foundation of Divinity Scholarships for the diocese, if four others will give £1,000 each for the same object’.56 Leeper added to the call for funds, noting that ‘surely the time has come when we should be satisfied with nothing short of the best’ in education, and that it was ‘indisputable that for Australians the best is to be obtained in connexion with the University of Melbourne’. He trusted that the Anglicans would not be ‘outdone in zeal and charity by our brethren of the Presbyterian persuasion’, who already had donations totalling £15,000 for theological education and a further £6000 ‘promised by various subscribers for the purpose of establishing a Presbyterian College’.57


A ‘squatter in the Western district’ was the first to come forward with £1000.58 Moorhouse also wrote to his friend Canon Harvey in Gloucester for assistance:




Will you kindly direct that any help you can give us be paid to the account of Trinity College? … Our younger clergy are ignorant and uncultured, and have only had one year’s training at a theological college—in connection with no university—in Sydney. We are going to make them reside at Trinity College for three years and take a degree, if possible. We … shall have added rooms for twenty additional men by next March or April. But this is a very expensive scheme. I have had to give £250 and to join four others in guaranteeing £1500 within seven years.59





Architect Frederick Wyatt died on 28 March. The works at Trinity were passed to another architect in Wyatt’s office, John Beauchamp. In the Lodge, a separate entrance was created for access to the principal’s apartment, and the three rooms on the ground floor were converted to a library (‘well lighted by a fine bay window’), temporary chapel (its ‘fittings are all remarkable for their neatness and uniformity of design’) and dining room. Moorhouse officiated at Holy Communion on 17 June to inaugurate the chapel, issuing a special licence appointing the warden as a lay minister.60 Visitors to the college were invited to remain for breakfast in Hall, while the offering went towards chapel windows.
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Views of the college interiors: the staircase and corridor in the new wing, the chapel and library in the Lodge, and the spacious new billiards room.


The new building was opened that afternoon, when there was a ‘numerous attendance of friends of the college, including a large number of ladies’. Leeper spoke on the advantages of a collegiate education, observing that the ‘remarkable advance in the general prosperity of the College within the past eighteen months’ was due largely to the efforts of Bishop Moorhouse.61 Moorhouse acknowledged that ‘they knew he was somewhat enthusiastic in his anticipations of what might be done by the college’, but the finances were still a concern: only £2000 of the building’s total cost of £5000 had so far been subscribed, half of which had come from William Clarke of Sunbury. The bishop warned that




before very long it will be necessary to proceed still further with the carrying out of the whole design, of which the present buildings only form the minor portion, as in all probability the accommodation now provided for students will be all taken up before the end of the present year at latest.62





The new wing was ‘only separated by a few yards from the principal’s house’. Because the Lodge was built of grey Tasmanian stone and the new building chiefly of brick (‘for economical reasons’), it had not been ‘considered advisable that the two buildings should immediately adjoin’. College notices would be posted in the porch under the new building’s impressive tower, ‘to which access is gained by a ladder, and from which a good view is obtainable’. Following the ‘more space-economising example’ of Trinity College Dublin, there were twenty-three individual bedrooms (small but ‘amply sufficient in size, and … lofty and well lighted’) and sitting rooms, with fireplaces, shared by pairs of residents. Students had to furnish their bedrooms but ‘share with his companion the cost of furnishing the sittingroom’. There were also four ‘excellent bathrooms, each fitted with a shower as well as a plunge bath’. On the ground floor was a billiards room, while the upper floor included an apartment for a resident lecturer and the ‘handsomest room in the building’, the lecture hall:




It is brilliantly lighted by an arched window occupying nearly all one end of the room, and affords seating accommodation for considerably more than the number of students who can be received into the present building. The roof is composed of open woodwork with carved beams, and the cornices contain heraldic shields to bear the coats of arms of benefactors of the college.63





The full-size billiard table was from Alcock’s and had been ‘subscribed for by the students’. The first student committee was elected to manage the room; it was soon formalised as the Social Club, to which all students belonged.


Completion of the building drew further subscriptions to Moorhouse’s Theological Scholarship Fund. The second £1000 came from Thomas Payne of South Yarra, and the name of the earlier donor was revealed as Samuel Winter of Coleraine.64 The Messenger reported that in ‘one of the suburbs’ about £750 had been collected and ‘a rumour has reached us of a ladies’ project on foot for raising a thousand pounds in shilling subscriptions’.65 The third donation of £1000 was received from William Stanbridge of Daylesford for a scholarship in memory of his wife, Florence.66 Another promise followed. Although it ‘appeared hopeless to attempt to raise so large a sum for outside purposes, in a time of general depression, and in a parish in which a heavy debt already existed’, fifteen parishioners from Kew contributed amounts from £5 to £300 to make up the £1000 required.67 William Clarke now provided two further theological scholarships (one named ‘Rupertswood’), and the final donors to fulfil the bishop’s charge were the pioneering settlers the Henty brothers, James, Edward and Francis, and James’ sons Henry and Herbert.68 Donations to the library included seventy-eight volumes offered by Alexander Morrison of Fitzroy, ‘two old and rare works’ given by Mr C Farran of Richmond, and 600 theological and literary works from the estate of the Reverend Dr Francis Cusack Russell (after whom Winter wished his scholarship to be named).69 What the library needed most, however, was ‘modern works on theology and Biblical criticism’. Leeper wrote to the diocese requesting ‘a small grant of money’, but no funds were available.


That Bishop Thornton from the new diocese of Ballarat should have a role in college governance had been raised by Canon Handfield in June, and it was agreed Thornton should be a non-elected member of council. Macartney proposed a set of rules to guide future elections.70 The question of ‘whether the time has not arrived when Trinity College should be placed under its full Constitution’ was also posed. The Messenger had already raised this question, noting that ‘with so many signs of life and progress about the institution, we trust it will not be long before the Council shall judge the time to have come for completing their work’.71 The council, however, felt that the time was not yet come.


Arrangements were finally concluded for the Perry Scholarship when a deed acceptable to Bishop Perry was sent to England for his signature after a lengthy correspondence back and forth across the seas.72 Herbert Bryant (TC 1878), a Victorian Football Association (VFA) player for Essendon and later a respected barrister, was the first recipient. Advertisements appeared in December for examinations for the five new open theological scholarships.73 The Payne Scholarship was awarded to Arthur Green (TC 1878), the first resident theological student. In 1894, he would be elected Bishop of Grafton and Armidale, the first Victorian-trained priest to be consecrated a bishop. The Bishop’s Scholarship—named in honour of Moorhouse—was awarded to Thomas Armstrong (TC 1879), later archdeacon of Gippsland and then first bishop of the new diocese of Wangaratta from 1902.


The audited accounts showed modest surpluses of less than £100 in each of the past three years, well below the £400 that required Leeper to share the proceeds. The expenses outside the principal’s responsibility amounted to £272, of which the council had so far paid only £122, leaving a debt to Leeper of £150. He would be paid interest until it was cleared, but the house committee recommended, presciently, that a new agreement be made with him ‘in order to avoid in the future the complexity of accounts between the Principal & the College’.74


Leeper did all he could to raise awareness of the state of the finances, writing in August that at present the college ‘does no more than pay its way, and the very low scale of fees charged to the students leaves no balance for general purposes’. Since his arrival, the grounds had ‘lain in a most discreditable state of neglect, a constant eyesore to the neighbourhood’. Unlike the Presbyterians, he lamented, ‘we have to suffer now for our enterprise in establishing a college without an endowment’.75 They needed more dining chairs, blankets, crockery, ‘a few more electroplate forks and spoons’, table linen and sheets (although ‘for the future each student [shall] be required to bring his own bed-linen and towels’), a meat safe and ‘good sized kitchen larder’, and some clothes pegs. Rainwater was seeping through the stonework of the Lodge and the whole facade needed a covering of silicate paint. Finally, the fence along Sydney Road needed bracing before it cost an even greater amount to replace entirely.76


After a successful year of meetings (including one on 29 May 1878 debating the topic ‘That it is undesirable that Women should be admitted to University degrees’, which was lost by one vote), the Dialectic Society formalised its activities and appointed a ‘prelector’ to give an annual address. The society was open to all members of the university for the ‘encouragement of the practice of oratory and the promotion of literary culture among its members’.77 Its inaugural annual meeting was held on 2 July 1879, with Moorhouse in the chair. The first prelector, John Hackett, spoke on the history of universities. In seconding the vote of thanks moved by Sir William Stawell, his honour Henry Wrixon said:




he was glad of the indication that the existence of that society afforded of the success of Trinity College. He knew that there were some of those who, like himself, were staunch advocates of our state system of education who looked with disfavour on these colleges. He thought, however, that they ought rather to look upon them as the complement of the state schools. He had always felt great interest in Trinity College, and he looked forward to the time when they should be surrounded by three other colleges.78





Awards were then made, with the inaugural President’s Medal for Oratory going to Thomas Lewers (TC 1874) and the Vice-President’s Medal for Essay-writing, ‘for the best essay read at a general meeting of the society’, to Herbert Bryant. Lewers had also been busy drawing up the first catalogue of the library.79


Frederick Palmer wrote to the council in October to discuss ‘a proposed right of way through the College grounds’. He had already asked the university about a ‘thoroughfare between the University Gardens and the Recreation Ground’. With the fencing-in of the college and university, there was no longer a way across to the shops in Carlton. A deputation was received in November, but while council had ‘every desire to meet the convenience of the public’, it had no power under its grant to alienate its land.80 From the other side, Warrington Rogers moved in the university council that the ‘approach through the University grounds to the grounds of Trinity College be improved’, for which the university provided £5.81
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The oldest surviving Dialectic Society medal is that awarded to Thomas Lewers’ brother, William Lewers, in 1883.


When laying the foundation stone of the Presbyterian College on 14 November, the governor observed that a university was ‘not in itself sufficient, because it could not produce satisfactory results unless there were a number of resident students, and it was most desirable that young men … should not be turned loose in a great city like Melbourne’.82 It was thus pleasing to see affiliated colleges ‘springing up round the University’. One wit noted that while the Anglicans ‘began by building a college, and then proceeded to found scholarships’, our ‘Presbyterian brethren began with a scholarship, and are now going in for building a college’. The benefits, however, were clear: ‘Besides the stimulus to study, which competition will supply … every denominational college attached to the University is a new bulwark against any anti-religious tendencies of its purely secular culture.’83


A college was not the only newcomer on ‘The Crescent’, which bounded the university recreation ground. On 30 December 1879, the Bishop of Sydney celebrated the marriage of Alexander Leeper to the long-suffering Adeline Allen in the chapel at Toxteth Park, her grandfather’s house in Sydney.84 It was probably something of a shock for the new Mrs Leeper to move into the cramped principal’s apartment in the Lodge. Apart from the household staff, there had not been a woman living at the college since the departure of the Torrances nearly four years earlier. Everything at Trinity was about to change.





5


Fair, Play and Competition


1880–83


[image: image]




Do you not know that in a race the runners all compete, but only one receives the prize? Run in such a way that you may win it.


1 Corinthians 9:24





AS IT TURNED out, Adeline Leeper was not to be the sole woman on the campus for long. The university had debated the issue of female students since at least 1869 when inquiries about girls sitting for the matriculation examination were received. Finally, in October 1879, the university council resolved that from March ‘females be admitted to all the corporate privileges of the University’. This applied to all degrees except medicine.1


Qualified women did not waste any time grasping the opportunity: on 23 March 1880, three women presented themselves at the registrar’s office requesting to be matriculated. Caroline Boyd was the first to sign the roll, followed by Harriet Shaw and Margaret McArthur.2 Three more women matriculated on 31 March and there were six others before the end of 1880.3 There is no evidence, however, that any of these successful students actually wished to enrol for degrees or attend lectures—they certainly did not yet have the right to graduate—but at least they could attend university lectures.4 There was no immediate need for Trinity to act, but it did open its theological lectures to non-resident students who would become ‘out-College undergraduate members of the College’ on payment of an enrolment fee of £2 and tuition fees of 1 guinea per term.5 This did ease demand for rooms slightly, but more accommodation was needed and fundraising began again in earnest.


Opening on 31 March, a four-day ‘Fancy Fair and Bazaar’ under the patronage of the governor, the Marquess of Normanby, and his wife was held at the Town Hall in aid of the building fund. A variety concert opened the first day, and ‘several talented amateurs’ performed vocal and instrumental works throughout the season. For sale were plants and flowers, refreshments ‘of great variety’, ‘rare and choice articles’ from England, India, China and Japan, and ‘beautiful and useful embroidery, works of art and fancy work, made by ladies in Victoria’. John Warrington Rogers, chair of the ladies’ committee that included Mrs Moorhouse and Janet, Lady Clarke, asked that ‘every man who desires to secure an enlightened and religious education to the rising youth of the colony’ recall the endowments of the ‘old universities’, without which they would be ‘as poor as that Trinity College now struggling in our midst’.6 The Argus reported on the college’s needs:




There are 22 resident students, and as there is no room for more, additional accommodation is much needed for the many applicants that have to be refused. The dining-hall, even for present requirements is much too small, and consequently requires enlargement … Funds are also urgently needed for the establishment of an endowment for the assistance of students whose means are too small to permit them to avail themselves of the advantages of the college.7





On the Saturday alone, over 1700 people attended the fair. Takings amounted to £2685, with only £173 in expenses. Apart from some gripes about the appropriateness of using ‘eastern markets’ to promote church causes, it was very successful.8
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The successful ‘Fancy Fair’ held at the Melbourne Town Hall in 1880 raised much-needed funds for the college.


In April, council voted £300 to the ‘planting and laying out of the College grounds, including ploughing and fencing’, and paid off several of its smaller debts. Letters of thanks were sent to the women who had been ‘instrumental in starting and carrying out’ the Fancy Fair.9 Two weeks later, Leeper proposed erection of a dining hall, but concern at spending the funds so soon meant that the ‘disposition of the whole of the surplus proceeds of the Bazaar’ was considered more carefully.10 Stawell moved that £1000 be paid off the debt of more than £2000 still owed to Bishop Perry. Leeper persisted in asking that £330 be devoted to the construction of a ‘temporary wooden dining hall’. John Beauchamp offered to design a hall and asked if he might be considered as ‘Permanent Architect’ of the college. Council resolved instead that William Pritchard be engaged for the work, and did not propose appointing an architect.11


Leeper now asked the council to ‘adopt such measures as shall seem most expedient to procure the incorporation of the College’, but the lack of any adequate endowments meant little progress could be made.12 By the middle of June, work on the Dining Hall was so far advanced that council decided to make a final grant of £50 to ‘complete the Hall, Passage and Wash-house including gas fittings’. William Guilfoyle from the Botanic Gardens, who had provided the first grounds plan four years earlier, was asked to supervise work that included metalling the road to the tradesmen’s entrance, reforming the main entrance road, creating a terrace with bluestone steps in front of the Lodge, ‘harrowing, rolling, & sowing’ about 6 acres (2.4 hectares) of land, and repairing the path to the university.13 Six pounds was voted for the purchase of trees ‘for planting on the lines of Mr Guilfoyle’s plan’, while the ‘disgraceful condition of the approach to the tradesmen’s entrance from the Sydney-road’ was noted and the City Council contacted on behalf of both Trinity and the college rising next door.14


The final touches for the new Dining Hall included ‘ornamental woodwork’ designed by Pritchard. The Hall was stained and varnished and its fireplace fitted with a stone mantelpiece through a subscription from Mr H Creswick.15 In August, Franklin Kendall resigned from the council and his position of Secretary, as he was soon to leave the colony. His departure provided the excuse for a large dinner to inaugurate the Hall.16 Kendall was also responsible for another important feature of the college’s traditions taking root, quite literally:




When he was leaving Melbourne it was decided that he should be asked to plant a memorial oak in the college grounds, to be known for all time as the ‘Kendall oak’. Bishop Moorhouse made a speech, and in the course of his eulogy of Mr Kendall expressed the hope that many generations of students would sit and smoke their pipes under the shadow of that tree … The Kendall oak is now a fine spreading tree, but it is not the tree planted by Mr Kendall … for six in succession withered and died. Salvation came to the oak tree in a curious way. The grounds were for a time infested with stray dogs, which became an intolerable nuisance, and we had to lay poison. Before long I [Leeper] noticed the tree gaining surprising vigour and vitality. I asked the gardener could he explain it, and he replied grimly, ‘I buried eight of them dogs there.’17
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The Dining Hall has always been at the centre of communal life.


Leeper was elected to the university council at its August meeting to fill the vacancy left by the resignation of Thomas à Beckett.18 The make-up of the council was at the time the subject of an inquiry by a Legislative Assembly committee chaired by Charles Pearson, and a bill ‘for the better government of the University’ was before parliament intended to improve teaching and ‘take away from it the power to exclude ladies’.19 Trinity moved quickly to stake a claim for permanent council seats to ‘give the University the advantage of the special knowledge & experience belonging to the directors of Colleges’.20 At the Social Science Congress held during the international exhibition that opened in September 1880, Leeper read a paper entitled ‘The Functions of the University College in Victoria’ and Moorhouse, who was in the chair, suggested that Pearson ‘should make a provision in his bill for two representatives of the colleges to have seats in the council’. This was met with a loud ‘Hear, hear’.21


The council of the Presbyterian college met at the Assembly Hall in Collins Street on 20 October. In reply to a deputation from Trinity, it agreed to cooperate in pushing for council seats. The deputation also raised the question of ‘having the lectures at each college open to students of the other’, and in consequence that there be a ‘uniformity of arrangements and charges’. A committee was established to ‘consider all questions common to the two colleges’.22


When the new college’s fees were published in March, Trinity determined that its own fees should be ‘made as nearly as possible identical with those of the other foundation’.23 It also moved to increase the attractiveness of its offering by constructing an asphalted tennis court, ostensibly ‘to commemorate the remarkable successes achieved by the College in the University Examinations for the academic year 1880–81’, but really because one was being built next door at the new college. Membership of Trinity’s ‘Lawn Tennis Club’ was open to all members of the college under management of an elected student committee.24


Leeper reported that the number of applicants for 1881 was ‘so great that it was impossible to find accommodation for all’.25 There were certainly no funds to hand to begin building, but a cheque for £250 was received from Richard Grice ‘towards the enlargement of the accommodation for students now so urgently called for’.26 Council resolved that £75 be spent on ‘supplying the most pressing wants of the College’: the improvement of baths, ventilation of the library, partitions for the porter’s room, and the construction of a coal shed and meat safe. The immediate solution to the surfeit of applicants was to institute an entrance test, with rooms ‘allotted to those obtaining the highest places’.27 In the interim, it rented ‘a neighbouring house’ so that students ‘might be admitted to residence in the college itself according as vacancies occurred’.28
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Trinity’s main building, in modern Gothic style, was dwarfed by Ormond’s ‘Scottish baronial’ tower, seen here on the left. Trinity’s wooden Dining Hall is on the right.


There were no such problems next door. The Presbyterians’ college was formally opened by the governor on 18 March 1881 and named after its principal benefactor, Francis Ormond. Fittingly, the building was in the ‘Scottish baronial’ style, with the main tower likened to that at Glasgow University. The opening appeared to ‘proclaim that the college system is at last firmly rooted amongst us’, but Ormond’s generosity—‘quite unexampled in Australia’—provoked an invidious comparison with Trinity by the press:




To a corresponding degree must it be a matter of regret to learn how completely the sister institution represents the other side of the picture, in its struggle with all the difficulties of straitened resources. The position, indeed, of this, the premier foundation—the pioneer college, on which devolved the task of demonstrating the feasibility of the new idea, of converting enemies, and of satisfying the exacting scrutiny of a doubting and somewhat jealous public—is such, we believe, in regard to its finances, as should afflict with real humiliation the members of the numerous, important, and wealthy denomination with which the interests of Trinity College are essentially identified … The meagre accommodation provided for students has long since been exhausted, and numbers of applicants for admission have now to be refused. The college still labours heavily under a portion of the debt contracted for its erection many years ago.29





Twenty students moved into residence in Ormond’s first intake, including two who had begun their studies at Trinity: Daniel Cole (TC 1877) and William McArthur (TC 1880). Two others followed in 1882.30 The now stark physical difference between Ormond and Trinity was brought to public attention. No member of the Church of England, it was reported,




can pass up or down the Sydney-road without blushing at the contrast presented by Trinity and Ormond. The latter is, as it stands, a fine commanding structure … The former appears to be composed of two fragments of stunted designs, each distinguished by its own peculiar sort of unsightliness.31





Leeper’s five-year term as principal was now up. Rogers moved immediately that he be re-elected, but Leeper insisted that this must ‘be considered in connexion with the proposed appeal to the public for funds’ for a new building. It was agreed instead to appoint him as Acting Head until council could make a formal offer.32 After a ‘lengthened discussion’ at the next meeting, he was offered a further five-year term at a salary of £300 per annum, allowing for the possibility of an increase should funds become available. Having recorded its ‘grateful sense of the very satisfactory progress made by the College as shown in the steady increase in the number of students & the high character of the University distinctions won by them’, the council expressed its desire that the head of the college should henceforth ‘adopt the designation of Warden as preferable to that of Principal’.33


The following month, medical student Harry Salmon (TC 1880) requested a refund of his tuition fees, as he ‘found the lectures given on Natural Science at the College almost valueless owing to the want of diagrams, collections of specimens, & other appliances’. His request was denied but his grievance was taken seriously.34 Leeper wrote to the new master of Ormond College, John MacFarland, suggesting a scheme of ‘Inter-Collegiate Lectures’. MacFarland agreed that Ormond students could attend lectures in Logic and Junior Classics at Trinity in return for Trinity students attending Ormond for Calculus and Trigonometry. A gate would be created in the fence between the colleges to facilitate the exchange. The following month, MacFarland proposed that the experiment be applied to ‘all secular lectures delivered in either institution’. Trinity responded by offering Senior Classics if Ormond would teach Chemistry.35


The affiliation of Ormond College came before the university senate in May 1881. Adoption of the statute was moved by Professor Andrew, who ‘congratulated the colony upon the establishment of this new institution and the University upon the attachment to it of this new daughter of the Alma Mater’. The statute was passed unanimously. Andrew had not exactly been a strong promoter of Trinity’s affiliation five years earlier, but he had changed his view, believing that:




The day for discussing whether denominational colleges should be affiliated had gone by. They were now an established fact and their raison d’être was that they supplied the teaching which the University could not supply, namely, that in the faculty of theology. Great credit was due to the institution and Trinity College which showed that college life was possible and advantageous.36





Cooperation on the educational front was matched by robust competition on the sporting field. The ‘first annual’ cricket match between Trinity and Ormond was played on Thursday 7 April 1881 on the new Carlton Cricket Ground in Princes Park.37 The result was a pleasing win to Trinity by 25 runs. Just two days earlier, the opening of Ormond had been noted at the University Boat Club’s annual meeting as being ‘likely to stimulate the students of Trinity to devote themselves vigorously to rowing in order to establish friendly contests on the river between themselves and the students of the rival college’.38 It took very little time for that wish to become reality, with the first intercollegiate boat race held on the Upper Yarra course on 26 May, in four-oared gigs. Students turned out to cheer from the bank: for Trinity, ‘no one was without a knot of the heraldic colours (white with red and green stripe) in his button-hole’, while Ormond wore black and gold:




Shortly after 4 o’clock both crews appeared at the starting-point, and as soon as the word was given to row the Trinity men dashed off, and assumed a lead of half a length, the Ormond crew seeming to lag at the post. Before reaching Brander’s the Trinity crew had increased their lead to a length, and from this out continued to steadily draw away from their opponents, despite the plucky efforts of the Ormond crew, and came in victors by three clear lengths, covering the distance in 7½ min.39





It was hoped that ‘with a little encouragement it will no doubt in a short time assume larger proportions and become one of the events of the year’.40 At dinner that evening, Adeline Leeper promised to ‘present a flag for use on future occasions’ and there were ‘rumours of an approaching football match’.41 The first intercollegiate football match was played at the East Melbourne Cricket Ground on 21 July.42 Ormond won, 2.9 to 1.6.43 The two heads also agreed on the conditions for participation in these intercollegiate sporting contests:




The following (and none others) shall be allowed to take part in intercollegiate athletic contests, viz.:– Students who have not taken any degree at Melbourne University or at any University recognised by it and graduates of Melbourne University or of any University recognised by it of not more than nine terms’ standing provided that they are either resident within one of the colleges or subject to college discipline and provided that all members of the teaching staff of each college be excluded.44
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Trinity won the first intercollegiate rowing race. The crew was TH Payne, AS Robertson, HR Salmon, SJR Greville (stroke) and CJP Hogarth (cox).


Trinity now took another initiative, this time in the arts, with the announcement that it would produce a play. Leeper, as Classics Lecturer, wishing his students to have first-hand experience of their subject, chose Mostellaria (The Haunted House), a comedy by Plautus (c. 254–184 BCE), to be performed in its original Latin. Leeper took the role of director, assisted by Hackett, for performances on 8 and 9 June in the Dining Hall, ‘fitted up with a sloping auditorium, a classic proscenium and stage of necessarily limited proportions’.45 The Argus previewed the production in excited terms:




The various parts have undergone a patient and careful rehearsal, so that a spirited and faithful rendering of the original may be looked for. Much trouble has also been taken with the preparation of the scenery, dresses, and accessories, and every effort will be made to render the play in the same manner, as nearly as possible, as that in which it was brought on the stage in Plautus’ own day … We believe that this is the first attempt ever made in this colony to perform a Latin play in the original.46
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The college’s first student play was Mostellaria by Plautus, performed in Latin in 1881.


The 250 tickets available for each performance sold out, and guests were admitted to the dress rehearsal (for which they were not expected to wear evening dress). Carriages were asked to ‘enter the college grounds by the lower gate on the Sydney-road, and pass out by the upper drive’.47 The review of the rehearsal noted that the play had been ‘judiciously cut, so as to omit all objectionable matter, and at the same time to bring the performance within reasonable limits’, and that all involved should be congratulated on the ‘unequivocal success of their efforts to deliver the text and convey the spirit of Plautus’. The cast of about twenty was led by Walter Coldham (TC 1880), Frederick Dickson (TC 1878), William Pritchard (TC 1878) and Harry Salmon. Incidental music was performed by a four-man ‘amateur orchestra’ conducted by Robert Bromby (TC 1880).48 The Messenger reported that:




The dining hall made a very good theatre for the occasion … Over each window hung a wreath of evergreens encircling the College emblems of trefoil and fleur-de-lis. The proscenium was much admired for its classic appearance. Fluted columns rose on either side, supporting a carved arch bearing figures and emblems of classic literature and art. Handsome busts and vases at the bases of the columns added much to the effect. When the curtain rose, there was, at every performance, much applause of the beautiful set-scene, painted by Mr Hennings, of the Theatre Royal.49
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The Dining Hall was converted to a theatre for the play, replete with proscenium and professionally painted backdrops.


Herbert Bryant declaimed the Latin prologue, while couplets of an English epilogue, written by Coldham, were assigned to each of the performers:




Your patience we will further tax,


First audience that has sat in


This hall to hear the college cracks


Attempt a play in Latin.


I hope our faults will be excused:


We’ve tried it first in Melbourne;


Though should we chance to be abused,


By all it will be well borne ...


In Greek and Latin we should shine,


Our warden such a star is,


Some glimmer of that light divine


Reflected from afar is.


And in these rhymes we’d sing, I trow,


The faults of the professors,


But at the exams., I fear, a plough [fail]


Would wait the bold transgressors.


Our rival, Ormond, sees too late


That cricket we are skilled in,


Success is not proportionate


It seems to size of building.


Upon the river too is told


The story of our prowess;


Our flag above the ‘black and gold’,


Triumphant floating now is.


The college had a chequered lot


From lowness of exchequer,


But now this last big cheque she’s got,


There’s nothing left to check her.


To all for their attendance here


Our thanks are freely given;


We hope that till our play next year,


Your memories we may live in.





The rather unsophisticated reference to a substantial donation was very up-tothe-minute. The largest single benefaction to the college so far had just been received from Joseph Clarke, who had given £5000; but more was needed:




That institution is doing a great work, and only requires funds to extend its operations—thirty thousand pounds are required to finish the buildings according to the design, but the smallness of the sum wanted should not deter anyone from contributing. When the buildings are completed there will still be plenty of objects on which money can be advantageously expended; for instance, on a handsome chapel, a well-stocked library, or the endowment of fellowships, scholarships, &c. The council of the college will no doubt be glad to perpetuate the names of benefactors in some suitable manner, and we could not suggest to those who desire honest fame a more graceful way of achieving immortality.50





The ‘munificent donation’ was applauded by the Messenger, which pleaded that with ‘a little earnest effort on the part of Churchmen and Churchwomen we may now hope to see Trinity released from her financial embarrassments and enabled to make her accommodation for students keep pace with the demands on it’.51 Council recorded its ‘warmest thanks’ to Joseph Clarke and suggested that the names of the two Clarke brothers ‘be in some way associated with the buildings to be erected in the future’. In August, William Clarke promised a further £1000, ‘unencumbered by conditions of any kind’.52 Stawell, as chairman of the collecting committee, moved that the funds be ‘expended in erecting the necessary buildings to supply the required accommodation’. Council wrote to Edmund Blacket, architect of Sydney University’s Great Hall and Quadrangle (1854) and St Paul’s College (1856), asking him to advise them on a building.53 To promote the Building Fund, a meeting was held at the Geelong Mechanics’ Institute on 21 June, attended by about fifty men. The college was now




overflowing with students, and … the accommodation was quite inadequate, many young men having to be put up in rented rooms, and others had to go over to Ormond College, which could boast of contributions amounting to £50,000, while Trinity College had only a fifth of that sum.54





Blacket requested an honorarium of 25 guineas in addition to travel expenses, and he was asked to provide plans for both the proposed accommodation building and of the whole college ‘as completed’.55 He met with the council at the diocesan registry in Melbourne on 28 July, duly producing sketches of a ground plan and proposed buildings, and was requested to ‘get ready the working plans as soon as possible & forward them from Sydney’.56


A new building was not, however, the college’s only concern. Leonard Terry was asked to inspect the north wall of the Lodge as it was in a ‘dangerous condition’.57 Local residents were also unhappy with the new fences and buildings, both at the colleges and the university, but particularly the ‘closing of a gate between the University and Trinity College reserves’. Prior to the colleges taking up their grants, there had been a ‘public pathway with turnstiles at each end, which, through an oversight, was not permanently reserved’. A public meeting was held at Molseed’s Agricultural Hotel, opposite the college,58 to consider what could be done now that Trinity had closed the ‘thoroughfare’:




[E]very effort to induce the Church of England authorities to grant a roadway through the college grounds had failed, and as the Crown grant of the College land was absolute no compulsion could be used. Mr William Downes pointed out that a pathway through the grounds of the University proper would satisfy the requirements of those concerned … He therefore submitted a petition asking the Governor in Council to … declare a public pathway through the University-gardens from west to east.59





A deputation of residents met with the minister for lands, Walter Madden, in September. While Madden considered it ‘unreasonable that there should be a space of 40 chains [about 800 metres] of unused ground to which the public could not have access’, there were jurisdiction issues. He agreed to consult with the ‘Law Officers’ as to what power he had.60 The secretary for lands advised in November that the minister ‘desired, if possible, to have a roadway opened through the affiliated Colleges Reserves & the University recreation Reserve for the benefit of residents in Carlton & Parkville’. He asked if the trustees would allow ‘the excision from their Reserve of the required strip of ground’ and would talk to the Roman Catholics who held the land on the eastern side of the reserve.61
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Edmund Blacket’s 1881 college plan was similar to Terry’s, though on a grander scale. The north elevation (top) began with a dining hall, while the west (bottom), facing Sydney Road, rose to three storeys, with a chapel at the southern end.


This matter was overtaken in December when the Catholics applied for the title over their allotment. While Trinity held its Crown grant under the Land Act (1869), the Presbyterian and Wesleyan allotments had been conveyed through the State Aid to Religion Abolition Act (1871). The Wesleyan grant included the provision that ‘no sale or mortgage should take place without the consent of the Governor in Council’, but in Bishop Goold’s application his trustees had full power to ‘sell, lease, mortgage, exchange, or otherwise dispose of’ the land and apply the proceeds however the denomination saw fit. It was widely thought that Goold had ‘no intention of turning the Roman Catholic portion of the University reserve to the purposes for which it was intended’.62 Questions were raised in parliament, and a deputation from the university, Trinity and Ormond raised their objections with the secretary for lands.63 Leeper called a special meeting of council, which resolved, with Hackett’s legal advice, to send its ‘most emphatic protest’ that any such ‘conveyance would be a great injustice to the other religious denominations concerned & a serious injury to the interests of both the University and its Colleges’.64


Trinity’s council took the opportunity to formulate a second resolution concerning the minister’s request to lay aside part of its lands for a roadway, pointing out, again, that the ‘whole of the Reserve is required for the use of the College’. Another public meeting at Molseed’s Hotel on 13 December was told that ‘previously there had been a right-of-way through Trinity College ground, but now they were absolutely prohibited from entering … as a policeman was stationed there to prevent persons entering the ground’.65 Madden agreed that if the Trinity trustees would not grant permission, he had no power to overrule them, but he would ‘take steps’ to have a road ‘opened through the University grounds’.66 He requested that the university grant a strip of land 20 feet (6 metres) wide by 160 feet (49 metres) long, abutting Trinity’s southern boundary, but the university requested £2000 in compensation. Were the road to eventuate, it would have to ‘make a slight detour’ around Trinity before realigning across the rest of the reserve.67 The two-year battle ended in June 1882 when the government agreed to construct a road at the north end of the university site from Madeline Street (now Swanston Street) to Sydney Road, and to erect fences along it and gates at each end if the City Council paid for maintaining it.68


Trinity had not limited itself to only one option for its new building: drawings had been received from Leonard Terry and William Pritchard in addition to Blacket. After a long discussion, Blacket’s plan was endorsed, but council wished him to reduce his rates if it had to engage a ‘competent local architect’ instead of Blacket’s own ‘personal superintendence’ for the works.69 Drawings showing a ‘bird’s-eye’ view of his plan for the whole college were inspected in October 1881. It was clear that he proposed demolishing the new accommodation block. Leeper wrote to Moorhouse, who was visiting Sydney, suggesting he meet with Blacket and ‘urge upon him that it was most desirable that he should design such a place for the extension of the College as w[oul]d not necessarily involve the demolition of the present brick building’.70 The council was also ‘desirous of adopting the general plan of Mr Blacket, provided he be willing to modify the elevation of the proposed buildings, so as to avoid the sameness of the sketch design proposed by him’. George Rusden went further, moving that ‘as it is expedient to retain for permanent use the existing stone brick buildings, it is desirable that the plans for the future should embrace those buildings as a portion of the completed College’. Blacket was told council wished to adopt his ‘plan for the new rooms to be built in connexion with the present buildings’, but that it did ‘not commit to carrying out ‘any further portions of the general plan’.71
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The revised Blacket plan of 1882 retained the Lodge (marked A), Dining Hall (B) and new accommodation block (C). The existing, sweeping drive is seen to the right.


A committee was appointed to investigate bricks, with Sir George Verdon reporting that those suitable for the outer walls would cost £8 per thousand. It was recommended, however, that Pyrmont stone be used instead of brick for the facade. Blacket’s updated plans were received in February 1882. The building would be of double brick with hollow walls, and with either stone or terracotta dressings. Pritchard was appointed as local architect to ‘superintend the execution of the works, & to revise the specifications’. Verdon was appointed to the house committee, which would, with the addition of Stawell, have power to act as a building committee.72 In March, the ‘dull red brick furnished by Mr Glue [sic] of Brunswick’73 was chosen and Pritchard authorised to order 40,000. The walls were now to be of solid brick, as long as Blacket could ‘undertake to make them completely weather-proof without the use of oil, paint, or silicate’. Unfortunately, in September, the bricks were found to be ‘not of the specified colour’ and the order was cancelled. RC Brown, the successful tenderer, was asked to source new bricks from the Hawthorn brickworks. It was also decided to install washstands with piped water in all the bedrooms. Joseph Clarke ‘renewed his promise of another contribution’, allowing reinstatement of the western end of the wing that had earlier been deferred.74 The building was described in The Argus in May:




The … design shows a building more after the fashion of the old English colleges than any educational institution that has as yet been built in Victoria. It will be erected at right angles to the present building, and form another side of the quadrangle contemplated in the original design, and into which it is hoped the form of the present building will finally develope [sic]. The material for construction will be the same as that used in the present building, in order that uniformity may be secured.75





By the beginning of June, the council felt able to call for tenders. It wished to start building immediately, as it was ‘of extreme importance that the proposed buildings should be completed before the opening of the next Academic year’.76 In August it was agreed to name the new wing ‘The Clarke Buildings’. Other facilities were being commissioned. The first boat ‘possessed by a university college’, a string-test gig with fixed seats built by Richard Fuller, was launched in May. Leeper spoke of the ‘peculiar benefits which students derive from the practice of rowing’ before naming her the Fleur-de-lis.77 She was used for the second annual race against Ormond on 27 May, which Trinity again won ‘with ease’.78 The first ‘annual lawn tennis match’ between the two colleges was played at Trinity on 3 October when Arthur Allen (TC 1880) and Richard Stawell (TC 1882) beat Macarthur and Nimmo of Ormond 6–2, 6–5.79
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Blacket designed a long, low accommodation block, with a cloister, to run along much of the college’s northern boundary.


Twenty pounds was voted for additional bookcases to house the gift of Rusden’s personal library of 1500 volumes, including ‘some rare and valuable works’.80 The collection included ‘many a quaint and curious volume of forgotten lore’, a Shakespeare Second Folio (1632) and a complete set of the novels of Charles Dickens presented to Rusden by the author. As well as books, there was an ‘exquisite painting’ of Lake Mavora, New Zealand by Nicholas Chevalier and many ‘curiosities and relics, intended to form the nucleus of a college museum’.81 Rusden’s condition was that the collection be ‘permanently preserved in a separate compartment of the College Library’ to be known as ‘The Rusden Library’.82


John Hackett resigned as vice-warden in October 1882, on his departure for Western Australia. Council noted its ‘grateful recognition of his valuable work for the College from the year 1876 to the present time’, and the fact that his services were ‘rendered without remuneration from them during the last five years’.83 He would be instrumental in founding the University of Western Australia, using in the debates a speech on education given while he was prelector of Trinity’s Dialectic Society.84 While he was said to remember Trinity fondly, Hackett’s only donation to the college was £100, given in 1914 to equip a gymnasium.85


At its November meeting, council discussed the appointment of a new vice-warden, perhaps a clergyman who, ‘while assisting in the secular work of the College’, could also lecture in Theology. Edward Morris noted the need for a proper kitchen and outbuildings to match the increased capacity of the college, but this, too, found no resolution, pending a declaration from Joseph Clarke as to the amount of any future gift.86 To honour and encourage the Clarkes, a grand dinner in their honour was held on 27 November in the Hall, although in the end Joseph Clarke was absent, suffering from one of his frequent bouts of ill health. It was also an opportunity to congratulate Sir William on his elevation to a peerage as Baronet Clarke of Rupertswood, chiefly for his work as president of the 1880 Melbourne International Exhibition.87
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John Hackett was Trinity’s first vice-warden and would go on to become the inaugural chancellor of the University of Western Australia.


In February 1883, council decided that the woodwork throughout the new building would be varnished rather than painted. It also wanted a dado in red pine to be affixed to the staircase and corridors. On the western end, a weatherboard wall was to be erected to allow additional future works to be carried out more easily. Obviously, there was no possibility of completing the building before the start of the February term. Leeper had been ‘led to expect’ that the works would be ready and had accepted new students for places in the new building. In order to ‘prevent the interests of the College from suffering’, council again approved the rental of houses nearby to take the overflow. Small improvements to the existing buildings were approved, including the installation of a ‘suitable wooden mantelpiece’ for the College Hall, and a door to be ‘opened in the Brick Building erected in 1878, close to the present lavatory’.88


Leeper’s father-in-law, Sir George Wigram Allen, wrote to him in March (using his usual salutation, ‘My dear Leeper’) offering to endow a prize at the college. Clearly the two had discussed this possibility sometime earlier:




I had for some time intended, as you are aware, to ask the Council of Trinity College to accept from me a sum of money as the foundation of a prize, or for some other purpose in aid of the College. The amount is not large enough for a scholarship & I have had considerable difficulty in determining the object to which it might suitably be applied. The sum which I have to offer is £250—I thought at one time that it simply be used in purchasing additional books for the College Library, but perhaps your suggestion in regard to the Dialectic Society is better, & as you prefer it I am willing to adopt it. Will you then mention my proposal to the Council, & if they assent I will send you £250—the income from which sum to be appropriated each year as a prize to the Winner of the medal in Essay Writing.89





During April, council dealt with minor matters such as the wording of the declaration of trust for the Clarke Scholarship, authorising examinations for the Bishop’s and Cusack Russell scholarships, and allowing Pelham Chase (TC 1882) to retain the Kew Scholarship, even though he had ‘failed to proceed without interruption in this undergraduate course to his degree in Arts’. Because there was no further room in the college due to the failure to complete the new building, Chase was to fulfil his residential requirements in external ‘approved lodgings under College discipline’.


Without fanfare, council then resolved, on the motion of Robert Potter, that ‘it is desirable that the Warden should have permission from the Council to allow at his discretion the attendance at College Lectures of women students who are members of the University’. The minutes do not record any discussion; nor does there appear to have been much dissent apart from a letter received from Warrington Rogers, accompanying his apology, containing ‘a protest against the proposal appearing on the notice paper’. Rogers thought it a ‘most unfortunate move in a direction which will injure the College’.90 The objection was noted, but the way was now clear for Trinity to provide academic assistance to qualified women students, should there be any who wished to make use of it.
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And they came, both men and women, as many as were willing hearted.


Exodus 35:22a





WITH THE VOTE of the college council in April 1883, Trinity became the first university college in Australia to admit women to its academic programs. The first women to enter degrees at Melbourne—as opposed to merely matriculating—had commenced two years previously, after passage of the University Act (1881) cleared the way for women to graduate.1 On 19 March 1881, the university enrolled Mary Gaunt, Julia (‘Bella’) Guérin, Lydia Harris and Henrietta Hearn. Only Harris and Guérin were to complete their courses; they took their final examinations together in 1883, but Harris failed ‘History of the British Empire’.2 Guérin graduated BA on 1 December 1883, the first female graduate from any Australian university. Harris graduated the following April.


While the 1883 minutes of the Trinity council are otherwise silent, the later Calendar records that in early April that year Miss Lilian Helen Alexander was the first woman admitted to attend college lectures. Her name is inserted in the list of students between number 128 (Arthur Alston, enrolled 4 April) and number 129 (Frederick Booth, enrolled 7 April), but no actual date is given or student number assigned. The accompanying note explains that ‘women students, although attending lectures at the College, and enjoying equally with the men all its educational advantages, were not formally enrolled on the books’.3 Leeper later recalled the circumstances of Alexander’s admission:




It is very strange, looking back all those years, to remember the way in which her application for admission was received. I favoured it myself, but it was a matter too important to settle on my own account, so I took it to Bishop Moorhouse, and was surprised to find that he strongly objected. The reason of his objections was extraordinary … He represented that it would prejudice the squatters against the college, because they would not like to see their sons marry the penniless girls they would meet there. When a man like Bishop Moorhouse could urge such a reason, can one wonder that the emancipation of woman was so long delayed?4





In the list of results for the first-year examinations in the October term, Alexander is identified as being from Trinity; she is the only woman, although Laura Moerlin appears in second year, and Guérin and Harris in third year.5 In December, Alexander was one of only three candidates to take first-class honours. Hers was a remarkable talent at a time when few women had any chance of proving their ability. Born in 1861, she was schooled at ‘Lawn House’, the South Yarra ladies’ college run by her mother. She completed her matriculation year at PLC, East Melbourne in 1882 and was awarded a scholarship in the School of History and Political Economy for her third-year results, graduating in 1886 with first-class honours in Classics and also in English and History. She won non-resident exhibitions from Trinity in each year.


John MacFarland wrote from Ormond in July 1883 asking if Trinity would ‘cooperate in moving the Government to bring in a Bill to incorporate both societies’. Trinity replied that it would be glad to cooperate if there was any likelihood of the government agreeing to it; many years would pass before incorporation was achieved. Leeper was fighting more immediate battles, agitating on behalf of students whose scholarships were being affected by delays in the university passing new regulations for courses. He wondered if the ‘valuable exhibitions and scholarships offered by the council … would not be lost to the students’.6 In October, prominent barrister (and later High Court justice) Henry Higgins raised accusations that the clergymen in the senate had been ‘specially whipped up by Trinity College, whose warden supposed that its interests were in some way affected’.7 Leeper denied any bias, quipping that ‘the students of this and the sister college will succeed in winning their usual proportion of the University prizes’ no matter what regulations were in place.8


Leeper was not so supportive in individual cases. Earlier that month, James McNab (TC 1883) appealed to the college council after the warden ‘gated’ him for the rest of the term for ‘failing to submit respectfully to the authorities of the College’. McNab had been absent after being refused permission to miss college lectures. He pleaded that he was not guilty of insubordination and was supported by thirty students who signed a petition. The council was unmoved: McNab had admitted his disobedience and had been ‘most leniently treated’ by the warden. Council would not countenance interference in the ‘exercise of Collegiate discipline’, and in any case, attendance at lectures was not optional.9 This would not be the last time that Leeper’s handling of such matters of discipline would be called into question.


The Clarke Buildings were opened on 20 August 1883, six months after the death of Edmund Blacket. The house committee had borrowed £700 to buy furniture and negotiated a further £100 from Leeper to ‘defray the expenses of a Déjeûner [luncheon] in the College Hall’ after the ceremony. After an inspection, guests were summoned to the Hall by the new bell installed in the tower. Joseph Clarke was again too ill to attend, but Sir William acknowledged the thanks due to his brother.10 The foundations for the whole wing had been laid, but only about 170 feet (50 metres)—about three quarters—of it had so far been built. Six-foot-wide (1.8 metres) corridors ran in both directions from a central staircase of polished cedar. Both the bedrooms and shared studies were ‘larger and better fitted than those in use in the older building’, while ‘ventilation has been carefully attended to, and in each of the bedrooms water is laid on’. There were five ‘well-appointed’ bathrooms, while each tutor’s flat contained a ‘servant’s pantry, from which will be served luncheon for the students’ rooms’ and through which a ‘hydraulic lift from the coal cellar passes’. On the eastern end sat a ‘handsome’ student common room ‘set apart for their social intercourse’ and ‘also intended for reading and for club meetings’. Above sat the billiards room with an ‘open timbered roof of Oregon wood and kauri pine artistically wrought and varnished’. The cloister, intended eventually to ‘run round the whole of the quadrangle’, had a kauri pine roof ‘supported by stone pillars, having richly carved capitals and battlement parapets’. The Hawthorn brick walls were relieved by Waurn Ponds stone dressings, and above the windows ‘some unusually tasteful ornamentation has been bestowed’.11
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Opened in 1883, the Clarke building more than doubled the available rooms in the college.


References to the ‘older brick building’ highlighted the need for the block erected in 1878 also to be named, and the title ‘Bishops’ Buildings’ was agreed, to commemorate the work of both Perry and Moorhouse.12 The minutes make it clear that the apostrophe follows the last ‘s’ of Bishops, but unfortunately it was misplaced in the subsequent minutes and in the letter to the stonemason enclosing details of the wording for a tablet to be fixed above the front entrance.13


The Messenger observed that Trinity was ‘now in full work’ and had more resident undergraduates than some of the Oxford colleges. Was it time to institute, as envisioned in the original constitution, a provost and fellows? Surely the publication had been watching Leeper with interest, for it suggested that ‘discipline should be administered, not according to any code of rules, but according to understood traditions’. Without a body of fellows, decisions of the head often had ‘an arbitrary air’ and ran ‘the risk of being set down to his own personal idiosyncrasy’. Better yet would be if ‘one or more of the fellows should be residentiary, and take their places in the teaching staff … But what is wanted now is that the college should be made, as early as possible, a self-governing body.’14 Without endowments, this was still impossible.


Moorhouse opened the Church Assembly on 24 September with mention of the continuing needs of the college:




The child has grown so rapidly that it has quite grown out of its clothes. The old chapel is found too small to accommodate all the students. We must needs build either a temporary wooden chapel or the handsome permanent chapel which Mr Blackett [sic] designed for us. We have already got a temporary wooden dining hall, which must some day come down. Surely it would be better not to waste further money by building a temporary chapel.15





Without funds for a permanent solution, council approved a slight enlargement of the chapel by removal of the large fireplace, following plans by Pritchard. Canon Handfield was also appointed Chaplain of the college, the first formal creation of this role.


The university was finally pressing on with improvements on two sides of the college. Trinity wrote to the Lands Office to ‘obtain the removal of a quantity of earth which had been deposited on the College land by the labourers who erected the Northern fence of the University Avenue’.16 Then, on 11 October, those interested in forming a University Athletic Association met at the Athenaeum. William Melville, a Law student at Ormond, said their objects were the creation of a cricket ground, ‘improving the recreation reserve’, and forming a body to govern all university sports. Such a body would assist the university in its ‘duties to care for the physical as well as the mental health of the students’ and mitigate the ‘danger of turning out mere bookworms, void of all those usual qualities which, when joined to culture, enable a man to play his part well in public and in private’.17 Sir William Stawell was elected to chair the meeting, which was attended by over 200 students and staff. Professor Allen felt there was a ‘want of sociability between men belonging to different colleges, and between those engaged in theoretical and practical pursuits respectively’. The motion to establish a committee was seconded by Trinity student Harry Salmon, who, with Melville, was elected as a college representative.18 The committee met at Trinity four days later. More than £700 was needed for levelling the oval and constructing a pavilion. At Stawell’s urging, the university council voted £500 towards the club.19


[image: image]


An ornately framed copy of Raphael’s Madonna della seggiola, a bequest from pastoralist Alexander Mollison in 1885, covers the patched wall of the chapel in the Lodge (now the warden’s office), where the fireplace had once been.


The Bishops’ building, now five years old, had not yet been repainted and the students’ rooms were ‘beginning to look so dingy, that visitors are likely to be much prejudiced against the College, especially when they contrast the appearance of the rooms with those of the neighbouring College’. Other comparisons suggested Trinity was falling behind. Ormond was offering half-adozen scholarships, with Leeper of the view that:




if we c[oul]d not put forward equal attractions, our College must at once sink to an inferior place in the Class Lists, & consequently in public estimation. I felt bound therefore to provide some temporary scholarships myself, which might have the effect of securing the most promising students, & the result has been most satisfactory … The Church of England College must be content to take at once an inferior position to its Presbyterian rival, & I do not expect that, once lost, our present foremost place is likely to be recovered. It is impossible for me to repeat next year the offer of scholarships, which postponed for a time the danger that threatened us.20





Ormond had also decided to employ its own Lecturer in Classics, removing the need for a joint class with Trinity. The ‘friendly arrangement’ giving students access to the Ormond chemistry laboratory also ceased and, as Trinity had no such facilities, Leeper was ‘afraid that this must operate injuriously for us in the coming year’. Now that there were fifty student rooms, the kitchen was also quite unsuitable, having been designed to service only a private dwelling. ‘My present housekeeper,’ wrote Leeper, ‘who is invaluable as a manager is likely to leave because of the heat & general discomfort of her quarters.’ Leeper suggested another temporary wooden building at the rear of Bishops’.


The college’s prayers for financial support were partially answered a few weeks later with receipt of a further £1000 from Joseph Clarke.21 In February 1884, Sir William Clarke made another contribution to remove the debt on the wing ‘bearing his name’.22 This freed up other donations that had been pledged to the building. Council immediately approved work on a ‘College Kitchen & offices’ as per Blacket’s plan, to a cost of £1500.23 Feeling flush, it reimbursed Leeper £300 for the repainting of Bishops’, chapel works, ‘laying linoleum in passages, & sundry repairs and improvements’ undertaken over the summer vacation. It also approved construction of a door leading from Bishops’ into the Dining Hall.24


On the academic front, council resolved to admit non-resident students ‘to particular courses of lectures at one third less than the fees at present paid’. This aligned the fees with those being charged at Ormond, but was also ‘partly intended to meet the wants of those who wish for the collegiate teaching, but cannot afford to reside in colleges’. The lectures were those given in the evenings and were ‘intended solely to prepare matriculated students for the higher examinations, and in every case traversing the same ground as the lectures of the University professors’.25 Three female students were awarded non-resident exhibitions following the scholarship examinations.26 Joining Lilian Alexander at Trinity for 1884 were Laura Moerlin, who had won a scholarship in Classics for her second-year results, and Helen White, a first-year student from Holstein House Ladies’ College.27 Three other women, without exhibitions, were also admitted on 24 March. The second woman on the roll after Alexander was Emily Edeson, followed by Josephine Paterson. The sixth woman, the last for 1884, was Annie Rohs from Sandhurst High School, who had topped the matriculation in Greek and Latin and was awarded a college exhibition.28


Alexander, Edeson and Paterson had all been students at PLC, and Alexander wrote an article for that school’s magazine describing her experience of Trinity. She noted that the women’s official status was as ‘non-enrolled students attending College Lectures’. Unlike the men, they had ‘signed no solemn declaration’ to obey college rules—such as attending chapel—nor paid a library fee, and did not have to ‘wear the academical dress’. Lectures were usually delivered in the evening, and because of the smaller classes in the college, ‘more work is accomplished. They contain also more of the personal element, and each student receives some attention individually.’ The men’s shared sitting rooms (studies) were ‘like miniature drawing rooms, and afternoon tea, as dispensed by a student, is a very pleasant and sociable affair’. While attendance at lectures was their ‘only outward connection with the College’, nonetheless there was also




an invisible one, which, I think, is very strong—I mean that of esprit de corps. We are all proud of our College, and delighted when it is victorious, whether intellectually, in gaining an exhibition, or physically, on the river or in the field … The students usually tell us when any special contest … is to be held, and request our presence at it, and, if we go, we wear the College colours, a white ribbon edged with a narrow strip of red and green. Trinity, however, does not give itself up wholly to games. It possesses a Glee Club and a Debating Society, known as the Dialectic, and we are, so I hear, eligible for membership in the latter, but I hardly think any of us will join.29





In April, Leeper requested a leave of absence for twelve months. After eight difficult years, he wished to travel with his wife; their two girls—Kitty, aged three and Katha, aged two—were to be left with family in Sydney. To run the college in his absence, the Reverend Digby Berry was appointed Acting Warden. An Evangelical churchman, Berry was a graduate of Magdalen College, Oxford, and had been a rector of the London College of Divinity (St John’s Hall) at Highbury, then a chaplain in Mauritius before his arrival in Australia in 1884. Council requested that he ‘should undertake no week day parochial work during term time’, once his present duties with Dr Bromby, now incumbent at St Paul’s, had concluded.30 He was already connected with the college, being Assistant Tutor in Classics. On Leeper’s return the following year, Berry was appointed Vice-Warden.


It had been three years since the success of ‘the Latin play’ by the college, surely time for a new production. Leeper would begin his leave once Plautus’ Rudens (The Shipwreck) had been staged. The original five acts were cut down and ‘rearranged’ into three. The scenery mounted in the Dining Hall was again ‘beautifully painted’ by Mr Hennings, and the play was produced by Arthur Garner, whose staff from the Theatre Royal in Bourke Street assisted and were careful to ‘secure correctness in the costumes and the properties’. The play opened on 16 April for a three-night season. William Lewers (TC 1882) was praised for the ‘great spirit and vigour’ of his portrayal of the old man Daemones, and Donald Mackinnon (TC 1877) for his ‘rich and genial humour’ as the slave Gripus. The only flaw seemed to be the ‘somewhat inconsistent pronunciation’ of the Latin, perhaps because some had learnt a Classical tongue and others the ‘new system’ with more Italian vowels. Incidental music was performed by the Trinity College Glee Club conducted by its founder, Classics Tutor Charles Rendall, while an overture was written specially by Edward Bromby.31


Music, it seemed, was expanding within the college, although a request in May from resident student Percy Fethers (TC 1883) for £20 towards the activities of a ‘College Musical Society’ was declined for lack of funds.32 Nonetheless, the ‘first annual concert’ of the Musical Society was given in the Hall on the Queen’s Birthday. Again, it was Rendall who had initiated the club ‘by holding meetings for practice in his rooms’ until numbers outgrew the space, membership now being about forty. The concert consisted of ‘solos, duos, quartettes and glees … and the general opinion was that the concert was a highly creditable one, considering the short time the society has been in existence’.33


The Ormond crew trained ‘most energetically’ for the fourth annual college rowing race on 31 May, even commissioning a new boat in an attempt finally to beat Trinity. Trinity’s crew, by contrast, were not well matched: they ‘row with plenty of life, but do not swing evenly’. For the first time, the race would be held on the Lower Yarra, on part of the championship course.34 Spectators were treated to the ‘hardest and closest struggle that has yet taken place between representative crews from these institutions’. Trinity was ‘conspicuous by their sea-green singlets and caps’ and won by a length and a half.35 The Medical School’s annual athletics meeting planned for May was postponed due to the death of Prince Leopold, the eighth of Queen Victoria’s nine children, but took place on 1 July at the East Melbourne Cricket Ground when, for the first time, there was an intercollegiate race, for which ‘an equal number of competitors have been nominated by Ormond and Trinity Colleges’.36 There were in fact two events, the 100-yard ‘College Cup’ and a 440-yard race, both won by Stuart Angwin (TC 1883).37
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