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PREFACE

This study is a history of the Church of England within the state, not the ecclesiastical province of Queensland. The
ecclesiastical province includes two major territories outside the state boundaries  The Northern Territory and New
Guinea. Both are important, and the latter in particular, as a great and vigorous missionary diocese of the Australian
church, has a rich and heroic history. The problems and achievements of the church in New Guinea form, however, so
distinctive a story, that they are much better treated as a separate study. Consequently New Guinea has only been
discussed in this history insofar as it has been related to the life and work of the church on the mainland of the state.

The history of the church in Queensland would be grossly distorted if it were to be considered in isolation. The growth of
the church was part of the developing life of the state, and cannot be divorced from political, social and economic factors in
Queensland history. But more than this, the Church of England in Queensland was part of the whole Australian church,
itself a part of the world-wide Anglican Communion. Ecclesiastical developments in Queensland were rarely unrelated to
events and trends in the church in other parts of Australia and in England.

An attempt has been made throughout to set local developments against their wider background. To this end a brief
introductory section has been designed to indicate some of the most pertinent elements in the English and Australian
background of the church in Queensland, and constant reference has been made throughout the work to the broader
scene. The opportunity for study of the English church in the nineteenth century, and of comparative intellectual and
religious developments in the United States, which was provided by a year s post-graduate study at Harvard University was
of great value in this regard. It might be pointed out that no attempt has been made in the bibliography to list all the books
related to this wider setting: only those of major significance, and those specifically referred to in the text, have been
included.

The best method of organising my material exercised my mind considerably in the early stages of writing this history. Four
dioceses were directly concerned, and in the early period particularly, there was little unity of development of these
dioceses. This was particularly connected with the fact that whereas the church in southern Queensland radiated outwards
from Brishane, the Diocese of North Queensland commenced its career as an outpost of the diocese of Sydney. | was
anxious to avoid a series of parallel diocesan histories, yet an attempt to suggest a unified development in the early stages
would have been to impose an artificial unity. However, the very pattern of events appeared to suggest a natural structure
for the material, as there was a noticeable growing together of the dioceses from about the turn of the century, a
development that was symbolised by the formation of the Province of Queensland in 1905. Before this period, the
treatment of dioceses separately appeared desirable; but from that time it became quite natural to take a broader view, and
to discuss the development of church life on the state-wide level.

Four broad periods have for convenience been distinguished in the history of Anglicanism in Queensland. While rough
dates have been allocated to these periods, it is hardly necessary to emphasise that no attempt is made to think of them in
terms of watertight compartments, and particularly the period from 1890 to 1920 which appears to me to be the crucial
generation in the history of the church in Queensland is not strictly bound to these dates. As in so many aspects of
Australian life, these years formed a particularly creative period for the church, and for that reason considerable space has
been devoted to this generation. It was the time when the trends of the pioneering period came to maturity, and when the
basic pattern of church life as it exists to this day was stabilised.

Biographical treatment of individual leaders of the church has played a bigger part in the completed work than | initially
expected. This reflects two circumstances: first, in the developing life of any institution, strong personalities have freer
scope to exercise influence than when long traditions are firmly established, and developments within the institution cannot
be understood without the study of the individual personalities; secondly, in an Episcopal church, the peculiar moral
authority attaching to the office of bishop places him in a position to be more influential than his political counterpart in
secular history. Nevertheless, | have sought to avoid building the whole study around individual episcopates as many
Australian church histories have done as this seems to lay excessive emphasis upon the individual contribution as
against the general continuity of historical development.

The serious study of church history has been much neglected in Australia until quite recently, and the secondary sources
relevant to the history of the church in Queensland are both extraordinarily scanty and of questionable accuracy of detalil
and soundness of judgment. For this reason almost the whole work has had to be based essentially on primary sources.
Fortunately the official records of the church in the form of Synod Proceedings, Year Books and official church papers, have
been fairly well preserved, though they are widely scattered, as they exist for the most part only in the various diocesan
registries. Parish records have been kept with less uniform thoroughness, and in some cases, hardly kept at all. A certain
number of private diaries and letters of individual churchmen have been preserved in Queensland, but quite the most useful
materials of this kind were those found in the archives of Lambeth Palace and S.P.G. House, London. These materials,
many of which have never been used in historical research previously, filled in many gaps and elucidated many questions
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left unanswered by official records. By the completion of my research it appeared that the sources available gave a much
more complete picture of the history of the Church of England in Queensland than at first seemed likely.

Finally it should be said that I write as a priest in the Anglican Church, and that | cannot any more than any other historian

claim to write without bias. | write as one who believes in the vocation of the Anglican Communion as an integral, yet
distinctive, part of a divine society, the Holy Catholic Church. Yet | trust that this does not predispose me to undue
prejudice: for it is an important element in the tradition of Anglican scholarship that there need be no disparity between
Christian faith and an honest quest for truth, and that there is no need to defend the divine nature of the church by denying
the human frailties of its members.

K.R.
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PART I: INTRODUCTION




CHAPTER 1: THE ENGLISH ROOTS.

Too enthusiastically English : so the Diocese of Brishane was described by some critics at the very end of the
nineteenth century. * Whether the judgment was a fair one will become more apparent later; but it does serve to
remind us that the Church of England in Queensland cannot be understood without reference to its English origins.
The unashamed object of the early settlers and their clergy was to transplant the old English church into their new
country. This was to be no new church: not even the externals of the Church of England were to be altered more
than was absolutely necessary. In time, it is true, the ideal altered, and an Australian flavour began to manifest
itself; but this was a slow and subtle process.

It was not surprising that the Anglican Church in Queensland should maintain identity with the mother church. Its
membership, both lay and clerical, was constantly being reinforced from the home country, and for long after the
majority of its clergy were native born, many of its leaders were still English. The fact was that the closeness of the
ecclesiastical affiliation with England reflected the political connection of the colony with the homeland. In many
respects, at least until the twentieth century, the church in Queensland had closer links with England than with the
southern colonies of Australia. The trends in English church life  whether in theology or social thought, in liturgy or
architecture  sooner or later were reflected in Queensland. Sometimes English trends made an impact almost
immediately, sometimes only after a long delay. Mostly there was a process of adaptation to the new environment,
either slight or radical; and the result was a church unmistakeably Anglican, yet subtly different from the English
prototype, and increasingly manifesting its own distinctive character.

To understand the Anglican Church in Queensland, we must the look at the English roots from which it sprang.

The nineteenth century was a time of radical transformation of English religious life. In 1800 the Church of England
presented a depressing picture. It is true that, as recent studies have emphasised,? the eighteenth century church
had not been as uniformly barren as historians of earlier generations were apt to picture it. There were many faithful
clergy who ministered to their flocks in the best tradition of the church; there were parishes in which real spiritual life
had been preserved through the religious apathy of the eighteenth century; and some at least of the bishops
devoted attention to their pastoral labours. Faith and devotion, though often apparently submerged in the
rationalistic spirit of the age, were still to be found in the church.

Yet it remains true that by and large religious life was at a low ebb. Church buildings were bare and colourless, and
not infrequently in a state of miserable disrepair. There were great inequalities of income between the favoured
clergy, who held rich livings in plurality, and the poverty-stricken curates who could barely feed and clothe their
families. According to Halevy the incumbents were non-resident in more than half the livings of England?; while in
the new towns of the industrial revolution great masses of people saw neither church nor parson in their midst. As
late as 1832, Thomas Arnold could yet pass his gloomy judgment that the Church as it now stands, no human
power can save .* It is one of the basic elements of Australian church history that the Church of England began its
Australian career at the time when it was in its weakest condition.

There were, however, signs of hope. Already by 1800 the first of those movements of renewal that were to revive
the English church was beginning to make itself felt. It was significant that the last-minute decision to send a
chaplain with the first fleet to Botany Bay was at the instigation of a small group of influential evangelicals, the
forerunners of that Clapham Sect which was to become so influential in English religion and politics by the early
nineteenth century.

Stemming initially from the zeal of John Wesley and his friends, the evangelical revival was the first of the
movements that were to breathe new life into the spiritless rationalism of eighteenth century English religion.
Evangelicalism found its most natural home, it is true, in the less formal religion of the dissenters and the new sect of
Methodists; but by the beginning of the nineteenth century an evangelical wing was already providing the most
positive religious force within the established church.

Suspect for their enthusiasm by the majority of churchmen, the evangelicals did not have one of their party on the
Episcopal bench until Henry Ryder s consecration in 1815. Yet, though strict evangelicals always remained a small
minority within the church, their views, diffused and scaled down, became a prevailing motif not only of religion, but

! Quoted by Bishop W.T.T. Webber in his synod charge, Brisbane Y ear Book, 1900, p.35
2 e,g. Carpenter, S.C., Eighteenth Century Church and People

® Halevy, E., England in 1815, p. 398

“ Quoted in Moorman, J.R.H., A History of the Church of England, p.329
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of much social custom, in Victorian England. Strict evangelicalism, with its individualism, introspection and
puritanical outlook, never appealed to the majority. Among the rising industrial and commercial middle classes its
ethics struck a responsive chord; but it had little success with the new urban proletariat, and its theology provided
insufficient basis for the corporate revival of the church. Only in a modified version could it spread; and as G.M.
Young points out, by the beginning of the Victorian age the faith was already hardening into a code .> Yet the
religious achievement of the evangelical revival was immense: it restored in the Church of England a deep concern
for things of the spirit and personal religion, a zeal for the salvation of men, and a sense of the need for moral
integrity.

The mainspring of the second kind of movement for church reform came, incongruously enough, from outside the
church, and in some cases from men who were opposed to all that the Church of England stood for. This was
connected with that increasingly influential strain of thought embraced under the name of liberalism. In England
liberalism never had those anti-clerical overtones which generally accompanied it on the continent, though Jeremy
Bentham, whose utilitarian doctrines so largely shaped English liberal thought, was himself an unbeliever.

Bentham advocated the rationalisation of law and society, the abolition of privileges that were based only on
tradition, and freedom for individuals to order their lives without unnecessary hindrances in law. The application of
these doctrines vitally affected the church, because the Church of England with its pluralism, non-residence of clergy
and inequalities of clerical incomes was a glaring example of irrationality, and the privileges accorded to an
established church were abhorrent to liberal principles.

Throughout the century the liberals were active in church reform. Already in the 1820s the repeal of disabilities
against Non-conformists and Roman Catholics pointed the way, and in the 1830s church reform in England and
Ireland proceeded apace. By 1840 the most glaring of the inequalities bequeathed from the eighteenth century had
been rectified; but throughout the century, under liberal influence, many of the surviving privileges of the Church of
England were swept away. If to some churchmen this appeared as an attack on religion itself, to others it was a
liberating force which allowed the church to be itself. For it meant not only the reform of those internal abuses in
organisation which handicapped the spiritual work of the church, but by removing the support of external stays of
privilege, it forced the church to look to its own inherent spiritual character for the source of its authority. So the
perceptive Bishop of London, C.J. Blomfield, could welcome reform in the thirties and forties; and later in the century
its was that devout Anglican, W.E Gladstone, who took the initiative in stripping the church of some of its traditional
privileges.

Strangely enough, the third of the forces of renewal in the nineteenth century originated as a reaction to the very
liberalism whose influence we have just examined. It was in protest against the plan to rationalise the lIrish
hishoprics that John Keble preached in 1833 his famous sermon on National Apostasy which sparked off the Oxford
movement. The catholic revival which thus began lacked initially the general social implications of the evangelical
and liberal movements, but from the point of view of the church as a body corporate it was to be the most important

of the reform movements. The evangelical revival had restored a sense of individual spirituality among church
members: the Oxford movement aimed at restoring a corporate spirituality. The Catholic Church  not the individual
Christian  came to occupy the centre of the stage; and a renewed vision was caught of the Church of England as
an integral part of the one Catholic Church whose history extended unbroken through the whole Christian era.

The Oxford reformers in their Tracts for the Times proclaimed Catholic doctrines which for years past had been
virtually forgotten in the Anglican Church. The secession to Rome in 1845 of John Henry Newman, leader of the so-
called Tractarians, weakened the struggling and unstable movement; but the majority, with E.B. Pusey as their most
prominent figure, remained in the Church of England and gradually saw their doctrines permeating the church. At
first the Puseyites concentrated on matters of theology, and made little outward alteration in the conduct of public
worship; by the middle of the century, however, traditional Catholic forms of ceremonial were being introduced to
accord with their doctrines. So controversies over fitualism became one of the reoccurring features of church life
for the rest of the century.

As with the evangelicals, the strict Anglo-Catholics remained a minority; but their ideas also became diffused, so that
the doctrine and worship of the Church of England as a whole were gradually transformed. To say, as one recent
writer has done, that the Anglo-Catholics had won, and in 1899 it was evident that they had won , is perhaps an

®Young, G.M., Victorian England, p.4.
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exaggeration®. But certainly, many of their ideas, once bitterly opposed, had been recognised as acceptable in the
Church of England.

The last element of revival which we shall discuss was of a different character. This was the response of a group
within the church to the new kinds of intellectual and social problems presented by the nineteenth century. Studies
in the realms of geology, biology and biblical criticism had created intellectual difficulties, while the emergence of the
new urban society that resulted from the industrial revolution raised new social questions for the church. Old
methods of stating Christian doctrine were found to be inadequate for the new intellectual atmosphere, while the
social attitude which the church had inherited from a stable society consisting mainly of landed aristocracy, yeomen
and peasantry was no longer appropriate to the changing social structure of the new age.

It was this situation that aroused the distinctive approach of the broad churchmen. In 1860 seven of them
combined to publish Essays and Reviews in which they seriously attempted to grapple with the intellectual problems
raised by scientific and biblical study. The book received a hostile reception, and indeed at times some of the broad
churchmen appeared more broad than churchmen! Yet in their aim of relating religious thought to the whole of
human knowledge they were pioneers of a revitalisation of theology in the Church of England that was to have far-
reaching effects. The social side of the movement was faced by men like F.D. Maurice and Charles Kingsley,
whose Christian Socialist doctrines were as unwelcome to the majority of churchmen as were the liberal ideas in
theology. Nevertheless they performed a valuable service in seeking to bridge the gulf between the church and the
great mass of the working population of England. By the end of the nineteenth century both the intellectual and
social aspects of the broad church movement had achieved increasing acceptance, and it is significant that under
the leadership of men like Charles Gore and Henry Scott Holland many of their ideas were later incorporated into
Anglo-Catholic thought.

The effect of these varied forces of revival was to transfigure the appearance of the Church of England in the
nineteenth century. How did this effect the Anglican Church in Queensland?

It meant that in Queensland two processes were taking place simultaneously. On the one hand the church was
undergoing natural growth as Queensland passed through its various stages penal outpost, frontier community of
free settlers, self-governing colony, and finally, a state of an autonomous country in the Commonwealth of Nations.
As the life of the community became more settled, so naturally did the life of the church. Opportunities for public
worship and other church activities became more regular, numbers of communicants increased, and income
became more stable. But this natural growth resulting from the maturing of the community was only one aspect of
the development of the church. At the same time the Anglican Church was being affected by the changes in church
life that were taking place in England. The early spiritual and material weakness of the Church of England in
Moreton Bay reflected not only the primitive conditions of the new settlement but also the torpor of English church
life. Likewise, the spiritual quickening of the mid-century resulted not only from the growth of the settlement, but also
reflected the influence of the catholic revival in the Church of England.

In the same way, we shall see that the Australian counterpart of English liberalism was active in Queensland in
whittling down the privileged status of the Church of England. First government grants to the church were abolished;
then there followed the bitter controversy over the question of state aid to church schools in the early years of self-
government, with its culmination in the complete secularisation of education in the Act of 1875.

In this way, as the century progressed, the natural development of the church was modified by the latest
developments in English thought as successive waves of clergy and laity migrated from England. Sometimes there
was a time-lag; sometimes there were almost immediate repercussions from English trends. Usually the clergy were
quicker to adopt new religious ideas than the laity, with the result that a gap frequently appeared between the
clerical and the lay points of view.

Of the movements of English church revival it was the broad church influence that had least immediate impact on
Australia. The reasons were clear. The problems raised by science and biblical criticism had little relevance in the
atmosphere of pioneering life. Broad churchmen were not themselves the type to emigrate: their natural setting
was the cloistered world of the university or the leisured existence of cathedral canonries, not the rough-and-tumble
of missionary endeavour. It was not until the twentieth century that the issues they raised aroused much interest
among Queensland churchmen. Nor was the Christian Socialist movement very relevant to the predominantly rural
character of Australian life in the mid-century: and by the time that questions of capital and labour came to the fore
in the late eighties and nineties, Christian Socialism had lost much of its initial drive.

® Lloyd, Roger, The Church of England in the Twentieth Century, |, p.122
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The evangelical revival had more influence on Queensland, though in its strict form evangelicalism was never a
dominant force in Queensland church life. This was partly the result of the disposition of English missionary
enterprise and partly the result of historical chance. The evangelical Church Missionary Society concentrated its
efforts on the non-British heathen, because the older Society for the Propagation of the Gospel bore the
responsibility for work in the colonies. This society was traditionally high church, and was influenced in the
nineteenth century by the Oxford movement, though it never became the tool of any one party. The result of this
arrangement, however, was that the main missionary zeal of evangelicalism was directed not towards British
colonists but to the heathen, and the extension in the colonies of evangelical influence largely depended on the
chance of the appointment of evangelically minded bishops who would bring men of like mind to their dioceses. In
this way the Diocese of Sydney was set in an evangelical direction by its vigorous and devoted second hishop,
Frederic Barker (1854-1882), while the long episcopate of Melbourne s first bishop, Charles Perry (1847-1876),
originally settled that diocese on predominantly evangelical lines. There were times when it seemed that the same
might happen in Queensland. The pioneer Bishop of North Queensland, G.H. Stanton, and the second Bishop of
Brishane, Mathew Hale, were both evangelicals by inclination. But they were in the nature of exceptions, and for
reasons which will be discussed later, neither left a permanent mark on the churchmanship of his diocese.

It would be a mistake to assume that all sections of the country were equally affected by the revival of the Church of
England in the nineteenth century. Among the landed aristocracy and country gentry the hold of traditional religion
was undoubtedly fairly strong. The Church of England was part and parcel of the traditional order of things, and the
description of the church as the Tory Party at prayer had at least enough bite to make it a worthwhile gibe. Among
the middle classes, too, religious practice was strongly evident; it was among them as we have said that
evangelicalism made its surest headway, either in its Anglican or its Non-conformist embodiment.

There was, however, the other side of the religious scene, which was recognised by the perceptive Vicar of Leeds,
Dr. W.F. Hook. In 1843 he wrote:

The people in agricultural districts are generally indifferent about the Church, - lukewarmness is their sin; the
upper and middle classes uphold her; - but in the manufacturing districts she is the object of detestation to the
working classes.”

The meagre statistics that are available confirm Hook s view that the church had all but lost contact with the
labouring classes. In the country it was bad enough: but in the great industrial areas, especially in the north, the
church entirely failed in the first half of the nineteenth century to keep pace with the growth of the densely-populated
factory towns. An observer in Sheffield in 1843 estimated that not one family in twenty attended either church or
chapel®, and the religious census conducted by Horace Mann in 1851 presented a similar picture. In London and
the more settled districts of the south the situation was rather better, but in general it was true that the poorer people
were estranged from the church; and although later in the century the Anglo-Catholics did notable work in slum
areas, the survey of Charles Booth at the end of the century showed that most working men still attended no place
of worship, and the majority of those who did went to Non-conformist missions.?

The fact was that the involvement of the established church in the old order of society that was passing away made
it the object of dislike to the urban workers. They were conscious of class distinctions in the Church of England,
distinctions which in the rural setting had been accepted as part of the natural order, but which cut against the grain
of the proletarian class consciousness which was becoming increasingly evident. One chief cause of the dislike
which the labouring population entertain for religious services, commented Horace Mann in 1851, is thought to be
the maintenance of those distinctions by which they are separated as a class from the class above them .10

This class structure of the church in England was of crucial significance for the history of the Anglican Church in
Queensland. No detailed study has so far been made of the back-ground of English immigrants to Queensland in
the nineteenth century, but there can be little doubt that the majority of them came from the poorer classes. They
were people for whom the threat of depression, unemployment and the monotony of industrial life made migration an
attractive enterprise. The upper classes were hardly represented among the immigrants; there were some of the
middle classes, often younger sons who hoped to make their fortune; but the great number of immigrants were from

" Letter to Archdeacon Samuel Wilberforce, 5th July, 1843; quoted in Ashwell, A.R., Life of Bishop Wilberforce,
1,p.226

8 G. Calvert Holland[s [Vital Statistics of Sheffield(] 1843; quoted in Wickham, E.R., Church and Peoplein an
Industrial City, p.92

° Ensor, R.C.K., England 1870-1914, p. 308

19 Quoted in Hammond J.L. and Barbara, The Bleak Age, p.58
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the rural or industrial poor. In short, a very large proportion of the Anglican immigrants to Queensland came from
just those classes with whom the church in England had least contact. This gave early Australian religious life a
very different character from that of the American colonies in their early years. For many of the American settlers
their church had been the very centre of their life; for most of the early Australian colonists, with the exception of the
Irish, the church was an object of indifference or worse.

In this English social background we find the clue to some of the early difficulties of the church in Queensland.
Successive waves of clergy came out from England, conscious of the forces of renewal that were operating in
English church life. They were keen to apply new ideas in Queensland. All too often, however, they ran into
difficulty: the respectable and wealthier members of society, who were often the leading churchmen, had in all
probability come out from England some years earlier, and wanted the church in the colony to be as they had known
it at home; and enjoying their position as a kind of petty aristocracy in the colony, they were only too happy to lord it
over the young clergy as they remembered the gentry had done with the village curates in England. On the other
hand, the unchurched poor, who might have benefitted most from the new forces at work in church life, had brought
with them an indifference to the clergy, or sometimes a positive resentment against them, and were prepared to give
them no support. The church as they remembered it meant privilege and class consciousness, and these memories
remained with them long after they settled in their new home. Nor were the clergy themselves free from blame in
this delicate situation of readjustment: all too often they failed to recognise the difference between the new colonial
society and that which they had known in England, and could not adapt themselves to the requirements of the new
situation. In various forms, we shall observe these tensions inherited from England being worked out in early
Queensland church history.

One aspect of the nineteenth century church revival to which ecclesiastical historians have paid insufficient attention
was the remarkable increase of Anglican missionary interest and activity. It was a missionary era unsurpassed
since the age of St. Francis Xavier, and the repercussions for Anglicanism were immense. The nineteenth century
saw the transformation of the national Church of England into a world-wide communion of closely related, but
autonomous, Anglican churches.

Before 1800 Anglican missionary enterprise had been half-hearted. The Society for the Propagation of the Gospel
(S.P.G.) and the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge (S.P.C.K.) had done useful work in America and India,
but by 1800 they were half moribund. As in other aspects of church life, it was the influence of evangelicalism that
sparked off renewed missionary zeal. The thought of the millions of heathen who were perishing in ignorance
weighed heavily on the evangelical conscience, and so the evangelicals in 1799 founded the Church Missionary
Society (C.M.S.). Evangelical missionary enterprise had little direct effect on Queensland: one short-lived mission
among the aborigines was its sole result.

Indirectly, however, its impetus was powerful, because the missionary zeal which had originated with the little group
of evangelical enthusiasts grew until it became a notable mark of church life as a whole; indeed the philanthropic
missionary motive eventually became an important component of the British variety of imperialism.

From about 1820 the evangelical example began to breathe new life into the S.P.G., which was the official
missionary society of the Church of England. Then, in the 1820 s and 1830 s, several factors combined to stimulate
the already growing interest in missions. The well-organised anti-slavery agitation of those years had important
missionary implications; publicity about the spiritual plight of the growing stream of British migrants to the colonies
aroused public concern; and the withdrawal in the thirties of large government subsidies for S.P.G. work in Canada
stirred that society to the urgency of the need to achieve self-support.

In fact, it was government support, with its corollary of government control, that had been one of the great
hindrances to Anglican missionary expansion. Not until after the American Revolution did the British government
agree to the consecration of bishops for the colonies, and until 1814 there were still only two colonial bishops, both
of them in Canada. The appointment of the first Bishop of Calcutta in 1814 filled a gap: but the oversight of a
diocese that ranged from the Cape of Good Hope to Cape Horn was not exactly practicable! 14 As missionary work
grew and the British colonies became more populous, leading churchmen in England realised the need for more
overseas bishops; but the church had no funds to endow them , and the government, in an age when liberal
tendencies were reducing the privileges of the church at home, was unwilling to commit itself to large expenditures
for the formation of new colonial dioceses.

In this situation the missionary societies resolved to build up their own funds to finance overseas expansion.
Colonial clergymen made out a strong case for more assistance. One of the most vociferous was W.G. Broughton,
who first as Archdeacon and then as first Bishop of Australia, bluntly put the issue. The question, in truth, which the
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people of this nation have to consider , he wrote, is, whether they are prepared to lay the foundation of a vast
community of infidels .1 Such pleas brought a growing sense of urgency in England, and in 1838 a great public
meeting in London expressed the conviction that a crisis has occurred in the religious affairs of the British
Colonies .12 The importance now accorded to the matter is indicated by the fact that this meeting was attended by
three archbishops, twelve bishops, eight prominent peers, three judges and a number of leading members of
parliament. It was a fact of great importance for the history of the Anglican Church in Queensland that the
beginnings of free settlement coincided with the resurgence of missionary enthusiasm in the church.13

One particular event in the new English missionary age had special relevance for Queensland. This was the
establishment in 1841 of the Fund for the Endowment of Additional Bishoprics in the Colonies, an event which
inaugurated what one contemporary enthusiast described as the most important chapter in Modern Church
History .1* Charles James Blomfield, Bishop of London, was the architect of the new strategy that lay behind the
fund. Recognising that the state could no longer be expected to finance the work of the church overseas, Blomfield
saw that the church must provide its own means of systematic expansion. In a letter to the Archbishop of
Canterbury he criticised the old policy of sending individual missionaries to the colonies, and providing a bishop only
when the work was well established. Such a plan, Blomfield argued, was inefficient in practice and inconsistent in
theory with the doctrine of an Episcopal church:

If we desire the good to be complete, permanent, and growing with the Church s growth, we must plant  the
Church amongst them in all its integrity. Each colony must have, not only its parochial, or district pastors, but its
chief pastor, to watch over, and guide, and direct the whole. An Episcopal Church without a bishop is a
contradiction in terms.15

Blomfield s view won acceptance, and the Colonial Bishoprics Fund was launched at a great public meeting in
London in 1841 with the support of every school of thought within the church. The results were immediate: by 1849

133,000 had been subscribed to the fund, and fourteen new colonial dioceses were added to the ten that existed
before the inauguration of the fund. By the end of the nineteenth century the fund had been instrumental in the
foundation of some sixty-seven new bishoprics. This striking growth of the colonial episcopate resulted not merely
from the finances made available through the fund, but from the entire new strategy that was represented by the
plan. Under the old strategy not one of the Queensland dioceses could have been formed when it was. None of
them at its foundation had more than a handful of scattered clergy and a few struggling parishes: but in every case
the appointment of a bishop, with the assistance of the Colonial Bishoprics Fund, stimulated growth and led to the
development of a relatively vigorous and healthy church life.

When the Colonial Bishoprics Fund had been founded, the chief agent of its successful operation was Canon Ernest
Hawkins, who as secretary both of this fund and of the S.P.C. became a sort of general strategist of the overseas
expansion of the Church of England. A skilful organiser of missionary committees in England, a wise adviser on the
appointment of the right men to colonial bishoprics, and an untiring propagandist, Hawkins was largely instrumental
in the planning of the thirty-nine colonial dioceses that were formed between 1841 and his retirement in 1864. The
fact that in 1867 there were 144 Anglican bishops in every part of the world eligible to receive invitations to the first
Lambeth Conference shows how far the transformation of the national Church of England into the Anglican
Communion in its modern sense had already proceeded. The growth of the church in Queensland was part of this
wider process.

This rapid ecclesiastical expansion was accompanied by the same kind of constitutional problems that attended the
political expansion of the British Empire. Naturally enough, the colonial churches were regarded at first neither as

104 Actually it was not until the appointment of the second Bishop of Calcuttain 1823 that the limits of the diocese
were extended beyond Indiaitself. See GilesR.A., The Constitutional History of the Australian Church, pp.57-59.
1 | etter from Archdeacon W.G. Broughton to S.P.G., 9 December 1834; printed in S.P.G. Annual Report, 1834-5,
p. 195

12 Proceedings at a Public Meeting of the Members and Friends of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in
Foreign Parts, 22 June, 1838, p.3.

13 Some statistics indicate the extent of this resurgence. The annual income of the S.P.G. rose from about 8000 in
1800 tojust on 90,000 in 1850; the C.M.S. had no income in 1800 and over 100,000 in 1850. Theimmediate
effect of the 1838 appeal isillustrated by the fact that the number of missionary clergy supported by the S.P.G. rose
from 177 in 1837 to 327 in 1843. These figures are taken from S.P.G. Annual Reports.

1 Colonial Church Chronicle, 1847, Vol.l. p.11

1> Bishop C.J. Blomfield to Archbishop Wm. Howley, 24 April, 1840; quoted in full in S.P.G. Annual Report,
1839-40, p.cxiii
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autonomous in government nor equal in status to the home church. Colonial bishops and clergymen were
considered as being of inferior quality to their English counterparts, and as late as 1874 the Colonial Clergy Act was
passed to restrict the exercise of ministerial functions by colonial clergymen who removed to England.® In part this
discrimination reflected the inferior training which colonially ordained clergy often received; but in part also it
illustrated the problematical nature of the question of the constitutional status of the colonial churches.

In England the formal relationship between the established church and the state was axiomatic. In the colonies, the
influence of liberals, combined with that of Roman Catholics and Protestants, early ensured that the Church of
England would not be an established church there. What, then, was the relation of the colonial Church of England to
the home government? The question was greatly complicated by the granting of self-government to the colonies,
and by slow degrees an entirely new status had to be formulated for the colonial churches. It was a painful and
complex process, closely parallel to the related question of the nature of the political ties between mother country
and colonies. An important part of our story must concern this gradual elucidation of a new kind of relationship, both
with the government and with the home church: once more, we find that the English origins of the Church of England
in Queensland sets the background for our history.

Much more might be said about the English roots of Queensland church history. Enough has been said, however, to
emphasise that what happened in Queensland cannot be understood out of the context of the great changes that
were at the same time transforming the English church and the whole Anglican Communion. In the nineteenth
century external influences came to the Australian church almost entirely from the British Isles. To these influences
were added in the twentieth century others from other parts of the now more cohesive Anglican Communion. It is
true that during this time the growth of maturity led to increasing self-sufficiency in the Australian church. Yet this
has itself been part of a wider pattern of the life of the Anglican Communion: it is only with this pattern in mind that
we shall be able to understand the history of the Church of England in Queensland.

16 |owther-Clarke, H., Congtitutional Church Government. P.72




CHAPTER 2: THE CHURCH TRANSPLANTED

The church began its Australian life as nothing more than an outpost of the established church of England. That it was
established in New South Wales as at home was taken for granted, and everyone assumed that it was the responsibility of
the government to see that provision was made for the ministrations of the established church. The early clergy, as
chaplains of the penal settlement, were civil as well as ecclesiastical officers: they were appointed by the government and
paid out of revenue, and were under the close surveillance of the colonial authorities.

As population grew, and the proportion of free settlers and freed convicts increased,! it was obvious that the old type of
chaplaincy establishment was no longer sufficient for the needs of the colony, and in 1824  almost coinciding with the
foundation of the Moreton Bay penal station an Archdeaconry of New South Wales was formally constituted with Thomas
Hobbes Scott as archdeacon. Scott, a one-time wine merchant turned priest, was a capable organiser, but was hardly
noted for spirituality. Nominally subject to the Bishop of Calcutta (who at this time was the well-known hymn writer
Reginald Heber), Scott was of necessity practically autonomous in the exercise of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and played a
significant part in the life of New South Wales in the 1820 s.18

Although the presence of so large a proportion of Irish and Scotch people among the early inhabitants caused the
authorities to permit the ministrations of Roman Catholic and Preshyterian clergy in the twenties, the Church of England
continued to occupy an unquestioned status of privilege. The position accorded to the archdeacon clearly reflects the
special status of the Anglican Church in the colony. Not only was Archdeacon Scott the chief ecclesiastical officer. He
ranked in precedence in the colony next after the governor and lieutenant-governor; he was ex_officio a member of the
Executive Council, and also sat on the Legislative Council; as Visitor of all Schools maintained throughout the Colony by
His Majesty s Revenue ° he was virtually the director of the eduction system of New South Wales; and socially, his salary
of 2000 a year raised him to the highest level of colonial society.

The privileged status of the Church of England appeared to be rendered permanent by the creation by letters patent in
1826 of the Church and Schools Corporation. To this body was committed the administration of the religious and
educational establishment of the colony. It was to provide finance for the erection of churches, schools and parsonages
and for the payment of the salaries of the clergy and teachers. To supply an endowment for this work the charter of the
corporation provided that one seventh of the land in each county was to be allocated to the corporation. In short, the
Church of England was to be not only established, but also richly endowed, and to have a virtual monopoly over education.
The governor was nominally president of the corporation, but the archdeacon in fact presided over its meetings and was its
chief executive officer. He had the right to appoint and remove all schoolmasters, and the parochial schools were under the
direction of the clergyman of the parish in which they were situated. This was the situation about the time the church began
its work at Moreton Bay.2

Actually, however, the land provisions of the corporation s charter were never carried out. Owing to surveying and other
delays no land grants were made to the corporation until 1829, and already by that time the home government had decided
on a change of policy. This was the time when Catholic emancipation and the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts in
England indicated a diminution of the religious monopoly of the Church of England at home, and these changes were
naturally reflected in colonial policy when the Whig government came into power. By 1829 the Tory government had
already decided on the eventual abolition of the Church and Schools Corporation?t and in 1833 it was formally dissolved,
and control of its property vested in the colonial government.

This did not mean an immediate cessation of government support for the Church, but already by 1833 important changes in
the relationship between church and state in Australia were being suggested by the governor of New South Wales, Sir
Richard Bourke.22 In view of the religious composition of the community changes were inevitable, because there was
widespread discontent that the Church of England in 1833 received 11,542 from colonial revenue, while the Roman
Catholic Church received only 1500 and the Presbyterian 600, amounts which were quite disproportionate to the relative

171, According to figures quoted in Greenwood, G., (Ed.) Australia, A Social and Political History, p.13, the proportion of
the population of New South Wales till under sentence as convicts had declined to 41% by 1821.

'8 For details of the early arrangements for Episcopal jurisdiction over Australia, see Giles, R.A., The Constitutional
History of the Australian Church pp 57-61 and pp 195-200. Also Border, R., Church and State in Australia pp 1-10

Y HR.A. (Series1), X!, p.419

% For the draft charter of the Church and Schools Corporation, which was later put into effect with minor verbal
dterations, see H.R.A. (Series 1), XI, pp 444-454.

2l gir G. Murray to Gov. Darling, 25 May 1829, inibid. X1V, p. 789

2 1bid., X V11, pp. 224-233.
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size of the three groups. The Presbyterians in particular, embracing as they did a considerable number of the more
influential free settlers, were indignant at this arrangement.

Governor Bourke therefore proposed a quite different system of religious subsidies, which was put into operation by an act
of 1836.2 This act provided for assistance to congregations in proportion to the number of members of the church and the
extent of their own contributions. When, for example, churches were being constructed, and at least 300 was collected
locally, the act authorised government subsidies equal to the amount raised by subscription, up to a maximum of 1000.
The stipends of the clergy were to be assisted to the extent of 100 if the congregation numbered 100; 150 for a
congregation of 200; and up to a maximum of 200 where the congregation exceeded 500. In the outlying districts beyond
the boundaries , where there was no church or chapel, subsidies of up to 100 were available for clergymen s stipends on
a pound-for-pound basis, provided a minimum of 50 was subscribed by the congregation.

This act was in force when free settlement began at Moreton Bay. For the Church of England it meant a very real initial
setback, because it meant that no longer would its clergy be entirely supported from colonial revenue nor its churches built
at public expense, and Anglicans had had little training in the voluntary support of the church. Yet there was potentially a
great advantage in the change, because so far the number of chaplains had been strictly limited by the amount of colonial
funds allocated to their support, and the number could not be increased above what the government would allow. Now the
onus was placed upon the church

to provide the means for the desperately needed increase in the number of clergy. The local response in church offerings
was frequently disappointing in the early years: but it was this situation that led Bishop Broughton to make that urgent
appeal for the increased support of the English missionary societies which was to change the outlook for the Australian
church.

These changed financial arrangements did not necessarily mean that the Church of England was disestablished in New
South Wales. 74 Though no longer possessing financial privileges to the same extent as earlier, it was still officially
regarded as the established church, and its organisation was still to be ordered by parliamentary enactment as in the
mother country. In 1837, for example, an Act to Regulate the temporal affairs of churches and chapels of the United
Church of England and Ireland in New South Wales , commonly known as the Church Act, was passed by the colonial
legislature. It provided for from three to five trustees for every church who were to be elected by contributors to the building
funds of the church; it ordered churchwardens to be appointed by the trustees , the pewholders, and the clergyman
respectively; voters at church meetings were to be the paying pewholders, with as many votes as they held sittings up to a
maximum of six; and at least one-sixth of the sittings in the church were to be free.* This act, though long out of date in
some of its provisions, was to provide the legal basis for parish organisation until almost the end of the nineteenth century
in Queensland.

Another proposal made by Governor Bourke in his despatch of 1833 that was to have profound significance was that the
Archdeaconry of New South Wales should be detached from the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Calcutta, who was in no
position to exercise effectual oversight. This was the germ of a series of enquiries which led to the creation of the new
Diocese of Australia, for which William Grant Broughton, who had succeeded Scott as archdeacon in 1829, was
consecrated first bishop in 1836.%

It was a happy choice. Broughton was experienced in Australian conditions, and he had shown undoubted organising
ability, devoted pastoral zeal and a definite churchmanship. The Moreton Bay district continued within his diocese until the
erection of the see of Newcastle in 1847.

Broughton s immediate contribution to the life of the church at Moreton Bay was limited, and he was never able to visit the
outlying settlement. Yet indirectly he was of real significance for the history of the church in Queensland. It was he who
sent the Reverend John Gregor to the new free settlement at Brisbane in 1843, and so commenced the henceforth
uninterrupted ministry of the church there. But further than that, he was the chief early architect of the Church of England in
Australia and to his energy, organising ability and strong catholic faith the whole Australian church owes much. Strongly
opposed to what he regarded as the errors of both Roman Catholicism and Dissent, he stood firmly in the Catholic tradition
of the English church.2

% N.S.W. Government Gazette, 1836, p. 609, commonly known as the Bourke Act.

7aFor afull discussion on the nature of the establishment of the Church of England in New South Wales, see Border, R.
Church and Statein Australia, 1788-1872, Chap.4..

2 For the full text of the Act, see Pring R., Statutesin Force in the Colony of Queensland, |, p. 133ff.

% For details of various proposals, see Giles, R.A. op.cit., p. 204.

% Cf. Broughton(s comments on J.H. Newman:[II if | might make my choice of my fellow-labourers, they should be from
his school. They take, | think, the most just and comprehensive view of the true Constitution of our Church, and of its
actual dutiesin the present state of the worldO [0Quoted in Whitington, F. T., William Grant Broughton, p. 187.
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In Sydney itself the evangelicalism of Broughtons successor, Frederic Barker, left a more permanent mark, but in the
northern parts of the original Diocese of Australia the new diocese of Newcastle, and then of Brisbane, followed along the
lines that Broughton had established.

One of Broughtons most significant achievements, to which reference has already been made, was the cementing of
contacts with the English missionary societies, especially the S.P.G. and the S.P.C.K.. During his long sojourn in England
prior to his consecration he forcefully pleaded the needs of the church in New South Wales. He made his voice heard to
good effect, and returned to his new diocese with some 4,000 from the societies, together with several thousands that had
been privately collected; and there was the promise of more.2’ So was forged a link that was to be vital throughout the
history of the Australian church, and not least for the part of it in Queensland. Without the later grants of these societies,
many of the early dioceses could not, humanly speaking, have survived in their early years.?

It was largely through Bishop Broughton s representations to the English missionary societies, and through them to the
home government and the Colonial Bishoprics Council, that the striking expansion of the episcopate in Australasia occurred
in the 1840's. Broughton constantly urged the division of his huge see, and the voluntary sacrifice of half of his episcopal
salary of 2000 played no small part in the endowment of the new dioceses in 1847. Already before this date, however,
New Zealand had been erected into a diocese in 1841 and Tasmania in 1842. Then the Diocese of Australia, which
embraced the whole mainland of the continent, was divided in 1847 by the creation of the new dioceses of Melbourne,
Adelaide and Newcastle, and the change in title of Broughton s remnant from Australia to Sydney. More than that, there
was a new spirit abroad in England. This was typified by the fact that whereas Broughton himself had been consecrated
hishop privately in the Lambeth Palace Chapel, the first Bishop of Tasmania was consecrated in Westminster Abbey with a
small congregation present, and the three Australian bishops of 1847 together with the first Bishop of Capetown were
consecrated at a service attended by a crowded congregation.

For the church in what would later be called Queensland, this sub-division of the original Diocese of Australia was a
significant development. The new Diocese of Newcastle took in the whole eastern part of the continent from a point south
of Newcastle to the 215t parallel. Its western boundary was the 1415t meridian.?? The new diocese consequently included
all of what would become Queensland except for a narrow western strip, and for the part to the north of a line just beyond
Mackay. Why the 21%t parallel was chosen as the boundary is not clear, except that such a boundary embraced all of the
settled districts  including the proposed settlement at Port Curtis  and sufficient land beyond to include prospective
settled areas for years to come. This boundary was to become significant within twenty years, when the north was
beginning to be populated by Europeans, because it meant that North Queensland did not come within the boundaries of
any existing diocese.

Despite his hard work and intense zeal, Bishop Broughton had never been able to visit the Moreton Bay district, and as
long as his diocese embraced the whole continent, it was unlikely that he would be able to do so. This meant that
episcopal supervision was somewhat remote in the early years. The creation of the new bishopric brought a great change.
The new bishop, William Tyrrell, still had his headquarters hundreds of miles from Brisbane, but with his smaller area he
was able to visit even the northern parts of his diocese regularly every second year. The effects of this closer episcopal
supervision will become apparent when we examine the growth of church life at Moreton Bay under Tyrrell s guidance.*

Enough has perhaps been said of the transplanting of the English church to New South Wales to indicate the background
against which the church in Queensland grew up.3! In general terms, the nature of the difficulties to be overcome and
questions to be faced are already evident. The need of sufficient clergy of the right kind, the provision of a source of
income to replace maintenance by the state, the tackling of religious apathy and ignorance of a great number of the
inhabitants: these were the common problems to be faced throughout Australia, and we shall see them arising in particular
forms in Queensland. Closely related to them was the ticklish question of whether the Church of England was to be an
established church; and when that was decided in the negative, there was the question of the relationship of the

" Elkin, A.P., The Diocese of Newcastle, pp.85-6.

% pascoe, C.F., Two Hundred Y ears of the SP.G., p. 467, estimates that up to 1900 the S.P.G. alone had spent  2500,000
in the growth of the Australian church. In the same period the S.P.C.K. contributed 15,864 to the four mainland dioceses
in Queendand. See Allen W.0.B., and McClure, Edmund, Two Hundred Y ears (0The History of the Society for
Promoting Christian K nowledge 1698-1898.

? For the letters patent by which the Diocese of Newcastle was created and in which details of boundaries are set out, see
Elkin, A.P., op.cit., pp.130-1. Inthe same work a detailed account of the creation of the diocese is given on pp.125-145.
% See below, chap.5.

% For much fuller treatment of the early history of the church in New South Wales, see Rowland, E.C., op cit., chaps. 1-5
and 9, and Elkin, A.P., op cit., pp. 77-86. Elkin also makes a detailed study of the social and moral background of the
colony, pp. 47-77.
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disestablished church in Australia to the established church in England and to the civil authorities both at home and in the
colonies.

It was in part to discuss such common problems that the six Australian bishops met in Sydney in 1850 under the
chairmanship of the venerable Bishop Broughton. Such a meeting was in itself significant, for the convening of such a
gathering implicitly challenged the commonly held erastian doctrine that ecclesiastical authority derived from the state, and
should only act with the permission of the civil power. It demonstrated that the church in Australia was beginning to face
the realities of its situation.
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PART Il: MORETON BAY BEFORE 1859.
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CHAPTER 3: RELIGION IN A PENAL STATION.

The beginnings of the Moreton Bay settlement in 1824 were scarcely promising. Throughout the twenties and thirties
Brishane Town never became more than a crude and straggling little convict village. Slowly the population grew from the
45 who were recorded in the 1825 census; by 1828 there were 378 inhabitants, a figure that had already doubled by the
following year. At its peak at the beginning of the thirties the station numbered over a thousand convicts, officers and
soldiers a few government officials, and some wives and children.32

Spiritually the prospects of the settlement did not look hopeful. Professional soldiers were hardly the most religious men,
and early nineteenth clergy found it hard to think of convicts as potential pillars of the church. This was particularly true of
Moreton Bay convicts, who mostly consisted of those who had committed a further offence since arriving in New South
Wales and consequently included some of the more hardened prisoners. One Moreton Bay chaplain pointed out to the
missionary society which supported him that they are, on that account, as may be supposed, the worst characters .33 Itis
true that here was real scope for a zealous chaplain who might be anxious to help individuals to repentance and reform by
personal ministry to them; but most of the colonial chaplains had little taste for this type of work, nor indeed real
appreciation of the need for it. The work of the church as they saw it was to provide public worship, supervise education,
and perform the occasional offices of baptizing, marrying and burying. That was sufficient!

It is not surprising that no chaplain accompanied the first party to Moreton Bay in 1824. The number of clergy in New South
Wales was quite inadequate, even for the more settled regions, and the small population of the new settlement did not
warrant the removal of one of the ten chaplains in the colony from his post.

Yet the spiritual and educational needs of the new settlement were not entirely neglected. In 1827 a supply of Bibles and
tracts was despatched for the prisoners edification, and following representations from Archdeacon T.H. Scott the colonial
secretary of New South Wales sent instructions to the commandant at Moreton Bay about spiritual matters:

You will cause a Bark Shed or some other temporary Building to be immediately performed {sic} as a place of public
Worship so that the Prisoners may be protected from the very intense Rays of the Sun. It is considered here that Mr.
Henry Cowper occasionally reads the Church Service and | am directed to recommend to you to request of him to read
the Funeral Service whenever any Interment takes place, it being advisable that the Service should be performed by
one person until a Chaplain can be sent to the settlement.34

The bark shed was not built,®® but Henry Cowper, who was assistant surgeon of the colony, seems to have carried out his
duties as a kind of lay reader.

In his capacity of director of education in the colony Archdeacon Scott also wanted to provide a school, but the usual
difficulties of staff and accommodation faced him. The number of children was small, so that a full-time teacher was not
warranted. Scott met the difficulty in 1826 by appointing Mrs. Esther Roberts as teacher, on the magnificent salary of 20
per year. She was a young woman already present in the settlement, where her husband was on the staff. The education
provided was very elementary, and at first there were only sixteen children, though by 1829 the number had grown to thirty-
three. So it was under the auspices of the church that rudimentary education commenced in the settlement.s

By 1827 the increase in the number of convicts at Moreton Bay made the provision of a chaplain more urgent, and
Archdeacon Scott s request for the building of a parsonage at a cost of 500, and of a school house for 100 shows that
matter was on his mind. As it happened, lack of government funds prevented the governor acceding to the request.s’

It seems likely that the Archdeacon himself visited Moreton Bay in June 1827; if so, he was the first priest of the church to
officiate there.38

¥ For census figures, see H.R.A. (Series 1) XII, p. 318; X1V, p. 72; and XV, p.306.

¥ Rev. J.C.S. Handt, quoted in Church Missionary Record, 1838, p.210.

# Col. Sec, to Commandant 17 January 1827, in N.SW. Col. Sec. Correspondence.

% Adn. Scott to Gov. Darling, 16 September, 1828 in Scott Correspondence.

% 1 1827 John Neill, a soldier, took charge of the boys, leaving Mrs. Roberts with the girls. In 1828 another soldier,
Robert Maginnes took charge; in 1831 Edward Blount took over the school with the assistance of hiswife. For full details,
see Wyeth, E.R., Education in Queendand, chap.5.

3" Adn. Scott to Gov. Darling, 29 May 1827, in H.R.A. (Series 1) X1V, p. 51.

% Thisinference is based on the record of the baptism of four Moreton Bay infants on 19 June 1827 in the baptismal
register of St.Philip(s Church Sydney. A notein the register explains that the baptisms are recorded by direction of
Archdeacon Scott. The buria register of the same church records sixteen burials at Moreton Bay, which had taken place
since the establishment of the station, but which were inserted in the register of 7 July 1827. This suggests that Scott may
have returned from Brisbane Town, where he had performed the baptisms, and brought back the list of burials. Thereisan
earlier entry of three baptisms of Moreton Bay children dated 22™ and 23" October, 1825, but there is no mention of the
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Despite these signs of interest, the lack of chaplains in New South Wales still prevented the appointment of a clergyman to
Moreton Bay. Governor Darling, while recognizing the need for more clergy, protested that the revenues of the colony
could not stand the expense,® and suggested the appointment of lay catechists instead. Indeed, Darling argued that such
catechists would prove more useful than ordained clergy on the penal stations presumably because they could be paid a
lower stipend.®? In any case, Scott arranged in 1828 for a catechist named Layton to proceed to Moreton Bay, and the
commandant was instructed to cause a residence for that gentleman to be prepared with all convenient despatch .4t The
house was prepared, but there is no evidence that Layton actually reached his destination.

By 1828 the appointment of a chaplain could no longer be delayed, and as a last resort the archdeacon decided to send as
chaplain the Reverend John Vincent. This was something of an act of desperation, because since his arrival from England
earlier in the year, Vincents health had been so poor that even assisting the Senior Chaplain at Parramatta he found
himself exhausted by performing three Services on one Sunday, one of them being about a mile distant. 4 Indeed, the
governor even doubted whether Vincent could be expected to survive at all.#® Yet the archdeacon was determined to send
him. Theoretically he gave Vincent a choice between Moreton Bay and another post, but when Vincent protested against
being stationed at Moreton Bay on grounds of health and family circumstances,** Scott replied that if he did not make up
his mind he would simply notify the government of his appointment. Scott favoured Moreton Bay, because there was a
house available and there would be no need of extensive travelling. Vincent, however, still showed no enthusiasm, so the
archdeacon carried out his threat and informed Vincent that | have this day notified to the Governor your appointment as
chaplain at Moreton Bay. 45

It was an unfortunate appointment. Though Vincents health improved indeed, he lived for many years he went to
Moreton Bay with great unwillingness, and he demonstrated little of the zeal needed for such difficult work or of the patient
temperament required for the peculiar circumstances of a chaplaincy under conditions of martial law. At all events Vincent
duly arrived in Brisbane Town on the Isabella on 27 March 1829, accompanied by his wife, four daughters, one son and
three convict servants; and so the first regular ministry of the church in what would be come Queensland had its rather
unromantic beginning.*

If Vincents own temperament did not augur well for his success, the character of the commandant of the settlement,
Captain Patrick Logan, made it certain that trouble would arise. Logan was known as a severe administrator who would
brook no disagreement with his rule, and Archdeacon Scotts comforting assurance to Vincent that the Commandant and
his wife and sister are very amiable persons ,#’ if true in another environment, was not a very accurate picture of Logan as
commandant. Logan made it clear that he expected the chaplain to come under his authority in matters of administration;
Vincent was just as adamant that in view of his spiritual functions a chaplain might act independently. It was the old
struggle between church and state, taking shape in the unusual conditions of a penal settlement, and magnified by the
personalities of the particular representatives of the church and state who were involved.

It was not long before tension arose between commandant and chaplain, and correspondence flowed in a steady stream to
their respective superiors in Sydney. From Vincent came a string of complaints. His house remained uncompleted
because Logan had withdrawn the convict labour from it; he wanted convicts to be given to him to fill the offices of clerk,
sexton and bell-ringer; he needed an advance of stipend to maintain his family; the accommodation for public worship was
insufficient; he had suffered damage and ill-usage on board a convict ship.*

For his part Commandant Logan reacted to the chaplain s complaints with counter-charges, and finally by direct action. He
denied Vincents claims that facilities were being refused and when Vincent began to write direct to Sydney instead of
directing his despatches through the commandant as regulations required, Logan protested that the Reverend Mr. Vincent

place or minister of these baptisms, and it seems likely that these were children of Moreton Bay parents who had returned
to Sydney, and that the baptisms took place in St. Philip(s itself.

¥ Gov. Darling to Sir George Murray, 18 October 1829 in H.R.A.(Series 1) XV, p.212.

“° Gov. Darling to W. Huskinsson, 10 April 1828in H.R.A. (Series 1) X1V, p. 128

! Col. Sec. to M.B. Commandant, 11 February 1828, in Col. Sec. Corr.

“2 Adn. Scott to Gov. Darling, 16 September 1828, in Scott Correspondence.

3 Gov. Darling to Sec. of State for Colonies, 30 December, 1828 in H.R.A. (Series 1) X1V, p.561.

“ Rev. J. Vincent to Adn. Scott, 6 August 1828 in S.P.G. [C[Mss., Box 10

5 Adn. Scott to Rev. J. Vincent, 16 September 1828, in Scott Correspondence.

“6 |t should be pointed out that some early historians of the Anglican Church in Queensland had no knowledge of the Rev.
John Vincent, and mistakenly supposed that the Rev. John Gregor was the first clergyman at Moreton Bay.

47 Adn. Scott to Rev. J. Vincent, 29 July 1829 in Scott Correspondence.

“8 These complaints are mentioned in the following letters in the Col.Sec. Correspondennce: Rev. J. Vincent to Col. Sec.,
19 June 1829; Capt. Logan to Coal. Sec., 5 May 1829; Rev. W. Cowper to Coal. Sec., 13 July 1829; Capt Logan to Col. Sec.,
22 June 1829; and Adn. Broughton to Col. Sec., 27 November 1829.
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appears to consider himself entirely independent of my authority and persists in making reports without supplying me with
copies. 4

Two issues brought the matter to a head. Vincent s refusal to give Christian burial to a prisoner who had died caused bitter
disagreement. This was capped when the chaplain published in church without the commandant s consent (as regulations
required) the banns of marriage between two convicts. Logan, who was present, stalked out of the service in fury, and
when the service concluded, the commandant had a public order read out in the church room in the presence of the
soldiers and convicts:

The Revd. Mr. Vincent will immediately send to the commandant his reasons in writing for disobeying the official orders
he received from Lieutenant Bainbrigge during the absence of Captain Logan that the same may be forwarded to His
Excellency the Governor.50

This deliberate public humiliation of the chaplain removed any further possibility of Vincent s continuing in his post. Angrily
he sent his resignation to Archdeacon Broughton, who had now replaced Scott, and Broughton accepted the resignation
with a stern rebuke to Vincent for his part in the quarrel, and ordered him to leave the settlement on the first ship.5! Logan
too was rebuked by the government for his part in the episode.

In this way the work of the first resident clergyman in Brisbane came to an unhappy end after only eight months. There
cannot be said to be any permanent result in Queensland from Vincents work. He was not personally an impressive
character, not likely , as Archdeacon Broughton wrote, to command attention or to conciliate general esteem .52 The most
that can be said is that during his chaplaincy services were held regularly twice a Sunday, arrangements for divine worship
were improved (though no proper church was yet available), and the school was active with thirty-three children on the roll
at its peak.

John Vincent in many ways typifies the less attractive side of the Church of England before the reforms of the nineteenth
century. His ministry appeared to be marked by neither zeal nor humility, nor by an understanding of the peculiar
circumstances of a penal station. Striving with his three servants to maintain that air of respectability considered fitting for
an English clergyman, he could not help complaining that his stipend of 250 was insufficient. His very failure in itself
suggested that there was need of a different outlook if the Church of England were to be a force in the life of the new
community.

When Vincent left Moreton Bay the population of the penal station was approaching its peak, but Archdeacon Broughton
could spare no one else for the chaplaincy.> Hopes in 1832 of being able to spare a clergyman from Sydney failed to
eventuate, and as the population of the settlement began to decline the matter seemed less urgent. Doubts as to the future
of Moreton Bay as a penal station confused the issue;> indeed by 1835 the Secretary of State for the Colonies in the
English government was not even certain whether the station was still functioning.%

This meant that the convicts at Brisbane Town were receiving in the early 1830 s only the barest of religious ministrations.
In 1836, for example, two officers named Spicer and Owen held divine service twice every Sunday, once after muster, and
again in the early afternoon.

An eyewitness account by two visiting Quakers about this time pictures such a service:

1st April. Being the day called Good Friday , no work was exacted from the prisoners; but they, with the military and civil
officers, whether Protestant or Roman Catholic, assembled as on First-days, in the chapel; where the prayers and
lessons of the Episcopal Church, with a few omissions, in deference to the Roman Catholics, were read in a becoming
manner, by the Superintendent of the Convicts.5”

This attempt to maintain a regular religious life reflects credit on the authorities, but under the circumstances its effect for
good must have been extremely limited. The comments of the two Quakers on religion in the penal stations in general
apply to Moreton Bay as to the others:

“9 Capt. Logan to Col. Sec., 22 June 1829 in Col.Sec. Correspondence.
:2 Adn. Broughton to Col. Sec., 27 November, 1829 in Col.Sec. Correspondence.
[bid.
°2 Adn. Broughton to Gov. Darling, 13 November 1830, in H.R.A. (Series 1), XVI, p.30
%3 | n 1833 there were still only fifteen Anglican clergymen in New South Wales besides the archdeacon.
> See, for example, Viscount Goderich to Gov. Bourke, 25 December 1832, in H.R.A. (Series 1) XVI, p. 831; and Lord
Glenelg to Gov. Bourke, 30 November 1835, inibid., XVIII, p. 204
% Lord Glenelg to Gov. Bourke, 26 December 1835, in ibid., XVII1, p.243.
*® Col. Sec. to M.B. Commandant, 31 December 1836, in Col.Sec.Correspondence.
" Backhouse, J., A Narrative of aVisit to the Australian Colonies, p.361. The commandant had been instructed that
Roman Catholics were not to be compelled to attend.
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In visiting the various Penal Establishments of the Colony, and observing the limited means made use of for moral and
religious instruction, we must conclude, that restraint, rather than reformation, has been the object of the British
Government There is no religious instructor, at the Penal Settlement, at Moreton Bay Few of the ironed-gangs
have any other semblance of religious instruction, than the reading of the prayers of the Episcopal Church by the
military officers in charge. Though this means is deplorably inefficient, yet, being, in the estimation of the officers, the
best at their command, it is persevered in, in a manner that is creditable to them.58

It was a fair criticism. Religion was seen by the civil authorities, and by most of the clergy too, as fostering restraint and
good order.

In England the evangelicals were beginning to see that the church must concern itself with the spiritually and materially
destitute, but this concern was as yet barely perceptible amongst the clergy in Australia.

The closing years of the penal settlement in the late thirties witnessed the provision of another convict chaplain at Moreton
Bay, but under a curious arrangement which again reflects Anglican apathy. This was the appointment of a Lutheran
minister, the Reverend John Christian Simon Handt, to act as a quasi-Anglican chaplain.

Because of the sparsity of Anglican clergy offering for missionary service the evangelical Church Missionary Society had
followed the example set in the eighteenth century by the S.P.C.K., of employing German ministers as missionaries of the
society.® Handt was one of these, and had come to New South Wales under C.M.S. auspices in 1831 to found with an
English missionary an aboriginal mission at Wellington Valley.8® On the arrival of another German missionary to relieve
him, Handt was transferred by the C.M.S. committee in Sydney to Moreton Bay, where he landed in May 1837.

Although Handt was a Lutheran, his position as the agent of an Anglican society entitles him to a place in the history of the
Church of England in Queensland. He does not seem to have received a formal license from Bishop Broughton, but as
there was no chaplain of the Church of England at the penal station at Moreton bay, Handt was recognised by the
government as a part-time chaplain to the station, though his main work was with the aborigines.5! His C.M.S. salary was
supplemented by a government stipend of 100 for his chaplaincy work, but he was classed in the civil list under the
category of missionary rather than clergyman .62 At all events his appointment reflects the inability of the Church of
England to provide one of its own clergy for the ministry to the convicts at Moreton Bay.

For his work among the prisoners, Handt used the services of the English Prayer Book, and he felt that his efforts were not
altogether unsuccessful. His optimism was reflected in a letter to the C.M.S.:

| certainly met with more success among the prisoners; they listen with profound attention, both Protestants and Roman
Catholics; although the latter are not compelled to attend. Besides my services on the Lord s Day, | meet the prisoners
every Wednesday from eleven till twelve o clock; and the more | become acquainted with them the more | perceive a
relish and desire for heavenly things. | also Superintend the Soldiers Childrens School in Brishane Town, and the
School for Convicts Children at Eagle Farm.s3

If Handt felt that he could see some results from his work with the convicts, the same could not be said for his aboriginal
missionary work. Yet his project was significant, because it was the first attempt to Christianise the aborigines in northern
Australia. There had actually been a proposal ten years earlier for a mission to the aborigines at Moreton Bay. In March
1827 the Rev. Richard Hill, of St. James, Sydney, had written to the colonial secretary of New South Wales asking for
permission for the Australasian Auxiliary of the Church Missionary Society to commence a mission station at Moreton Bay.
Hill requested a grant of ten thousand acres close enough to the penal station to receive provisions, yet distant enough to

%8 | bid., Appendix p. cxxviii f.

% gtock, Eugene, History of the Church Missionary Society, Vol. 1, p. 82ff. Statistics in Proceedings of the Church
Missionary Society, 1829-30, p. xi, show that at that time the C.M.S. were employing on their missions 37 English and 16
Lutheran clergy.

® Proceedings of the C.M.S., 1830-1.

%! The question of Handt[s status has been complicated by Gov. GippsCstatement in aletter to Lord Stanley in 1842 that
Handt [has for some time past officiated as a Minister of the Church of England at Moreton Bay, under a License from the
Bishop of Australia (H.R.A. (Series 1) XXII, p.330). Thiswasdirectly contradicted in another letter from Gippsin 1843
when he wrote: [Mr. Handt is a Lutheran, as well as a Foreigner, and consequently is not recognised by the Bishop of
Australia (Ibid., XXIII, p.10). The Sydney Diocesan Registry has no record of Handt[s having been formally licensed by
Bishop Broughton, and it seems that Gipps was speaking loosely in hisfirst despatch of a general recognition of Handt by
the bishop, in the absence of any Anglican chaplain at Moreton Bay. See correspondence between F.W.S. Cumbrae-
Stewart and Sydney Diocesan Registrar, September and October 1918, in Church of England Papers, Oxley Library.

®2 Rowland, E.C. a Century of the English Churchin N.SW., P. 119.

8 Church Missionary Record, 1838, p. 210
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prevent contact between the aborigines and the convicts. The memorandum scribbled on the back of Hill s letter, Cannot
be allowed to go to a penal settlement , shows the burden of the government s reply.5

In 1837, with the convict settlement constantly diminishing in size, and with the prospect of its eventual extinction, the
government was prepared to allow the missionary experiment.

Handt laboured with great industry among the two or three hundred aborigines who roved within the vicinity of the
settlement, but from the start he was faced with those difficulties of language and aboriginal temperament that later
missionaries were to encounter over and over again. At first he was optimistic of speedy progress, but time and again he
found the members of his instruction classes vanished after he had given them food and clothing. His own account of the
methods he employed illustrates some of the mistakes made by the early missionaries:

They have a knowledge of the solemnity of the Lord s Day; that they must not cut wood etc; but go to Church and be
quiet. But | would by no means intimate that they do go to Church; for we have only succeeded three times in getting
them washed and dressed, and in making them go They have been taught, likewise, that it is a sin to curse and to
swear, or to say other bad words. With regard to their civilization, some have worked with me in the garden for three
hours; but this was the longest time | recollect. They will, in general, not wear any clothes: when they receive any such
article, they sometimes sell it in the Settlement for a piece of bread. But they chiefly take it to the bush; where it is torn
to pieces, and the pieces used for head-bands by the whole tribe.6>

The attempt to conform the natives to European customs was bound to fail. Yet it would be unfair to criticize Handt: he
could only employ the knowledge of his day, and some like him had to experiment in order that better methods might be
learned by experience. It is to his credit, and to that of the missionary society which sponsored him, that such an early
attempt was made to do a work which was not be effectively taken up in Queensland for another half century. There was a
real concern in the church from the beginning for the conversion and material improvement of the aborigines; but it was to
be a long time before manpower and resources were sufficient to accomplish anything successfully.

The obvious failure of the Moreton Bay mission led the C.M.S. to recall Handt to Wellington Valley, and financial support
was withdrawn from the Moreton Bay mission.58 For some reason, however, Handt determined to stay. The closing of the
convict settlement in 1839 meant the end of the chaplaincy work, so Handt joined forces with the German missionaries who
had established themselves at Zion Hill, Nundah. Here, too, success was limited, and Handt found himself in a gradually
worsening financial position, and was finally relieved only by a government gratuity of 100 which enabled him to go to
Sydney and build up a small congregation there. So concluded his temporary connection with the Church of England.®”

The closing of the penal station marks the end of the first phase of the history of the church, as of the settlement itself. It
was scarcely a glorious beginning. For only eight months of the life of the station was an Anglican priest in residence, and
then with unhappy consequences. For the last two years of the station, a Lutheran minister was employed to do the work
of the Church of England. Yet it would be unfair to blame the colonial church entirely. The country was vast, clergy few,
finance inadequate. Here already were apparent the three great difficulties that were to beset the church in the coming
century. They were difficulties relatively unknown in England, with its compact parishes, numerous clergy and rich
ecclesiastical endowments, and they represented a new and strange challenge as the church sought to make itself part of
the life of the new country. These are themes that will recur throughout our history.

® Rev. R. Hill to Col.Sec., 16 March 1827 in Col. Sec. Correspondence.

® Church Missionary Record, 1839, p. 161.

% proceedings of C.M.S., 1839-40, P.84. The Proceedings of the following year indicate that the C.M.S. in England
thought that Handt had actually returned to Wellington Valley.

% Gov. Gippsto Lord Stanley, 8 July 1843, in H.R.A. (Series 1), XXI11, p.10.
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CHAPTER 4: THE MISSION BEYOND THE BOUNDARIES

In 1842 the district around Brisbane was thrown open to free settlement, and the first sales of land took place. Already
before this squatters had begun to move into what is now southern Queensland, but by law free settlement had been
forbidden within fifty miles of Brishane. With the arrival on 17 January 1843 of Captain J.C. Wickham as first police
magistrate organised civil life began. On the same ship came the Reverend John Gregor, M.A,, to be the first resident
priest of the free settlement.

Moreton Bay in the forties was very much a frontier outpost, frequently referred to in the official correspondence as the
territory beyond the boundaries . Gregor found that the district for which he was responsible ran 120 miles from north to
south and 200 miles from east to west.® In the first decade the population remained small, but is was steadily increasing.
In 1843, the year of Gregors arrival, there were estimated to be 217 people in the county of Moreton, and 335 on the
Darling Downs; of these 71 were still under bond. By 1846 the total population had risen to 2525, of whom about half
classified themselves as belonging to the Church of England. Brisbane itself constantly grew in size, but Ipswich too, with a
population of some three hundred by 1847, was a flourishing little township. These numbers were not in themselves
excessive for one priest, but the scattered nature of the population created immense difficulties: it is estimated that by the
end of the forties there were some sixty runs on the Darling Downs and another thirty-nine in Moreton. &

Nor did the conditions of life in the rough pioneering settlement present an easy environment for even the most energetic
and devoted missionary. Moreton Bay had all the unsettled characteristics of a frontier outpost, and the population
contained more than its share of adventurers and drifters. In 1845 there were only half-a-dozen professional men
attorneys and surgeons and most of the townspeople made their living as tradesmen, innkeepers, artisans or domestic
servants. There was a great disparity in the number of sexes the men were in a majority of three to one  and little of the
stabilising influence of regular family life. The large proportion of ex-convicts pointed in the same direction, and it is hardly
surprising that drunkenness and immorality were much in evidence and that there was little spiritual or cultural atmosphere.
It was perhaps natural that Gregor should feel that such a population presents to the eye of the minister of Christ a field of
forbidding character. 70

When John Gregor came into this environment he was only new in the priesthood of the Church of England, though of
mature years. He had come to New South Wales in 1837 as a minister of the Church of Scotland™, but he had been
caught up in the animosities that were current in the Presbyterian Church at the time, and had fallen foul of Dr. John
Dunmore Lang and other influential Presbyterians. As a result of these personal difficulties Gregor had grown to be
dissatisfied with Presbyterian order and in 1842 had offered himself to Bishop Broughton as a candidate for holy orders
within the Church of England. In the circumstances Broughton was naturally wary as to the motives of his candidate,
especially as some Presbyterians had accused Gregor of seeking a post of greater profit.”2 It was only after he had
assured himself that Gregor was sincere, and would not stand to gain financially by his changed allegiance, that Broughton
agreed to ordain him. Indeed, Broughton found, on enquiry, that Gregor had formerly been regarded as one of the best
qualified among the Scots ministers, in literary and scientific attainments: his character indeed stood high and
irreproachable in every respect. 73

Yet while he may be exonerated from the accusation of avarice which his enemies levelled at him, Gregor seems to have
lacked the qualities of leadership and determination so necessary for a missionary in such discouraging circumstances as
Moreton Bay provided. With the exception of J. C. Wickham, the police magistrate, who supported him faithfully, and
whose wife taught at the Sunday school in Brisbane, Gregor had little success in winning the loyalty of the leading men of
the settlement; nor did he appear to have more success with the less prominent citizens. He came to feel that all Brishane
was against him. His action in moving out of Brisbane to live with the German missionaries at Nundah when the lease
expired on the government house which he had rented was a virtual admission of defeat and signified the end of his
prospects of exercising real influence over the townspeople. Henceforth he travelled in for Sunday services, but for most of
the week he was cut off from the daily life of his parishioners. This sense of defeat was already evident in his report to the

% Missionary Return of Rev. John Gregor, 1845, in S.P.G. [E0Mss., Box B. Thisisa valuable and detailed report of the
life of the church and community at Moreton Bay, and is the source of much of the material used in this chapter, except
where other specific references are given.

% These figures are based on statistics given in: Gregor J., Journal of Missionary Tours, p.46; M.B. Courier, 4™ July
1846, 25 July 1846 and 24 July 1847; and Elkin, A.P., The Diocese of Newcastle, p.45.

" Gregor[$ Missionary Return, 1845

" H.RA. (Series 1) XVIII, p. 801

"2 Cf. the later comment of Dr. Lang in Cooksland, p. 475 CMr. Gregor is, without exception, the most worldly-minded
person | have ever known in aclerical habitl]

3 Bishop Broughton to S.P.G., quoted in S.P.G. Annual Report, 1843, p. 58.




20

S.P.G. in 1845, when he bitterly complained that the labouring population were abandoned characters whose reformation
in religion & morals is almost hopeless. 7

The fact was that there was none of that mutual confidence that should mark a healthy relationship between priest and
people. A great number of his parishioners neither understood nor desired to understand the nature of Gregor s work as a
mission priest largely dependent on their support. On one occasion when he asked the people to contribute towards his
support, a number of them announced that they would withdraw from the church if he persisted in such a request. On the
other hand, he had no confidence in them. Rather than have churchwardens he resolved to do their work himself, and he
confided to the S.P.G. that he had kept secret from his people the fact that he was being partly supported by that society,
for fear that they would make it an excuse to hold back their own meagre contributions. Perhaps part of the trouble was his
Scotch and Presbyterian background. There was always something of the minister of the Kirk in his appearance and
manner?, and this did not endear him to the Anglicans, while the memory of his defection from their ranks did not make the
Presbyterians well disposed towards him. In his report of 1845 Gregor made repeated references to the opposition of
puritanical radicals, infidels and drunkards  a strange combination of enemies, among whom the puritan element was
doubtless largely supplied by Presbyterians who occupied some of the most prominent positions in the settlement.

It would be wrong, however, to give the impression that Gregor accomplished nothing. He did, in fact, a great deal of
faithful and devoted work for the church, especially in the early years of his five year ministry at Moreton Bay. His first task
on arrival was to establish a place of worship in Brisbane itself. Pending the provision of a church he first used the old
convict barracks which were now serving as a courthouse, but it was not long before application was made to the
government through Bishop Broughton for the use of a ruinous building, attached to the lumber yard at Brishane Town in
order that the same may be converted into a place of public worship for members of the church of England .7® The
application was approved, and the building was leased to the church at a nominal rental of one shilling per annum.”” So
after alterations to the value of 100 this humble and rather unattractive brick building, situated on what is now the corner of
Queen Street and North Quay, was dedicated as the first St. John s Church, Brisbane.

The services in this little church in Gregor s time were of the very simple and austere kind typical of the early nineteenth
century. The chief service was Morning Prayer at eleven o clock on Sunday morning, to which a celebration of the Holy
Communion was added no more frequently than once a month. Customarily there was an afternoon service in St. John's,
but in 1847 this service was advertised to take place at a private house at Kangaroo Point, and Gregor s successor found
that there had been no evening service at St. John s for some time.”® There was little singing, and though Gregor s own
prayer book had the words of four hymns inserted in the back, the staple musical diet consisted of the old metrical version
of the psalms by Tate and Brady.

Despite the growing population, church life in Brisbane was at a low ebb. In 1845 Gregor estimated his average
congregation as one hundred, and he reported that he had never had more than eight communicants on the one occasion.
Sometimes the attendances were far worse, and one correspondent to the Courier recalled an occasion when his own
family were the only people in church.8 On the business side of church life lack of interest was just as deadly. In 1845 a
laymen s committee was organised at St. John's, but very quickly disintegrated. The following year a meeting gathered
under the chairmanship of Richard James, and appointed leading citizens of the district including prominent squatters like
Patrick Leslie, R. Gore and A. Hodgson to collect funds, but the result was negligible. Just before Gregor s death a public
meeting called to discuss the building of a new church was attended by only a dozen people, though among those present
were such prominent citizens as Captain Wickham and Dr. Ballow.8! There was clearly a great lack of cohesion in the life of
the church.

™ Gregor[$ Missionary return, 1845.

> According to the reminiscence of an eye-witness, quoted in Batty, F. de Witt, The Diocese of Brisbane, p.6.

"® Quoted in letter from Col. Sec. to Capt. Wickham, 2 February 1843, in Col. Sec. Correspondence.

" Col. Sec. to Capt. Wickham, 7 April 1843, inibid.

"8 A description of the church as he found it when he reached Brisbane in 1848 was given by Archdeacon B. Glenniein
St.John(s Parish Chronicle, January 1889: [Forty years ago, the little brick building which was honoured with the title of
St. John($ Church, stood in asmall plot of ground enclosed by alow brick wall; the entrance being in Queen Street. The
door wasin the middle of the east wall. The atar was at the N.E. end, enclosed by asimplerail. The corner towards
Queen Street was curtained off, to serve as a vestry; in the other corner stood a prayer desk and pulpit, sent from Sydney
by Bishop Broughton. Seats facing the altar were placed on both sides of the Church, a passage being between them(
The building was capable of seating 150 on open benches

" M.B. Courier, 27 February 1847, and an article by Archdeacon Glennie in St. John(s Parish Chronicle, February 1889.
8 M.B. Courier, 6 May 1848.

8 Gregor[3 Missionary Return, 1845; and M.B. Courier, 15 January 1848
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Education was another part of Gregor s responsibility, but again the results were relatively meagre. There was a Sunday
School which met before the morning service on Sundays, but the average attendance was not more than fifteen. The day
schools under the clergymans superintendence numbered three  two in Brishane and one at Ipswich. They were,
however, as Gregor himself reported, of a very humble character 82, meeting in private houses and with an attendance in
no case of more than sixteen. The schoolmasters, who had to depend entirely on fees paid by the parents, received only a
miserable pittance. The fact was that most of the parents were little concerned whether their children were educated or not.
Yet if these schools under the auspices of the church seem poor, it must be remembered that they provided the only
education available at Moreton Bay, and the government was doing nothing at all in this field.

This work in Brisbane represented, however, only one side of Gregor s task, and perhaps it was in his country tours that the
best side of the man revealed itself. It was not that he had more immediate success in the country: but he did show here a
degree of self-denying effort that demonstrated his underlying earnestness of purpose. Already by 1843 it was clear that
Ipswich would grow into an important centre. Gregor noted in his Journal that year:

It is of course very plain that Ipswich, now not only fixed upon by Government, but also surveyed and laid out as a
township, is a place where a church of the living God is required 3

The best he was able to do, however, was to give Ipswich one Sunday a month, while Wickham or some other layman was
left to read the service in St. Johns. Before long there were complaints from Ipswich that monthly visits were not enough,
and that Ipswich was important enough to have its own resident clergyman:# but the suggestion that money might be
raised to support such a priest fell as usual on deaf ears.®5Complaints were much more readily forthcoming than
subscriptions!

At longer intervals Gregor also travelled father afield, and the published account of his travels in 1843 gives a valuable
picture of his work in the country districts. Several times a year he made trips through the Brisbane, Albert and Logan
valleys; and each year he spent a period of several weeks on the Darling Downs. In 1845 Gregor reported that there is
hardly a shepherd s hut even in this wide extend of country which | do not visit every year, & in which | do not perform
divine service as a priest of the Church of England 8 On one occasion, in 1846, he even undertook a pastoral tour through
New England, as far south as Tenterfield, which in view of the state of the bush tracks and the possible dangers from
aborigines, was no mean feat.8” It was these long tours that led Bishop Broughton to commend the laborious zeal which
Gregor had displayed in spreading the Gospel.&

Though Gregor was often cordially received on these bush tours, the reception given to his ministrations was by no means
uniformly encouraging. Many of the working people who had had no contact with the church for years showed little interest,
and indeed the impression left by Gregor s Journal is that there were very few among the bush people who were willing to
be roused to a concern about spiritual things. There is one pathetic picture of his preaching to one man at Archer s station,
some sixty miles from Brishane:

At this station there was only one Protestant; and as the Romanists did not appear to desire, but rather to decline, my
services as a clergyman, | addressed my observations to the Irish Protestant.8?

Whether Dr. Lang s biting comment that the Protestants on the stations made themselves out to be Roman Catholics when
Gregor arrived was true in this case, we cannot know! The squatters, too, were often critical of Gregor, and complained
with dubious justice in view of the vastness of his territory that he did not visit them regularly enough. One squatter
protested that he had not been visited for three years, and objected because Gregor would not ride fitty miles for a
baptism. %

If they served no other purpose, these charges provided a convenient excuse for refusal to contribute to church funds.

% Gregor[$ Missionary Return, 1845.

8 Gregor, J., Journal of Missionary Tours, p.42

8 M.B. Courier, 8 August, 1846

% |bid., 1 August, 1846.

8 Gregor[3 Missionary Return, 1845.

8 The route taken on this tour may be gleaned from the dates and places of baptisms recorded in St. John(s Baptismal
Register.

8 Quoted in appendix to Gregor, J., Journal of Missionary Tours, p.45. It isinteresting to note that the registers of St.
John(s church show Oas pointed out by Cumbrae-Stewart, F.W.S., in an article in the Church of England Papers, Oxley
Library, - that there were in Gregor[$ time 206 Baptisms, 37 Burials and 42 Marriages. Some of the burials were taken by
laymen in Gregor[$ absence.

% Gregor, J. Journal of Missionary Tours, p.17.

% Hodgson, C.T., Reminiscences of Australia, pp. 197-8.
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Although in such circumstances Gregor s services at any one bush centre had to be infrequent, there were at least a few
places where worship was not entirely disregarded. It was the custom on some of the runs for the master of the house to
gather together his family and employees on Sunday mornings for the reading of prayers and sometimes of a short sermon.

It was little enough, but it did help to keep the spirit of religion alive in circumstances where it might entirely have died out.%

Financially the state of the church at Moreton Bay in the forties was quite desperate. For the first two or three years about
100 a year seems to have been collected locally towards Gregor s stipend, but after that local contributions almost entirely
dried up. It was only the 200 which Gregor received annually from the S.P.G. that enabled the missionary and his servant
to eke out a bare existence in a community where prices were much higher than in the south. Whether Gregor ever
received government aid towards his salary under the provisions of the New South Wales Act of 836 is doubtful: if so, it
could only have been for a year or two in the middle of his ministry at Brisbane.®2 One thing, at all events, is clear: the
members of the Church of England had quite failed to appreciate the demands which an unendowed church must make
upon them. Generosity to their church was not one of the virtues of Moreton Bay Anglicans in the 1840s. Only one
incident shows that the wells of generosity had not entirely dried up: a collection on Easter Day in 1847 in St. John s for the
relief of persons who had suffered through the loss of the steamer Sovereign yielded the surprisingly large sum of 314.%

Another issue besides the purely financial one was involved in the need to change over from an endowed to a voluntary
system of support for the church. Some of the laymen felt that as their contributions were supporting their minister, he
could be regarded as a sort of employee of theirs, who ought to fall in with their wishes. Gregor on one occasion
complained that some of his parishioners expect, not that the Gospel shall be preached & the sacraments administered
with fidelity, but that the clergyman preaching according to their taste, shall be their tool in all political questions touching
their temporal interests, & their slave in everything.%

There was, as Bishop Broughton agreed in a marginal comment which he inserted into Gregor s report, much truth in this.
Some of the more aggressive laymen were only too ready to use their contributions as a lever to force their will on their
clergyman, and Gregor was not alone among the English clergy who came to Australia in the nineteenth century and saw in
the voluntary system a threat to the fulfilment of the prophetic function of the church without fear or favour. Yet in most
cases their anxiety was exaggerated, for as Broughton commented, those clergymen who exhibited judgment, force of
character, activity in his calling, and an irreproachable life , could overcome this danger.%

These elements all militated against the exercise of a powerful influence by Gregor in the life of the small community. One
other factor inherent in the nature of the pioneering situation rendered Gregors lasting effectiveness more difficult.
Settlement in the forties was still very much in a state of flux. That Brisbane and Ipswich would grow into important centres
was clear; but it was not so clear which of the other small settlements might become permanent towns. It was useless,
then, to try to build churches:

It will be apparent, that among a population at once thin and widely scattered, the erection of churches at present would
be an almost totally useless work, inasmuch as no considerable number of people could assemble in them for prayers,
and the hearing of the word of God; and there being little prospect of an increase of population, as well as great
uncertainty respecting the place in which population, when it does increase, may concentrate, it is difficult to divine
where, in future times, temples of God may arise, with their spires pointing to heaven.%

° |bid., pp. 200-201.

%2 The evidence on whether Gregor received help from government fundsiis highly confusing. A return of government
expenditure for clergy and churches at Moreton Bay in [Papers Relating to the Separation of the Moreton Bay District
from New South Walesl] In British Parliamentary Papers, 1857-8, Vol. XLI, p. 47, shows expenditure as follows:

1843 100
1844 100
1845 336
1846 235
1847 374

Y et Bishop Broughton wrote to the S.P.G. ON 22 June 1844 ( in S.P.G.[C[IMss.) that the government had paid Gregor
nothing; and again on 13 November 1847 that Gregor had received nothing from the government either in 1846 or 1847.
Thisis confirmed by the fact that a meeting of parishioners of St. John(s$in 1846 wanted to raise sufficient income for
Gregor to be eligible to receive government aid under the provision of the act of 1836. (see M.B._Courier, 1 October
1846).

% M.B. Courier, 12 June 1847.

% Gregor[$ Missionary Return, 1845.

95 m

% Gregor, J., Journal of Missionary Tours, p.41
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This meant that Gregor could have little of that personal satisfaction of founding centres of church life which, however weak
they might be for the present, would be certain to become strongholds of faith in the future. For the most part, he had none
of the consolation of seeing concrete results from his work.

There was a note of pathos about the pioneering ministry of John Gregor at Moreton Bay. His was a lonely task, and in no
instance was his isolation more pathetically demonstrated than in the end of his life. On 22 January 1848 Gregor s death
came suddenly and unexpectedly by drowning, as he sought refuge from the midsummer heat in a waterhole at Nundah.
The funeral arrangements were crude: there was no professional undertaker, and the hearse that carried his body to St.
John's Church an old vegetable cart; nor was there a fellow priest to read the burial office in the church. So without a
service in the little building that Gregor himself had prepared and dedicated as a church, the body was taken in disorderly
procession to the cemetery where a military officer committed the body to the grave.%

Settled in the regular routine of an established parish John Gregor might well have carried on a faithful, if unspectacular,
ministry. The tragedy was that he was a second-rate man placed in a position where only a first-rate man could have
succeeded. Working without the fellowship of another priest with whom he hight have shared the spiritual and physical
burden, and without the support and guidance of his bishop  for Broughton was never able to visit Moreton Bay  this man,
new in the ministry of the Church of England, was given a colossal task. It is scarcely surprising that his achievements
were limited, and that the church failed to penetrate in depth the life of an unspiritual community. Yet it was to his credit
that for five years he held on; and already a few days before his death the first bishop of the new Diocese of Newcastle had
landed in Australia. With him came the promise of better things for the church at Moreton Bay.

" M.B. Courier, 29 January and 5 February 1848.
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CHAPTER 5: PREPARATIONS FOR SELF-GOVERNMENT

i. The Leadership of Bishop Tyrrell.

In January 1848 the Right Reverend William Tyrrell commenced work is the new Diocese of Newcastle, which
embraced Moreton Bay as its northern outpost. The choice of Tyrrell as first bishop was a happy one. While he was
not a spectacular personality, he was vigorous, far-sighted, systematic in his personal life and diocesan affairs, a fair
scholar, a sound statesman, and above all a real pastor in fact, just the type needed for a new Australian diocese.
Indeed, the Australian church has cause to be thankful for all three men consecrated for the new dioceses in 1847.
William Tyrrell, Charles Perry and Augustus Short, though differing in many respects in character and outlook, were all
first-rate pioneering bishops who devoted years of their lives to the work of building up the church in Australia. Tyrrells
episcopate was so significant for the church at Moreton Bay that we must look briefly at the man himself.%

The key to Tyrrell s long and highly effective episcopate was his deep and disciplined spiritual life.% Even in the midst
of anxious business or wearying travel his life never lost that order and regularity that marked everything he did. Each
day when he was at home he gave two hours to devotions and four hours to the study of divinity, as well as the hours
he spent on administrative and pastoral work. Everything he did was committed to the guidance of God, as illustrated
from a passage in his diary:

Many serious thoughts about my Diocese, and how it can be ordered for the best. The difficulties very great, and make
me very anxious. May | be enabled by the most careful employment of my time to fit myself for the discharge of all my
difficult duties, as Overseer of this Diocese Let there be also much serious careful meditation .Friday in each week to
be kept as a day of seclusion and fasting, and devoted to preparation for the Sunday O Lord, give me wisdom to go in
and out before thy people, and to train up an earnest and efficient Clergy. Grant this in the Name and for the sake of
Jesus Christ.100

This example of order and self-discipline could not help making its mark on the clergy and people of his diocese, and
these were qualities that were sorely needed in the undisciplined turbulence of an expanding colony. It is true that at
Moreton Bay the clergy and people were distant from the daily oversight of their bishop; but his earnestness of purpose
and ordered life were amply demonstrated in his faithful pastoral visits to the northern extremity of his diocese. Every
second year he came, no matter what the difficulties. The trip involved a long hard ride on horseback on 1100 to 1500
miles according to the route taken, though sometimes he made the return journey by sea. Sometimes weather
conditions were dreadful, sometimes his own health made riding almost unbearable. But still he came, and the
account in his diary of his northern tour of 1856 reveals the courage of the man:

When | reached Darling Downs, the parsonage of the Rev. B. Glennie at Drayton, tho it was only ten in the morning, |
was obliged at once to go to bed over-wearied and full of pain. During Tuesday, the day of my arrival, and Wednesday
and Thursday, | had appointed to remain at Drayton, to settle many matters connected with the Church in that district.
For these three days | did not leave my bed, except to hold a Confirmation which | would not allow to be put off. | wasin
violent incessant pain from over-exertion; got no sleep by day or night: could take no food: and the most violent
medicines which the doctor could give me produced no effect. On the third day he expressed his opinion of the danger
if his medicine did not very soon act; and | shall not forget the expression of his countenance, when | told him that |
could remain under his care only that one night more, as at dawn the next morning | must leave Drayton on horseback,
for my next station 52 miles off, where | had appointed to hold a service in the evening. No change for the better took
place: and on Friday morning, just at sunrise, with much difficulty from my great weakness and pain, | mounted my
horse, and some time after the sun was set, reached Franklin Vale, my appointed resting place for the night. It was a
day to be remembered the heat was overpowering, the roads scarcely passable, and the suffering from pain,
weakness and fatigue very great. The doctor still declares that | ought to have died that day, but in truth the intense
exertion did for me what medicine could not do, and though very weak for some days, | gradually recovered.10!

Here is the clue to one of Tyrrell's greatest qualities as a leader: he was willing to do himself all that he asked of his

subordinates.

% A much more detailed study of the character and work of Bishop Tyrrell than is possible here may be found in Elkin,
A.P., The Diocese of Newcastle, especialy in chaps. 23 and 24. The much older work of Boodle, R.G.., The Life and
Labours of William Tyrrell, D.D.., isalso valuablein giving the picture from the viewpoint of one of the bishop(s
chaplains. In thischapter | am much indebted to Dr. Elkin[$ detailed and careful study of Tyrrell and his part in the
growth of the church at Moreton Bay.

% Elkin,, A.P.., op.cit., p.450

1% Boodle, R.G., op.cit., pp.63-4

191 Quoted from Bishop TyrrellS diary in Elkin, A.P.., op.cit., pp.419-420.
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Under this leadership the church at Moreton Bay at last began to make distinct headway. Not only did the bishop have
courage, self-discipline and ability. He also had a firm belief in the mission of the Church of England, and in the authority
which he as a bishop of the church must exercise. In no sense a ritualist, he had nevertheless been deeply influenced by
the basic doctrines of the catholic revival in the Church of England, and was prepared to stand firm on these principles. He
exercised his episcopal authority courteously, but firmly, and such authority was just what was needed to deal with the
centrifugal tendencies of church life at Moreton Bay. It was not long before members of the church in the north were well
aware that they had a new bishop!

ii. Benjamin Glennie : Apostle of Queensland.

No matter how able the bishop, much must depend on the clergy in the parishes. One of Tyrrell s first problems on taking
over the diocese was to fill the vacancy left by the death of John Gregor at Moreton Bay. No one, however, could
immediately be spared, and for two months the church in Brisbane lacked a pastor.1%2 On 25 March 1848, however there
arrived in Brishane from Newcastle the Reverend Benjamin Glennie, B.A., whose pioneer work was to give him a unique
place in the history of the church in Queensland for the half-century until his death at the age of 88 in 1900.

It was a great task that faced Glennie on his arrival in Brisbane. He was not yet even in priest s orders, having been made
a deacon by Bishop Tyrrell only two days before he embarked for Brisbane.1% At his ordination, however, he was already of
mature years, being 35 years of age. Glennie, who had come out with Tyrrell as an ordination candidate, was a graduate of
Christ s College, Cambridge, where he had been in residence from 1843-1847. Previous to that he had lived in London,
where he had been brought into contact with the beginnings of the Tractarian movement, through his regular attendance at
King s College Chapel, London, which the Times had described (with some exaggeration) as a hotbed of Tractarianism .
This, however, was Tractarianism in its early form, and in externals there was little difference from other churches; the
vesture of the clergy, for example, still consisted only of surplice and hood, the stole was never worn, and the old type of
black preaching gown was still in use.1* Meanwhile Glennie s college chapel at Cambridge remained untouched by the
catholic revival. The result was that when Glennie first came to Brisbane he belonged to the more advanced school of his
day; but later in his life he came to be regarded by his younger colleagues as something of a low churchman.

These were the days before theological colleges had become a part of the typical Anglican scene, and Glennie s
preparation for the ministry consisted of directed reading under the guidance of Bishop Tyrrell and his examining chaplains.
The whole journey from England was taken up with a planned course of study for Glennie and the other six ordination
candidates who accompanied the bishop, and the ordination took place a short time after arrival. It was little enough
preparation for a man who for a time was to be quite alone in his vast cure, and who would throughout his long life occupy
an important place in the life of the church in the new colony. Yet so thorough was the training given by Bishop Tyrrell, and
so strong the example of his own disciplined life, that habits of prayer, study and perseverance were formed in Glennie that
remained with him throughout his life.105

In appearance Glennie was not an impressive figure. Small and spare of stature, he had an impediment in his speech
which reflected a natural nervousness of temperament and which hindered him from being a great preacher. But he was
simple and direct, in manner and in speech, and this appealed to bush people more than pretentious eloquence.10
Although he lived to a ripe age his health was never robust, and there are indications in his diary of repeated physical and
nervous ailments in his early years at Moreton Bay. In his second year there he had to be ordered a month s rest by his
doctor, and there is a terse note in his diary about that time, Hysterics at Kangaroo Point, a reference apparently to
himself.2” The following year, after a strenuous ride of almost five hundred miles with his indefatigable bishop, he wrote,

not very beneficial to my nerves. For many weeks afterwards | was in a nervous irritable state. 1% For a man of his
temperament and devotion to his mission, it was above all the thought of the scope of the work to be done, and the amount
that he must leave undone, that weighed him down.1® Several times in the early years it seemed that he would have to

192 The statement in Boodle, R.G., op.cit., p.43, that the Rev. P. Beamish of Singleton was sent temporarily to Moreton
Bay, which isrepeated in Elkin, A.P.., opcit. P. 155, is not supported by any evidence, and is directly contradicted by
Benjamin Glenniels reminiscencesin St.John(s Parish Chronicle, February, 1889.

193 Glennie was made a deacon on 19 March 1848, and ordained priest on Trinity Sunday 1849.

104 Glenniels reminiscences, St.John(s Parish Chronicle, December, 1888.

1% One curious example of the habit of study which Glennie had acquired is mentioned by E.C. Osborn in a memoir in the
Church of England Papers, Oxley Library. Every Monday morning Glennie devoted to the study of Shakespeare, a
remarkable disciplinein view of hisitinerant life

1% The correspondent of the M.B. Courier, 22 April 1848, praised Glennie(s first sermon at Ipswich as being Bimplein the
extreme and admirably adapted to his hearers, being purely scriptural.C]

197 Glennie Diary, 7 October 1849.

1% hid., July 1850.

199 Colonial Church Chronicle, Vol.ll1 (1849-50), p.120
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retire from the strenuous pioneering work at Moreton Bay; but such was the courage and perseverance of the man that he
not only remained, but lived to see the seeds which he had planted bearing rich fruit.

While Glennie was ministering alone in Brisbane in 1848 and 1849, he could do no more than follow Gregor s example of
visiting Ipswich once a month, making occasional trips through the Brisbane and Logan valleys, and spending a month of
the year on the Darling Downs. Even on his first journey from Brisbane in 1848 he ranged as far as St.Ruth (near Dalby),
Cecil Plains, Jondaryan, Yandilla and Canning Downs (near Warwick).110 At this time there was till no settlement between
Ipswich and Drayton, with the exception of four houses. In the fifties, when Drayton became his headquarters, Glennie
averaged, on horse and foot, about three thousand miles a year. It was only when he became Rector of Warwick in 1860
that he was provided with a gig to make travelling easier; in any case, it would have been of little use in the earlier years, as
tracks were often unmade, and particularly in wet seasons it would have been impracticable for crossing the flooded creek-
beds.

As well as the physical hardships and perils of travel through the lonely country, difficulties of lesser kinds stood frequently
in Glennie s way. There could be for him none of the satisfaction of ministering to large congregations, with the beauty and
dignity of worship in fine churches. Services took place wherever a congregation could be conveniently assembled. The
first place for service on the Downs in Glennie s time was Horton s Bull s Head Inn at Drayton!!; later, before the church
was built, he used part of the Drayton parsonage for services; at Warwick the court-house was used; in the bush,
congregations gathered at the station homesteads. These places presented their own peculiar problems. Once at Leyburn
in 1853 Glennie noted, Kirby s Public House in too drunken a state to hold a service. Adjourned to Young s. 112 On another
occasion his troubles were of a different kind, but his diary records that they were triumphantly overcome by degrees:

May 10, 1855. in dressing killed 25 fleas
May 11, 1855. Killed 19 fleas in flannel waistcoat
May 12, 1855. Killed only two fleas while dressing

More important, however, was the lack of response that was so often shown by the people to whom he had gone to such
pains to minister. Attendances at church were sometimes fairly good, but there were many irregular churchgoers. It was a
gloomy comment on Christmas Day 1854: Most melancholy Xmas Day. Four women at Holy Communion while there was
great feasting in all directions. 123 But perhaps worst of all his trials was that spiritual loneliness which he had as the sole
priest in an environment that was wrapped up in material concerns. The lack of the possibility of companionship with other
likeminded men weighed down many of the early clergy in Australia.4

The meagre response that was indicated by poor church attendances was also apparent in the financial difficulties that
Glennie had to face. He was himself a generous man. When, in 1854, he received a legacy of 450, Glennie gave half of it
to the funds of the Newcastle Church Society.115

The following year he gave another 75. Yet not infrequently the payment of his own stipend or at least that part of it that
came from the subscriptions of his people was lagging. Even when members of the church began to learn to contribute
to the church they were apt to be narrow in their spirit of generosity. They expected immediate and visible returns from
their payments, in the shape of more frequent services at their own small centre and more regular visits from the
clergyman. There was little sympathetic understanding of the great scope of Glennie s labours: in the 1851 drought, for
example, while Glennie was having trouble even buying feed for his horse, the Warwick people withheld their contributions
to the stipend fund. When support was asked for more remote fields of church work, as in Bishop Tyrrell s appeal for
overseas missions, the Canning Downs Folk, except the servants, gave a blank refusal.l¢ Indeed, it was all too often the
wealthier people who were less ready to give.

On occasions when his stipend lagged, Glennie took a firm stand that it be paid. It was not only that he needed the money
to live: more important was the fact that he believed it to be morally wrong that his people should fail to fulfil their

10 \Warwick at this time had just been proclaimed a township, but only consisted of two or three humpies.

1t is not, however, correct to say that these were the first services on the Darling Downs, as has often been said in the
past. Aswe have seen, Gregor conducted services on the Downs from 1843 onwards.

12 Glennie Diary , 6 November 1853.

2 1pid., 25 December 1854.

141 speaking of Glenniels loneliness, it might be mentioned that he did not marry until the age of 56, when he was
Rector of Warwick.

1> Newcastle Church Society Report, 1854.

1° Glennie Diary, 30 March 1851.
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obligations. Sometimes he took strong measures to remind people of this duty, but he did it in such a way that it was never
a cause of resentment except for a small minority of malcontents.?

Even while faced with such difficulties of stirring up a concern with spiritual things and keeping his head above water
financially, Benjamin Glennie never lost a vision of the future. He set about a programme of buying land in the various
centres which he expected to become important in the future, especially on the Darling Downs, where most of his work was
accomplished. At Drayton, the Swamp (Toowoomba), Warwick, Dalby, and at other places as well in later years, he chose
land to be obtained either by government grant or by purchase. He had a vision of four churches to be named after the four
evangelists Matthew, Mark, Luke and John and he lived to see those buildings arise at Drayton, Warwick, Toowoomba
and Dalby respectively. He also raised large sums of money to build and endow church schools,'8 partly by his own efforts
at growing and selling vegetables for the fund. So, step by step, with little to encourage him, he played a great part in
laying the foundations of the Church of England in southern Queensland.

With all this, the thing that was most remembered about Glennie was his tenderness and pastoral zeal, his care for each
one of his scattered flock. A memoir, probably written by W.H. Groom, sums up the impression left upon those who knew
him:

He was the living personification of what a good clergyman should be. He was one of the kindliest and gentlest of men,

one to whom anger was foreign, and his calm, placid, sweet temperament made him beloved by old and young alike.

When he visited the stations, the little children ran to meet and welcome him with outstretched hands, and eager joy in
their faces, for to them he was truly the Gentle Shepherd .11

It was in this role that Benjamin Glennie really left his mark. This man who came to Moreton Bay as a lone, inexperienced
deacon was in 1863 to be appointed first Archdeacon of Brisbane, and was frequently called upon to administer the
Diocese of Brisbane in the absence or indisposition of the bishop. It was a well-deserved honour when, towards the close
of his active ministry, Bishop Webber appointed him the first Honorary Canon of St. John s Pro-cathedral. Yet it was not for
these honours that he achieved eminence, but rather in those dedicated pioneering labours that render appropriate the title
sometimes accorded to Glennie: the Apostle of Queensland.

iii. The Growth of the Parishes

From the time of the arrival of Benjamin Glennie in 1848, the population of that part of New South Wales that would
eventually form the colony of Queensland was steadily rising. The growth of population is demonstrated in the five-yearly
census figures:

Year  Population

1846 2,525
1851 8,575
1856 17,082
1861 30,059

Thus, in fifteen years, the population multiplied almost twelve times. This growth represented a challenge to the church to
keep its ministrations up to the rate of growing population, and it was a problem that very much exercised the mind of
Bishop Tyrrell. The problem was magnified by the ever-widening geographical extent of settlement. While Brishane and
Ipswich were growing to be sizeable towns, the population of the Darling Downs was becoming quite large, and the 1856
census showed a population of 3977 already on the Downs. Settlement was also widespread in the Burnett Valley and
Wide Bay, which in 1856 showed populations of 1,309 and 669 respectively, while Maryborough was becoming a township

17 Canon James Matthews, who began his ministry as Glenniels curate at Warwick, recalled one of Glenniels methods of
reminding his people that they had fallen down on their duty of providing his stipend: [T here were times when our dear
old friend was peculiar, verging almost on the eccentric, e.g. he had an extraordinary suit of clothes, consisting of ablue
frock coat, with a high collar, and very tight sleeves, considerably rubbed at the elbows, a pair of rather short grey trousers,
which displayed agood deal of white sock. An old cabbage-tree hat completed the costume. Whenever his stipend was in
arrear, he donned this suit, and continued to wear it in the parish until the reason for his doing so no longer existed.(I
(Quoted in the Church of England Papers, Oxley Library.

Even while Glennie was Rector of Warwick, 1860-1872, his stipend fell into arrears, and he left the parish with some 80
owing to him. On hisinsistence, however, it was paid after he left. (Warwick Vestry Minute Book, 13 January 1870 and 4
December 1871.)

18 Glennie Diary December, 1855.

19 Church of England Papers, Oxley Library.
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of some note. From 1853, settlement had been springing up around Port Curtis and a population of 615 was shown in Port
Curtis and Leichardt by 1856.10

Bishop Tyrrell was aware from his regular visits to Moreton Bay of the needs of this part of his diocese, but he was
hampered by the perennial difficulties of manpower and finance. So Glennie, while still in deacon s orders, had to be left on
his own in this great part of the diocese.

Glennie quickly set about putting church life in Brisbane on a firmer basis. Within a fortnight of his arrival be re-commenced
the Sunday School, which had fallen into decay. He began preparing candidates for Confirmation, and was ready to
present the first eight candidates to the hishop on his visit in June 1848. Free passages were arranged on the ferries from
Kangaroo Point and South Brishane for the benefit of Sunday churchgoers. The service of Evening Prayer was restored at
St. John s after having been discontinued in the later part of Gregor s incumbency.12!

The visit of Bishop Tyrrell in June gave an immediate impetus to the awakening of church life. Tyrrell quickly set about
making plans for the future. He gathered together the most prominent members of the church in Brishane to discuss plans
for building a new church, school and parsonage. It was obvious that the old church could no longer suffice. It was, as the
Courier put it, in a dilapidated and ruinous condition 122, and already before Gregors death some money had been
collected for its replacement by a worthier structure. Tyrrell planned for a church to seat 250 people, to be designed by the
eminent Parramatta architect, E.T. Blacket,'2® of which the nave should be built first, the chancel and tower later. Actually
the tower was never built, partly because of the expense of building such a pseudo-Gothic stone church in inflationary
years; expense also caused a limitation of size, which resulted in the fact that it was never big enough from the time it was
consecrated.’?*Having gained the support of the Brisbane church people, Tyrrell applied for a grant of land from the
government, and was given a site of two acres for a church, school and parsonage.1?> The foundation stone of St. John's
was laid by the bishop on his second visit to Brisbane on 6 July 1850, and the building that was to be the mother church of
Queensland for half a century was consecrated on 29 October 1854.1%

Bishop Tyrrell s deliberate financial policy gave a considerable impetus to building schemes in the Moreton Bay district. On
his visit in 1850 the bishop saw the need of a parsonage, but he recognised that the burden of building a new church made
it difficult for the local people to raise enough money quickly for the purpose of a parsonage as well. So Tyrrell made a loan
of 200 at a rate of five percent which, added to money received from other sources, made possible a 300 government
subsidy under the provisions of Bourke s Act.12? He actually broke the letter of the regulations of the S.P.G. in using their
funds for this type of scheme, and also pursued the adventurous, but risky, policy of lending a large portion of the diocesan
endowment for parochial building purposes.’® The result could have been disastrous if one of the recurrent economic
crises of the nineteenth century had made it impossible for parishes to repay their loans. Actually, however, the policy
proved to be highly successful: church building schemes were greatly stimulated, and in the case of the loan for the
Brishane parsonage it was paid back within five years.

Not only in Brisbane itself did building occupy a good deal of the bishop s attention on his biennial visits. On his first visit to
Ipswich in 1848 Tyrrell personally solicited for funds for a church, but the response of 120 was only sufficient for a school
to be projected instead. There was, however, a contention between the bishop and the local committee over the site, and a
schoolmaster arrived to find no building erected, and he had to be withdrawn to Brisbane. Tyrrell was not, however, easily
diverted from a fixed intention; and his 1850 visit did result in the building of both a school-church and a parsonage.l?® At
Drayton, too, arrangements were made in 1850 for a parsonage-church to be built as the centre of the new projected

120 Census figures quoted from Elkin, A.P.., op.cit., p. 238

12! Glenniels reminiscences in St.John(s Parish Chronicle, February 1889.

122 M.B. Courier, 22 April 1848.

122 Among Blacket(s buildings were the main building of the University of Sydney, St. Andrew(s Cathedral (only part of
which was his) and other well-known Sydney churches.

124 Selwyn Letters p. 66. For other details on the building of St. John(s see M.B. Courier24 June 1848, and 13 January
1855. The church when completed actually cost over 1500, of which alittle more than 700 was provided out of a
government subsidy, and the remainder locally subscribed.

125 Col. Secretary to Capt. Wickham, 10 July 1848, in Col.Sec.Correspondence. The grant included the site on which St.
John[$ wasbuilt in George St., where Queen(s Park and the Executive Building now stand, as well as the site of the
original church on the corner of Queen St. and North Quay.

126 M.B. Courier, 28 June 1850, 31 August 1850 and 4 November 1854. John Petrie was the builder of the church.

127 Newcastle Church Society Report, 1851.

128 | pid., 1855, showsthat 8000 of the total diocesan endowment of 14,000 was available for building loans to parishes
in that year.

129 For the controversy over the |pswich buildings, see M.B. Courier,, 24 June 1848, 14 October 1848 30 December 1848,
11 August 1849, and 28 June 1850.
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parochial district on the Darling Downs.230 It is noticeable that though Glennie and the other clergy were constantly pushing
ahead with raising money for buildings, it was during the bishop s visits that definite forward steps were taken. By virtue of
his episcopal office Tyrrell commanded that measure of authority and respect which enabled him to overrule local
dissensions to a great extent, and he had the personal initiative to enable him to use this advantage to the full.131

So the foundations were laid by Bishop Tyrrell and by Benjamin Glennie under his bishop s direction, for the first division of
the vast area of southern Queensland into smaller parishes. At first, as we have seen, Glennie had to concentrate most of
his efforts around Brisbane; but the need for resident clergymen at Ipswich and the Darling Downs had long been apparent.
When Glennie was away in the country, Captain Wickham continued to act as lay reader at St. John s, and from October
1848 there was some slight relief afforded by the arrival of the Reverend T.W. Bodenham from Sydney. Bodenham had
come to Moreton Bay for health reasons, and so precarious was his health that the bishop had not formally licensed him to
work at Brisbane. His arrival did mean, however, that there could be occasional celebrations of Holy Communion, which
had so far been impossible because Glennie was still in deacon s orders. Bodenham lived at Kangaroo Point, a growing
centre of population, and early in 1849 made his house available for regular Sunday afternoon services, at which the
congregation quickly increased to fifty.132 Later that year a small wooden church was built at Kangaroo Point, which served
as a church until the stone St. Mary s was built in 1873.13 The arrival of the Reverend Robert Creyke later in 1849 afforded
added relief, but he, too, was in such a poor state of health that he could offer only occasional assistance.3*

Despite his great field of pastoral work, Glennie pioneered other activities outside his normal parish round in Brisbane. He
was, for example, appointed chaplain to the Brishane gaol:}¥ and he took an interest in the establishment of a public
hospital in Brishane.1¥ This was a significant contrast to his predecessor, who avoided all part in public life, and it marked
the beginning of a new phase in the life of the church inasmuch as it implied the acceptance of the church s role in civic
affairs which were not religious in the narrow sense.1%

At the same time as Benjamin Glennie was raised to the priesthood in 1849 at Morpeth, John Wallace was made a deacon.
Wallace, a graduate of Durham, had come to New South Wales as an ordination candidate, and had been reading for holy
orders under the direction of the Reverend H.O. Irwin at Singleton. With the increase of his clerical staff, Bishop Tyrrell
proposed to send Wallace to Moreton Bay, with the intention of stationing him at Ipswich. He did in fact spend a short time
there in 1849, but soon had to be withdrawn to Brishane to relieve the ailing Glennie, who was allocated light duties on the
Darling Downs. The arrival of the Reverend H.O. Irwin about October 1850 enabled the final division which the bishop
contemplated for the time being. He took charge of Brisbane, while Wallace returned to Ipswich and Glennie remained on
the Darling Downs. Glennie s time was to be equally divided between Drayton and Warwick, but his headquarters were at
Drayton, which seemed likely to be much more important than Toowoomba, the Swamp , as it was still known. Eventually
these three parishes of Brisbane, Ipswich and the Darling Downs were intended to form the nucleus of a northern
archdeaconry of the Diocese of Newcastle; but the new Diocese of Brisbane had been formed before this proposal could be
effected.138

This division into three parochial districts naturally meant a more effective ministry of the church at Moreton Bay. Yet
already the expansion of settlement was creating a need for further parochial divisions. To the north the township of
Maryborough was too distant to be served by the priest at Brisbane. By 1851 there were three hundred people in the town

%9 M.B. Courier, 22 June 1850.

131 The dependence on the bishop is well illustrated from a comment of A.E. Selwyn, when H.C. Irwin was incumbent of
St. John($in 1851: [He is very anxious for the Bishop[$ arrival aso, as he says everything is going wrong. He cannot get
any money etc., and the church has come to a standstill. | think there is some truth in what he says, that the Bishop, taking
so direct apart in al proceedings as he does, can less easily be spared than if he were aless active person.J(Selwyn
Letters, p.87).

132 Glenniels reminiscences in St.John(s Parish Chronicle, March 1889.

133 This church was very small, only 50 feet by 20, with an aisle so narrow that only one person could walk down it. The
land in John St., on which it was situated, was given by Captain Wickham. The Rev. T.W. Bodenham returned to Sydney
in May 1850 where he died soon afterwards. For further details of early church life at Kangaroo Point, see St.John(3$
Parish Chronicle, March 1889 and the small pamphlet, Centenary of the Parish of St. Mary the Virgin, Kangaroo Point.
134 Selwyn Letters, p.15 Creykels health gradually improved, and after some years as District Registrar at Moreton Bay,
and Deputy-Registrar of the new colony of Queensland, Creyke later undertook full-time parish duties again after some
twenty years.

135 Col.Sec. to Capt. Wickham, 18 February 1850, Col.Sec. Correspondence.

136 M.B.Courier, 20 May 1848.

37 There were several interesting examples of civic duties taken up by early clergymen. Creykels work as Registrar has
aready been mentioned; the Rev. J.R. Moffatt became first Parliamentary Librarian in the new colony; and the Rev. John
Bliss was appointed official meteorological observer in 1866, while carrying on his parish duties.

'3 M.B. Courier, 22 June 1850.
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of Maryborough®3, and many more in the districts of Wide Bay and the Burnett Valley. Tyrrell realised the need, but there
was no priest to send.40

Such was the urgency of the request from the settlers, however, that Tyrrell resolved to send one of his ordination
candidates, G. Hungerford, to act as catechist.*l Regular services were carried on by laymen at Maryborough until the
Reverend Edward Tanner arrived from Melbourne in 1853, and the voluntary labour that made possible the building of a
wooden slab school-church that year for only 30 demonstrated the keenness of some of the members of the church.142
Unfortunately, however, Maryborough had a succession of three incumbents in the fifties, so that there was little continuity
of work, and from 1859 to 1861 the parish was vacant. This fact, combined with the great area of the district, meant that
the country districts were not very adequately cared for. From Gayndah, in particular, came complaints. One
correspondent castigated Bishop Tyrrell on behalf of this shamefully neglected flock 43, and indeed, the fact that divine
service was held there only five times from 1857 to 1859 gives some justification to these complaints. At one time some of
the Anglicans at Gayndah even threatened to secure a minister from another denomination.'** The growing town of
Gladstone, which numbered two hundred people by 1856,14 received even less attention, and apart from a visit from the
Rev. T.L. Dodd of Maryborough in 1856, seems to have received no ministrations of the church.

It was, of course, very easy to criticise this apparent lack of care for the scattered members of the church; but it has to be
remembered that the scattering of small communities over large areas of the continent was placing an impossible strain
upon the very limited resources of the church in Australia at this time.146

There was one further parochial division before the formation of the Diocese of Brishane. Brishane itself was growing
rapidly; by 1856 its population was 4395 and St. Johns Church was proving inadequate. When the Reverend E. K.
Yeatman succeeded Irwin in 1855, he found St. John s was already overcrowded on Sundays, and there was need of extra
accommodation. He therefore arranged for the Reverend James Carter, who was conducting a private school in Brisbane,
to take services every alternate Sunday in the North Brisbane schoolroom.X*” During the same year a school was being
built in South Brisbane, and presumably, in accordance with the usual custom, was also used for Sunday services. The
other area where population was growing was Fortitude Valley, and in 1856 Yeatman rented a house where school, as well
as Sunday services, could be held. This increase of church centres in Brisbane was, however, becoming too much for one
man, so a church meeting agreed that another clergyman should be sought. In 1857 the Reverend Bowyer E. Shaw
arrived to assist Yeatman, and soon took charge of the Fortitude Valley district, which became a separate parochial district
which included New Farm, Bowen Hills, Enoggera and Sandgate.’8 Shaw remained only two years in Brisbane, and the
parish of Fortitude Valley, like Maryborough was vacant when the first Bishop of Brisbane arrived.1#®

So it was that under the guidance of Bishop Tyrrell the nucleus of a parochial system was established in the fifties. There
were five parishes North Brishane, Fortitude Valley, Ipswich, Darling Downs and Maryborough, of which the last two in
particular covered great areas of country. It was as yet a small nucleus, and the church was scarcely keeping pace in its
parochial organisation with the growing needs of the community; but a foundation had been laid on which the first Bishop of
Brishane could build.150

139

Pugh(s Almanac, 1860, p.89
140 Newcastle Church Society Report, 1852, p.56.

141 Bishop Tyrrell to Rev. E. Hawkins, (S.P.G.), 15 January 1853, S.P.G. [D(IMss. Newcastle L etters.

142 Perry, Hope, St.Paul (5 Maryborough Centenary.

143 M.B. Courier, 28 July 1858.

* |bid., 1 December 1858, 30 March 1859.

5 pyghls almanac, 1856, p.89

18 For further details of the early history of the church at Maryborough, see Elkin, A.P.., op.cit., pp. 186 and 743f.
147 M.B.Courier, 6 September, 1856.

8 For the early history of the church at Fortitude Valley, see also typescript at Church House, Brisbane, Trinity Church 0
1856 to 1918 OFortitude Valley.

149 Shaw returned to Brisbane in 1862, and for awhile conducted a collegiate school, as well as having charge of the
church at South Brisbane.

%0 A complete list of the parishes, with those who ministered in them up to 1859, may be of interest:-

Brisbane.
Rev. John Gregor, M.A. 1843-48
Rev. Benjamin Glennie, B.A. 1848-50
Rev. John Wallace, B.A. 1850 (Acting)
Rev. H. O. Irwin, M.A. 1850-55
Rev. Edward Kelson Y eatman, M.A. 1855-58
Rev. John Mosley 1858-60
I pswich

Rev. John Wallace, B.A. 1849 (briefly and 1850-55
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This development of a parochial system was accompanied by a steady construction of churches, schoolhouses,
parsonages and teachers residences. Some of the initial building projects have already been mentioned. The usual
pattern was that the first building to be erected was a school, which could also be used for church services, and then a
parsonage for the clergymen. A building that served only as a church was something of a luxury at the very beginning, and
indeed Brisbane was the only centre to start with a consecrated church which did not also serve as a school. Bishop
Tyrrell s visit in 1850 resulted, as we have seen, in a wave of building. Parsonages were built at Brisbane, Ipswich and
Drayton and a school-church at Ipswich, while the foundation stone of St. John s was laid in Brisbane. After this, however,
there was a period of stagnation, partly because of the high building prices of these years, and it is notable that it took four
years to build St. Johns. By 1856, however, funds had been accumulated, and another series of building projects took
place. By 1857 school-churches and master s dwellings had been erected at South Brisbane and Fortitude Valley; a new
school-church and a parsonage were built at Maryborough; Gayndah had a parsonage;*'and at Toowoomba and Warwick
slab churches were built  the original St. Luke s and St. Mark s.152

Drayton and Jondaryan followed with slab churches in 1858 and 1859 respectively, the latter of which still stands, on a
different site, as the oldest wooden church in the Diocese of Brisbane. Meanwhile the most ambitious project of all was
being undertaken at Ipswich, where the large brick church to accommodate more than four hundred people was
commenced in 1855. Built at a cost of 4000 with the aid of loans from Bishop Tyrrell s endowments, it was a great
enterprise for this early stage of development. It was the first indication that the church was beginning to look ahead
beyond the temporary pioneering needs.153

iv. The Beginnings of Self-Support.

Lack of finance was always a limiting factor in the expansion of the church. In the 1850 s there were three sources from
which money came into the coffers of the church at Moreton Bay government subsidies, the contributions of the English
missionary societies, and local subscriptions. From this income came the stipends of the clergy and the funds for new
buildings.

Bishop Tyrrell insisted that the stipends of the clergy should be adequate, and in a pastoral letter in 1854 he set out a
proposed basic wage for the clergy of the diocese. In normal times, deacons were to receive 150 a year, priests 200,
and after twenty years service 300, besides the Easter offering of the people. Tyrrell pointed out, however, that times
were not normal. The gold discoveries had resulted in inflation and government salaries had been increased by 75%, so he
proposed as the basic scale 200, 300, and 400 respectively.’ As high prices continued the bishop called for the
continuance of the high salary rates for the clergy in another letter three years later. 1% In view of the inflated prices,
however, even these higher salaries were felt by the clergy themselves to be hopelessly inadequate. 156

Rev. John Mosely 1855-58

Rev. Lacy Henry Rumsey, M.A. 1858-64
Darling Downs

Rev. Benjamin Glennie, B.A. 1850-60

Rev. William E. Dove 1855-59 (assistant to Glennie)
Maryborough

Mr. G. Hungerford 1852-53 (catechist)

Rev. Edward Tanner 1853-54

Rev. T,L, Dodd 1854-57

Rev. R. Postlethwaite, B.A. 1857-59
Fortitude Valey

Rev. Bowyer E. Shaw, B.A. 1857-59
Unattached clergy during this period were:-

Rev. Thomas Wall Bodenham 1848-50

Rev. Robert Creyke, B.A. From 1849

Rev. James Carter 1856-57

Rev. JR. Moffatt, B.A. Probably from 1858

151 A temporary church was also planned for Gayndah, but does not appear to have been buiilt.
152 The cheapness of land isindicated by the fact that Glennie had bought the two acre site for St. Lukel$in 1854 for
8.4.0.
153 Details of building progress may be found in Newcastle Church Society Reports, 1851-59; the Glennie Diary; and M.B.
Courier, passin.
> Printed Pastoral Letter, 1854.
155 | etter printed in Newcastle Church Society Report, 1857.
158 See evidence of clergy before Select Committee of N.SW. Legislaturein 1854, in N.S.W. Votes & Proceedings, 1854,
I, pp. 800ff.
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As we have seen, the stipends of the clergy in New South Wales had originally been paid entirely out of colonial revenue,
but since the act of 1836 government aid was given to the clergy only in proportion to the size of their congregations. There
was, besides, a limiting factor in the government grant: the total sum made available for the purpose was restricted to

30,000, which was provided from the funds of the colony but administered by the imperial authorities. With the separation
of Victoria in 1851 the amount for New South Wales was reduced to 28,000, to be divided among the Anglican, Roman
Catholic, Presbyterian and Wesleyan churches, so that the share of the Diocese of Newcastle was only 3,700. This
amount was quite insufficient to provide adequate salaries for all the clergy in the diocese,!®” so that while the clergy in
most of the old-established districts received the maximum government grant of 200 and others received 150 or 100
there was nothing left for the clergy in the less wealthy new districts. This must have been what Bishop Tyrrell had in mind
when he stated at a meeting in Brisbane in 1848 that Benjamin Glennie was unlikely to receive a government grant
because the local act was inconsistent with the imperial regulations.1%

The result was that comparatively little government money came to the Church of England at Moreton Bay.15® The stipends
of some of the clergy were subsidised by the government and a total of 1000 was given from colonial revenue towards the
building of the church and parsonage in Brishane, but there seems to have been no other government grant for building
purposes as the limited money available from revenue was needed for stipends.10 There were grants of land by the
government in various towns for church purposes, as well as assistance for the educational work of the church. This,
however, amounted to only a small proportion of the financial needs of the Church of England at Moreton Bay.

By the middle of the nineteenth century it was apparent that the Church of England in Australia could not expect to be
permanently endowed by the state. This prospect was received by the clergy with deep regret and considerable opposition.
It was with some nostalgia for English conditions that Bishop Tyrrell in a letter to Brisbane referred to the church as a
widowed Mother, deprived of the support and maintenance which she has enjoyed for centuries in our Fatherland. 6!n the
following year E.K. Yeatman chose an occasion just before the colonial election to preach a sermon denouncing the
voluntary principle in religion, and at a public meeting not long afterwards he argued for an established church and for the
exclusion of the Roman Catholic Church from state aid.162 In these views the young Yeatman represented an extreme
point of view, but his viewpoint typifies the fears felt by some Anglicans that the withdrawal of state support might prove a
mortal blow to the church. Tyrrell s view was more balanced: he realised that it could only be a matter of time before the
church would have to stand on its own feet, and he made plans accordingly.

In view of the inadequacy and threatened impermanence of government grants, the assistance of the S.P.G. and to a
lesser extent the S.P.C.K. - was invaluable.. The S.P.G. made an annual grant to Newcastle for work beyond the
boundaries, and this alone made possible the pioneering work on the frontiers of settlement. Glennie received 200 from
this fund in his first year at Moreton Bay, and as the church pushed outwards, this sum was used for the Darling Downs and
Wide Bay.1®3 We have noted already the use which Tyrrell made of these S.P.G. funds to stimulate building projects.
Relatively small though they were, these funds enabled the bishop to have a flexible approach in the opening up of new
spheres of work.

Nevertheless Bishop Tyrrell realised that self-support in finance must be the goal. It was not so easy to persuade the laity
of this, as Gregor s failure to raise local contributions in Moreton Bay well indicates. The renting of pews was one
expedient universally adopted - and not only in the Church of England to obtain funds, but this method had certain
undesirable features, as we shall have cause to see.

The chief source of local income, however, was from subscriptions to stipend or building funds, and in practice the work of
collecting these subscriptions often devolved upon the clergyman. It was obviously an invidious situation for the priest to
have to collect his own stipend, and it put him in a difficult position, but there was frequently no alternative as the
committees of laymen that were appointed to do this work were apt to show little enthusiasm. A large part of the bishop s
own time had to be devoted to this same matter, and Tyrrell made the practice of personally extracting promises from

7 Elkin, A.P., op.cit., p.211; and Newcastle Church Society Report, 1857.

'8 M.B.Courier, 24 June 1848.

159 Expenditure for church purposes at Moreton Bay in 1850 and 1851 were 241 and 599 respectively, but only part of
these amounts went to the Church of England (N.S.W. Votes & Proceedings, 1850, I1, p.235; and 1851, I1). 1n 1854 both
H.O. Irwin and B. Glennie were receiving grants, and shared in the extra allocations made because of inflationary
conditions (N.S.W. Votes & Proceedings, 1855,1). but in 1859 the only one of the Moreton Bay clergy receiving a
government grant appears to have been John Mosely who received 133.6.8 (Newcastle Church Society Report , 1859)
1% Glennie Diary, 8 June 1853

181 Quoted in M.B.Courier, 4 August, 1855.

182 1 hid., 12 April, 1856 and 20 September 1856.

163 Bishop Tyrrell to S.P.G., 28 May 1851, in SP.G. [GIMss. See dso Elkin, A.P., op.cit., p. 210.
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several prominent churchmen that they would guarantee 100 towards the stipend of any clergyman who might be sent to
their district.164

Bishop Tyrrell soon realised that the financial question must be approached from a diocesan, rather than a parochial, point
of view. He aimed to have a centralised financial system for the whole diocese, which would have several advantages. It
would help develop a spirit of unity in the diocese which would demonstrate more clearly the unity of the Body of Christ;65 it
would mean that the old-established parishes whose clergy were almost entirely supported by government grants, could
contribute towards the support of the clergy in the outlying districts; and it would minimise the dependence of the clergy on
their own congregations for support.

With this in mind Tyrrell established in 1851 the Newcastle Church Society, which was to play a major part in unifying the
diocese and putting its finances on a sound footing. The society was composed of all those who contributed ten shillings
annually to its funds; and these funds were to be used to support the clergy, erect buildings, maintain church schools,
supply Christian literature and extend missionary work among the aborigines and Pacific Islanders. There was to be a
branch in each district, with the local clergyman as secretary, and each district was to be represented on the diocesan
committee.1% Not all of the bishop s hopes were realised, but on the whole the result was a resounding success.

It was not until Tyrrell s visit to Brisbane in 1854 that a branch of the society was founded there.’6” By 1856 the diocesan
committee of the society included the names of Captain J.C. Wickham, of Brisbane and Colonel M.C. O Connell of Port
Curtis, who was later to become first president of the Legislative Council of Queensland.

The significance of the Newcastle Church Society for the growth of the church in what would soon be Queensland was
twofold. On the one hand it did lead to a marked improvement in the regular contributions of members of the church in the
north, because contributions from the northern parishes rose from 364 in 1853 to $1511 in 1858, an increase not wholly to
be accounted for by the rise in prices and the growing population. It was a significant beginning on the hard road to financial
self-sufficiency, and regular habits of giving were fostered among church people from which better things could develop.168
On the other hand the society was important as a model to be copied when the new Diocese of Brisbane was formed.
Plans for a Brisbane Church Society were later to be copied from the Newcastle pattern, and though later copies were not
so successful as the prototype, they did gain from its example.

v. Education.

In the mother country education was by long tradition an integral part of the churchs work. As we have seen, the
beginnings of education in Australia, too, were under the aegis of the church, and the first schools at Moreton Bay were
under ecclesiastical supervision. That there was a desperate need for schools needs little demonstration: the fact that at
least one of the parties in more than half the weddings solemnised by John Gregor was unable to sign the certificate
speaks for itself.169

By the 1840 s the Church of England no longer had the monopoly of education in New South Wales that had characterised
the earlier history of the colony, and Roman Catholic and National schools were entering the field. Governor Bourke had
wanted to introduce the Irish National system of education in the thirties. This would have created a uniform system of
national schools, in which non-sectarian Bible teaching would be given by teachers, and ministers of religion be permitted
to teach their own children one day a week. Non-conformists and secularists joined in supporting this scheme, as it would
have the effect of destroying the Anglican monopoly of education. However, the opposition of the Anglicans, together with
that of the Roman Catholics after their initial period of supporting the plan, caused the defeat of Bourke s proposal. The
result was that in the 1840 s there were two parallel types of schools national and denominational  under the control of
separate boards and both receiving government assistance.1”

164 Bishop Tyrrell to Rev. E. Hawkins, 15 January 1853, in S.P.G. [DOMss., Newcastle Letters.

1% See especially Bishop Tyrrell[$ sermon at the conference at which the Newcastle Society was formed, printed in
Newcastle Church Society Report, 1851.

1% For further details of the purposes, procedures and achievements of the society, see Elkin, A.P. op.cit., p.219ff.

1" M.B. Courier, 11 November 1854.

188 The Church Society income from the parishes that would later be incorporated into the Diocese of Brisbane was as
follows:- 1853, 364; 1854, 526; 1855, 749; 1856, 1248; 1857, 1415; 1858, 1511; 1859, 1091. The declinein 1859
was probably due to the unsettled situation in view of the impending creation of the new diocese, and the fact that two
parishes were without clergymen. It is noticeable that parochial contributions varied according to the personalities of
individual priests. Thus, Darling Downs always contributed well because of Glenniels influence, whereas Brishane under
Irwin did badly, because he was unpopular, and did not in any case approve of the scheme. (See Selwyn L etters, p. 70)

199 5, John(s Register of Marriages, 1843-48.

70 For full details of the development of this system, see Wyeth, E.R., op.cit., chap. 4.




34

By the time of Gregor s death the three rudimentary schools under his supervision appear to have died a natural death, but
the appointment of Benjamin Glennie, supported by Bishop Tyrrell, resulted in a renewed concern with education at
Moreton Bay. Before the end of 1848 a church day school was re-established at Brisbane, with Christopher Meyers as
teacher. Meyers, however, was not a success, and was soon replaced by Robert Stace, a recent immigrant whom Glennie
had baptized since his arrival in the colony."

In 1849 a Church of England school was commenced at Ipswich, and another one at Kangaroo Point, though this latter was
not immediately recognised as an official denominational school for the purpose of government assistance, and when
recognised, it only remained so for one year. In addition to the recognised denominational schools there were other
unassisted private schools which gave Anglican teaching. Besides the one at Kangaroo Point, there was one at South
Brishane privately controlled in this fashion.172

Even judged by the educational standards of the time, these schools were not very efficient. Much depended upon the
individual priest, who virtually had the responsibility for appointing or dismissing the teacher in his parish, and if necessary,
of filling the gap himself if no teacher was available. This was a constant worry in the fifties, because the Australian gold
discoveries of 1851 resulted in a period of fluctuating employment, and in two years the Brisbane school had eight
teachers.1® These usually had very little training, and indeed the poor rate of salary was quite insufficient to attract
competent teachers. Meyers in 1848 received a salary of only 40 a year, supplemented by the fees paid by the children,
which ranged from a penny to a shilling a week according to circumstances.t™ In all, the teacher s salary was little more
than 100 a year. In the mid-fifties salaries improved, and in Brisbane the teacher received 127, and in Ipswich 145; but
in view of the high prices then ruling it is doubtful if this represented a real improvement. The difficulty in obtaining teachers
meant that it was practically impossible to dismiss even the most inefficient schoolmasters,'7> so there was little chance of
improving teaching standards.

The facilities and equipment of the schools also left much to be desired. In Brisbane the original St. Johns Church was
converted to school purposes after the new building had been opened; but it made a poor schoolroom, and inspectors in
1853 reported that this school is in bad repair, the furniture is insufficient, but there is a fair supply of apparatus and
books .176 The Ipswich school was described as suitable but encumbered with church furniture . In these poor conditions
great numbers of children had in some cases to be dealt with by one teacher. In Ipswich in 1855, for example the one
teacher taught all 131 children, and even with the use of the older children as monitors, the education given must have
been inadequate. It should be remembered, however, that similar criticisms could be made of most schools at this period,
and the fact was that no one else was ready to give even the meagre degree of education provided under the auspices of
the church.

The opening of schools at Fortitude Valley, Toowoomba, Maryborough and South Brisbane made the Church of England
school system the most widespread in the colony by the time of separation. There were six officially recognised Anglican
Schools, with a total of 387 children on the roll.177 For this educational work a government grant of 385 was paid to the
church in 1859.

Among the private schools in Brishane in the fifties were two founded by unattached Anglican clergy. In 1856 the Reverend
James Carter, formerly of Sydney, began a classical and commercial school in Brisbane, taking day scholars and a few
boarders, 178hut it does not appear to have lasted long. In 1859 the Reverend J.R.Moffatt was conducting a Collegiate
Institute in George Street. This also accommodated some boarders, and was intended for older boys.1® In themselves
these institutions were not important: but they are interesting as the first examples of secondary and boarding schools.

171 Glenniels reminiscences in St.John(s Parish Chronicle December 1889 and Glennie Diary, 22 February 1849.

172 pdvertisement in M.B.Courier, 11 November 1848.

1% \Wyeth, E.R., op.cit., p.52.

Y1 bid., pp 50 and 52

175 Cf. the comment of A.E. Selwyn on the teacher at Brisbane in 1851: [arather intractable master whom Mr. I. {Irwin}
finds difficult to manage, but is afraid to dismiss for fear of not being able to get anotherl] (Selwyn L etters, p.19)

176 Report quoted in Wyeth, E.R., op.cit., p.53

7 Queensland Votes & Proceedings, 1860. Actually the four Roman Catholic schools had more children on the roll.
There was at thistime only one National School in operation, at Drayton, and the rest of the children who went to school at
all attended one of the 32 small private schools.

178 M.B.Courier 26 January 1856.

1 1bid., 19 January 1859. This school is briefly mentioned in the reminiscences of one of the original pupilsin an article
in the Brisbane Daily Mail, 12 January 1927.




35

Bishop Tyrrells own project of an official Church of England Grammar School in Brisbane was premature, and nothing
came of it. Indeed it was another half century before this hope was to be fulfilled.18

At the same time as the church was venturing into the educational field at Moreton Bay with her own schools, the clergy
took a leading part in vigorous opposition to the introduction of the National System, which would threaten the existence of
the denominational schools. So began a struggle which was to reach its height during the episcopate of the first Bishop of
Brishane. Bishop Tyrrell had himself frequently expressed himself strongly against the principles on which the National

schools were conducted, and in Brishane his opposition to them was reflected particularly by the Reverend E.K. Yeatman.
181

Even with those educational efforts it was obvious that only a small proportion of the Anglican children were in the church
day schools. For this reason Bishop Tyrrell constantly urged upon his clergy the importance of Sunday schools for religious
education, and the beginnings of what was to become a network of Sunday schools in every parish in Queensland had
already been made by the time of separation. The bishop on his 1856 tour remarked that he was much cheered by the
gathering of the children of the primary and Sunday schools in Brishane.182 No doubt teaching methods were very
elementary, being largely based on the learning of the catechism by rote; but it was the beginning of what was to become
the major field of instruction of the younger members of the church right down to the present day.

vi. The Church in the Community.

This survey of the Church of England before Separation would be incomplete without some attempt to estimate the degree
of real influence of the church in the life of the community. This is no easy task, because external manifestations alone
cannot tell the whole story. Figures of church attendance, the extent of building programmes, the pressures brought to
bear on political questions, the amount of people s contributions to the church  all of these can be measured, and can
form a rough guide. Yet in dealing with spiritual categories statistical judgements have only a limited value, particularly in
dealing with the Church of England, whose outlook has traditionally been less cut-and-dried- than that of many other
religious bodies. The real influence of the church was not necessarily in direct proportion to figures of church attendance
nor the annual income of the church.

It is clear that with the growth of the parochial system in the fifties and the development of better facilities for worship and
teaching, the ministrations of the church were being more widely spread than in the previous decade. More people over a
greater area had the opportunity to hear the Word proclaimed and the Sacraments administered. What was their
response?

In the towns church attendance was undoubtedly increasing. The new St. John s in Brisbane was overcrowded from the
date of its opening, and a gallery had very soon to be added; the building of so big a church in Ipswich, whose total
population in 1856 was only 2500 people of all denominations, suggests the expectation of large congregations; and the
gathering of new congregations in town and country centres was encouraging. Despite these encouraging, signs, however,
there is evidence that only a small proportion of the Anglican population could be found at church on the average Sunday.
St. John s indeed was crowded, but then it could seat only two hundred of Brishane two thousand Anglicans.’# The official
ecclesiastical returns for 1859 showed that the average attendance at Anglican churches in the Moreton Bay district was
only 640, out of the ten thousand or more who claimed to belong to the Church of England. 184

Several considerations must be born in mind in estimating the significance of these figures. There were thousands who
were out of reach of regular Sunday services, and who had to be satisfied with occasional churchgoing: others were
discouraged from going to church by the fact that so few free settings were available; and in any case complete figures
were not sent from the two parishes which were vacant in 1859. There were, of course, also many who considered
themselves good churchmen though they did not go to church every Sunday.

In the country districts church attendance varies greatly according to the district, the seasonal occupation of the inhabitants
and weather conditions. Benjamin Glennie s congregations on the Darling Downs ranged from handfuls of six or seven
people on station homesteads to sixty or seventy in the larger centres of Toowoomba and Warwick. In the bush the very
infrequency of the services in many places encouraged people to come who would not think of being regular church goers,

180 project mentioned by Bishop Tyrrell, M.B. Courier, 28 August 1852, and in Newcastle Church Society Report, 1852,
p.52

181 M.B.Courier editorial, 21 August 1858.

182 Newcastle Church Society Report, 1856.

183 M.B.Courier, 12 January 1856.

184 Queensland Votes & Proceedings, 1860. These ecclesiastical returns contain much valuable information regarding the
three clergy in the area at the time and their parishes, including their stipends, housing arrangements, particulars about
churches and congregations, glebes etc.
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and the congregations frequently included people of various denominations. At Glennies first service in Dalby, for
example, the majority of his small congregations were Presbyteriansi®> In one sense this was good, but it was indicative of
a general weakening of denominational loyalties in the bush, which eventually tended to lead to indifference to religion as a
whole.

The irregularity of bush services had the same effect. As early as 1857 Benjamin Glennie could discern the results of many
years devoid of religious services:

The Swamp is very unsatisfactory place at present. | can count 50 families belonging to the Church, while an ordinary
congregation numbers 20 to 30 individuals. | can account for this sad truth partially by the fact that the place is
inhabited by persons who have lived so many years in the bush, that they have quite lost the habit of going to Church,
and partially also by the fact there is no leading person to set them an example.186

This enforced habit of infrequent church attendance in the bush was to have marked consequences for the Australian
church for a long time, especially in the less closely settled areas.

Within church life there is evidence of a degree of class consciousness and of a relationship between church attendance
and respectability . Opposition to this spirit came from some of the young clergy in the fifties, and once incumbent of St.
John's, the Reverend E.K. Yeatman, went so far as to write an open letter on the subject in the press.

He wrote:

Our communion has, | fear, hitherto failed to act together as heartily and unanimously as we have a right to expect from
Christian brethren We have incurred the charge, | fear deservedly, of being too exclusively the church of the rich.187

About the same time there were indications in Ipswich of similar class consciousness. Some of the wealthier parishioners
made a move to have the Reverend John Mosely removed from the parish, his offence being, according to the anti-squatter
Courier, that

He has crossed the boundary fence that separates the pure merino from the coarser breeds; and dared to look upon
the whole of his congregation as if they were on the same level of humanity.188

The Courier s opinions on ecclesiastical matters were far from impartial: but in this case the evidence of the counter-petition
of 150 parishioners seems to confirm the newspaper s view of the situation. In any case, the bishop ruled that Mosely was
to stay.

This class consciousness was undoubtedly fostered by the pew letting system. By the Act of 1837, those who had
subscribed five pounds or more to the building of a church had the first choice of sittings, so the best pews customarily went
to the wealthiest parishioners. In the election of the pewholders churchwarden, voting was restricted to those paying 1
per annum in pew rents, and a pewholder might have up to six votes according to the number of sittings he held. This
meant that the real voting power was in the hands of a comparatively small number of men, as was well illustrated at a
hitter Easter meeting in Brisbane in 1855 when a churchwarden was elected mainly on the votes of two or three men.189

Naturally, only the well-to-do could be elected to office, and as most church meetings were held at 12 noon, only the self-
employed could attend. It was therefore something of a radical innovation when in 1856 Yeatman called a meeting of
parishioners for 6.30pm. in order to form a committee of all classes and both sexes , the men to consult for the welfare of
the church, and the ladies to undertake collecting -- a division of labour that has persisted in the Australian church until
very recent times!

The class consciousness apparent in the church in the nineteenth century is particularly striking from the standpoint of a
century later. It must be remembered, however, that at this time it merely reflected the structure of society: in politics there
was no thought as yet of universal male suffrage, to say nothing of the suffrage for both sexes, and the principle that voting
power should be in the hands of those who contributed to the finances of the church was in accord with the political theory
of the age. It did, however, imply a strange criterion for membership in the Body of Christ, and was clearly related to that
alienation of working people from the church which was all too typical of the Anglican Church in Australia as in England.

Class distinctions fostered the spirit of divisiveness that characterised the church in this period, but there were two other
factors tending to the same result: one was the absence of sufficiently strong leadership by the clergy, and the other was
the beginning of cleavage on matters of doctrine resulting from the diffusion of the principles of the Oxford movement.

18 Glennie Diary, 25 May 1851.

188 1 bid., December, 1857.

187 M.B.Courier, 5 January 1856.
188 | pid., 15 November 1856

189 1 bid., 14 April 1855.
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The inadequacy of clerical leadership in the northern part of the Diocese of Newcastle was in no sense due to weakness on
the part of the bishop. Tyrrell was a strong and decisive leader; but he was too far away to exercise a direct day-by-day
leadership, and his biennial visits, while of inestimable value, were too occasional to provide adequate episcopal
supervision. Nor were the clergy who served in the Moreton Bay area lacking in personal qualities. Of the twelve
clergymen who served north of the later border before Separation (excluding those who were unattached) eight were
graduates of British universities and a number of them exercised long and fruitful ministries in Australia. The fact was,
however, that with one exception they came to Moreton Bay with little experience of pastoral work or parochial
administration. Five of them were still deacon s orders when they arrived, and the others had been in priest s orders only a
short time before their arrival.1 This had the advantage that they were in the vigour of youth, but they lacked the wisdom
and experience that alone could have made their leadership fully acceptable to their people.

The emergence of cleavage along lines of doctrine was most apparent in the Brisbane ministry of the Reverend H.O. Irwin,
the one priest who had a measure of seniority. Irwin was no extremist, but like his bishop he was anxious to restore a
degree of discipline in church membership and of conformity to the rules of the church as set out in the Prayer Book. In
Australia, as in England, the Church of England had inherited from the eighteenth century a diluted doctrine and a slip-shod
mode of worship. Changes were essential, and even Benjamin Glennie, moderate churchman that he was, could look back
at the end of his life and recognise that conflict had been inevitable:

And troubles were unavoidable, in the great work of restoring all the Church Services to their proper time and place; and
conducting them in the manner prescribed in the Book of Common Prayer, where the minister is directed in the rubrics
how to proceed in the several services. Instead, however, of attending to theses directions, a very general habit
prevailed, of neglecting, or acting quite in contradiction to them while those who endeavoured to conform to the rubric
were usually styled Puseyites .19

Glennie himself did not entirely escape party labels. One of his parishioners asked me if | was a clergyman of the Church
of England. Somebody told her | was not, but | was a Puseyite. 192 Another of his prominent parishioners took him to task
at the time of the notorious Gorham Judgment in England, because he believed in the catholic doctrine of baptismal
regeneration.1®®  He was, however, so moderate in his views and so respected for his pastoral zeal that he never became
involved in serious disputes.

With Irwin, however, it was different. By training an intellectual and by temperament a rigorist, he was the kind of priest
who aimed at the perfection of the few rather than the general improvement of the many,1% the sort of man who could not
allow principle to be tempered with expediency. The issues which aroused controversy were small: but behind them lay
basic questions of theology, worship and discipline.

The first issue concerned the funeral of a girl whose family had withdrawn themselves from the Church of England for two
years, and had apparently attended another church. Irwin refused to conduct the burial service, on the ground that the
family had chosen to withdraw itself from the communion of the Church of England. The father of the girl angrily petitioned
the governor of New South Wales, who sent on the protest to Bishop Tyrrell. The bishop, however, entirely supported his
subordinate, and wrote in reply:

One of the great and fatal errors among professing Christians in these days, and especially in newly-formed colonies, is
to think far too lightly of disunion, and schism, and separation; and to suppose that anyone may, without sin, change his
religious communion, as whim or self-will may incline him.195

It was an unpopular, and easily criticised, judgment. But behind it lay the deliberate conviction that the Church of England
must tighten its internal discipline, if it were to overcome its great weakness. In the colonies it lacked the external props
which the establishment provided in England: it must then develop an internal discipline and cohesion, a sense of obligation
and loyalty among its members, such as characterised other churches. Such was the view of Tyrrell and Irwin: but the
attempt to enforce rules where anarchy has reigned always proves difficult, and it was to prove a ready source of conflict
whenever it was attempted in Australia.

9B, Glennie, J. Wallace, E.K. Yeatman, W.W. Dove and T.L. Dodd were all deacons when they arrived in Moreton Bay.
Y eatman, Mosely and Shaw, and perhaps others, were only in their twenties. Aninteresting sidelight revealed by the St.
John(s Register of Marriages is that the deacons were apparently authorised to solemnize marriages. Glennie, Wallace and
Y eatman all did so while in deacon(s$ orders, even at times when there was a priest in the district.

19 Glenniels reminiscencesin St. John(s Parish Chronicle, October 1889. Coote, W., History of the Colony of
Queensgland, p.246, seems to confirm this view.

192 Glennie Diary, 12 April 1849.

193 1bid., 18 May 1851

194 Selwyn Letters, p.35
1 M.B.Courier, 20 December 1851.
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The other issue was so trivial as to appear positively amusing from the viewpoint of a century later. It concerned the
question of taking up a collection during the Sunday morning service.

Bishop Tyrrell had issued instructions that an offertory was to be received during the service, as provided by the rubrics of
the Prayer Book. The practice had long fallen into disuse in England, but its restoration in Australia was an intensely
practical matter in view of the financial needs of the church. After the consecration of St. John's in 1854 Irwin therefore
resolved to carry out the bishop s instructions.

The result was explosive! A section of the congregation immediately called a meeting to protest against the innovation, and
in the absence of Irwin, who refused to attend on the ground that the meeting was not lawfully constituted, sent a
remarkable letter to the bishop:

The pure faith of our Fathers long since consigned this ritual to oblivion, as inimical to religious feeling, and an unseemly
interruption of the Worship of God What is its use? To play upon the weaker passions of poor human nature: to extort
money from those who would otherwise withhold it,-- to shame the sordid into liberality, and to profit by the vanity of
those who love to exhibit their gifts before men. The Churchwardens, plate in hand, pass slowly from seat to seat,
fulfilling a distasteful office; the Clergyman s voice is heard at intervals through the sound of small coins dropping;19
many are the temptations to irreverence, -- it is no longer order, but disorder.197

It would be hard now to take such a letter seriously, but the complainants were in deadly earnest, and so too were Tyrrell
and Irwin. For them it was a matter of principle, and the bishop replied courteously, but firmly, refusing to alter the
instructions which Irwin was carrying out.

This reply was the signal for further rumblings from St. John's. Another meeting of parishioners was called, which passed a
series of resolutions. One of these attacked the offertory on the ground that

it is in effect to promote discontent and disunion, to uphold the doctrine of priestly supremacy, and to deny the right of
private judgment to the laity.198

Another called for active opposition to its introduction because it was the work of those

who looked upon the Reformation as a curse, and who, unless they were vigorously opposed, might next introduce large
candles on the communion table, and then go on to auricular confession.

The malcontents further resolved to leave the church after the sermon, in order to be absent from the celebration of the
Offertory ; and they decided to form a Church of England Association to defend the status quo. One of those present
declared that a congregation formed a church, and had power to decide upon subjects like these. The following Sunday
about two-thirds of the congregation of 120 walked out of St. John s before the offertory.1%

Bishop Tyrrell refused to be moved by these actions. He replied in a very deliberate strain, referring to the disturbance of
divine worship by those who walked out of church as a sin, and obliquely hinted at the possibility of excommunication.2%0

In the usual fashion of such incidents the matter quietly subsided after this: the malcontents agreed to stay in church, but
not to contribute, and in the course of time the offertory came to be regarded as perfectly normal.

This incident had significance far beyond the immediate point under dispute. The objections of opponents of the offertory
contained a number of different elements. The very fact that it was an innovation made it objectionable, because in religion
more than anything else people are apt to be conservative. What made it much worse in this case was that it was
innovation that implied a concrete obligation in church membership: the setting of the offertory in an act of worship implied
that it was in the nature of a duty towards God, whereas local churchmen preferred to think of their support for the church
as a voluntary payment for services rendered whether the service was the use of a pew or a visit by the clergyman.2t
Further, the innovation was feared, as we have seen, as the thin edge of a Romanist wedge, in the sense that the blessing
of the gifts by the priest implied for him a special sacerdotal status; while the whole notion of the change being made on the
authority of the bishop ran counter to those unconsciously held congregational theories of church polity which we have
noted.

1% |t was the custom for the minister to read aloud all the offertory sentencesin the Prayer Book while the collection was
being taken.

9 M.B.Courier, 10 March 1855.

1% bid. The following quotations are also from the same source.

%9 M.B.Courier, 17 March 1855.

20 | pid., 4 August 1855.

2% | n this connection, it is significant that some of the leading men in the anti-offertory party were prominent in a public
meeting to protest against the other possible source of support for the church, viz. stateaid. See M.B.Courier, 11 August
1855.
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What in fact happened in this trivial dispute was that both sides glimpsed, albeit dimly, the struggle between conflicting
viewpoints that was beginning under the surface of Anglican life as a result of the Oxford movement. The Brisbane laymen
stood for the continuance of the old easy ways in the church; Bishop Tyrrell and Irwin stood for a new vision of authority,
discipline, Prayer Book order and a definite sense of obligation in church membership. It was a conflict that was to appear
in many different guises in the century that followed.

It must not, however, be imagined that the Oxford movement was yet making a marked impact on the church at Moreton
Bay. So far as church services were concerned, they were little different in form or ceremonial from the earlier part of the
nineteenth century. The chief prominence was still given to Morning and Evening Prayer, and the Holy Communion was
not celebrated more frequently than once a month in the main centres, and less frequently in outlying districts. In Brisbane,
the first Sunday of the month was Sacrament Sunday . The usual Sunday morning service was a long one, consisting of
Morning Prayer, Litany, Ante-Communion and Sermon, with the Communion itself added once a month. Even when there
was a celebration of Holy Communion, the number of communicants was small, and Benjamin Glennie s diary shows that
there was never more than a handful of communicants on the Darling Downs in the early years, even on days like
Christmas and Easter, and the small number of confirmation candidates points to the fact that the sacraments occupied a
very small place in the spiritual life of most church people.22 The services were still conducted with very little ceremonial,
though the better buildings in the bigger centres and the more settled nature of life in the towns led to a gradual increase of
better ordering of the services. More singing of psalms and canticles, and of a few hymns, was introduced, though much
depended on the musical abilities of individual clergymen. Under the Reverend John Mosely, for example, there was a
noticeable improvement of the choirs first at Ipswich, then at Brisbane. Even in the country the services were brightened by
more singing, as Glennie was noting in his diary by the end of 1859.

On political questions churchmen at Moreton Bay appeared to exercise little specific influence in the fifties. The clergy were
too busily engaged in laying the foundations of parochial life to find much time to spend on political issues, and in any case
they were too far distant from Sydney to make their voices heard on matters in which the church had need to be concerned.
Among Moreton Bay residents prominent in public affairs were a number of Anglican laymen  men such as J.C. Wickham
and M.C. O Connell  but on the burning question of the decade, separation, it was not church allegiance that caused men
to take one side or the other. It was not until the foundation of the new colony, and the emergence of Brishane as a political
centre in its own right, that political questions become immediately relevant to the church in the north.

The picture, then, that emerges in the 1850 s is of a church whose organised life was gradually becoming more regular and
effective. There was still a long way to go. Parochial organisation was still rudimentary; church attendance was mediocre;
there were tensions and conflicts within the church; and the church was only touching the fringe of public life. Yet
compared with the previous decade even these moderate achievements represented a considerable advance, and
suggested the possibilities of a deeper spiritual and moral influence in the future.

vii. Separation and a New Diocese.

Separation was a live issue at Moreton Bay throughout the fifties, but long before it appeared a practical possibility
ecclesiastical eyes were watching the implications of separation for the church. As early as 1851 Bishop Broughton, who
was always suspicious of Roman Catholic activities, sent a warning to the S.P.G. that he had heard that the Roman
Catholic Church was planning a new diocese at Moreton Bay. If any addition be thought of to our own episcopate , write
the ageing Metropolitan, pray remember the Capital of the district is the town of Brisbane: and ought to be the title of the
See 23

Broughton s warning was few years premature, but by 1856 it was clear that the British government had accepted the
principle of a new colony for north-eastern Australia. By this time the Bishop of Newcastle was very conscious of his own
inability to give proper oversight to the outlying districts of his increasingly populous diocese:

The efficient oversight of a Diocese extending according to my letters patent, from North to South from the 21st parallel
of latitude to the Hawkeshury and Colo Rivers and from East to West, from the Eastern coast to the 141st degree of
East longitude, comprising an area about four times the size of Great Britain and Ireland, is a physical impossibility. My
visitation journies, though 1,500 and 1,600 miles in length, have not extended to the north, beyond the district of
Moreton Bay, leaving Wide Bay and the Burnett district, and Port Curtis, unvisited, though not uncared for, by me. It has
been my anxious desire to supply the spiritual wants of these vast districts; but it has been a task of no ordinary
difficulty, and for the sake of the members of our Church resident in them as well as for my own sake, | shall sincerely
rejoice when they are formed into a new See, under the oversight of a resident Bishop.204

202 At the biennial Confirmation in Brisbane in 1856 there were only 18 candidates. M.B.Courier, 8 November 1856.
203 Bjshop Broughton to Rev. E. Hawkins, 14 March 1851, SP.G. [F(Mss., Vol III.
204 Newcastle Church Society Report, 1856.
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Naturally enough, then, Tyrrell received the news of the proposed new colony with delight, and wasted no time in writing to
England to urge that a diocese should be created co-terminous with the colony.20

The creation of a new diocese was not a matter in which the church could act independently of the state. The colonial
church was still regarded as an overseas extension of the established church in England. It was therefore the prerogative
of the Crown to erect new dioceses, and this was effected by the issue of letters patent which defined the boundaries of the
see and the extent of the bishop s jurisdiction. One condition that was wisely imposed as a prerequisite of a new diocese
was that it be provided with a sufficient endowment at least to maintain its bishop. When Bishop Broughton had been
appointed first Bishop of Australia the government had itself provided the endowment from colonial revenue. That policy
had now long since ceased, and by the forties the church had to provide its own endowment funds. When the requisite
money was available, a bishop was nominated by the Crown on the advice of the Archbishop of Canterbury, who was
customarily advised by such men as Ernest Hawkins in his joint capacity as secretary of the S.P.G. and of the Colonial
Bishoprics Council. When the bishop-elect had been so nominated the letters patent were issued by the Crown, and the
Archbishop of Canterbury was given a mandate to consecrate the new bishop.

In short, the erection of a new colonial diocese involved four distinct steps at this time, in which church and state were
linked. First, a sufficient endowment had to be raised by the church; secondly, the bishop-elect was nominated by the
Crown on the advice of the appropriate ecclesiastical authorities; thirdly, the diocese was created by letters patent of the
Crown; and finally, the new bishop was consecrated by the Archbishop of Canterbury. Very shortly the changed
relationship between Britain and the colonies implicit in the grant of responsible government was to cause the breakdown of
this pattern, but it was not until the sixties that this question came to a head. The result was that Brisbane was the only
diocese of the later Province of Queensland to be created in this fashion, and its first bishop Dr. Tufnell, was the only
Queensland bishop to be appointed by the Crown.

The first step in the formation of a diocese for the proposed colony was therefore the raising of sufficient money for a
permanent endowment; and with his customary initiative Bishop Tyrrell made himself responsible for this task. He
anticipated that 8,000 to 10,000 would be the minimum required by the English authorities, and that this might take four
or five years to collect. He received, however, a welcome surprise, when he was informed by the S.P.G. that 5,000 had
been considered an adequate initial endowment for the new Diocese of Perth, and that the same sum should suffice for the
proposed new diocese. Invested at interest rates of 10% this would yield 500 a year, and a bishop, when appointed,
would soon be able to increase the endowment by his personal exertions.20

The raising of the 5,000 was achieved remarkably quickly, mainly through the generosity of the English societies. The
S.P.G. and the S.P.C.K. each gave 1,000, and to make up the rest Tyrrell was prepared to use part of the assets of the
Diocese of Newcastle to help its offspring. In this transaction the financial shrewdness which we have already noticed in
Bishop Tyrrell, was amply demonstrated, for the plan was carried through without any loss of income to Newcastle, but
eventually with an actual gain.

Tyrrell s scheme was simple, but ingenious. The Colonial Bishoprics Council provided 333 per annum towards the Bishop
of Newcastle s stipend, being the interest on a sum of about 8,300 invested at 4%.

Tyrrell proposed that this capital be brought to Australia where he could invest it at 6%. On this rate of interest 6,000
capital would be sufficient to provide the old income and the surplus of 2,300 capital could be credited to the endowment
of the Moreton Bay Bishopric. 207

The Colonial Bishoprics Council agreed, and with the addition of 700 from English supporters of the Diocese of Newcastle,
Tyrrell had the requisite 5,000 by 1858, without one penny having come from Australian sources. Tyrrell would not,
however, let the matter rest here. He insisted that the 2,300 taken from Newcastle funds should be repaid from Australian
contributions, so he issued an appeal for funds in a circular letter.2%¢ The response was only moderate a total of 977 by
1859 and from the Moreton Bay District itself the result was poor with the exception of the Darling Downs;2® but it must
be remembered that there were only four clergymen to urge the appeal in the north and it was not very effectively put
forward.

205 Bishop Tyrrell to S.P.G., 17 October 1856, in S.P.G. [GLMss., quoted in Elkin, A.P. op.cit , p.244
%% 5 p.G. to Bishop Tyrrell, 30 March 1857, in S.P.G. (FLMss

27 For some further details, see Elkin, A.P. op.cit., pp. 245 & 753
28 Tyrrell, Rt.Rev. W., Appeal to the Members of the Church of England for Contributions towards the Endowment of a
Bishopric at Moreton Bay, dated 21 September 1858.
209 Newcastle Church Society Report, 1859, shows that Tyrrell himself gave 100. Three contributors from Sydney gave

220. The Moreton Bay parishes gave as follows:- Brishane 69; Fortitude Valley, with Burnett 100; Ipswich 50;
Darling Downs 221. According to Dr. Elkin (p.753) Tyrrell did eventually succeed in raising the whole 2300 to replace
the amount given from the Newcastle Diocesan Endowment.
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At Moreton Bay the news of the new bishopric was not received with universal rejoicing. The Courier, a strong advocate for
the Non-conformist viewpoint, attempted to stir up opposition to the proposal;

We do not know that there was any necessity for such an appointment. What there is at present to be Bishop of we do
not know. In England the Bishops live on the fat of the land, dwell in palaces replete with earthly splendour, and
endeavour in the House of Peers, to constitute a spiritual tyranny against which the millions rebel Surely England
might leave her children, settled so far away, to do as they please The appointment of the new Bishop gives another
pensioner on the general fund, which the voluntaryists have to help to raise, as well as to support their own sects.210

Whether the last sentence represented ignorance or wilful deception is not clear; but such views had the effect of creating a
preconceived image of the first Bishop of Brisbane which proved hard to eradicate. Even many of the lay members of the
Church of England were lukewarm. For those who held such congregational views of church polity as we have seen
expressed, a bishop close at hand represented a threat to the desired ecclesiastical democracy (or oligarchy!); while many
others, having had no experience of the advantages of episcopal leadership on the spot, saw no positive value in the new
arrangement.2t On the other hand, there were those among the clergy and laity who, understanding the proper order of
the Church of England, keenly welcomed the news.

With the necessary endowment collected, the remaining steps for the creation of the new diocese were speedily carried
out. The Reverend Edward Wyndham Tufnell was nominated as first Bishop of Brisbane, and on 6 June 1859 letters patent
were issued creating the new see and appointing Dr. Tufnell to be its first bishop. Eight days later, on 14 June, he was
consecrated bishop in Westminster Abbey by John Bird Sumner, Archbishop of Canterbury. The Church of England in the
new colony had begun its life as an independent diocese.

219 M.B.Courier, 13 October 1858
21! The comment of the Gayndah correspondent of the Courier, who had been complaining about the lack of ministrations
by the Church of England in his town, was simple but expressive; [bah(l ( M.B.Courier, 30 March 1859).
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PART Ill: BEGINNINGS OF THE DIOCESES
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CHAPTER 6: ANEW COLONY AND A NEW DIOCESE

i. The First Bishop: Edward Wyndham Tufnell

In the formative period of Queensland s history it was inevitable that much should depend upon the ability and character of
her leaders; and this was as true of the church as of the state. There was, despite the primitiveness of colonial life, already
a consciousness of the immense potentialities of Queensland, and of the historic character of the pioneering work. The
Secretary of State for the Colonies had written to Governor Bowen on the subject:

It is indeed a grand thing to be the founder of the social state of so mighty a segment of the globe as Queensland, and
is, perhaps, more sure of fame, 1000 years hence, than anything we can do in the old world. It is carving your name on
the rind of a young tree, to be formed with enlarged letters as the trunk expands.12

What were the qualifications of the first Bishop of Brisbane for such a historic role?

The career of Edward Wyndham Tufnell had been able but not specially distinguished. He was a man of middle years
being just 45 years old at his consecration an important consideration for the bishop of a diocese requiring constant and
exhausting travel. Yet somehow Tufnell did not give the impression of being a man in the prime of life. From his arrival he
seems to have been regarded as an elderly man, and his serious illness in the 1860 s had the further effect of ageing him
prematurely.?l¥ He never mastered the art of horsemanship, and consequently his pastoral journies by rail, coach and
buggy, lacked the romantic quality of the epic rides of Bishop Tyrrell.

In England Tufnell had lived the life of a country vicar, and though his appointment to a Salisbury prebend showed that his
ability was recognised, it must be admitted that his experience and training in England had scarcely been a kind to equip
him for the special circumstances of leadership in a remote and somewhat unstable colony. His chief qualification for
selection to a missionary bishopric seems to have been his energetic and efficient work for a number of years as an
honorary organising secretary for the S.P.G.214 Yet he was essentially a fine example of the cultured English clergyman
dignified, courteous, and devoted to his work  steeped in the traditions of Oxford, where he had been for some years a
Fellow of Wadham College. He was, in short, as an acquaintance wrote of him after his death, a centre of light and
learning, of culture, honour and piety .215

These were excellent qualities: yet it is doubtful if they were the characteristics most required in the pioneering bishop of a
colony such as Queensland in the 1860s. The bishop and his diocese were far apart; and the fact was that the diocese
never appreciated its bishop, and the bishop never completely understood his diocese. In the settled routine of an English
country parish he had not gained experience either in the handling of numbers of clergy or laity or in the complexities of
ecclesiastical administration and organisation. These were abilities sorely needed in the first Bishop of Brisbane; and in
these respects there was discernable a certain deficiency in his leadership. Bishop Tufnell had some fine personal
qualities, he had some sound plans for the future, and he possessed a certain stubborn determination in carrying out his
plans against bitter opposition. Yet his leadership lacked inspiring qualities, and there was some want of sureness of touch
both in the implementation of policies and his handling of men.

Bishop Tufnell was often accused by his opponents of being an autocrat. It was an unfair accusation. It is true that he had
a strong sense of the authority inherent in his episcopal office, and he clearly grasped the fact as many of his laymen did
not that in the pioneering phase of the diocese, supreme power must reside in the bishop s own hand. He believed that
until the polity of the church was firmly settled along traditional lines, it would be a mistake to lay down his personal control;
and he recognised that he alone was in a position to persuade clergy to come out from England, and that to do this he must
be able to guarantee them a suitable parish and a sufficient stipend. This rendered it necessary in the early years for
control over appointments and finances to remain in the bishop s hands. In any case, there was no diocesan machinery to
which these responsibilities could be delegated, even had he desired to relinquish personal control. Yet the exercise of
authority never came naturally to Tufnell, and he looked forward to the time when synodical government might be
established, so that he might share with the clergy and laity the responsibility of administering the diocese. Until the time
was ripe for such constitutional machinery to be established, however, he believed it to be his duty to hold all the reins of
diocesan government firmly in his own hands.

22 gjr E.B. Lytton to Sir G. Bowen, quoted in Bowen to Rev. E. Hawkins, 18 December 1861, S.P.G. [DUOMSss.

23 As early as 3 November 1860 the Moreton Bay Courier described Tufnell sarcastically as (& well-educated elderly
gentleman with an imposing title[]

24 5 P.G. Annual Report, 1859, p.127

215 Church Chronicle, February 1897.
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This attitude was never appreciated by some of the more influential laymen in the diocese, and from the beginning of his
episcopate Tufnell was subject to constant criticism on this score. Behind this spirit of opposition to the bishop s personal
leadership there were several important elements.

First, Bishop Tufnell inherited the situation, which we have already noted, of gross laxity in the church in matters both of
doctrine and discipline. Bishop Tyrrell had striven  against strong lay opposition  for stricter standards of churchmanship,
upon the basis of the exercise of definite episcopal authority. There was, however, a strongly erastian element in the
outlook of many of the politically conscious laity, who regarded any claims to spiritual authority by the bishops as a mark of
popery . It was an attitude typified by a series of anonymous letters in the press during Tufnell s episcopate:

| certainly do not admit that the supreme authority in the Church in this colony is vested in the Bishop .nor do | admit
that episcopal authority is of Divine institution.

The same correspondent went on:
The Bishop s authority here depends entirely on his letters patent, however much or little they may be worth.216

As we shall see, it soon became evident that the letters patent were worth very little, and the bishops were thrown back
upon the spiritual authority inherent in their episcopal office. In this situation, Bishop Tufnell, a strong high churchman,
naturally found himself at loggerheads with the advocates of erastianism, who for their part received strong and vociferous
support from the Non-conformist press of the colony.

Early colonial psychology was another factor in lay opposition to a strong episcopal authority. The granting of self-
government to the colony was followed by an adolescent sense of triumph at the independence from external control. Men
of small stature suddenly found themselves in positions of authority in controlling the destinies of the new colony, and not a
few men of this kind were elected to the newly established parliament. The bitterness of debate in parliament and the clash
of personalities reflected the ambitious rivalries of small-minded men grasping for power. The claims of the bishop to
exercise authority in the church represented a threat to the desire of such men to control the affairs of the colony, of the
church as well as the state. Thus it was that the Anglican majority in parliament was frequently and sometimes bitterly
opposed to Tufnell s policy. A section of them argued that all would be well with the church if only the laity had the right to
select their own parish clergy, and if only they had the financial administration of the church in their hands. People would
then subscribe liberally, and there would be no need to worry about state aid for religion. The test of these claims was to
come, with disastrous results, in the later years of Bishop Tufnell and his successor.

Yet while the deficient churchmanship of some of the leading laymen was largely responsible for opposition to the bishop s
policies, some blame must attach top the bishop himself. He was perfectly justified in upholding the traditional spiritual
prerogatives of the bishop and in insisting that for the early years control even of the temporalities of the church must rest in
his own hands. If he had himself been a first-rate leader, the wisdom of these claims would probably have soon become
apparent. The trouble was, however, that his powers of leadership were not equal to the task. He lacked the ability to take
men into his confidence. His clergy were all junior men, with the exception of Archdeacon Glennie who spent most of his
time at Warwick and was not readily accessible; and few of the laymen in the young colony sufficiently understood the
nature of the church for the bishop to have confidence in their advice. The result was that he tended to keep his own
counsel, and to give the impression of secretiveness in his planning of policy or expenditure of money. Suspicions and
questionings were easily aroused, and there were sometimes slanderous innuendoes as to how the resources of the
diocese were being employed. So the laymen of the diocese were often suspicious and disloyal, and the clergy, while
generally loyal to their bishop, scarcely seemed to regard him with that deep affection that might be expected between a
bishop and his clergy in a small diocese.

Bishop Tufnell was aware of this cleavage in the diocese, yet seemed powerless to correct it. His failure to establish a
proper rapport with his people was demonstrated by the unnecessary antagonisms aroused by his long absence in England
from 1865 to 1867. His return to Brishane was delayed by recurrent critical illnesses, for which he was in no sense to
blame;Z7 but he seems to have made little serious effort to keep his diocese informed as to the reason for his prolonged
absence. In Brisbane it was widely interpreted as representing a lack of interest in his diocese, and even the Governor

216 Brishane Courier, 20 August 1867.

27 Evidence for thisillnessis given in Rev. I.C. Tufnell (brother of the bishop) to Rev. W.T. Bullock, 18 October 1865,
S.P.G. [D[Mss. Tufnelll$desireto return to Brisbane is shown in his apology to Archbishop C..T. Longley for being
unable to stay in England for the first Lambeth Conference: My succession of illnesses has so long postponed my return
to my Diocese, that | think your Grace will agree with me that | ought not to defer my purpose of leaving England by this
maill] Tufnell to Archbishop of Canterbury, 19 March 1867. Archiepiscopal Correspondence, L ambeth Palace.
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sarcastically wrote that | wish poor Colonial Governors had such liberty as Colonial Bishops enjoy .28 There was, in short,
a lack of sympathetic understanding between the bishop and his people.

The fact was that Bishop Tufnell was never quite sure of himself in the strange environment of early Queensland. Despite
his well-made initial plans, he was constantly of the defensive. The result was that at first he gave the impression of
keeping too much authority to himself; and then recognising his error he went to the other extreme by tending to relinquish
too much of his responsibility. It is not surprising, in these circumstances, that not all his hopes were realised. Yet despite
his failures, his policies were basically sound  much more so, indeed, that most of his contemporaries would have
admitted and Bishop Tufnell carved a significant mark on the young Queensland tree.

ii. Laying the Foundations.

Fifteen months separated the consecration of Bishop Tufnell in Westminster Abbey and his enthronement in St. John's
Church, Brisbane. In part the delay was the result of a shipwreck of the vessel in which the bishop s party were to have
travelled, but Tufnell deliberately planned a long preliminary period in England to assemble his resources.

Tufnell was under no illusions as to the magnitude of his task. | believe, he wrote to Ernest Hawkins, that | shall find the
Church in the new Diocese in an exceedingly languid state ,21° and he recognised that clergy and finance would be his
great needs. He therefore utilised the time before sailing to launch a double-barrelled campaign. By personal contact and
public announcement, he appealed for earnest and judicious Clergymen or candidates for holy orders men with a sound
mind in a sound body, of a gentle, loving spirit 220 His invitation received some response, and by the time the party sailed
in the Vimera on 5 May 1860 the bishop s party included seven clergymen and four laymen, a welcome addition to the quite
inadequate resources of manpower already serving the church in the colony. One of the clergymen died on the journey
from epilepsy, and the remainder was of a youthful party, four of them being aged from 23 to 26 years, and two being still in
deacons orders. Among the latter was Thomas Jones, who was destined to remain in the Diocese of Brishane until his
death in 1918, having become one of the best known and loved priests of the diocese.?2!

The other side of Tufnells campaign was concerned with finance, and in this respect too the bishop achieved notable
success. He belonged himself to a family with banking interests, and he had both private means of his own and
connections with others who were able to give him liberal financial support. This was a great help: indeed, it was almost a
necessity for colonial bishops at this time to have private resources at their command to supplement the meagre diocesan
endowments. So successful was Tufnell s money-raising, that quite apart from the money given by the Colonial Bishoprics
Council for the endowment of the see, Tufnell was able to take more than 7000 with him for his diocese, as well as
promises of annual subscriptions from a large number of people for a period of five years.?2 The S.P.G. also provided
assistance to the extent of 70 for the passage money of each of the clergymen in the party.222 Only this vigorous fund-
raising campaign enabled the new diocese to be put on its feet: the original endowment of 5000 by itself would have been
hopelessly inadequate.

After a voyage lasting almost four months Bishop Tufnell s party sailed up the Brisbane River on 2 September 1860, to the
accompaniment of the bells of St. John's Church, calling the faithful to their Sunday worship. The journey had been long
and tiring, but the time had been turned to good account with daily morning and evening services, a monthly Communion,

218 Bowen to Bullock, 11 April 1866, S.P.G. IDLMSS. The attitude in the diocese to Bishop Tufnell[s long absence is
further revealed by a correspondent in Brisbane Courier, 14 May 1867, who suggested that the address of welcome to the
bishop should be entitled, [T o the Right Rev. Edward Wyndham Tufnell, Bishop, commonly but erroneously styled,
(Bishop of Brisbanelll
2% Tyfnell to Hawkins, 8 February S.P.G. [DMss.
%20 Colonial Church Chronicle, February 1860 p.65
! Details of the clergy accompanying Bishop Tufnell, as set out in Bp. Tufnell($ Clergy Records, aMS in possession of
the Archbishop of Brisbane, are asfollows:-

John Sutton, B.A. (Oxford), Aged 41

Duncan Campbell Mackenzie (King($ Coll., London and Chichester Theo.Coll.), Aged 36

Vincent Frederick Ransome (Magdalene Coll., Oxford, and St. Augustinels Coll., Canterbury), Aged 25.

Edmund George Maoberley, Aged 26

Thomas Jones, Aged 24

John Tomlinson, B.A. (Wadham Coll., Oxford, and Wells Theo. Coll.), Aged 23
According to Colonial Church Chronicle, November 1860. p. 426 the Rev. Frederic Gee died on the voyage. According to
ibid., June 1860, p.237, the names of the laymen in the party were:- W. Barker; - Fewings; H. Ransome; and CIKirby.
22 For details of funds brought by Bp.Tufnell from England, see report of Select Committee of Synod, 1869-70, Synod
Proceedings, pp.43-45. With regard to the annual subscriptions, Tufnell wrote to the subscribers at the end of the first
five-year period, asking them to renew their subscriptions. See Queendand Daily Guardian, 28 June 1864.
2 5 P.G. Annual Report, 1860, p.168
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and classes for the boys and apprentices on board.2* Two days after their arrival, on 4 September, Dr. Tufnell was
enthroned as first Bishop of Brishane by the incumbent of St. John s, the Reverend John Mosely, in the presence of an
overcrowded congregation which included most of the leading citizens of Brishane.??> In his sermon Bishop Tufnell outlined
what he regarded as the two chief objects before him  the establishment of the doctrines and precepts of the English
Church in the hearts of the people, and the conversion of the aborigines. Later in the day an address of welcome was
presented to the bishop by the President of the Legislative Council, Captain M.C. O Connell, in the presence of the
Governor. There was a feeling that a new era was beginning for the church in Queensland.

The bishop and his party arrived not a bit too soon, because it was obvious that the Anglican Church was lagging badly in
its task of supplying the spiritual needs of the colony. Three Anglican clergymen for a scattered population of more than
25,000 had been quite inadequate, and if anything the year s interregnum pending the arrival of the new bishop had seen a
definite recession in church life.

In one respect in particular the church had lost ground seriously in the first months of the independent colony. This was in
the abolition of state aid to religion. Even before separation this had been a thorny issue, and Bishop Tyrrell had long
recognised that government grants of money to the church must eventually cease, in face of rising liberal and secularist
pressures; but he had hoped that state aid might continue at least during the formative period of Queensland. For the
Church of England the continuance of state support appeared to be vital, because by tradition it was far less geared than
any other religious body to the voluntary principle.

Non-conformist and secularist forces, however, strongly urged the abolition of state aid, with the vociferous support of the
press, and moves were quickly made towards this end. The first defeat for the supporters of state aid to religion took place
in June 1860, when a motion by John Watts, M.L.A. for Drayton, Toowoomba and the Western Downs, for the grant of

5000 for the support of religion in the colony, was defeated in parliament without debate by 14 votes to 1026 The
following month a bill for the abolition of state aid to religion was passed; exception was made in the case of those
clergymen who were already receiving government grants at the time of separation, but no new clergymen were to receive
assistance.?2” The absence of any official Anglican leader in Queensland pending the arrival of Bishop Tufnell prevented
any organised opposition to this important measure. The Reverend Robert Creyke, an unattached priest who was acting as
Registrar-General of the colony took up the cudgels in favour of continuing state aid, but he could exert little influence.22
Indeed, one reason for the speedy passing of the measure appears to have been the desire to have the bill passed before
Bishop Tufnell could arrive to organise opposition.??

The government originally proposed that while financial grants should be discontinued, grants of land might still be made to
religious bodies for churches and parsonages. Even this measure of assistance was deleted from the Unoccupied Crown
Lands Bill by the parliamentary majority opposed to state aid, 2% though the government still had the right to make grants of
land in areas that were already settled. Such grants continued to be made for a few years, but they, too, soon died out, the
last land grant being given in 1863.23

A significant feature of these parliamentary decisions was that although Non-conformist churchmen were among the
leaders of the move to abolish government support to religion, it was through Anglican members that the measure was
carried through parliament. Of the fourteen who voted in favour of abolition in the Legislative Assembly, ten were members

24 Tufnell to Hawkins, 7 August, 1860, S.P.G. ID[Mss.

2 The Rev. L.H. Rumsey, of Ipswich, was also present, but the Rev. B. Glennie was not. The story that Glennie walked
from, Warwick to Brisbane to enthrone the bishop, which is given in Canon T. JonesCreminiscences in Church Chronicle,
January, 1908, and repeated in Elkin, A.P., The Diocese of Newcastle, p.248, is romantic, but untrue. JonesCarticle was
written 47 years after the event, and contains a number of inaccuracies of detail. Both the Moreton Bay Courier, 6
September, 1860, and Guardian, 8 September 1860, agree that it was Mosely who installed the bishop, and Glenniels
Diary indicates that Glennie remained on the Darling Downs at this time to await instructions. The text of Bishop
Tufnell[$ enthronement sermon was Psalm 107 vv.30-31.

226 Guardian 30 June, 1860.

227 \/ otes & Proceedings, QIId. Parlt., 1860, p. 840. The Revs. J. Mosely, L.H. Rumsey and B. Glennie were each entitled
to £100 ayear asin the past.

228 M.B. Courier, May 1860, passim.

2 Thiswas later stated in parliament by James Taylor, M.L.A. Brisbane Courier, 17 May 1865.

20 Guardian, 28 July 2860.

21 A table of church properties, appended to Synod Proceedings, Brisbane, 1869-70, shows that of 37 portions of land in
the possession of the church, 16 were government grants, 7 by private donations, and the rest purchased. The biggest was
279 acres at Wolston (near Darra on the Ipswich line), given by Thomas Mort to provide a basis for a general endowment
of the diocese. Some of the government land grants became very valuable in later years, eg the site on which St.John(s
Church was built was sold in 1899 for £30,000 (Brisbane Courier, 24 August 1899.
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of the Church of England.2®2 These figures clearly indicate the division of opinion that existed between the clergy and a
section of the laity on the one hand and the rest of the laity on the other. It was a division that was to continue throughout
Bishop Tufnell s episcopate. Whether the bishop would have been able to change the mind of a sufficient proportion of the
Anglican parliamentarians to reverse the vote if he had already arrived in the colony, we cannot know. The fact is that he
had not arrived, and when he did land, he was faced with a fait accompli. Worse, there was the further threat of the
discontinuance of state aid to church schools; and on that issue the bishop girded himself for a struggle that was to occupy
much of his episcopate.

Tufnell saw that his first task was the filling of vacant parishes, and the creation of new parochial districts to meet the needs
of the expanding population. It will be recalled that on his arrival there were five parishes  North Brisbane, Ipswich,
Darling Downs, Fortitude Valley and Maryborough  of which the last two were vacant. Within a few months the vacancies
were filled and a number of new parishes created. Pending the provision of an episcopal residence the bishop himself
moved into St. John's parsonage, as a convenient centre for directing operations. With him at St. John s he kept the most
junior of the new clergy, John Tomlinson and Thomas Jones; he sent Mosely to Fortitude Valley, and by 1861 established
new parishes at Kangaroo Point and south Brisbane. On the Darling Downs,

Benjamin Glennie s vast area was divided, and while Glennie was centred on Warwick Edmund Moberley and Vincent
Ransome were sent to Dalby and Toowoomba respectively; and by 1861 a new priest, Richard Thackeray, was at work on
the Downs around Leyburn and Cambooya. Duncan Mackenzie was posted to the Wide Bay and Burnett area, with
headquarters first at Gayndah, and then at Maryborough. The appointment of John Sutton to Port Curtis filled the long-
standing gap there, and later in 1861 Rockhampton was supplied by the transfer of Thomas Jones.

There was a double-barrelled policy behind these appointments. On the one hand Tufnell was anxious to develop Brishane
as a strong centre for the diocese, as indicated by its division into four parishes. At the same time there was the
concomitant policy of keeping pace with the spread of population in the growing country townships. There was an
interesting and wise reversal of Bishop Tyrrell s policy in regard to country appointments. Whereas Tyrrell had sent the
more junior clergy to the country outposts, it is noticeable that the three senior priests in the new diocese were all placed in
outlying districts ~ Glennie at Warwick, Sutton at Gladstone and Mackenzie in the Burnett. Tufnell hoped that he would be
able to send the clergy in pairs to the country areas, so that they might alternate between town and country work, and be
spared continual loneliness. There was a glimpse of this plan in operation in sending of a new young arrival, James
Matthews, to be Glennie s curate in Warwick in 1861; but there were neither sufficient clergy nor sufficient money to permit
this becoming a regular policy.23

By the end of 1861 there were twelve parochial districts in existence, and this number slowly but steadily grew throughout
the 1860s. By 1862 the growth of population in Brisbane around the old windmill and the Spring Hill area necessitated a
new temporary church on Wickham Terrace; by 1864 Drayton-Toowoomba was divided into separate parishes, and another
priest was stationed in the Upper Dawson Valley,; in 1865 the Bowen area, strictly speaking outside the Brisbane diocesan
boundary, was receiving the ministration of an itinerant priest; by 1871 further divisions on the Darling Downs resulted in
the formation of additional parishes at Goondiwindi and Allora, while Gympie was formed into a separate parish in the
north. Gympie was an example of the problem presented to the bishop by mushrooming towns. Following the gold
discoveries, six or eight thousand people had flocked to the town, and already by 1868 the local newspaper was voicing
complaints about the churchs failure to provide ministrations there. Bishop Tufnell was accused of treating these
famishing souls with so much contumely and indifference , and he was severely criticised for building his own residence in
Brishane while his flock at Gympie went untended.2** Bishop Tufnell finally arranged for a priest to be sent there:2%* he was
quite aware of the needs, but he was also only too aware of his own inadequate resources of manpower with which to meet
them.

Not all of these newly formed parishes had an unbroken life once they were formed. Particularly in the outlying districts,
where the clergy tended not to stay long, there were sometimes long gaps between the departure of one priest and the
arrival of another. Roma, for example, after having a resident priest for a brief period in 1868, was then vacant for almost
six years. Goondiwindi after a short time with its own clergyman waited sixteen years for its next incumbent.6 One
difficulty was that many of the townships were quite unstable in population, and proved after a time to be unable to support
their own clergyman. In the more scattered areas Bishop Tufnell sought to solve this problem by appointing itinerating

82 \.B.Courier, 11 August 1860.

8 For full details of ecclesiastical appointments and arrangementsin the diocese, see V. & P.., QId Parlt., 1863, p. 306.
% Nashville Times, 20 May 1868. Similar letters appeared 11 April and 2 May 1868. Newspaper cuttings in possession
of the Archbishop of Brisbane.

2 | bid., 16 September 1868.

28 |nformation gleaned from parish records by Archdeacon W.P. Glover.
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clergymen, such as the Reverend W.H. Dunning who covered a great area of some ten thousand square miles in the
Dawson Valley in the mid-sixties. Gradually, however, as the districts became more settled and the population more
numerous, so the work of the church became more continuous amongst them. 237

For the clergy, especially in the country districts, life was by no means easy or attractive. When the diocese was formed
there were only two permanent churches, St. Johns in Brisbane, and St. Paul s in Ipswich. Elsewhere slab huts, school
buildings, or public buildings like courthouses served as places of worship. In 1861 only four of the parishes had their own
parsonages, and home comforts for the clergy were strictly limited. For some of them, travel was hard and constant.
W.H.Dunning reported in 1865 that he held services at 24 centres, 8 while in 1861 Edmund Moberley of Dalby had
reported a pastoral tour of more than 1400 miles over a period of four months in which he held 45 services and baptized 70
children.29  These records are particularly impressive when it is remembered that most of these men had come to
Queensland from a very different kind of environment, and with very little parochial experience behind them.

As parishes were established building projects were undertaken, according to the initiative of the local clergyman. Progress
was steady rather than spectacular, and financial difficulties often caused delays and resulted in the expedient of cheap
and unattractive buildings being erected. Nevertheless by the time of the first diocesan synod in 1868 Bishop Tufnell was
able to enumerate an impressive list of constructions. In the metropolitan area new congregations had been formed and
churches built at Wickham Terrace, Lutwyche, and Toowong; the old buildings at Fortitude Valley, South Brisbane and
Kangaroo Point had all been enlarged; St. John's Church was in the process of being doubled in size by the addition of its
second wing; and small churches were under construction at Groveley and Doughboy Creek. At Ipswich the church debt
had been reduced by £1000 and the parsonage completely renovated. New churches had been built at Dalby, Allora,
Maryborough, Rockhampton, Bowen, Yandilla and Goomburra (the last two by the owners of stations), while at Warwick the
fine stone church of St. Mark was under construction. The churches at Toowoomba and Drayton had been enlarged, and
parsonages were complete at Taroom, Warwick, Dalby and Bowen.240

From all this it is clear that the Church of England had developed very rapidly since the formation of the diocese. Yet in
view of the fact that the Anglican population of Queensland increased more than threefold between 1861 and 187124, the
rate of parochial extension and the construction of buildings were barely sufficient to keep pace with the general growth of
the colony. Bishop Tufnell could rightly express some satisfaction at the growth of the diocese as he looked back over his
first ten years in 1870; yet as the synod reminded him in a motion passed after his address, the rate of progress was still
not satisfactory.2#2 The church could by no means yet afford to rest on its laurels.

ili. Men and Money

It was soon evident that the twin shortages of manpower and finance were preventing the more rapid growth of the church.
No amount of good intentions could transcend the limitations imposed by the inadequate number of clergy. The initial party
of six clergymen who accompanied the bishop from England formed a good nucleus, and several more priests followed
within a year or two. Yet the supply of clergy remained a constant anxiety, particularly as those who had come out with
Tufnell began to leave again. By 1868 only two of the original six were still at work in Brishane, another being inactive
through ill health, and the other three having left the diocese. This was typical of the constant fluctuations in the clerical
personnel of the diocese, and a constant recruitment of men in England was necessary if numbers were to be maintained
at even the barest minimum level.

To Bishop Tufnell this was always a vexing problem. He had, indeed, moderate success in building up the number of
clergy in the early years of his episcopate, but he would willingly have divested himself of this particular responsibility.
Securing a supply of clergy, he declared to his first synod, should be regarded as one of synod s immediate problems,2+
and again in 1869, in reporting that he had taken no action apart from telling the S.P.G. and the warden of St. Augustine s
College, Canterbury, of the need of his diocese for manpower, he expressed his willingness for synod to assume
responsibility in the matter.2*#  This passing of the buck was a thoroughly negative attitude: the only possible way of
securing staff for a colonial diocese was by constant and energetic action by the bishop himself, and nowhere were

# Details of the growth of parishes and the appointment of clergy may be found in the Ecclesiastical Returnsin the
Statistical Register, V. & P.., QUd Parlt., 1863, 1864 and 1865. Pugh($ Almanac printed a list of ministers of religion each
year. From 1868 material may be obtained from Brisbane Synod Proceedings.

% \W.H. Dunning, Missionary Report for 1865, S.P.G. [E[Mss.

29 Tufnell to Hawkins, 14 November 1861, S.P.G. ID[Mss.

0 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1869, p.24

21 Cf, census figures, Appendix 4.

22 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1870, p.14

23 |bid., 1868, p.23

4 1bid., 1869, Bishops Address, p.3.
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Tufnell s deficiencies of leadership more apparent than in this attempt to evade a responsibility which must in the nature of
things be his own. Once synod was established he was all too ready, probably in reaction to earlier complaints about
episcopal autocracy, to place the responsibility for initiative on synod. However much such a policy might have been
practicable once church life became stabilised, it certainly was not wise in this pioneering phase.

The diocesan council, however, eventually took the matter in hand to the extent of urging the bishop to make more contacts
in England. In 1870 the council resolved that the bishop should ask the Archbishops of Canterbury and York, the Bishop of
London, and the warden of St. Augustine s College, to recommend suitable clergy for the colony.2*> Later, a different and
more personal approach was tried, when the Reverend John Tomlinson, one of Tufnell s original party who had returned to
England, was requested to seek out young unmarried clergymen to serve for three years in the diocese.#

This method of having young English priests coming out for a short term helped relieve immediate difficulties, but it had the
effect of creating a continuous instability of clerical staff, and the introduction of a fairly high proportion of unsuitable men
led to a considerable wastage. In 1872, for example, Bishop Tufnell reported to synod that there were in the diocese five
clergymen who had once held his license, but were no longer exercising their ministry — a particularly large number in view
of the small number of clergy in the colony. How difficult it is, commented the bishop, to select for the ministry of the
Church in an extensive but sparsely populated diocese those who are really adapted for its requirements. 247

It was in the face of these difficulties that a sub-committee of the synod of 1873 recommended that the colonial church must
begin to look to the young men of the colony itself as a source of ordination candidates. It must still be a long time before
there could be any thought of self-sufficiency in clergy, or even before a local theological college could be established, but
this report is significant as representing the beginning of the realisation that an indigenous ministry must eventually be built
up. The sub-committee recommended that Queensland youths should be

induced to enter the ranks of diaconate, with the understanding that they would be called upon to work and study under
the direction of experienced priests for not less than three years prior to their own admission to the priesthood.248

Bishop Tufnell did not remain to preside over another synod, so it was left to his successor to implement the policy of
admitting local candidates to holy orders.

Finance was closely linked to manpower: one of the greatest difficulties in increasing the supply of clergy was providing
adequate stipends for them, and men could not be expected to undertake the long journey from England unless they were
guaranteed economic security on arrival. Where was the requisite finance to be found?

Before separation, there were three sources of income available to the church  government grants, gifts from England,
and local contributions. In the relative importance of these sources there had been a gradual, but quite perceptible,
alteration. The government grants, which at the beginning of the church s life in New South Wales, had provided almost all
the revenue of the church, were relatively small by 1859, and in the new colony of Queensland they had comparatively little
significance. The abolition of state aid to religion, as one of the first legislative acts of the Queensland parliament, virtually
put an end to this source of revenue, and assistance to the pre-separation clergy and grants of land for church purposes
were all that remained, and as we have seen, even this small assistance soon vanished.

The loss of state aid meant that heavy reliance must be placed upon gifts from England, of which the grants of the Society
for the Propagation of the Gospel were the most reliable source of aid. Without this assistance it is not too much to say that
the church in Queensland could barely have begun to make progress, because Brisbane was still essentially a missionary
diocese, quite unable to support itself. We have already noted the initial assistance received by Bishop Tufnell from the
Colonial Bishoprics Fund, the S.P.G. and his own personal friends. By the mid-sixties, however, the need for further
ecclesiastical expansion to keep pace with the growth of the colony rendered increased English support imperative,
particularly in view of the worsening depression in the economy of Queensland. In the course of his lengthy visit to England
at this time, Tufnell succeeded in persuading the S.P.G. to raise its annual grant from £200 to £700 for a period of three
years. The money was to be used to provide passage money for new clergy, and to support priests who were sent to the
sparsely settled portions of the bush. The value of this increased S.P.G. grant is indicated by the fact that by 1867 eleven
of the clergy of the diocese were being assisted from this fund.?*® After the three-year period the S.P.G. grant was
diminished by degrees, to £500 in 1869, £350 in 1870, and £300 from 1872 until its eventual abolition in 1881. This was in
accordance with the society s policy of progressive diminution of grants as an incentive to local self-support.

% Minutes, Brisbane Diocesan Council, 20 April 1870.
246 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1873, p.27

27 |pid., 1872, p.5.

8 |pid., 1873, p.28.

9 5 p.G. Annual Report, 1867, p.137
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With the abolition of state aid and the prospect of diminishing grants from English sources, Tufnell recognised that the
financial stability of the diocese must depend upon the degree to which Anglicans in Queensland could be brought to admit
their financial obligations to the church. He hoped to establish a Church Society on the pattern of Bishop Tyrrell s eminently
successful Newcastle Church Society, and within a fortnight of his arrival in Brisbane he alluded to this prospect at a public
meeting.20 Such a society was in fact established, but it never attained the vigour of its Newcastle prototype, and by 1864
its treasurer had to admit that it had virtually become a dead letter.2!

Nevertheless the bishop speedily set about a programme of seeking subscriptions for the work of the church within the
various parishes. In the first three months of his episcopate he toured the chief centres of population to visit his flock and
discuss the financial arrangements necessary for parochial organisation.2 His objective was identical with Bishop
Tyrrell's, namely that a minimum stipend of £300 should be provided for every priest.?3 This ideal was not in practice
achieved: in many cases £250 came to be regarded as a sufficient minimum, and frequently even this amount was not
forthcoming.

On this initial visitation Tufnell achieved a gratifying measure of success. At a meeting in Warwick £400 was promised; at
Dalby £300 was subscribed; and similar results elsewhere provided distinct encouragement It was with some
satisfaction that the bishop was able to report that local contributions to the church increased from £575 in 1860 to £2900 in
1861.2%

Unfortunately, however, promises were not always fulfilled, and particularly in bad seasons some of the clergy found
themselves in difficult financial circumstances. By 1868 the salary of the Rector of Dalby was £200 in arrears;2% in 1870
the parish of Warwick owed Archdeacon Glennie £115;%7 and at this time seven out of fifteen parishes in the diocese were
lagging in their payment of stipends. It was this inability to guarantee regular stipends that caused some parishes to go for
long periods without a clergyman, and often the incumbent was placed in the ignominious position of having to try to collect
his own stipend. An indication of the kind of situation that had arisen is given by a resolution of the Warwick Vestry:

That it is desirable the Committee should relieve the Archdeacon from the unpleasant necessity of soliciting
contributions for the Stipend Fund as it is calculated to hinder him the discharge of his more important duties, and that
they hold themselves responsible for the due and regular payment of the clergyman s stipend.258

The necessity for passing such a motion is eloquent testimony to the predicament in which many of the clergy were placed.

Bishop Tufnell was well aware of this situation, and envisaged some form of diocesan financial arrangement to relieve hard-
pressed clergy.

Despite the failure of his projected Church Society, he continued to urge some kind of diocesan fund from which at least
part of the stipend of the clergy might be paid, supplemented by the offerings of the local congregation. He gave his
reasons to the synod in 1868:

To be entirely supported by voluntary contributions, in my judgment, places the Clergy in a position of unhealthy
dependence upon the will of the congregation; whilst on the other hand, it appears to me that the system of entire
endowment is exposed to the danger of rendering the Clergy too independent of the affectionate respect and good will
of those who are committed to their pastoral supervision.2%9

The idea was sound enough in principle, but as usual it was not followed up, and the bishop waited for the synod to act
instead of giving a quite definite lead himself. Finally, however, in 1870 a canon was half-heartedly passed for the
establishment of a Diocesan Fund. It lacked the precise organisation and social character of the Newcastle Church
Society, and was entirely a financial scheme. Its object was to provide a central fund to pay for the passages of new clergy,
to help with the stipends of priests in poorer districts, to assist with the erection of churches, parsonages and schools, and
to promote education. The income was to come from rents and interests, annual subscriptions, special collections and
grants from the English societies.?0

20 M.B. Courier, 13 September 1860.

! Brishane Courier, 23 July 1864.

22 Tyfnell to Rev. E. Hawkins, 18 December 1860 S.P.G. IDCMSS. His first tour lasted seven weeks and included
services at 27 centres.

3 M.B.Courier, 4 October, 1860

24 bid., 6 November 1860, 17 November 1860.

%% g P G. Annual Report, 1862, p.181

%% Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1868, Statistical Returns.
27 Minutes, Warwick Vestry, 13 January 1870.

28 | bid., 1 April 1865.

9 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1868. p.23

%0 1hid., 1871 (Special Session), p.45.
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Despite the hishop s pleas, the idea never really aroused enthusiasm. Members of the diocesan Council and synod were
asked to set the pace with their own contributions, but they mustered only £110 between them. In 1872 it was reported that
only three new subscriptions had been received in the past year?! and the collapse of the scheme was revealed in a rather
pathetic minute of the Diocesan Council in 1872.

since no person of sufficient influence and social standing can be induced to undertake the collection of money to
form a central fund which is absolutely necessary for carrying on the work of the Diocese, the Bishop be requested to
undertake the duty of canvassing the settled districts and discharging pastoral duties.262

Tufnell justifiably refused to accept this motion, and while he agreed to urge the claims of the central fund upon the people
in the course of his ordinary pastoral visits, he declined to make it his primary work. It was an indication of the disturbing
tendency to regard the bishop in the Diocese, like the priest in the parish, as a convenient person on whom to place the
burden of raising money.

By the end of Tufnell s episcopate the diocese had taken the first steps towards an adequacy of clergy and financial self-
sufficiency. But they were only the first steps. If continuous assistance from England were to be cut off, the diocese would
still find itself in a disastrous condition. It was clear that serious problems still lay ahead.

iv. The Education Controversy.%3

If questions of parochial organisation, recruitment of clergy and finance were necessarily among the first matters to occupy
Dr. Tufnell s attention, it was perhaps the education question that was his dearest concern and that involved him in the
most controversial aspect of his episcopate.

The school, my brethren, has been regarded as the handmaid of the Church: and in a well-ordered parish, next in
importance to the ministrations of the ordained pastor, we may regard the efficiency of the teachers of the day and
Sunday Schools.264

Such was his attitude to church schools. He came from an environment where most educational work was directly or
indirectly linked with the church, from primary school to university. It was in the parish schools that most English children
received their education, and Bishop Tufnell could conceive of no satisfactory education that was not grounded on the
Christian religion.

Tufnell s great ambition, therefore, was to build up a comprehensive and efficient system of church schools, but he
recognised that without government grants this would be impossible. He argued that as the conscience of many people
demanded that their children be educated in church schools, it was only fair that the money which they contributed in taxes
should be drawn upon to support these schools as well as the national schools.

The bishop summed up his viewpoint in a letter to the press:

Believing, as we do, religion to be a most important element in the education of the young, we cannot conscientiously
avail ourselves of a system from which it is practically excluded, and as we contribute our quota to the revenue of the
colony, if a system of general education is to be maintained at the public expense, we ask (I think not unreasonably) that
it may be a system in the benefits of which all can participate.265

Within a month of his arrival in Queensland Bishop Tufnell announced his complete opposition to the attempt which was
clearly pending to abolish state aid to the denominational schools?®. At this time the church schools comprised a
significant portion of the educational system of the colony. At the time of separation, there were six Anglican schools -
three in Brishbane, and others at Ipswich, Toowoomba and Maryborough at which a total of 387 children were enrolled.
This represented about a quarter of the school children of the colony, and these six schools had received government aid
during 1859 to the extent of £384.%7

%! 1pid., 1872, p.26

%62 Minutes, Brisbane Diocesan Council, 7 February 1872.

%3 For afuller account of the education controversy, see Wyeth, E.R., Education in Queensland, Part I1; the subject has
also been more fully dealt with than in thisthesisin Rayner, K., The Attitude and Influence of the Churches in Queensland
on Matters of Social and Palitical Importance (unpublished thesis), Chap 2. My own interpretation differsin some respects
from Dr. Wyeth(s, who, it seemsto me, has been unduly influenced by the attitude of the two Brisbane newspapers of the
time, both of which were strongly opposed to Bishop Tufnell (S policy.
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Before Bishop Tufnell arrived, the Primary Education Act had been passed by parliament.28 It provided for two types of
schools under the supervision of a Board of General Education ~ Vested schools (i.e. vested in the board), and Non-
vested schools (i.e. those vested in a religious denomination). The latter were to be assisted by the government through
payment of teachers salaries and through the supply of books. It was provided, reasonably enough, that the Non-vested
schools should be subject to inspection in order to ensure the maintenance of a sufficient standard. The measure seemed
quite uncontroversial, and was passed with little opposition, and the fact that it was introduced and strongly supported by
M.C. O Connell, later one of Bishop Tufnell s staunchest supporters in his claims for state aid for church schools, indicates
that the possible deleterious effects of the bill on church schools were not foreseen. There might have been more concern
if bishop Tufnell, and his Roman Catholic counterpart, Bishop Quinn, had arrived but they were still a safe distance away.
At all events, the bill appeared acceptable to all parties; the supporters of church schools were satisfied that provision was
made for financial assistance to their schools, while the advocates of national schools recognised that it would take some
time for sufficient national schools to be built to cope with all the children of the colony, and that in the meantime it was
reasonable for the existing church schools to be maintained with government assistance.

There was, however, the seed of future discord within the act, because its intentions were liable to opposing interpretations.
The opponents of state aid to denominational schools interpreted the act to mean that state aid should continue only so
long as there were insufficient national schools. On the other hand Bishop Tufnell and those who were like-minded
understood the act to provide for state aid to church schools on a permanent basis. The act itself was non-committal: and it
contained no detailed regulations for the Non-vested schools, and it was left to the Board of General Education to draw up
regulations. Everything depended on how successive Boards of General Education interpreted the act.

It was not long before the conflict came into the open. The first Board of General Education under the act was
predominantly Non-conformist in composition and distinctly favoured an entirely national system. The result was that two
regulations were soon promulgated which were clearly aimed at the church schools. The first ordered that school buildings
were not to be used for public worship outside school hours, a provision without parallel in the New South Wales
regulations on which those of Queensland were in other respects modelled. In Queensland, as we have seen, most of the
school buildings were used on Sundays for worship pending the erection of permanent churches, and the observance of
this regulation would have paralysed parish life. Tufnell immediately reacted by calling a meeting of protest, and as a result
the government agreed to restrain the board from exercising any control over the use of school buildings outside school
hours.269

The second controversial regulation of the board prohibited the use of regular school hours for giving denominational
religious instruction in the Non-vested schools. Ostensibly the purpose was to ensure that sufficient time was devoted to
the secular subjects; but it meant that if special religious instruction were to be given, it must be done by extending the
hours which the children must spend in school, an expedient hardly calculated to make the study of religion attractive to the
average child. Itis scarcely surprising that this regulation was only very grudgingly accepted by the church.

The bishop now made a renewed application to the board for aid for his church schools, but the claim was rejected in the
case of two schools on a new ground, namely that they would be competing with Vested schools in their vicinity. This
implied an interpretation of the act which was quite unacceptable to those who believed in church schools on principle, and
Tufnell saw it as a throwing down of the gauntlet. Already the schools were forming a strain on his meagre finances. Fees
were not sufficient to meet expenses,2’® and only one small church school, at Kangaroo Point, was receiving government
aid.2! To tide the schools over, the bishop was employing the interest on a sum of £3000 which he had collected in
England for various purposes;272 but this could be only a temporary expedient, and in any case, this small sum could do no
more than keep the existing schools open, leaving no possibility of expansion.

A long and bitter campaign now began in earnest. A petition was organised, to which seven hundred signatures were
attached;?”3 the bishop spoke publicly on the subject on every possible occasion; and finally a parliamentary select
committee was set up to enquire into the question. The report of this committee proved favourable to Bishop Tufnell s
claims, but it was rejected by the Legislative Assembly. Education became the great issued of the day. The two Brishane
newspapers, under Non-conformist control, led the attack on Bishop Tufnell. His policy was to grope about after filthy
lucre , declared the Courier?4, while the Guardian deliberately announced its policy:

%8 pring, R., Statutesin Force in the Colony of Queensland, pp. 521-523.

%9 Oueensand Guardian, 10 January 1861 and 7 February 1861.
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For ourselves we promise this agitation, most infelicitously called the Bishops agitation, a most uncompromising
opposition in every stage of its progress.27

The heat of controversy rose and fell. Finally in 1862 the whole Board of General Education was dismissed by the
government for exceeding their prerogatives by a sharp criticism of Dr. Tufnell in their annual report.26 The controversy
was stirred up again early in 1863 when a new board was appointed, including two prominent Anglican laymen, M.C.
O Connell and John Douglas, as well as the secretary of the Roman Catholic bishop. From the Non-conformists and
liberals came cries of bishops plots! That year, the number of Anglican schools receiving subsidies rose to three, but the
refusal of the board to grant assistance to the others led to the resignation of O Connell and Douglas from the board.
Feeling was now running high, and both Bishop Tufnell and Bishop Quinn organised protest meetings, and they took the
unprecedented step of making a joint tour of some of the chief centres of the colony to win support for their case. Meetings
were held in Dalby, Toowoomba, Ipswich and Brisbane: charges and counter-charges were hurled by both sides; and the
whole colony was sharply divided on the issue.

Within the Church of England itself there was great division of opinion on the matter. Many Anglicans were strongly
prejudiced against the Roman Catholic Church, and the alliance of Bishop Tufnell with Dr. Quinn was regarded with some
uneasiness. The newspapers played upon these doubts, and pictured the Anglican bishop as the gullible dupe of the
shrewd Roman Catholic prelate.?”” These suspicions were genuinely held by many people, and even the governor made a
similar inference in a despatch to England at the time. Having described Dr. Quinn s efforts to have precedence accorded
to the senior bishop in the colony, whether he be Anglican or Roman Catholic, Sir George Bowen went on:

It would almost appear that Bishop Quinn soon became convinced that, instead of carrying on a barren struggle for
precedence, it would be more useful to put forward the amiable and excellent Anglican Bishop as the prominent
exponent of their common hostility to the system of Education established by law.278

That Tufnell was put forward on tactical grounds as the chief spokesman for the joint case was certainly true: his voice
would be more likely to influence the non-Roman majority of colonists than would Quinns. There is, however, no reason to
suppose that Bishop Tufnell was not fully conscious of what he was doing, or that he was unwittingly being used for the
purposes of others. He was simply carrying out by every possible means the same policy as he had consistently advocated
from his first days in the colony.

Tufnell was much hindered by the disunity within the Church of England on the education issue. In Ipswich, which had
always been noted for strong sectarian feeling and where there was considerable hostility between Roman Catholics and
members of other churches, a large meeting of Anglicans almost unanimously declared its opposition to Bishop Tufnell s
policy.2”® Another meeting in Brisbane, smaller but very influential as it included many of the leading men of the colony,
only narrowly supported the bishop.28°But the weakness of his position was particularly evidenced by the fact that the
parliament which was carrying through the educational programme which Tufnell opposed, contained a majority of
Anglicans (at least nominally) in both houses. Tufnells campaign was further weakened by favourable comments on the
Irish National System of Education (on which the national system in Queensland was based) by Bishop Frederic Barker,
Bishop of Sydney, during his metropolitical visit to Brisbane in 1864. Barker obviously approved of the national system, on
the understanding that it would embrace special religious instruction in school hours, and even his mild approval helped
bolster the case of Tufnell s opponents. 21

The hishops joint campaign had little obvious immediate effect, except for some relaxation of the regulations, which had
the effect of permitting schools established since separation to become eligible for assistance as Non-vested schools.282
The long absence of Bishop Tufnell in England in the mid-sixties brought a temporary truce, but for Tufnell, the struggle
was far from complete, and his return was marked by the continuance of a persistent correspondence from the bishop to
the board seeking additional aid. His persistence was rewarded, and by 1871 Tufnell was able to report to synod that the
salaries of all teachers in the Anglican schools were now being paid by the government.2&

27510 January 1861.

2% R.G.W. Herbert, the Colonial Secretary, who opposed Tufnell on the schoolsissue, was nevertheless an Anglican and
an old school-fellow of the bishop. No doubt he felt that a personal attack on the bishop by an official board was going too
far.
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Yet the victory was not nearly so complete as it appeared: it had been bought at too costly a price. While the ten-year
controversy had been proceeding the Anglican schools had gradually been slipping in relation to the total education system
of the colony. In view of the uncertainty about future aid, no new schools had been constructed, and the existing ones had
not improved in standard, while in the same period a system of national schools had been built up, with the resources of the
colony behind them. In 1873 there were still only seven Church of England schools, and though the biggest had seven
hundred children, some were quite small, and these schools now embraced only a relatively small proportion of the school
children of the colony.* Perhaps the most disastrous result of the long controversy, however, was the growth of
determination aroused in the secularists to bring about an entirely secular system of education in which religious instruction
would be entirely excluded during school hours.

By the time Bishop Tufnell retired from Brisbane, the process of secularising Queensland s education system was already
gathering pace. A new regulation in 1873 forbade teachers who were paid by the government to give special religious
instruction during school hours in the Non-vested schools, a regulation which crippled religious instruction in the Anglican
schools.5 This was quickly followed by the appointment of a Royal Commission on Education, whose very composition
made its findings a foregone conclusion. The Education Act of 1875 was the result: within five years all aid to church
schools was to cease, and religious instruction was to be excluded from the state schools during school hours. By 1880 not
one of the Anglican schools remained open: finances were too low to permit of the expenditure of church funds upon them,
and with Tufnell s departure there was no leader sufficiently determined to carry on the struggle to keep the schools alive.
Later the church would make further contributions to education in Queensland, but these were to be in other fields than that
of primary education. For the present the collapse of Bishop Tufnell s education aspirations was complete.

One consequence of this breakdown of the church's day school system was a recognition of the need to concentrate on
building up a system of Sunday schools. By this time Sunday schools were an established feature of church life in
England, but they had even more significance in a colony where the children received an entirely secular education in their
day schools. Sunday schools were the only alternative if the children were to receive some kind of definite religious
instruction. For this reason the Non-conformist churches, opposed as they were to the principle of church day schools, had
concentrated on developing an effective Sunday school system.

As the parochial system developed in Queensland the Sunday school became a normal part of Anglican parish life.
Already by 1861 there were three Sunday schools in Brisbane and five in country centres, with a total attendance of more
than five hundred children.286 Numbers grew as time went on, and though good teachers were hard to find and teaching
methods lacked polish, these Sunday schools did provide a place where the children could be grounded in the elements of
the faith.

v. Constitutional Church Government

Of all Bishop Tufnell s achievements perhaps the most significant in the end was his work in placing the new diocese on a
sound organisational and constitutional foundation. As we have seen, he regarded it as essential that initially he should
personally act as the fount of all authority  for the practical reason that in its embryonic state the diocese must have one
leader, and for the legal reason that he was the only person entitled to exercise authority, by virtue both of the spiritual
authority of his episcopal office and of the jurisdiction conferred by his letters patent. He had, therefore, all the property of
the diocese vested in his own name?7; he kept personal control over the money which he had brought from England and
that which was collected for diocesan purposes locally; and he appointed and removed clergy by his own decision. It was
not that he was unwilling to share the responsibility; but he believed that must wait until suitable constitutional machinery
had been devised and a synod legally established.

As the first requirement of diocesan organisation Tufnell was anxious to ensure that the office of the bishop was itself
placed on a secure economic foundation, so that there would be no danger of future bishops being left without adequate
means of support. His endeavour to build up the See Endowment Fund for this purpose aroused criticism from time to
time; but there could be no accusation of personal selfishness, for Tufnell himself never seems to have received a stipend
of more than £400 a year from the fund.288 By means of an extra contribution from the Colonial Bishoprics Council,
subscriptions from English friends, and £2200 raised locally, the see endowment was raised to more than £9000.28° Owing

#4y/, & P. QId Parliament, 1873, p. 927

% Oueensand Government Gazette,, 1873, p.1230.

%0V, & P..,QMd Parlt., 1863; Statistical Returns for 1861.

%87 Actually the See Endowment Fund was vested in three trustees Othe Bishop, M.C. OlConnell and Robert Little (Crown
Solicitor). See Tufnell to Rev. E. Hawkins, 16 May 1863, S.P.G. ([ID[Mss.

88 \Week, 27 October 1877, an article probably by William Coote; on his first arrival in the colony, the bishop was
receiving only £200 ayear. Brishane Courier, 23 July 1864.

%9 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1869, pp.43-45: Select Committee Report.
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to the somewhat unsatisfactory nature of the investment of this money, however, the income from the fund was not as high
as might have been anticipated.°

As a further means of stabilizing the bishop s position Tufnell also wanted to provide a suitable episcopal residence, where
the bishop could live with that dignity appropriate to his position. He had been given money for this purpose by friends in
England, which was fortunate, because the expenditure of £4400 on land and building of Bishopsbourne was not a project
calculated to win widespread approval at a time when the diocese and its parishes were languishing from want of funds. In
1868, however, the fine stone building was complete, and the bishop took up residence there, moving from St.Johns
parsonage which had so far served as a very meagre episcopal palace. From an immediate point of view, the construction
of such an expensive house had little in its favour: but Tufnell in all his planning was thinking of the future, and the wisdom
of his action was to be vindicated by the value of Bishopshourne over the years.

Tufnell s policy of maintaining personal control until stable constitutional machinery could be provided was demonstrated in
his handling of the temporary church built on Wickham Terrace in 1862. He followed his usual custom of appointing a
curate rather than a rector,?! but what made the parishioners more irate was his refusal to licence the building as a parish
church. The bishop s logic was clear: he intended the site to be used for the future cathedral, and he was determined to
ensure that no parochial rights and traditions should be established which might prejudice some future bishop s rights in his
cathedral.22 In Sydney and some other Australian dioceses bishops had found themselves in difficulties in their own
cathedrals for this reason. In the end Tufnell gave way: but not before he had decided that the site would be unsuitable for
a cathedral in any case.??

By 1864 the bishop s policy of personal control was arousing considerable discontent, especially insofar as it related to the
administration of finance and the appointment of clergy. There was considerable misapprehension in the community as to
how much money the bishop had at his disposal, and this was made a convenient excuse by people who did not want to
contribute to church funds. Under considerable pressure from public opinion, and realising that it would help clarify the
position, Tufnell took the opportunity of the visit of the Bishop of Sydney in July 1864 to publish an exact account of the
financial condition of the diocese.*He still had no intention of relinquishing personal control over diocesan funds, but his
action did help to allay for a time the doubts that had genuinely arisen and that had been assiduously fostered by the
hishop s opponents. Bishop Barker supported Tufnell and agreed with him that it was desirable for colonial bishops to
retain personal control over the funds which they had raised.

Less than a month afterwards, another attempt was made to limit the bishop s authority. On this occasion the issue was
the disposal of property which the church held by virtue of government grant. The government introduced into the
Legislative Assembly a Trustees of Public Lands Bill, which was designed to permit the sale of land granted by the
government, provided the government approved. An exception was made in the case of church lands, however, which
would have had the effect of requiring the bishops consent before church land could be so alienated. Tufnell had
consistently refused to allow church land to be sold or mortgaged, whereas some of the laymen had wanted to adopt the
shortsighted policy of selling land as a painless way of raising funds for building projects. The bishop was undoubtedly
right: if some of the parochial trustees had had their way, much precious church land that would grow increasingly valuable
as years passed, would have been disposed of to make quick money. The trustees of St. John s had wanted, for example,
to sell part of their land, and only the bishop s refusal had prevented this action.

While the bill was before parliament some of the bishop s opponents called a meeting of members of the Church of England
to protest against the clause requiring the bishop s consent. The meeting was small but influential, %> and by petitioning the
government they succeeded in having the controversial clause removed from the bill. The actual consequences were
insignificant: but the controversy was yet another indication of the underlying conflict that was proceeding as to the rightful
seat of authority within the church.

0 Governor Bowen estimated that the episcopal income was £900, but this was based on an inadequate knowledge of the
nature of the investments. Bowen to Sec. of State for the Colonies, 1866, Despatch no 70.

21 A curate could be removed at the bishops will, whereas a rector had a security of tenure.

22 Tufnell had brought with him a grandiose design for a cathedral by the eminent English architect, William Burges. The
plans were never used, which was probably a blessing for Brisbane. One feature was to be a pulpit standing on dogs,
because the dog, who keeps us awake by barking, was supposed to symbolise the Christian preacher! Clarke, B.F.L.
Anglican Cathedrals Outside the British Isles, p. 103.

293 Brishane Courier, 30 January 1864 and 20 February 1864.

2% | bid., 23 July 1864

2% Among those present were R.R. Mackenzie and C.W. Blakeney, MM.L.A., who consistently opposed the bishop(s
authority, and some other parliamentarians. Brisbane Courier, 20 August 1864.
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It was not long afterwards that the most important attack was made on the bishop s personal authority. This time the issue
was the right of patronage, or appointment to ecclesiastical benefices, and it was significant because it brought to light
remarkable anomalies in the constitutional position of the bishop.

There had been considerable dissatisfaction in various parishes with some of the clergy whom Tufnell had appointed,
particularly on the ground of churchmanship. Many of the men he introduced were regarded, by the standards of the day,
as high churchmen. In 1864 when the parish of Ipswich fell vacant, the congregation refused to concede the bishop s right
to appoint the next incumbent, and asked the governor to intervene, as the representative of the Crown, so that the
nominee of the congregation might be appointed. Bowen was unwilling to act, but on referring the matter to the attorney-
general for legal advice, he found that a remarkable situation existed. No legal power of appointment to spiritual cures had
been vested in the hishop by his letters patent, nor did the congregation possess any legal right of appointment. The legal
opinion went on:

If such a legal power exists anywhere it is to be found in the Governor, acting provisionally on behalf of the Crown,
under that part of the 22nd clause of the Royal Instructions which runs as follows:- It is our pleasure that you do appoint
provisionally and until our pleasure be known, to such spiritual cures as may from time to time become vacant .2%

This instruction was a throwback to the time when the colonial church was established, and had been simply copied from
earlier lists of instructions to colonial governors. It was obviously anachronistic in a colony where church and state were
separated. Yet legally the position was that the bishop had no right of nomination to cures, and that all Tufnells
appointments so far were ultra vires. Sir George Bowen recognised, however, that it would be unjust and impolitic for the
governor to exercise his legal power of appointment, and he refused to intervene officially in the Ipswich case, though he
did unofficially act as a mediator between the bishop and the congregation.

For Dr. Tufnell this ruling was a severe blow, though not entirely unexpected, as the anomalous legal position of colonial
hishops was becomingly increasingly apparent to legal authorities. It meant, however, that his claim to exercise authority in
the diocese by virtue of his letters patent was seriously undermined. In practice it mattered little, because it was at this time
that he left the diocese for a period of two and a half years, and the whole position was to be clarified soon after his return.
It does, however, point to the truth of Governor Bowen s comments that it is admitted in all quarters that the position of the
Colonial Episcopate is surrounded with difficulties and anomalies. 27

Conscious of the undesirability of maintaining autocratic rule indefinitely, Tufnell had already in 1864 raised the question of
the wisdom of creating a diocesan synod as a basis of constitutional government for the diocese. This expedient had been
advocated as early as 1850 by the conference of Australasian bishops, and had been adopted in some of the southern
dioceses.?® |t was during the metropolitical visitation of Bishop Barker that Tufnell took advantage of the presence in
Brishane of the clergy and leading laity to ask their opinion on synodical action. The answer was almost unanimously in the
negative. It was universally felt by those concerned that conditions were not yet sufficiently settled, nor ease of assembly
sufficiently adequate to make a synod practicable at that time.2® The unanimity of this opinion at any rate exonerates
Bishop Tufnell from the blame that was sometimes ascribed to him for continuing to hold the reins of diocesan
administration in his own hands.3%

Nevertheless by 1865 it was becoming clear that some action was necessary both to clarify the legal powers of the bishop
and to enable the sharing of administration, and there was some talk before the bishop left for England of the desirability of
a bill s being submitted to the colonial legislature to accomplish this end. The departure of the bishop seemed likely to
delay proceedings, but some of the laymen pressed on with a bill, rather rejoicing in the fact that the bishop s absence
gave them a free hand.® The bill was introduced into parliament by R.R. Mackenzie, a consistent critic of Tufnell s
policies, supported by two other of the bishop s opponents, James Taylor and C.W. Blakeney.

zzj Opinion of attorney-general of Queensland, quoted in Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 1865, Despatch no.6.

Ibid.
%8 Giles, R.A., The Constitutional History of the Australian Church, p.237 ff, gives the Minutes of the 1850 Conference.
For the legal standing of diocesan synods at thistime see also Clarke, H.L .., Congtitutional Church Government, pp 24-27.
% Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1868, p.26
3% The earlier popular misconception, that proposals to establish synods were a plot to give coercive power to the bishops,
was not now held by any responsible people. Thisview had still been current, however, as late as 1859, when the Sydney
correspondent of M.B. Courier claimed that proposals for a synod there would confer Cimore real and uncontrollable power
upon Bishop Barker and all other colonial prelates than either the Russian Autocrat or His Holiness the Pope possessesl]
Courier, 5 January 1859.
0! James Taylor actually stated in parliament that he approved of dealing with the bill while Bishop Tufnell was away,
because he was afraid that it would not be passed if they waited for the bishop to return. Brisbane Courier, 17 May 1865.
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The draft bill was a loosely worded measure, obviously hurriedly prepared, and containing a number of serious loopholes.
Indeed, its supporters admitted that it could b improved and urged that a select committee be appointed to examine the
matter, and Sir George Bowen wrote to the home government for legal advice on the hill.32 In certain respects the bill was
unobjectionable, but some of its clauses contained a real sting. Bourke s Church Act, under which the affairs of the Church
of England were regulated, was to be repealed. Provision was made for the appointment of the bishop by the Queen,
unless she should delegate that authority to synod when such a body were established. The bishop was to have power to
institute to benefices, grant licenses to officiate, and exercise the power of visitation and spiritual discipline. Each parish
was to have from three to five trustees, elected at a meeting of parishioners who had contributed at least one pound to
parish funds in the previous year, and there were to be three to five diocesan trustees who would be elected at a meeting of
all the parochial trustees. In parishes where the greater part of the stipend was provided locally, the incumbent was to be
nominated to the bishop by the parish trustees, and it was provided that,

The Bishop unless he shall know the said person so presented to him to be unfit and improper shall institute the said
person so presented to him, and grant him a license to officiate.303

It was provided that the bishop was not to refuse to institute a priest on the grounds of insufficiency of stipend provided, nor
for any other reason except personal unfitness. After appointment he could not be removed by the bishop.

If this bill had passed, it would have destroyed the whole basis of ecclesiastical organisation and discipline that Bishop
Tufnell was endeavouring to build up in Queensland. The qualification for voting was entirely a financial one: there was no
requirement for electors of the trustees to be communicants or even attendants at Anglican worship. The bishop was to
have no say whatever in the appointment of clergy, having only an indefinite vote on the grounds of personal unfitness ,
whatever that might be construed to mean. Consequently there could be no planning in the most strategic placement of the
men available, and the way would be opened for clerical sycophants to be appointed to important cures by pandering to
public opinion. Then, the bishop was required to license the clergyman so appointed, with no legal power of discretion;
and no grounds whatever were provided for the bishop to remove a clergyman, even on grounds of heresy or immorality.

As the debate proceeded, opinion in parliament hardened against the bill. Petitions of protest poured in from almost every
parish in the diocese. Non-conformist members suspected the bill as a veiled attempt to establish the Church of England,
while the more moderate Anglican members began to recognise that it was in effect an attack on the bishop s personal
authority. The debate was fierce, and the supporters of the bill descended into bitter attacks on Tufnell s administration,
which in turn only hardened the opposition of good churchmen like John Douglas, who had at first been inclined to support
the bill. 304 At a critical stage news arrived of the Privy Council s momentous decision on the Colenso case, which had the
effect of destroying the legal value of the letters patent by which colonial bishops were appointed in self-governing
colonies.®® The alteration thus implied in the legal position of the colonial churches made a thorough re-consideration of
the whole situation necessary, and provided a convenient excuse for the withdrawal of the bill.306

It was unlikely, however, that the bill as it stood could have passed through parliament, and the unexpected strength of the
opposition to it may be inferred by R.R. Mackenzie s sarcastic parting shot:

The clergy had shown they could get up petitions. He was glad of it. He hoped they would be able to raise
subscriptions as well.307

So the attempt of a section of the laity to introduce a Church of England Bill proved abortive: yet even the opponents of the
hill recognised that some definite legal action must soon be taken, and the Colenso judgement rendered this quite
imperative. Hitherto the Church of England in the colonies had been regarded as simply an extension of the church in the
home country, having the same legal standing and the same relationship to the Crown. It was by letters patent of the
Crown that new dioceses were created and bishops appointed, and it was from these letters patent that the bishops had
derived their powers of administrative jurisdiction (as distinct from the purely spiritual functions of the episcopal order, which
were conveyed to them by virtue of their consecration). In crown colonies this arrangement was till valid; but in self-
governing colonies like Queensland the situation was quite different. As the judgment stated:

%02 Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 1865, Despatch no. 15.

%03 Brishane Courier, 17 May 1865. The bill is quoted in full in this paper.

%% 1hid., 24 May 1865: report of Second Reading debate is given in detail.

3% John William Colenso, Bishop of Natal, had been deposed as bishop on the ground of heresy by Bishop Robert Gray, of
Capetown, acting as metropolitan of the church in South Africa, on the basis of the authority conferred in his letters patent.
On appeal, the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council decided that Gray had no authority to depose Colenso, because of
the Queen(s letters patent conferred no authority in a self-governing colony. This judgement was relevant to bishopsin all
the self-governing colonies. For further details of the Colenso dispute, see Burnett, B.B.., Anglicansin Natal, Chap. 4.

%% Thjs was the reason advanced by the governor: Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 10 July 1865, Despatch no. 43.

%07 Brishane Courier, 8 July 1865.
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We therefore arrive at the conclusion that although in a Crown Colony, properly so called, or in cases where the letters
patent are made in pursuance of an Act of Parliament .a bishopric may be constituted and ecclesiastical jurisdiction
conferred by the sole authority of the Crown, yet that the letters patents of the Crown will not have any such effect or
operation in a colony or settlement which is possessed of an independent legislature.308

The effect of this judgment was revolutionary. It meant that Bishop Tufnell was thrown back entirely on the spiritual powers
inherent in his episcopal office, without any legal backing from the civil power. It placed the Church of England in exactly
the same status as other Christian communions in the colony,3% with this exception, that the Anglican Church had evolved
no internal constitutional arrangements to take the place of what had hitherto been provided by the external authority of the
state. It was now apparent that action must be taken to put the church in Queensland on a sound constitutional basis. So it
was that when Bishop Tufnell returned from his long sojourn overseas in the middle of 1867, he found a practical unanimity
in the diocese that the time had come to formulate a constitution and establish synodical government.

The bishop arrived back in Brisbane, accompanied by the bride whom he had married in England, to find a reception that
was distinctly cool. His clergy were disquieted by his long absence; some resentment had been aroused by reports from
England of his pleading for money on the basis of the poverty of the diocese;?1° and there was unrest about the failure of
the church to keep pace with expanding settlement in the outlying areas.31t

Nevertheless a few months after his return from England Tufnell convened a diocesan conference of all the clergy and
representative laity to take steps towards the formation of a synod. Even now, there were elements of opposition, this time
in connection with the bishop s requirement that lay delegates to the conference should be communicant members of the
church, and that only communicants should vote at their election. At Ipswich, for example, a move was made to disregard
the bishop s ruling,*2 and the matter was raised again when the conference met. There was still a section of the
community, some of them men in prominent public positions, who wanted a large voice in the affairs of the church, even
though they were not practising churchmen.

The conference met in September 1867, and once it convened, there was a general spirit of goodwill and unanimity which
augured well. All but one of the fifteen clergy of the diocese were present, and twenty-three laymen were on the roll,
representing fourteen parishes and two other districts which were not yet full parishes.33 Among the leading citizens
present as lay representatives were the two judges, Chief Justice Cockle and Mr. Justice Lutwyche, Colonel M.C.
O Connell (President of the Legislative Council) and John Douglas and W.H. Groom (Members of the Legislative
Assembly).

While favouring the establishment of a synod, the bishop made it clear in his opening address that action was being taken
on his initiative, and that there must be no idea that the bishop derived his authority democratically from the synod. This
was the theory of synodical government that some of his opponents were anxious to foster. Speaking of the matter, Tufnell
declared:

It is as Bishop of this diocese that | call on you, the preshyters and laity, to come forward and concur with me in the
great work of administering this diocese, in organizing a system, and giving effect to it when organized. | ask you to
uphold my hands in the responsible and arduous task laid on me In creating a Synod, you, my brethren, are not giving
his jurisdiction to the bishop. We do not ask you to create him, but to share with him a power already his.314

It did not take the conference long to resolve that a synod should be formed: what was more doubtful was the method
which should be adopted to achieve this result. There were two possible methods of procedure, both of which had been
used in the southern dioceses. The first way, which had been adopted in Victoria, was to ask the colonial parliament to
pass a hill giving synod legal status.®> The other method was to proceed by consensual compact, whereby without

%8 | bid., 24 May 1865: Quoted by attorney-general in the Legislative Assembly.

399 This fact had already been recognised by the Privy Council in an earlier case, Long v. Bishop of Capetown, 1863. The
judgment in this case stated: (0The Church of England, in places where there is no Church established by law, isin the
same situation with any other religious body, - in no better, but in no worse position; and the members may adopt, as the
members of any other communion may adopt, rules for enforcing discipline within their body which will be binding on
those who expressly or by implication have assented to them.[J Quoted in Phillimore, Sir. W.G.F.., The Ecclesiastical Law
of the Church of England (Second Edition), Val. ii, p. 1783.

319 Brishane Courier, 16 February 1867.

31 pid., 16 May 1867.

32 | pid., 23 August 1867.

313 The parishes represented were:- St. John(s, Brisbane; Wickham Terrace; Fortitude Valley; South Brisbane; Kangaroo
Point; I1pswich; Toowoomba; Drayton; Warwick; Dalby; Maryborough; Gayndah; Darling Downs (Leyburn);
Rockhampton. The other districts were L utwyche and Toowong.

%14 Brishane Diocesan Conference Proceedings, 1867, Bishop[s Address, p.6.

315 Act of the Colony of Victoria 18 Victoriano 45. Printed in full in Giles, R.A.., op.Cit., p. 247 ff.
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seeking legislative enactment, the members of the church through their chosen representatives, would agree to accept a
particular constitution. This method had been adopted in South Australia and New Zealand.

It was the latter method that was favoured by Tufnell and his advisers, particularly Judge Lutwyche. They took the attitude
that the less the church was tied to the state the better, and that even though it might be necessary later to seek an
enabling hill to safeguard property rights, it would be better for the church to act independently in the first instance.
Lutwyche succinctly summed up his case at the diocesan conference: What the State can give, the State can take
away .36 Memories of the unfortunate debates in parliament in connection with the 1865 bill, when the church s business
was openly discussed and criticised, were probably still in the minds of most members of conference.

It was with general relief that the conference finally agreed to proceed by the method of consensual compact, and
appointed a committee to formulate a constitution for the diocese, which might be adopted by the first synod the following
year. The two judges, Cockle and Lutwyche, both sat on this committee, and the latter was undoubtedly the guiding hand
behind the constitution that was drawn up.3l” The following year the constitution was duly adopted by the new synod, and
the constitutional organisation of the diocese was completed two years later, in 1870, when the Corporation of the Synod of
the Diocese of Brishane was constituted under the provisions of the Religious and Charitable Institutions Act of 1861.318

The constitution of the diocese was an important document. It provided for the establishment of a synod, to be held
annually, and the powers of synod were clearly defined. It could make its own rules as to the qualifications of members and
electors; it could determine the mode of the appointment of clergy to parishes; make provision for a judicial tribunal to
decide questions of doctrine and discipline; be responsible for the management of church property; appoint a diocesan
council to act between sessions of synod; elect, or delegate the responsibility for electing, a bishop when the see fell
vacant. Provision was made for the bishop, clergy and other officers of the church to make an act of submission to
synod.319

Perhaps the most important part of the constitution was the declaration of the doctrinal standards of the church in the
Fundamental Provisions of the Constitution.

This Branch of the United Church of England and Ireland in the Diocese of Brishane, doth hold and maintain the
doctrine and sacraments of Christ, as the Lord hath commanded, and as the said United Church of England and Ireland
both receive the same together with the Holy Scriptures and the book known as The Book of Common Prayer, and
administration of the sacraments, and other rites and ceremonies of the Church, according to the use of the Church of
England, together with the Psalter or Psalms of David, pointed as they are to be sung or said in churches, and the form
or manner of making, ordaining, and consecrating bishops, priests, and deacons, and also the articles agreed upon by
the archbishops and bishops of both provinces and the whole clergy in the convocation holden at London, in the year
one thousand five hundred and sixty-two. And the Synod hereinafter constituted for the government of this branch of
the said Church shall also hold and maintain the said doctrine and sacraments of Christ, and all and every of the said
Scriptures, books and articles hereinbefore enumerated.

A proviso was added that there was nothing to prevent synod from adopting such alterations to these books and
formularies as might be adopted by the church in England.

In this rigid attachment to the Prayer Book of 1662 and the Thirty-nine Articles were the seeds of future tension. It was
natural enough that the fathers of the diocese should want to maintain the precise forms of the English church, both for the
sake of sentiment, and as a convenient means of ensuring uniformity.320

Yet the adherence to the exact letter of the traditional liturgical forms and articles of religion was to prove something of a
straight jacket as the church faced changing social, intellectual and liturgical conditions in the century that followed. By its
constitution the Diocese of Brishane was legally bound to follow precisely the static rubrics of the 1662 Prayer Book, or
such alterations as might be permitted by an English parliament in which the people of the diocese had no representation.
The temptations and indeed the practical necessity to depart from the letter of the law grew increasingly intense as the
years passed, with consequences that we shall have to trace in the subsequent history of the church.

316 Brishane Courier, 4 September 1867.

317 The committee consisted of: Bishop Tufnell, Archdeacon Glennie, Rev. J. Bliss, Chief Justice Cockle, Mr. Justice
Lutwyche, and John Douglas, M.L.A. Brisbane Diocesan Conference Proceedings, 1867, p.12.

%18 The Corporation of Synod was constituted by letters patent, in the persons of the Bishop, Chairman of Committees of
Synod and Treasurer of Synod. The document is printed in full in Giles, R.A., op cit.,0p cit., p.123

319 The constitution is printed in full in Appendix I. In some detailsit has been altered since 1868, but its main provisions
are till the same.

30 A contemporary historian saw these rigid provisions as a wise antidote to unnecessary litigation. William Coote, Week,
22 September 1877, wrote: [t isimpossible to conceive how much waste of time and how much of dangerous litigation
this wise decision has prevented(]
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At all events a synod was established and the diocese set upon a firm constitutional basis, and that this was accomplished
along generally sound lines was one of Bishop Tufnell s enduring achievements.

Tufnell s constitutional interests were not limited to his own diocese. He saw his diocese as part of a wider Australian
church, and he returned from his visit to England in 1867 with a clearer understanding of the way the Anglican Communion
as a whole was evolving, and of the part the colonial dioceses were to play in it.

The mid-nineteenth century was an ear of great expansion for the Church of England. The first Lambeth Conference in
1867 was itself an indication not only of the overseas growth of the church but of the emergence of a new conception of the
Anglican Church. Instead of consisting simply of the established Church of England and Ireland with colonial appendages it
was becoming a world-wide communion embracing branches in an increasing number of countries. Tufnell looked forward
to a future when the dioceses of Australia would be bound together by some sort of common organisation as a united
branch of the Anglican Communion.

A start had already been made in the unification of the Australian church. The conference of the six Australasian bishops in
1850, convened by Bishop Broughton, had reached a number of significant agreements on matters of common policy,
among which was the decision to establish an Australasian Board of Missions. Bishop Barker in his turn took his
metropolitical duties seriously, and, as we have seen, made an official and lengthy visit to the Diocese of Brisbane, and
delivered a most impressive vitiation charge in St. John s church.®2 There was, however, still no permanent machinery for
the Australian dioceses to speak and act in common, and Bishop Tufnell was one of those to recognise that this deficiency
could only be remedied by the establishment of an effective general synod of the Australian church. Speaking to the 1867
conference on hopes of the eventual reunion of Christendom, he declared:

If we cannot arrive at such a consent of Christendom, yet we can hope that the establishment of Diocesan and
Provincial Synods in the colonies and dependencies of the British Empire may be steps towards enabling our own
widely spreading branch of the pure and reformed Catholic Church of Christ to speak before long with the full voice of
her collective body.322

Accordingly, when Bishop Barker convened a conference to draw up a constitution for a general synod, Tufnell took a keen
interest in the matter. Particularly he took a lead in seeking to give to general synod real and effective powers, and to one
clause of the constitution of general synod he was quite opposed:

No Determination of the General Synod shall be binding upon the Church in any Diocese unless and until such
Determination shall be accepted by the Church in such Diocese.323

Tufnell saw that this provision would cripple general synod, and he proposed an amendment that determinations should
take effect unless they were actually repugnant to some existing ordinance of a diocesan synod or act of a legislature. His
amendment was defeated, but it is significant as marking the emergence of what became a continuous policy of the
Diocese of Brisbane, that really effective power should be given to the central organs of the Australian church. In part this
sprang from the high doctrine of the church held by Tufnell and most of his successors; and it was no coincidence that the
chief opposition to a powerful general synod came from Bishop Barker and the extremely evangelical Diocese of Sydney.

These constitutional developments are scarcely the most exciting part of church history; yet they are significant because
they do symbolise the development that was taking place. A consciousness was growing that the church in Queensland
and Australia was no longer simply a missionary outpost of the home church, but a distinctive branch of the Anglican
Communion, having its own life and requiring its own forms of organisation.

Whilst | believe that the several Dioceses which, by the good providence of God, have of late years been formed in the
province of Australia are an integral part of the Church of England, as to the elements which are essential to the
existence of that Church as a branch of the Holy Catholic Church of Christ, | cannot regard the Church in the colonies as
identical with the Church of England, as to the accident of establishment, which is the result of her connection with the
State.324

The fact that it was possible for the first Bishop of Brisbane to make such a statement towards the end of his episcopate
shows how far the church had already begun to move in the direction of self-government within the fellowship of the
Anglican Communion.

Although the formation of the diocesan synod had the effect of relieving Tufnell of a little of the constant barrage of personal
criticism that had been directed against him since the early days of his episcopate, there were still occasions of friction
between him and his synod and diocesan council. In certain respects, as we have seen, the bishop too readily placed

%21 Brishane Courier, 19 July 1864.

%22 Brishane Conference Report, 1867, Bishops Address, p.6.
3 Minutes, General Conference, 1872, p.61.

%24 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1873, p.6. : Bishop[s address.
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responsibility on the shoulders of the corporate body. The matter of the supply of clergy was a case in point. Unfortunately
synod was more ready to grasp privileges than to fulfil responsibilities.

In some other respects, however, Tufnell continued to insist on the retention of certain prerogatives in his own hands. One
such matter was the appointment of archdeacons. In 1863 Benjamin Glennie had been appointed by Tufnell first
Archdeacon of Brishane; but as Glennie was fully occupied in the big parish of Warwick, he was scarcely able to fulfil
effectively the administrative duties of an archdeacon, though he did act as commissary while the bishop was away in
England. Synod both in 1870 and 1871 urged the appointment of a suffragan bishop or additional archdeacons, and the
diocesan council went so far in 1872 as to suggest the name of a possible new archdeacon.? The bishop, however, took
no notice and refused to be forced into action in @ matter which he regarded entirely as a personal prerogative.

There were other disagreements about respective spheres of authority, but above all the financial issue was still
outstanding. Even after synod was established the bishop made no immediate move to hand over the control of the
properties and funds vested in him. He gave some general account of the nature of the funds at his disposal at the synod
of 1868, but took no further action.3% The result was a thinly veiled attack on him in 1869 in the form of a motion
complaining of the unsatisfactory nature of the situation. The motion was withdrawn, but it was determined to appoint a
select committee to report back to a special synod early in 1870 on the condition of diocesan finances. This committee
carefully cross-questioned the bishop, and its report gives a clear picture of the financial position of the diocese.? It
shows that apart from the £6000 made available by the Colonial Bishoprics Council, a total of almost £16,000 had been
contributed from England towards the funds of the diocese. Expenditure had been almost £17,500, the deficit of £1,500
having been met out of the bishop s own pocket.

This document gives some indication of Bishop Tufnell s considerable achievement in setting the diocese on a secure
economic foundation. Most of the money raised was the result of his own personal exertions: yet there is nowhere any
record of appreciation from synod, but only of complaints that Tufnell had seen fit to plead the poverty of his diocese in
seeking funds. Nor is there any record of appreciation of that fact that Tufnell s own gifts saved the diocese from debt. It
may be true that Tufnell s investment policy was not as successful as it might have been; yet the fact remains that from the
time the finances and properties were vested in synod, the financial position of the diocese began to show a steady decline,
which was to jeopardise the whole economic stability of the diocese. The diocesan council showed great timidity in its
dealings with the finances handed over by the bishop. He offered them either the properties, in which almost £7000 was
invested, or else the money itself. They insisted on the money which was placed out on fixed deposit at 4%32

If these funds had been more enterprisingly invested, there is little doubt that the financial position of the diocese could
have been considerably improved. There was some justification in the comment of a contemporary observer:

The Bishop has been accused of want of energy, but his alleged inertness was gigantic energy compared with the
masterly inactivity of the Synod after his departure.329

Constitutional church government had been achieved. But the fact was that the lay administrators still had much to learn
before it could function really effectively.

vi. Church and People

Looking back from a date forty years later Canon Thomas Jones, one of Tufnell s pioneer party, painted a rosy picture of
church life in the 1860s. He recalled people who walked miles to church, and came three times a Sunday, and he had
memories of every head of a family being at church.330 The Church in Brishane was well attended because everybody
used to go to Church then .33

These were the recollections of an old man: the contemporary statistical records present, however, a less glowing picture.
It is true that in the sixties in Brishane churches were fairly full: St. John s recorded an ordinary Sunday attendance of 300
in the morning and 250 in the evening, while the Wickham Terrace church averaged 300 in the morning and 375 in the
evening. According to the official return the average Sunday attendances for the whole diocese were 2170 in the morning
and 2750 in the evening, besides 500 at week-day services (referring mainly to mid-week evening services in small country
centres). We must remember, however, that at this time, in 1869, the Anglican population of Queensland was only slightly

5 Minutes, Brisbane Diocesan Council, 21 February 1872.
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less than 40,000, so that even supposing that the morning and evening congregations comprised entirely different people,
there was still only a small minority of nominal Anglicans at church on a Sunday.3%?

However, it must be remembered that a large number of people lived in places where regular church-going was impossible,
while there were many others who attended church fairly frequently, though not every Sunday, so that the total number of
people in contact with church life was reasonably high.33

There was, at all events, a clear improvement on church attendances on that of the previous decade, chiefly as a result of
the pastoral work of the larger number of clergy who were now in the diocese.

A large proportion of the more prominent numbers of the community  those who through wealth or position occupied the
public eye seems to have attended church with some regularity, and to have desired to play an active part in church
affairs. Many members of parliament and leading professional men fell into this category. It was a sign of respectability to
go to church, and though the pew-letting system was beginning to decline, it was still common for well-to-do citizens to
retain a family pew in their parish church. In 1869 nine of the old-established churches still had a pew-letting system for a
proportion of their sittings. Indeed, an attempt by Bishop Tufnell to restrict the number of rented pews at the Wickham
Terrace church aroused considerable opposition from a section of the congregation. The bishop regarded pew rents as
one of the chief causes of the estrangement of the labouring classes from the church. In this regard his thinking was far in
advance of that of most of the leading laymen.33

The church services were rather lengthy by twentieth century standards, and still generally consisted of Matins, Litany and
Ante-Communion. A move was made in the synod of 1871 chiefly with lay support for the shortening of the services in
the summer months, and certainly services lasting up to two hours in the middle of the day must have been very trying,
especially in view of the heavy clothing then common and the poor ventilation of most of the churches.3% The hishop,
however, regarded the desire to shorten services with some disfavour:

You, my brethren of the laity, ought not to desire to be deprived, and you, my brethren of the clergy, ought not to be
willing, without good reason, to withhold any portion of the spiritual food and sustenance which, in the wisdom and piety
of the Church, has been provided for our people. | recently took particular notice, and | found that the usual Morning
Prayer, together with the Litany, ante-Communion office, and a sermon of reasonable length, with the singing of two
hymns and the playing of a short voluntary before the sermon, with the repetition by the choir of the Gloria at the
conclusion of each psalm and a chanting of the canticles and the responses after the Commandments, occupied exactly
one hour and forty minutes; and when | remind you that two hours is often not considered too long a time to devote to an
evening s amusement  nay, that some feel themselves aggrieved if the entertainment provided does not occupy at
least that time  you will, I think, acknowledge that it is not unreasonable, at least during the winter months, that one
hour and forty minutes should be devoted to the Sunday morning service when we remember that the whole of the day
is the Lord s.336

There was as yet little thought of counteracting the sub-tropical climatic conditions by means of services earlier in the
morning, though Glennie s diary contains one reference to a service at 8 a.m. At least one observant visitor from England
was inclined to put part of the blame for the spiritual backwardness of the Church of England in the colony on the absurd
tenacity shown by the ministers in adopting the very long services, of which so many complain in England, and which, in a
tropical climate, are simply intolerable .33

The ideal, so far as church buildings themselves were concerned, was to make them replicas of the churches of the old
country., This was very natural in a period when a large section of the population laymen as well as clergy  were
English-born and were anxious to keep things as they had known them at home. People tend to be particularly
conservative in so personal and intimate a part of their lives as their religion. The consequence was that pseudo-Gothic
architecture, then flourishing in England, became the normal style of ecclesiastical building, and even wooden churches
were built with the steep roofs and high pointed windows of the Gothic style. Thus the original Wickham Terrace church

%2 A striking indication of the way the church must have been out of touch with many of those who were nominally
Anglicansis given in the official returns of marriages. 1n 1865, for example, only 158 marriages were solemnised in the
Church of England, compared with 305 in the Roman Catholic Church and 190 in the Presbyterian Church, both of which
bodies were distinctly inferior in numbersto the Church of England. SeeV. & P.., QlId Parlt., 1866, p.1101. One factor
in this loss of weddings to other churches was, however, the license fee which made it more expensive to be married in an
Anglican church. See Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1879, p.20.

33 Figures based on statistical returns attached to Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1869-70.

334 Brishane Courier, 20 February 1864.

%% Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1871, p.15.
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was widely criticised for not being of ecclesiastical design, because it had a low-pitched roof. The popular ideal was
summed up by the description of a new pseudo-Gothic wooden church at Lutwyche:

The architect has endeavoured to produce, as far as the materials at his disposal would admit, a building which should
remind those who frequented it of the quiet English village church, and at the same time prove the possibility of
combining the ecclesiastical character with the use of common every day materials.338

While the numbers attending church were fairly large  at least by the standards of a later age when church-going was less
fashionable  there was much vagueness of doctrine and a low level of communicant life. The total number of
communicants recorded in the whole diocese in 1869 was only 830. St. Johns , for example, with its morning congregation
of 300, had only 50 communicants on its roll. The Wickham Terrace church, under the definite teaching of Thomas Jones,
did better with 150. The Country districts often had a poorer record, and Roma parish could record only 6 communicants.
Monthly Communions were still the normal practice, and the greater part of the congregation left the church before the
Communion itself.

The clergy whom Tufnell introduced were for the most part, however, men under the influence of the Oxford movement,
and it was not long before they began to mould the doctrinal outlook of the diocese and its habits of worship. Colonial
hishops generally gathered around them men of the same school of thought as themselves, and as we have seen the
introduction of clergy depended primarily on the bishop. Tufnell, though he was no extremist, was a relatively advanced
churchman for his day, and he attracted priests of similar churchmanship. The same was happening in the opposite
direction in Sydney, where the strongly evangelical Bishop Barker was filling his diocese with low churchmen. There was in
consequence already discernible the cleavage in standards of churchmanship that was to mark the development of the
dioceses of Brishane and Sydney. The differences in churchmanship tended to harden along the lines of diocesan
boundaries, and they were more prominent than in England because the clergy who came to the colonies included some
who were enthusiasts for winning a new diocese to their particular ecclesiastical party. They were either enthusiastic
evangelicals or enthusiastic catholics: the great bulk of middle-path men were not so keen on the hardship of colonial
service and preferred to stay at home.

Clashes between the catholic-minded clergy and the vaguely low-church laity of Brishane were inevitable. Already in some
of the struggles that we have noted between the bishop and some of the laymen there was an element of doctrinal
cleavage; for Tufnell s conception of episcopal authority was part of his catholic doctrine of the church as a divine society, in
which the bishop had the right to exercise apostolic functions. Closely linked with this understanding of the church was an
emphasis on the importance of the sacraments, particularly Holy Communion, and on the value of clothing worship in
dignified and beautiful ceremonial. The ceremonial was still of a very simple kind, but the changing attitude was typified in
a sermon preached by John Sutton at the dedication of the new All Saints church in 1869:

You know the feeling that has been growing up lately for splendour and decoration in the service of God. It may be
running wild here and there, but it is not to be despised or condemned. Thoughtful men knew that it must be so years
ago, apart from its being right or wrong, for there would be a reaction upon the abominably cold, barn-like appearances
of places of worship.33¢

One aspect of this trend to beauty in forms of worship was the greater attention being paid to music in church services. In
the forties, music had been little employed, and was still rather crude in Brisbane in the 1850 s. Bishop Tufnell, however,
introduced the Salishury Hymn Book, which he had used in England, and encouraged singing to beautify and enliven
church services.3 The appointment of R.T. Jefferies to take charge of the music at St. Johns in 1873 marked an
improvement in musical standards: applications were invited for boys and men for a properly trained choir; the Sunday
services were made fully choral; and an anthem was sung at both morning and evening services. It was a beginning of the
fine performance of church music which had always been in the best tradition of the Church of England.3*

Such changes as these had no special doctrinal significance, yet they were apt to arouse the concern of the conservative
laymen who liked the services to be as they had always been. When changes had a doctrinal basis as well, they naturally
stirred up even more intense emotions. So it was that priests like Duncan Mackenzie at Maryborough, John Sutton at
Gladstone (and later, St. John's, Brishane), Thomas Jones at All Saints, and J.W.D. Hoare at South Brisbane, were all at
some time or other at loggerheads with their congregations on matters of doctrine or worship. What aggravated the matter
was the youth of most of them which caused their teaching to be discounted by some as the exuberances of young men

%38 Brishane Courier 1 December 1866: quoted in Addison, K.H., The Growth of Lutwyche Parish.

9 Quoted in Appendix, Kissick, D.L., All SaintsCiChurch, Brisbane.

90 This hymn book was the cause of heated controversy because of the wording of some of the hymns, especially the one
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who had not yet grown up.3¥2 At all events, changes were soon evident. The sacraments began to be emphasised more,
and the increase in the number of confirmation candidates to 280 by 1869 indicates the fruits of training in definite
standards of churchmanship. Holy Communion was put forward as the chief service of the church, and some of the clergy
in the sixties began to take the eastward position at the altar, instead of following the low-church custom of celebrating at
the north end.®*® Undeterred by cries of popery from some members of their congregations these young priests gradually
moulded a better instructed laity and a more reverent and dignified kind of worship.

The opposition of some of the laity to those trends found expression in the establishment in Brishane of a so-called Free
Church of England. In 1866 the Reverend Edward Tanner, the Maryborough pioneer of evangelical outlook, was brought to
Brishane to assist Thomas Jones at the Wickham Terrace church. In the mornings he held a service at Milton, an
outstation of the parish, but in the evenings, to help accommodate the overflow congregation from the parish church, he
conducted a service in the School of Arts. Many of those who were discontented at St. John s and Wickham Terrace began
to gather around him, and before long there were suggestions that he should commence rival morning services in the city
itself.34 Jones opposed this suggestion, and Tanner in consequence decided to resign and take up an appointment in
Sydney;®> but before leaving, he significantly called upon the people to remember that the church was not composed of
hishop and clergy alone. Tanner himself made no move to form a schismatic body, but the congregation he had gathered
were only too glad when, two years later, the Reverend C. Searle came to Brishane, and without a license from the Bishop
set up a place of worship along evangelical lines.34

Searle described this Free Church of England, as it came to be called, as a refuge to members of the Church of England
from the ritualistic and rationalistic tendencies of the established Church at the present day. 3

After Tufnell had refused to license Searle, he energetically set about raising funds for the building of a church, which was
finally erected in Edward Street and known as Christ Church. For a time a considerable congregation was built up: two
hundred people gathered at a soiree to celebrate the first anniversary,3* and among a festive gathering of 400 the following
year were included C.W. Blakeney, judge and synodsman, and one of the churchwardens of St. John s church. There were
plans for extending the organisation of the Free Church, and of building up a rival system to the official Church of England.

After a time, however, various matters of dissension crept into the life of the Free Church. Bishop Tufnell s continued
refusal to confirm candidates prepared by an unlicensed clergyman created difficulties,?* and under Searle s successor,
the Reverend P.P. Agnew, a priest whose license had been withdrawn by the Bishop of Sydney, the Free Church began to
lose influence.®0 The regular Anglican clergy were anxious to heal the schism,35t and in 1872 a motion was passed in the
diocesan council that the lease of Christ Church be taken over by the Diocese of Brisbane, and that Agnew be appointed a
travelling agent to collect funds on behalf of synod. Tufnell refused to give his sanction to the latter proposal, but the
building was taken over, and the Free Church of England died a natural death.®2 The Free Church had no lasting
significance, but its short-lived existence did reveal the presence of an undercurrent of opposition both to tractarian
innovations and episcopal authority.

It would be a mistake to suppose from this account of doctrinal cleavage that the clergy were nothing but radical young
innovators and the laity simply negative obstructionists. Among them were a few who were more concerned with

%2 One layman at the Wickham Terrace church complained that, CAt present they had alot of youthsthey wanted some
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back to the people, just as massis at St. Stephen($] Brisbane Courier, 2 May 1865. Perhapsit should be mentioned that
the fears of the mal contents were not entirely without justification, as one of the young clergy at thistime, JW.D. Hoare of
South Brishane, later became a Roman Catholic, after hisreturn to England. St. Andrew(s Parish Magazine, December
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controversy than with the extension of the Kingdom of God. But always there was the solid core of the church who,
whatever their opinions on controversial matters of faith or liturgy, pressed on tirelessly in the task of living and spreading
the Gospel. In the country districts, particularly, some of the clergy had to cover vast areas, and were cut off from any
regular fellowship with their fellow priests. In 1869, for example, the one clergyman at Maryborough had to care for twenty
centres; Dalby had 13 centres, and Leyburn 11.353 Travel on horseback or on foot in the rougher districts, and by buggy
elsewhere, was slow and tiresome, though it often had its compensations in the personal contacts that it made possible
along the way. Congregations in most of the little country centres were still small --from 2 to 30 the priest at Maryborough
reported for his services at station homesteads in 1865 --and they varied tremendously according to vagaries of weather.
The work of these country priests was often exhausting, and frequently dispiriting in the lack of response apparently
aroused, yet their annual reports reveal a work carried out faithfully and well 35

If Benjamin Glennie was the typical figure of the church before separation (though, of course, he lived and worked long
after that) it was the Reverend Tommy Jones as he was familiarly known in later days who typified the clergy of the
Tufnell and Hale era. Coming to Queensland with Tufnell s party in 1860, Jones served more than half a century in the
diocese, until his death in 1918.

Jones was a product of the Oxford movement, and his outlook was always strongly catholic. Towards the close of his life
he wrote:

| am disappointed. The church is losing her hold on the people, both here and at home in the old country. The mind of
the Church of England is not yet moving in the direction of the Catholic Revival, and there is no hope for the Church until
she gets out of the groove she is in. Respectability has killed us; we are out of touch with the working man.3%5

In that statement is revealed the nature of his catholicism. He was not merely concerned with the outward trappings of
religion, though he as much as anyone was a lover of beauty and dignity in the furnishing of churches and the ceremonial
of worship.36 But his was a catholicism that looked outwards to embrace all men and sought to fulfil their deepest needs;
and because he believed that the Church of England as it existed in the nineteenth century was not embracing all men nor
meeting their deepest needs, he felt it as his mission to take some part in changing the outlook of the church. The right
way, he believed, would be found in taking a path which avoided the extremes of Puritanism on the one hand and the
errors of the Papacy on the other .357

Behind all that Jones did was a spirit of love and zeal for souls; and so strong were his convictions that he was prepared to
fight with all his power against anyone who stood in the way of what he conceived to be right be it the bishop or the ultra-
respectable members of his congregation. A comment was made on him later in his life by one who was a shrewd judge of
men : A warm-hearted, turbulent, eccentric person Is inclined to be agin the government 3% |t was a fair judgment;
and in his early years, until he became something of an institution, Jones was frequently involved in controversy. He had
arguments with his congregation; he not infrequently led attacks in synod and diocesan council on some of Bishop Tufnell s
policies; he was almost refused institution to a benefice by Bishop Hale on a complaint on ritual matters made by
Archdeacon Glennie;®¢ and it was only through the intervention of Sir James Dickson that Bishop Webber agreed to
license him again after a bitter disagreement on policy. Yet he always came through, and rather enjoyed the scrap, and
ended his life universally beloved by all who knew him.360

The thing above all that endeared Jones to his fellow citizens was that with all his strong opinions there was nothing of the
bigot in him. At a time when rigid sabbatarianism prevailed in the church at large, Jones could be seen on a Sunday
afternoon umpiring a cricket match at one end, while the Reverend John Sutton umpired at the other end  provided the
players had been to church in the morning.26! He regularly patronised the theatre, much to the disgust of some of the Non-
conformists. The puritanical Queensland Evangelical Standard was particularly incensed on one occasion when the
majority of the Anglican clergy of Brisbane doubtless including Jones  went to see Hamlet instead of going to a meeting
of the Bible Society. The modern theatre cannot safely or consistently be patronised by clergymen , thundered the
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journal.262 When Jones dared suggest in a sermon that it might be the church s role to purify the stage, the same paper
was horrified: the stage was not to be purified, but condemned. 363

Jones character had all the ingredients -- love, generosity, zeal, definiteness, loyalty and unconventionality  that appealed
to his fellows, and once the bitterness of the earlier disputes in which he played a part was forgotten, he became an almost
legendary figure, outside the bounds of the church as much as within it. Perhaps more than any other single figure he
helped to shape the direction of the early development of the Church of England in Queensland, and to set it on the path of
broad catholic outlook that was consistently to be its mark. On Jones death, his place in the history of the church in
Queensland was summed up by Canon E.C. Osborn:

No clergyman who has laboured in the Church in Queensland has ever won such love and affection as Canon Jones did
during the years he lived and worked among us.364

It was not only among the clergy that great zeal and devotion was manifested in the early life of the diocese. At a time
when the numbers of clergy were hopelessly inadequate to meet the needs of expanding settlement, much inevitably
depended on the work of faithful lay men and women. In not a few places, in town and country alike, services were
regularly maintained by lay readers when clergy were not available, and so people who might have lost the habit of church-
going were kept within the active life of the church. In his address to the first synod Bishop Tufnell particularly made
mention of men like Macarthy and Drew, Lutwyche and Nicholson, who kept church services going in the outer parts of
Brishane; in the country the work of laymen was even more important. Tufnell envisaged the use of laymen as a positive
way of overcoming the shortage of clergy.® In order to put the whole matter on a sound footing he went to pains to draw
up definite rules for the licensing and demeanour of lay readers.®¢ He hoped to use the laity not only for conducting
services in the absence of a clergyman, but also for visiting and teaching. To some extent these hopes were fulfilled: the
Sunday schools were staffed by laymen (or rather, more commonly, by lay women), and some visiting was done, chiefly in
connection with canvassing for money. For the most part, however, it must be admitted that it proved difficult to persuade
the laity to engage in positive evangelistic work.

At least on some of the country homesteads it was the custom for the family and members of the staff to gather together on
Sundays while the head of the household read prayers and together they sang some well-known hymns. In such cases
Sunday was observed as a real day of rest from unnecessary labour, and even reading had to be restricted to suitable
books. In this way the practice of the spiritual life was maintained, even though the normal ministrations of the church were
unavailable.37

Meanwhile in most of the little centres of population there were the faithful few among the laity whose outstanding devotion
was the mainspring of local church life. Often working under very unfavourable conditions, and among people who were
apathetic or hostile to religion, their loyalty and faith was a great inspiration. Such were John Nicholson, and his wife Mary,
pioneers of church life at Grovely on the outskirts of Brishane, whose surviving letters reveal a vivid picture of Christian
devotion at its best. Their simple evangelical religion was intensely real, and it was their great labour of love to spread the
same spirit among those with whom they came into contact. A letter of Mary Nicholson describing a typical Sunday reveals
something of their zeal:

After family prayers, Mr. N. goes to the Germans with his Bible and dictionary. They with their Bibles follow him, and
trace a great deal. He teaches them in fact wholly by texts. At 10.30 the boys come. | begin with them all. At 11 Mr. N.
returns, and takes the deaf pupil who necessarily requires exclusive teaching. We keep them till 12 or 12.30, according
to circumstances, beginning and ending with prayers. About mile distant, at the end of one of the Banana Groves,
you would see from our door the top of a white canvas tent, glistening in the sun - this is the abode of Irish laborers. We
send them books in the morning, and about 2 p.m. Mr. N. goes to them and remains till 3. On his return we look out the
Psalms, Lessons and Sermons, and prepare for the 4 o clock service. Preparation is needed, and rest too | assure you,
for this teaching is not so easy as it used to be in the Sunday School -- it is a great strain and requires more effort. We
have two rows of seats all the way down each side of our long table, at the end of which is a raised desk, covered with a
piece of damask -- on which is placed a cushion and on this is our dear large Bible. Mr.N. stands in front of this -- on his
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which were both aspects of the anti-Puritanism of the catholic-minded clergy. Speaking of a colourful servicein All
SaintsCchurch, the Standard snorted: [When men in ecclesiastical robes can perform such comedies in the Church on
Sundays no one can wonder that they should go to the theatre on a week-evening] 8 November, 1879.

%% Church Chronicle, September 1918.

%5 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1869 : Bishop(s address, pp. 5-6.

%6 | pid., 1871, p.43.

%7 For example, see Banks, Mary M., Memories of Pioneer Days in Queensland, p.40. She remarks that these bush
Sundays, though restricted, were happy.
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right are 3 deaf hearers, and 2 rows of lads and boys -- on the left are chairs for females -- at the back and in front are
forms for girls  You see our attainments are not very great at present -- still we must be thankful for the day of small
things.

O may God in his mercy grant that a blessing may come to many in this house, and that the seed which is here sown
may spring up and bear fruit to His glory! To get hold of the rising population in this land is indeed very important.368

The simple delight that the Nicholsons enjoyed in making plans for building their little church, and their hopes for making it a
spiritual centre for the district shows their real love for their church and all that it stood for. In their own paddocks forty
thousand bricks were made for the church, and little by little they watched it rise. They had the governor to lay its
foundation stone, and finally the church of St. Matthew's, Grovely was complete. Outside their district they were little
known: but it was such people as these who made the church the power that it was in the life of the community.

On 28 February 1874 Bishop Tufnell sailed for England. He had not formally resigned the see, and little public notice was
taken of his departure. Yet it came as no surprise when news came through from England that the bishop had resigned,
and indeed as early as September, 1873, the Colonial Church Chronicle had foreshadowed this decision. Tufnell was not
anold man he was still only 60 years of age but he was weary. He was weary not so much from the physical exertion
of an extensive diocese as from the mental strain of striving to fulfil a huge task in the face of opposition even from some
whom he might have expected to be on his side. There were not many regrets at his departure. His opponents, both
outside the church and within it, blamed him for the imperfections in the church, and even his friends and supporters
admitted that in some respects he had not been eminently successful.? It was no doubt with a considerable sense of
personal relief that Bishop Tufnell laid down the cares of office.

Yet looking back with the perspective that time can give, we may say that Tufnell s achievement was greater than either his
friends or his antagonists gave him credit for at the time. He came to Brisbane with definite principles, unpopular though
they might be: and in fact most of his principles were much sounder than his contemporaries recognised.

He had a vision of the diocese as a branch of the Anglican Communion, within the wider Catholic Church; he knew what the
role of a bishop should be; he saw the need for sound long-term organisation in manpower, finance and ecclesiastical
administration. These were things that many people in Queensland quite failed to understand. The pity was that he lacked
the ability to handle men, to take influential men into his confidence, and to take the advice of wise friends. He never quite
understood the differences between the colony and the home country, and the consequent adaptations in planning that
these differences necessitated. This was what brought about the failure of his educational policy. Like many Englishmen
coming to an Australian bishopric he lacked the flexibility to transplant successfully the English church into Australian soil.
The Australian church was still too English to plant, and was finding climatic conditions in Queensland very trying.

Tufnell knew where he wanted to go, and he got part of the way to his goal. He established a sound form of synodical
government; he increased the number of clergy from 3 to 25, with a corresponding growth in parochial organisation; he saw
buildings spring up throughout the settled parts of the diocese; he gathered together a sum of money sufficient to put the
diocese on its feet. But though he knew where he wanted to go, he failed to take his people -- certainly his laymen, and to
a lesser extent even his clergy  with him. There was a gap between hishop and diocese, a gap which the diocese was
constantly seeking to close by breaking down the bishop s plans; and it was insofar as Tufnell allowed his plans to be
broken down that he failed. Under constant provocation he allowed too much power to fall into the hands of laymen and
clergy whose outlook was parochial rather than diocesan, and the danger was that unless a strong bishop should succeed
him, the diocese might drift from the unity which Tufnell had sought to a kind of Episcopal congregationalism.

One contemporary observer, who differed from most of his fellows in his estimate of Tufnell s episcopate, made a fair
judgment:

| affirm that in addition to laying a firm foundation for the maintenance of the Bishopric, he was a moving efficient
instrument in educing out of confusion and disorder, an organised system which, adequately worked, would leave the
Anglican Church in the colony second to none in a vigorous vitality.37

368

Nicholson Papers, Oxley Memorial Library.

%9 For example, the antagonistic Queensland Evangelical Standard, 16 December 1875: [t was a great misfortune, both
for the Episcopal Church and for the colon 'y, that her first Bishop in Queensland possessed so few qualifications for the
office he was appointed to fulfilJ Cf. the estimate in the Australian Churchman, 3 March 1877, with no particular axeto
grind: [No one who knows anything of the Queensland diocese will aver that his episcopate was a success(]

370 Week, 27 October 1877, article The Anglican Church in Queensland(] probably by William Coote. A similar
favourable judgment on Tufnell was expressed by Sir Maurice OlConnell, Brisbane Courier, 22 July 1874.
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The tragedy was that through short-sightedness and inefficiency on the part of various people the system was not
adequately worked. The episcopate of Tufnell s successor saw the increasing failure of a system which was essentially
sound, but which was not given a chance to operate as intended.
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CHAPTER 7: THE DRIFT TO CONGREGATIONALISM.

i. Mathew Blagden Hale : Second Bishop of Brisbane

Not long before Bishop Tufnell's resignation, one of the parochial councils of the diocese had passed a somewhat
impertinent resolution. Among other opinions it affirmed that His Lordship is too far advanced in years to perform the
arduous duties of a missionary Bishop 31 At that time Dr. Tufnell was less than sixty. In 1875 the Right Reverend
Mathew Blagden Hale, Bishop of Perth, was appointed Bishop of Brishane. He was aged sixty-four! Therein lies much of
the story of the Brishane episcopate of Dr. Hale.

As a result of the changed legal status of the colonial church since Tufnell had been appointed, the selection of the second
Bishop of Brisbane was no longer a matter for the Crown. By the new constitution of the diocese, the bishop was to be
elected by synod from nominees submitted by the clergy. The right of electing their own bishop was a novel matter for
members of synod, and in fact this was the first time that any Australian diocese was in a position to exercise the right of
election.®2There was consequently considerable interest in the special session of synod that met in November 1874 under
the presidency of Archdeacon Glennie to proceed to the election. Glennie himself urged that a clergyman already in the
colonies should be elected,®”® but though the clergy favoured proceeding to election, the majority of the lay synodsmen
wanted the right of appointment delegated to the Archbishop of Canterbury. As a result of this failure of the orders to
agree, the appointment lapsed to the Australian bench of bishops.374

There was one striking thing, however, that synod did: with grand assurance it guaranteed the next hishop a stipend of
£1000, from which he was to meet all expenses, including travelling costs. The fact that Bishop Tufnell had never received
much more than £400 a year did not deter them: nor did it lead them to devise new ways of raising the additional money
required. Nevertheless, the promise was made and kept: but only by drawing upon general diocesan funds to such an
extent that the bishop had to make considerable contributions from his stipend to keep the diocese solvent.

It was Bishop Augustus Short of Adelaide who was chiefly responsible for selecting Hale for the vacant see. Hale and
Short had been friends for years, and when Short had been appointed first Bishop of Adelaide in 1847, he had taken Hale
with him to be his archdeacon. The primate, Bishop Barker, concurred in his appointment to Brisbane, probably glad that a
man of known evangelical views should go there. Hale himself, however, was aware of the doubts raised by his advanced
years, particularly as he had suffered considerable discomfort from lumbago during his last year in Perth.3”> He wrote in a
letter:

| remonstrated against their putting a man of 64 in such a position. But nevertheless, as | have always professed to go
by duty and not by choice, | said that if the Bishops should unanimously say that it would be for the Church s advantage
that | should go, 1should consider that a sufficient indication of my duty and would go.376

The disqualifying effect of Hale s age is further underlined by the fact that when he had contemplated resigning the see of
Perth in 1870 in his sixtieth year, it had been remarked that a few years more must, in all human probability, saddle him
with very serious hindrances to the performance of duties such as necessarily fall to the lot of a Bishop in an Australian
Diocese .37 However, it was eighteen months since Bishop Tufnell had left. The bishops were anxious to fill the gap, so
they agreed unanimously that Hale was the right man, and following the call of duty Bishop Hale accepted translation from
Perth to Brisbane.

Mathew Blagden Hale came from a well-known English family, and was descended from the eminent judge, Sir Mathew
Hale.3"8 During his period at Cambridge he had come under the influence of Harold Browne, a deeply earnest and powerful
evangelical, who later became Bishop of Ely; and Hale himself remained in the evangelical tradition throughout his life.37
On his election to Brisbane he had already been twenty-eight years in Australia. As Archdeacon of Adelaide, he had had
wide experience hoth of pastoral and administrative work, as well as some years experience of aboriginal missionary work

3™ Minutes, All Saintsl] Brisbane, Parochial Council, quoted in Kissick, D.L.., All SaintsCChurch, Brisbane, p.51.

372 pustralian Churchman, 14 November 1874.

37 Among those favoured for the position were Canon Vance of Melbourne and Dean Russell of Adelaide, though the
name of the Reverend Lord Charles Hervey, who had paid avisit to Queensland to see his son not long before, had also
been mentioned. Australian Churchman, 17 October 1874 and 7 November 1874.

%" | bid., 19 December 1874.

3> Alexander, F. (Ed.) Four Bishops and their See, p.29

376 Typescript, Hale Family Letters, p. 604, in possession of the bishop(s son, Mr. Arthur Hale, of Redcliffe.

37 Australian Churchman, 23 July 1870.

378 |t was a family tradition that the Christian name be spelt with one 0 For biographical details of Bishop Hale see
Appendix 11.

3" Hawtrey, C.L.M.., The Availing Struggle, p.40.
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on the mission station which he founded at Poonindie. He had always been keen on mission work, especially among those
whose condition was particularly depressed. Indeed, his first thought after ordination had been to go to the West Indies to
try to do something to alleviate the condition of the negroes there, and it was this kind of pastoral work among the least
privileged groups in society that was always his first love.

As first Bishop of Perth Hale had had to do the same kind of pioneering work that had fallen to Tufnell in Brisbane. He did
this work capably, though hardly brilliantly, for his strong point was direct pastoral work with individuals and small groups
rather than administration or large-scale planning.® Why he should have been considered specially suited for Brisbane is
a mystery, except perhaps as a reward for long and faithful service, though at that time the Diocese of Brishane afforded a
scarcely more rewarding field of labour than did Perth.

In many respects Hale s long experience of Australian conditions was of advantage for his episcopate in Brisbane. There
was not the need for acclimatisation and adaptation that was necessary for most newly arrived bishops from England. Yet
there were, at the same time, real disadvantages. Obviously, Hale was an elderly man, with his best years already behind
him. If the Diocese of Brishane had already become a settled and developed organism, whose life was running on an even
course, the maturity and wisdom that come with age might well have been of great value. But the church in Queensland
was still in its pioneering phase. There was need for vision and vital initiative to consolidate the somewhat shaky
beginnings that had been made. This was not the work for a man of 64. It was not that Hale was lacking in energy: in fact,
he displayed great zeal and hardiness more than his younger predecessor in long pastoral tours through the bush. But
he had passed beyond the youth that sees visions, and makes great plans, and vigorously carries them into effect. Hales
instinctive reaction was not far wrong when he wondered whether he was not already too old for the task.

There was another disadvantage in Hale s long sojourn in Australia. He was no longer in close contact with England: he
had no doubt grown away from his friends at home. This meant that he lacked those personal contacts, so essential for
colonial bishops in the formative stages of their dioceses, which alone could ensure a regular flow of men and money to
keep the work of the diocese going. The time had to come, of course, when the colonial church would have to stand on its
own feet; but that time had not yet arrived. At this stage, so much depended on the bishop s personal ability to command
resources of men and money. In Hale s time the flow of clergy from England dwindled to a trickle; the large gifts of money
from private subscribers in England almost ceased; and even the regular grants from the S.P.G. were discontinued. The
result was a creeping paralysis which gradually came over the organised corporate life of the diocese.

Hale himself was a quite saintly man: the greatly beloved Bishop Hale , was the fitting description of him given by one of
his clergy.381He was a man of deep spiritual life, who firmly believed that every task must be undertaken in the spirit of faith
and prayer. Pray, my dear friends! Pray earnestly! Pray continually! %2 This was the keynote that he sounded in his first
speech in Brisbane, and it was a precept which he practised himself. He saw every setback as a call to more earnest
prayer, an opportunity for deeper faith: and his love of God overflowed into an abundant love for his fellow man, especially
when he saw them downtrodden or oppressed. He had a fervent evangelical zeal for the souls of men, and this provided
the incentive for his long pastoral tours, strenuous undertakings for a man of his years. West he travelled as far as
Charleville, north to Blackall, back eastward to Rockhampton and the coastal towns.38 He preferred to show his care for
the western people and to underline the need for regular ministrations to them by setting an example in his own pastoral
work rather than by preaching about it in Brisbane . That was his method always to show forth in his own life the lessons
that he wanted to teach his people, to show by humble service what the Christian life ought to be. He cut a very different
figure from the popular caricature of the pompous prelate, and a humorous comment in a contemporary journal showed the
contrast which people observed between his methods and those of his predecessor:

Episcopacy is going to the native dogs of late. Clear-starching is at a discount, and leather gaiters take the place of
cloth ones. We should like to know what sort of a bishop this Dr. Hale is, to be making a more practical matter of
religion in the way he does. Why cant he remain quietly in his study at Bishopsbourne, and write theses against
something or somebody, and get his name up? Who is he that he should rob his office of all dignity, by neglecting the
parochial visitations to which we have always been accustomed in the shape of episcopal visits to Queen-street in a
buggy driven by a staid but lean coachman, and drawn by a staid and sacerdotal gelding, the whole turn-out somehow
suggestive of a form of prayer for persons afflicted with shopping? How can we be expected to have any respect for a
prelate who goes scampering away to the Never-Never country on horseback, to the utter disarrangement of his

%0 For further details of Halels Perth episcopate see the relevant chapters in the histories of the church in West Australia,
viz., Alexander, F. (Ed.), Four Bishops and their See, and Hawtrey, C.L.M.. The Availing Strugdle.

%! Archdeacon E.C. Osborn, in Church Chronicle, August 1921.

%2 Brishane Courier, 17 December 1875.

%3 A typical passage from his letters reveals the strenuous nature of hisjournies: 0 have just reckoned up my distance
since |l left Roma, it is 709 miles. | have travelled every day except the Sundays, one day at Mitchell Downs and two days
at Tambo: and thank God, have been extremely well and hearty all the timeld ..C0Hale Family L etters, 23 June 1877.
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necktie Why cant Dr. Hale let things slide, while he takes a trip to England, and enjoys refined society, and
preaches neat sermons about the lack of spiritual ministrations in the enormous diocese under his charge, and make
collections, and then come back and put the higgest portion of them into the endowment fund?384

In a sense Hale s weaknesses as a bishop were the converse side of his very virtues. Like so many of his kind he was no
disciplinarian. His gentleness was such that it required a great deal of provocation before he would take firm action, and
the result was a spirit of indecisiveness in dealing with his clergy. From the beginning there was a rift between himself and
some of his priests, especially those who had worked under Tufnell. Sutton and Jones in particular found Hale s
evangelicalism restrictive after the sympathy which Tufnell had shown to their high church practices, and they were not
always quick to follow the bishop s mild admonitions. From this lack of firm leadership a growing spirit of divisiveness was
discernible in the diocese.

Likewise, Hale s very humility and pastoral zeal made him more ready to do self-denying personal pastoral work than to
organise and depute others to do it. He lacked the ability to delegate work in the right directions: he believed that if he set a
good example, he would lead others to follow but all too often they saw that he was doing the work, and left him to go on
doing it. As a parish priest he would have been splendid faithful, devoted, helpful to individuals. But he lacked the
organising and administrative ability necessary for a bishop in a large diocese. The same fault occurred in financial
matters. Only his own financial sacrifices enabled the diocese to remain solvent; but for the diocese to be supported by its
hishop s private means was a stopgap expedient that could prove ultimately harmful. It was noble of him to make the
sacrifice, but it was not good for the diocese that he should do so.

ii. The Losing Battle

When Hale arrived he was greeted with considerable enthusiasm. His predecessor had not been popular, and the people
welcomed him gladly, and he was greatly encouraged by their warmth:

My reception here is most hearty and encouraging: The people seem quite disposed to do everything they can to help
me. But, under any circumstances, it is a great undertaking.385

The sober comment at the end was well justified; and already at Hale s arrival there were hints of potential dangers in his
proposed policy.

One such indication was given on his arrival, as he replied to the greetings of Archdeacon Glennie and the representative
clergy and laity. He told them that he wanted to leave much responsibility in their hands, as he needed to travel in the
country and see it at first hand. There was much that was praiseworthy in this plan; but the first need of the diocese was
firm leadership from headquarters. For eighteen months there had been no bishop. Glennie had been administering the
diocese, but he was not a forceful administrator. The laymen were greedy for power, but so far they had shown little sign of
the initiative and responsibility necessary to make them effective leaders. Nevertheless the bishop pursued his announced
policy. He declared to his first synod that his place was in the provinces, travelling from place to place, rather than in the
city.388 In his first full year in the diocese, he was able to attend only 10 of the 24 meetings of the diocesan council.37 After
that Hale changed his methods, and spent much more time in Brisbane, partly because he knew the country districts fairly
thoroughly by that time, and partly perhaps because he realised that central direction was a pressing need. But he had
made a bad beginning, so far as the lagging organisation of the diocese was concerned.

The other hint of potential difficulties lay in the disquiet felt by some of the clergy about published reports of Bishop Hale s
friendly relations with the Protestant churches in Western Australia. News had seeped through of extremely affectionate
leave-takings in Perth, and the extreme Protestant paper, the Queensland Evangelical Standard, looked forward to Hale s
arrival with such joyful anticipation that the relatively high church clergy of Brisbane regarded his advent with some
apprehension.®® They were suspicious of what they regarded as a policy of pan-Protestantism, and there was an
underlying current of tension over this matter throughout Hale s episcopate. From time to time this tension developed into

%+ Queenslander, 1 April 1876.
385 Hale Family Letters, 14 December 1875.

%6 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1876, Bishop(s Address, p.7.

%7 | bid., 1877, appendix |, p.iii

8 Queendand Evangelical Standard, 25 November, 1875, gives an account of farewel| to Hale in Perth by the
Congregational ministers of that city; and on 9 December 1875, makes interesting comments on the effect his arrival might
have on the Anglican clergy of Brisbane: [His sympathies appear to be more with Christianity than Romanism, which will
be something new to usin the Anglican Church in Brishane.r An editorial comment in the same issue remarks: [Bishop
Hale, if belonging to the truly Protestant Church of England, as we believe he does, may have some little trouble to

get[ [nost of our clergy[to wear his Protestant spectacles.[]
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an open rift, which was particularly noticeable because it was in the two city churches of St. John s and All Saints that Hale
felt most ill at ease.

The Reverend John Sutton, Rector of St. John s, who was always a difficult man to work with, became especially estranged
from the bishop. The quarrel began in 1877 when Sutton resigned from the diocesan council after a difference of opinion
about the allocation of the S.P.G. grant; and it came to a head when the bishop requested the removal of a cross and
candlesticks from the altar of St. John s following a petition from some of the parishioners. Sutton took no action to comply,
and the bishop finally insisted that they be removed. Sutton unwillingly agreed, but not without making a studied protest
against the bishop s ruling by absenting himself from the synod service held in his own church.38 The following year the
bishop retaliated by breaking with tradition and holding the synod service at All Saints, and quietly but bluntly rebuking
Sutton (without mentioning his name) in his presidential address to synod.3%

This was typical of a kind of friction that continued throughout Hale s episcopate. The catholic-minded clergy, while
appreciating their bishop s zeal, believed that in his dealings with the Non-conformist churches he sat too lightly on
essential principles of the Church of England. Nor was it only the high churchmen who were dubious of Hale s inter-church
relationships. The majority of the clergy had inherited from the traditions of the English establishment strong prejudices
against Non-conformity which they brought with them to Australia, quite apart from doctrinal differences.

To Hale, as an evangelical, many of the things that the high churchmen regarded as essential marks of the church were
simply externals to the Christian life. Nevertheless these differences of outlook need not have caused such nagging
tensions if Hale had been a stronger disciplinarian, and held more tightly the reins of diocesan government. As it was,
trivial differences were magnified by indecisive discipline, and became a constant source of friction. As the church in
Tufnell s time had been weakened by divisions between bishop and laity, so in Hale s time there were frustrating divisions
between bishop and clergy.

Hale already knew from his Western Australian experience that the twin problems of the colonial church were manpower
and money, and he recognised that the supply of the former was partly conditioned by the availability of funds to support
them. When Tufnell left, diocesan finances were by no means adequate; but there was a basis on which to build, and an
energetic organiser could have used Tufnell s foundation to erect a stable diocesan economy. The laymen had claimed
that once financial responsibility was put into their hands there would be no further difficulty. The fact, however, turned out
very differently, and the unreality of the grandiose promise of an Episcopal stipend of £1000 a year was shown by the fact
that pending the arrival of Bishop Hale in 1875 diocesan finances were so parlous that Bishopshourne itself was being let to
tenants from month to month to supplement the meagre income.3%!

The bishop knew from his experience in the west that Anglicans had still not adapted themselves to the situation created by
the discontinuance of state aid,? so he quickly set about trying to accomplish what Tufnell had never succeeded in doing,
in creating a strong central diocesan fund. The movement was launched at a public meeting in Brisbane in 1876. A
General Church Fund was inaugurated to provide a central revenue for the shipment of clergy, assistance for stipends in
bush district, and aid to building projects. Supported by prominent laymen like Charles Lilley and John Douglas, the bishop
called on the people to rally behind the scheme, and particularly stressed the responsibility of the big companies and
property owners to give generously. One speaker hopefully suggested that an income of £5000 per annum should be the
goal.3%

The response, however, was pathetic. The great expectations of general support once the finances were taken out of the
hishop s sole hands remained unfulfilled. The glib promises of sufficient income evaporated, and by the end of 1876 Hale
was so desperate that he carried out his threat to send his resignation of the see to the metropolitan, Bishop Barker. The
decision to resign was a deliberate attempt to stir the diocese from its apathy. The repercussions were immediate: Bishop
Barker addressed a circular letter to Archdeacon Glennie and the clergy and laity of Brisbane. Speaking of Hale's
resignation, the metropolitan commented:

| cannot, however, ask the Bishop to withdraw it, because | know my doing so would be of no use, for this step has not
been taken without much prayerful consideration, and | must add that | cannot but feel that he is fully justified in making
a stand against the narrow congregational system he complains of, and also against the neglect of the too obvious duty
of caring for the people in the country districts.3%

9 | pid., 18 April, 1878, 27 April 1878 and 14 May 1878.

%0 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1879, p.9f.

¥ Minutes, Brisbane Diocesan Council, 27 July 1875.

%9 Brishane Courier, 17 December 1875.

%% | bid., 24 March 1876.

4 Circular letter from Bishop Barker, 5 February 1877. A copy found in Hassall Correspondence Mitchell Library.
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Barker went on to call for real support for the General Church Fund, so that there might be some ground for persuading
Hale to withdraw his resignation.

The threat of resignation had for a time the desired effect. Throughout the diocese there were expressions of regret that
the bishop should contemplate such a step,® and Hale finally relented, and determined that he would himself undertake a
full-scale appeal for funds. Throughout the diocese he travelled: he addressed parochial councils and meetings of
parishioners; he spoke to wealthy landholders and businessmen; and though the work of soliciting funds was far from
agreeable to him, he succeeded in collecting more than £2200 by the middle of 1877, including a contribution of £300 of his
own.3% With some sense of satisfaction he could report to the synod of 1877 that at last the General Church Fund was on a
sound footing.%¥” It was ominous, however, that almost all that had been accomplished was through the bishop s personal
exertion. He could not debase his office to that of permanent fund-collector and it would be wrong for him to do so. But
he hoped that once a start was made it would gather pace under the direction and efforts of the diocesan council and lay
committees, who had been so vociferous in their demands for financial responsibility. The feeling that some measure of
economic stability had been achieved by the diocese was indicated by the enactment by the synod of 1877 of a canon to
establish a Clergy Widows and Orphans Fund.3%

Hale s hopes that a stable system of diocesan finance had finally been achieved were, however, soon dashed to the
ground. At the synod of 1878 it was reported that the General Church Fund appeal had only been fairly responded to .39
By 1879 there was a dangerous decline in the credit balance of the fund, and the defeat of a motion by the laymen that the
stipends of the clergy should be a first call on parish finances indicated a growing lack of confidence in the financial stability
of the diocese.*®

By 1880 the position was becoming critical once more, and the whole tone of the bishop s address to synod was one of
disappointment and discouragement. Hale s own response to the situation was typical:

As matters now stand, it looks as if we must not only abandon all hope of sending the ministration of religion to places
still destitute, but that we must even withdraw the clergymen from the districts which have been recently occupied. | do
pray God with all my heart, that we may not be driven to this extremity | propose that this house, Bishopsbourne
should be let; it ought to, and | have no doubt would, bring in a handsome rent. | could live in a less expensive house,
and the difference between the one rent and the other would be something towards the needful funds. | beg you not to
think that it would be any sacrifice to me to make this exchange: the relief which it would afford to my mind would far
outweigh any personal or family inconvenience.40

It was the sort of fine gesture that Bishop Hale would make, but the suggestion was sufficient to stir the diocesan council to
one of its rare bursts of action. An urgent letter was circulated throughout the diocese, and a select committee was set up
by synod which made constructive recommendations. Unfortunately, however, as so frequently occurred, these positive
proposals were only partially carried out. A paid travelling secretary was appointed, but the most important suggestion for
the establishment of local committees in each parish of the diocese became a dead letter.402

By this time the General Church Fund was £1300 in debt.#%® By means of an intensive campaign the travelling secretary
succeeded in clearing this debt, but only after Hale had promised to pay half of it out of his own pocket if the diocese would
find the rest.4 Yet even this special effort only eliminated the accumulated deficit, and once the emergency appeal was
over, losses mounted at the same desperate rate as before. By May 1881 the diocesan treasurer was insisting that
expenditure must be ruthlessly reduced, and even urged that no more clergy should be brought to the colony until funds
were available.%> To make matters worse, the annual S.P.G. grant of £300 was discontinued from 1881 owing to the
parlous state of the funds of that society.

%5 E g. Minutes, Warwick Vestry, 28 February 1877.

%% Week, 3 November 1877,

7 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1877, Bishops Address, p.8.

%% |bid, 1877, p. xi. The canon provided that the clergy should contribute 2% of their stipend towards the fund, and that
offertories on Trinity Sunday, or some other suitable day, should go towardsit. Thiswas significant as establishing a
principle of assessments to be paid from the parishes to diocesan funds. The canon itself, however, produced little
concrete result during Halels episcopate.
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0 |bid., p. 23 and p.iii

0L Memorandum from Bishop Hale to Diocesan Council, quoted in Queensland Evangelical Standard, 22 May 1880.

“92 For the report of the committee, see Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1880, p. 21.

“93 Minutes, Brisbane Diocesan Council, 6 May 1881. In the twelve months ended June 1880, income had been just over
£300 and expenditure £1700.

“% Queensland Evangelical Standard, 12 March 1881.
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It was clear that the life of the diocese was being strangled by the constrictive effects of poverty. The bishop called for the
diocesan council to take more vigorous action, and the council retaliated by replying that, so far as approaches to the
wealthier sections of the community wee concerned, appeals to such persons would come with far more effect if made by
the Bishop personally. % It was a degrading position for bishop and church alike. In the community the deplorable
weakness of the Church of England was universally admitted; but what saddened the bishop was not so much that the
prestige of the church was low, but that thousands of human souls were being deprived of the spiritual nourishment which
the church ought to be giving to them. In 1882, with the debt accumulating once more, the bishop issued throughout the
diocese a pamphlet entitled Our Present Position. The grief in the saintly bishop s heart rings through its words:

My heart has been wounded by the appeals made to me for the ministration of religion and for some crumbs of the
bread of life. And if this is all that | have been brought here for if, having looked upon this destitution and heard these
cries for help, I am now to remain powerless for want of means, and am compelled to say to these people that | can do
nothing to help them then, | must say again, my having been brought here at all has been a mistake 407

Even this moving appeal brought only the same result as before a temporary improvement, following by a gradual
increasing debt, so that by the time Hale s episcopate ended, the deficit was more than £400, even though expenditure
had been reduced to the barest minimum.“% |t was a story of miserable failure by the members of the church to rise to the
obligations laid upon them: the inherited traditions of large endowments and state aid had left disastrous consequences for
the Anglican Church in Queensland.

While these pitiful efforts were proceeding to keep up with current expenses, there was naturally no possibility of building
up the endowments of the diocese which Bishop Tufnell had so carefully established. By 1884, Hale s last year, the see
endowment was still only £9650, a sum not very different from that left by Tufnell.#%® The investment policy pursued by the
diocesan council was very timid, and for a long time most of the money in the endowment fund was put out at fixed deposit
on a low rate of interest. If it had been wisely invested in property at a time when property values were steadily rising, it
might have been built up to a very considerable sum.*1% The result was that when Dr. Hale laid down his office the diocese
was leading nothing more than a hand-to-mouth existence.

This condition of financial stringency was related in two ways to the spiritual state of the church at this time. First, it gives a
rough index to the strength of attachment of people to the church; their unwillingness to contribute more freely to the
church s work suggests a widespread religious indifference. It is true that part of the trouble was that church people had
simply never been trained to give; but we cannot ignore the fact that many, even of regular churchgoers, did not care
enough to give with any degree of generosity. The financial failure of the church in the early eighties stands out particularly
darkly in contrast with the relative prosperity of commercial life at the time.

Secondly, the real poverty of the church inevitably had the effect of weakening still further its hold on the people. Progress
was constantly restrained because of lack of material resources. Restrictions had to be placed on the importation of sorely
needed clergy, building projects were delayed especially in the less prosperous parishes, and above all so much of the
attention of the bishop and other diocesan leaders had to be devoted to keeping the diocese from bankruptcy that their real
spiritual work had to be partially neglected.

The way in which the churchs task was being interfered with by pecuniary considerations was well illustrated by the
memorandum from the diocesan treasurer in 1881, suggesting that no more clergy be introduced from England on
guaranteed stipends. The number of clergy did not actually decline during Hale s episcopate. Indeed, after many
fluctuations in the clerical strength during his ten-year term, there were 35 clergy at his departure, as against 25 when he
arrived, and in addition, there were many more clergy in the far north as a result of the creation of the new diocese of North
Queensland. But this was a period of rapid growth of population and great expansion in the inhabited area of the colony.
Towns like Charleville, Blackall and Tambo were becoming significant centres of population, and whereas during Tufnell s
episcopate there was no real demand for clergy in the far west, by the seventies and eighties the need was very real. On
his first western tour Bishop Hale discussed the possibilities of resident clergy being provided for Charleville and Blackall,
and for short periods priests were sent there. The Reverend C.W. Houlbrook spent some months at Charleville in 1876-
7741 Blackall had a resident priest from 1878 to 1880; the Reverend John Alldis ministered in the Aramac and Muttaburra

“% |pid., 1 July 1881

97 Quoted in Queensland Guardian, 8 March 1883.

“%8 Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1885, p.ii.

“99 | bid., 1884, p. iv.

419 For a comprehensive criticism of the financial policy of the diocese, see an article, probably by William Coote, in
Week, 17 November, 1877. Similar criticisms are expressed in Queensland Guardian, 31 May and 30 August 1883. It
needs to be remembered that investments in land were arisky proposition, and might not yield the immediate and
consistent returns required by the diocese.

“ Queensland Evangelical Standard, 1 February 1879.
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districts in 1883-84;%2 even outlying Clermont and Copperfield had periods of regular ministrations in 1887 and 1880. But
these were isolated endeavours, and the shortage of clergy and lack of funds prevented the establishment of stable
parishes in these outlying areas. In Hale s time Roma remained the most distant centre with more or less continuous
ministrations.

The general pattern was that parishes in the Brisbane area, as well as the older and more settled country towns, were
maintained with continuous ministry. The main coastal towns Maryborough, Rockhampton, and later Bundaberg fared
well, as did the settled inland centres like Ipswich, Toowoomba, Drayton, Warwick, Dalby, Roma Stanthorpe and Allora.
Other areas, including the sometimes populous, but often unstable mining towns and the far western settlements had to
depend on the chance of men and money being available from time to time. It must be remembered, however, that in some
of these places the services of the church were maintained by laymen when no priest was available.

The failure of the church to meet the conditions of the outback was illustrated by figures quoted in 1877, though it must be
said that the position improved in the later years of Hale s episcopate. It was estimated then that the Anglican population of
the diocese was 55,000, who were cared for by 25 clergy, one of whom as registrar of the diocese was not fulfilling
parochial responsibilities. Of these clergy 22 were stationed in what might be called more closely settled areas, including
the south-eastern corner of the colony, and the larger provincial towns like Dalby and Mackay. In this area lived more than
36,500 Anglicans. This meant that the other 18,500 members of the church were cared for by only two clergy.*: In view of
this it may be readily understood why the bishop found himself touching on the subject of the spiritual destitution of the west
in every speech he made.*4

Hale was very conscious of the need to build up his staff or priests, but there were times of despair when he, like Tufnell
before him, tended to place the responsibility on synod, or even on individual parishes, to find their own clergy when
vacancies occurred. Several of the men who came to the diocese during 1882 and 1883, for example, appear to have
been directly introduced by the initiative of parochial nominators, without the bishop s intervention. Most of these men
came from other Australian colonies. During Hale s time there were three chief sources of supply of clergy.

England remained the chief potential source, but as we have seen, Hale s lack of close English contacts placed him at a
disadvantage here. He believed that English priests were the best prospect, because they were likely to be of higher
quality than those who were locally ordained after meagre training, or who came from other colonies, often because of
disagreements or failure there.#> Early in his episcopate he appointed commissaries in England to seek out a number of
suitable clergy, and authorised them to offer a guaranteed stipend of £300 per annum, with an additional £75 for travelling
expenses to Australia.*1 By this method a number of priests were introduced, but the promise of the stipend was more
often than not far grander than the fulfilment. By 1880 the bishop sadly recorded that one priest guaranteed £300 had only
been receiving £200, and that another priest had been forced to leave the diocese because his stipend was not being
paid.417

Another difficulty about some of the newcomers from England was the character of the men themselves. Perhaps because
they were not personally scrutinised by the bishop or someone else who understood colonial conditions, an unusually large
proportion turned out to be failures in one way or another. In  some cases they were men who had not been very
successful in England and came to explore new fields; others of them were quite adequate for their work at home but were
not able to adapt themselves to the cruder conditions of colonial life. In his crisis report of 1881, W.L.G. Drew, the diocesan
treasurer, strongly urged that it was a mistake to send clergy fresh from England to the outlying districts,*¢ and the bishop
himself referred to the extreme difficulty of finding the right sort of men:

The fact is that the tests which men are subjected to, in actual life, in a colony, are, in certain respects, much more
severe than the tests which are applied to them in the mother-country. In England, whatever may be a clergyman's
duties, those duties are set before him according to certain settled and long-established usages. He is placed, as it
were, in a particular groove, and all his surroundings are calculated to assist in keeping him in that groove. In colonial
life he finds no such groove. Here each man must depend on his own power of self-guidance, and upon the help and
strength which he receives from above in answer to his prayers. And in this way it happens from time to time, that men

“2 gmith, L.P.G.., Diamond Jubilee, St. Andrews Church of England, Longreach.

13 Week, 10 November 1877.

414 Hale himself made this comment about his speeches at a meeting of the diocesan council. Quoted in Queensland
Evangelical Standard, 18 August 1877.

5 Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1884, Bishop[s Address, p.9.

18 | bid.,1877, Bishop(s Address, p.7.

“I7 | bid., 1880, Bishops Address, p.9.

“8 Minutes, Brisbane Diocesan Council, 6 May 1881.
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who seem to have discharged their duties extremely well in the mother-country failed when they were transplanted to a
colony. We have had painful experiences of this tendency in this Diocese.419

In his later years in the diocese Hale employed a less haphazard method of choosing men from England, namely by
working through the principal of the missionary theological college, St. Augustine s Canterbury. By this time a greater
number of ordinands in England were receiving at least part of their training in theological colleges, which were
consequently becoming a fruitful source of supply of clergy, and three of Tufnell s original party had received this form of
training.420 St. Augustine s specialised in preparing men for overseas work, and was therefore of special interest to colonial
bishops. At his final synod Bishop Hale was able to report that a number of young men had come to the diocese from St.
Augustine s, and were filling various curacies.*? Henceforth a much greater proportion of the priests who came to
Queensland were to be men who had received theological college education.

The second major source of clergy was the southern colonies, and during Hale s term there was a greater intake from the
south than either before or after. Of eight new priests reported in 1883, most had come from southern dioceses.*? This
was partly due to Hale s evangelicalism: there was more incentive for evangelicals from Sydney and Melbourne to come to
Queensland to work under Hale than there had been under Dr. Tufnell, or Hale s successor Dr. Webber.423 The policy of
encouraging parishes to seek their own clergyman fostered this flow from the southern colonies: parochial nominators for
the most part had little knowledge of suitable clergy from England, but they sometimes had contacts in New South Wales
and Victoria. It was in this way that the Reverend J.H.L. Zillman, great orator and broad churchman, became Rector of
Ipswich. Ipswich was at the time the wealthiest parish in the diocese, and the egotistical Zillman attracted great crowds to
hear him preach. But the soundness of his doctrine scarcely matched his golden-mouthed eloquence, and his colourful but
unstable ministry left little permanent mark.#*For the most part it was true that the priests who came to Brisbane from
southern dioceses were not the ones who did the most solid and enduring work.

The other possible way of obtaining additional clergy was significant, namely the ordination of local candidates. We have
noted that a synod sub-committee had recommended the acceptance of local candidates for ordination in 1873, provided
they had a three-year training period in the diaconate under an experienced priest. It fell to Hale to put into effect this policy
of ordaining local men. He adopted this expedient somewhat against his will, because he realised the lack of facilities for
training priests locally. At his first synod in 1876 he remarked that he had ordained only one deacon in his nineteen years
as a bishop; but he regarded the situation as so urgent that special measures were justified. In short, the ordination of local
candidates was regarded as an emergency measure rather than as a normal source of supply for the ministry.#% In the
early years the locally ordained men were undoubtedly regarded as inferior, and though some of them laboured with great
devotion for many years, their lack of educational background was apt to put them at a disadvantage, at least
psychologically, in comparison with their English colleagues.

Bishop Hale appointed Archdeacon Glennie to be his examining chaplain, to be responsible for examining these local
candidates, and Glennie removed to Toowong in order to be centrally situated for his work as archdeacon and examining
chaplain.*% Two local candidates were ordained in 1877, and two more in 1878, including the Reverend William Morris,
who laboured faithfully for many years as first Rector of Bundaberg. The shortage of clergy was so severe, however, that
the original intention of a long period in a curacy under an experienced priest was often neglected, and Morris , for

“19 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1880, Bishops Address, p.8.

420 By 1874 there were 10 theological colleges in England, of which 6 had been founded since 1860. Few university
graduates attended these colleges, however, and their students were commonly regarded asinferior to those who were
ordained after graduating from a university. See Bullock, F.W.B.., A history of Training for the Ministry of the Church of
England, p. 112 and passim.

“21 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1884, Bishop(s Address. Boggis, R.J.E., St. Augustines College, Canterbury lists the
students of the college, and shows the names of at least 23 who worked in Queensland up to the early years of the 20"
Century.

“22 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1883 Bishop(s Address, pp.7-8

2 At least six men trained at the extremely evangelical Moore College, Sydney, came to Brisbane during Hale[s time.
See Loane, M.L., A Centenary History of Moore Theological College, Appendix.

424 7illman(3 autobiography, Career of a Cornstalk, reveals his egocentricity. . He records (p.47) that when he left Ipswich
the Premier, George Thorn, who was a member of his congregation, said to him, CAh, you should have stayed with us and
we would have made you the next Bishop of Brisbane.[] Zillman comments: [TJ though | say it, worse men than myself
have been appointed Bishops in this my native Australia.C] Zillman was a son of one of the original German missionaries
at Nundah. He trained for the ministry of the Church of England, probably because he saw there an opportunity for
advancement. Because he was not appointed to an archdeaconry in the Diocese of Ballarat he eventually left the Church
of England and became a wandering independent preacher. His novel Mitre versus Gown behind a thinly veiled story
reflects episodesin his own life.

“% Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1876, pp. 7-8

“%6 From 1872 to 1876 he had been stationed at Drayton.
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example, went straight to the pioneering work in the Bundaberg district on his own. Provisions for preparing local
candidates for ordination could not be described as satisfactory: yet it was a significant step, marking the beginning of the
indigenisation of the ministry, which was to be a turning point in the history of the church. It was still to be a long time
before a majority of the clergy were natives of the country: but at least it was a beginning.

The transfer of Glennie to Brishane also marked an important development in diocesan administration. When Glennie had
first been appointed Archdeacon of Brishane by Bishop Tufnell there had been criticism of having an Archdeacon of
Brishane who was Rector of Warwick,*?” and indeed, except for the times when the bishop was away, Glennie s work as
archdeacon appears to have been quite nominal. Hale s predilection for pastoral work at the expense of administration had
thrown more responsibility on Glennie s shoulders, and his appointment to Brisbane marked a greater use of him as an
active archdeacon. In 1881 the appointment of the Reverend James Matthews as Archdeacon of Warwick marked a further
step in the division of the diocese into real archdeaconries, and so the machinery for more effective diocesan administration
was being provided.*2

One further point should be noticed about the provision of clergy for the diocese during Hale s episcopate. Apart from Hale,
every Bishop of Brisbane until Archbishop Sharp (in 1921) came straight from England, and imported many of his leading
clergy with him. Mostly these men were of the same school of thought as their bishop, and their ability made them
influential in the diocese, and helped consolidate the point of view of their bishop. Hale brought no group of influential
priests of his own evangelical outlook. During his episcopate evangelical clergy did come, but they were mainly men of
lesser calibre from the south, who were birds of passage, and the most influential clergy in the diocese were still the
Tufnell men like Jones and Sutton. This was the chief reason why Hale s evangelicalism left no permanent mark on the
doctrinal tone of the diocese, and the arrival of a host of able and essentially catholic-minded priests with Bishop Webber
consolidated the catholic leanings of the Diocese of Brishane.

The ineffectiveness and lack of dynamic purpose in diocesan organisation were reflected in certain other aspects of the
corporate life of the diocese. One of the chief planks in Tufnell s platform had been a comprehensive system of church
schools. In Hale s episcopate the educational structure of the diocese, at least so far as day schools were concerned,
collapsed entirely. It would be unfair to blame Bishop Hale for this, because already by the time Tufnell left, the Royal
Commission which was to recommend the abolition of government aid to church schools had commenced its work, and the
Act of 1875, which put the seal on their recommendations, was virtually inevitable. But certainly Bishop Tufnell would not
have accepted the closure of the church schools without a fight, as did his gentle successor. Of course, the schools could
still have remained open, provided the members of the church were willing to pay for them out of their own pockets; but
many Anglicans were not really convinced as to the necessity of church schools, and it would have needed much stronger
pleading than Bishop Hale was capable of to provide the means for the church schools to be kept open. As it happened,
the financial collapse of the diocese ended the possibility of maintaining the schools, and by 1877 not one Anglican day
school was still operating in Queensland.*?®

Hale scarcely seemed to grasp the significance of the fact that as a result of the 1875 Act, not only would the church
schools be closed, but there would be no religious instruction given in school hours in the state schools. In reply to a
question at the synod of 1876 he lamely said that he had no intention of seeking to organise religious instruction for the
state schools as he deemed it impracticable.#® Later he occasionally referred to the subject, and mildly urged the
restoration of religious instruction in the schools, but he refused to take a lead in pressing the government to act. On one
occasion he urged the parents to plead for religious instruction in the schools,*! but a little later the Bishop-in-Council
decided against taking action on a synod recommendation for a memorial to the government on the subject, on the grounds
that it was a matter of political controversy, and therefore should be avoided for the present.*32 How different from the days
of Bishop Tufnelll Some few years later, the outbreak of larrikinism was attributed by the bishop to a lack of religious
education, in a strangely modern comment:

It is terrible to know the prevalence of youthful depravity amongst us; it is terrible to hear of the doings of these bands of
lawless youths and men for whom a new name has had to be invented They have been grievously sinned against.433

Yet even this conviction led Bishop Hale to no positive action. It was left for the next decade to initiate the long campaign
for the restoration of religious instruction into the schools.

21 E g. Brisbane Courier,30 January 1864.

28 Matthews was already Rector of Warwick, having been originally Glenniels curate there.
429 Week, 15 September 1877.

%0 Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1876, p.13.

431 Queensland Evangelical Standard,25 January 1879.

32 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1881, Bishop[s Address, p.10.

“3 |bid., 1884, p.10.
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In synod, too, there was a general atmosphere of ineffectiveness in debate and action. Hours of talk were frittered away in
recriminations, fears and disagreements. The deficiency of strong leadership was apparent in 1876, for example when it
was decided to take steps to seek the repeal of Bourke s Church Act, which was apparently still binding on the older
parishes, even though it conflicted with the constitution of the diocese. The decision was sound, but no action was taken to
follow it up. The fixing of parish boundaries was raised, but they remained largely undefined until the later years of Hale s
episcopate. After six years of delay a resolution to establish a church book depot was finally put into effect in 1875, but by
1883 the depot was allowed to close down again.**

Perhaps the best indication of this indecisiveness lay in the failure of synod to agree on the establishment of a tribunal to try
cases of ecclesiastical offences. Since 1871 synod had accepted the principle that such a tribunal should be set up in
accordance with provision made in the diocesan constitution. Not until 1878 was a canon introduced, only to be referred
back to the diocesan council. The following year the proposal was defeated on a vote by orders, the majority of the clergy
being firmly opposed to having laymen on a jury to try cases that might involve matters of doctrine. In 1882 another similar
canon was introduced, and after almost a week s turgid discussion in committee, was defeated on the third reading, again
on the clerical vote, despite the bishop s pleading.*® It is interesting that the stumbling block of lay representation on the
tribunal was the same one that was to delay acceptance of the proposed constitution for the Church of England in Australia
in the following century.* In the sphere of missionary work there was a similar ineffectiveness. Hale, like Tufnell before
him, had placed missions high on his list of priorities. He came to Brishane with a reputation for interest and experience in
working among the aborigines, in consequence of his pioneering work among them at Poonindie in South Australia.3” In
his very first speech in Queensland he said that he hoped to draw up a plan for mission work among the Chinese,
Melanesian and aboriginal races of the colony,*®# and at the synod of 1877 he particularly stressed, with some prophetic
insight, the importance of the work amongst the Chinese race, in view of the important part which it is evidently destined to
play in the world s history in future years.*¥ On the strength of his reputation, Bishop Hale was appointed chairman of the
Aboriginal Commission set up by the government to advise on steps for the improvement of the condition of the
aborigines.*0

As in other respects, however, largely as a result of poverty, very little came of all these pious hopes. No work at all was
undertaken among the aborigines in the diocese during Hale s episcopate. A brief effort was made to work among the
Chinese by means of a Chinese catechist, a joint venture of the Bishops of Sydney, Brisbane and North Queensland, but
the man selected soon left, and the project came to an inglorious end.*t Among the kanakas, individual work was done
with good effect by clergy within their own parishes, especially at Bundaberg and Maryborough (and also at Mackay, which
by now was in the new Diocese of North Queensland), but it was a work that depended almost entirely on local initiative,
and was not in any sense centrally organised.**2 In any venture that required diocesan organisation and unanimity little
achievement could be recorded.

iii. The Spiritual Condition of the Diocese.

The picture of the church in the seventies and early eighties so far has been one of unrelieved weakness in central
administration. Yet there is another side of the picture which needs to be remembered if we are to have a balanced view.
On the diocesan level, church life was undoubtedly weak; but on the parochial and personal level there are indications of

considerable vitality, of greater stability in the religious life of the more settled parishes, and of attempts to make a more
positive contribution on certain social questions.

In this last matter Bishop Hale, together with leaders of various other churches, took an active part in an organisation called
the Society for Promoting Social Purity. Its object was to fight against vice, particularly prostitution. The bishop wrote and
spoke on the matter frequently during his later years, and particularly urged the repeal of the Contagious Diseases Act of
1868 which, he claimed, encouraged vice by virtually licensing it.443 It was partly as a means of making a positive approach
to such social evils that the synod of 1883 gave its approval to the formation in Brisbane of the Girls Friendly Society,

43 Week, 20 and 27 October, 1877; Queensland Guardian, 12 April 1883.

“% Brishane Courier, 16 and 21 June 1882. Also Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1878, 1879, 1882 passim.

% A complete revised Tribunal Canon was passed in 1889 under Bishop Webber, without serious opposition. This
measure | eft the tribunal only to determine facts, while the actual judgment rested with the bishop.

3" Hale had written a book called The Aborigines of Australia.

“% Brishane Courier, 17 December 1875

39 Synod sermon preached by Bishop Hale, printed in Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1877, p.xvi.

440 Rayner K., Attitude and Influence of the Churchesin Queensland on Matters of Social and Political Importance p. 124
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42 | bid., pp. 104-5

43 Queensland Guardian, 28 June 1883.
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which had been founded in England some years before. It aimed to bind together girls and young women in a Christian
fellowship, such as would encourage the Christian ideals of purity and service.

The duty of the church towards the immigrants who were flowing regularly into the colony was also being recognised in the
eighties, and various clergy were delegated to meet immigrant ships, to welcome newcomers and help them with problems
of accommodation and employment.** It was a further indication of a broadening of the church s work as it passed beyond
its absorption in its own pioneering problems.

At the same time there was evidence of vitality in the ordinary life of the parishes, where congregations were large, and
progress was being made with new buildings. In 1878 the Brisbane churches of All Saints and Holy Trinity, Fortitude
Valley, recorded average attendances of 400 to 600 in the mornings and 400 to 500 at Evensong. Similar large
congregations were reported in the main provincial centres: Ipswich, Toowoomba and Warwick all averaged 300 to 400
people at both morning and evening services. At this time, the population was growing, but even the biggest parishes were
of workable size. Maryborough and Rockhampton, with about 3000 Anglicans on their rolls, had the largest numbers of
people; Ipswich recorded about 2500 church people; while St. John s and Fortitude Valley each estimated the numbers of
their people at about 2000. Many of the parishes were much smaller than these, but especially in the country, great
distances more than outweighed the advantages of smaller populations, so as far as ease of ministrations was
concerned.*® Roma was a typical case: Bishop Hale was recorded as warning the rector to be careful not to trespass into
New South Wales on the south, nor into Blackall parish in the north!44 Each parish in forwarding its statistics was invited to
enumerate the needs of the parish. The replies make illuminating reading. One parish, the Logan and Albert district, put
their wants succinctly as, Another clergyman and the means to pay him . St. John s Brisbane, was even more blunt under
the same heading of Wants : Many; but there is no prospect of their being attended to .47

As part of the growth of stability of church life during these years there was a greater regularity of services in the larger
parishes, and a more careful attention paid to the dignity and reverence of worship. In 1878 at least three parishes  St.
John's and All Saints in Brishane, and St. Pauls, Rockhampton had a celebration of Holy Communion each Sunday;
most commonly, however, it was still twice a month, and in some cases only once a month. More parishes were now
having early morning celebrations of Holy Communion, though this still occurred in fewer than half of the parishes. The
number of communicants was still small in most cases, though it showed a decided improvement on the previous
decade.*8 It was still quite exceptional for week-day services to be held regularly, though by 1878 morning prayer was
being said daily in St. Johns. Holy days, which in earlier years had been almost completely neglected, were now better
observed: both St. John s and All Saints;, for example, had daily Matins and Evensong during Holy Week, though there was
no celebration of Holy Communion.#4

For the most part, however, the norm of worship was still taken as attendance at Matins or Evensong on Sundays, with the
specially devout coming to Holy Communion, and hardly anyone ever going to church on week-days.

In the more settled parishes, especially those with clergy of more catholic leanings, the services were now being conducted
with more dignity and ceremony. The use of the surplice, even for preaching, was now quite customary, though there were
a few to whom it was still a badge of ritualistic innovation.*® A few churches by this time had surpliced choirs, though there
were some parishes where this remained a novelty until the turn of this century.#!

If in the city and bigger country towns there were noticeable improvements in the standard of conducting services and in the
resulting reverence of worship, the same was not always true in the outlying districts. Sometimes this was due to
circumstances which neither priest nor congregation could control. A travelling chaplain, such as the Reverend Frederick
Richmond, found that the environment was rarely ideal for reverent worship. In one town where the service was held in the
court house, a drunk in the neighbouring lock-up demonstrated his piety by loudly yelling alternately with the hymns and

“4 | bid., 8 November 1883.
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chants.*2 Among the workers in the shearing sheds Richmond found considerable active unbelief and vigorous rationalism,
and confessed to being somewhat afraid of a shearing shed and its noisy occupants.*3

In other cases the lack of care about church services was due to the hangover of the earlier nineteenth century
carelessness about forms of worship. There could be little excuse for the laxity demonstrated in arrangements for a service
at Miles conducted by a visiting priest from Dalby:

A table without a covering stood at one end of the hall, behind this the clergyman took his stand in his travelling
costume, without any surplice or even a stole; for a time, indeed, | fancied it must be a meeting-house preacher, but
evening prayer was gone though, a couple of hymns from Ancient and Modern book sung; and then a discourse from
the officiant, all about the woman in red, and giving these poor neglected Christians something more like a stone than
the bread they so much wanted.4>

The same report went on to say that although he did not have to leave the town until late the next morning, the visiting
clergyman neither conducted a morning service, nor took the trouble to visit any of the church people in the town. The fruits
of the revival of church life were still very unevenly distributed!

One indication of the vitality of church life in the more settled areas was the construction of a number of large and imposing
churches of stone or brick. During Hale s episcopate four of the biggest churches in the diocese were constructed, at South
Brishane and Fortitude Valley in the metropolis, and Maryborough and Rockhampton in the country. St. Pauls,
Rockhampton, constructed under the energetic, if controversial, leadership of the Reverend W.A. Diggens, was in later
years to be erected into the cathedral church of the new see of Rockhampton. The construction of new churches saw an
intensification of the war against the old pew-letting system, and though many of the churches continued to maintain the old
custom, a greater proportion of the seats were now free, and many churches dispensed with pew rents altogether. It was
the clergy who urged the abolition of pew rents, rather than the laity — another indication that the laymen with most
influence in the life of the church were those who belonged to the wealthier section of the community. An interesting
sidelight on the pew-letting system is revealed in a letter sent to one pewholder in Maryborough by the church authorities,
pointing out that sub-letting of sittings could not be permitted!4%5

By 1880, Bishop Hale, already in his seventieth year, was realising that the time was approaching when he must resign.
Having had the experience of coming to the diocese after the long interregnum that followed Tufnell s resignation, Hale
determined that the same should not happen again. He persuaded synod to pass a canon providing that the bishop-
designate might be elected immediately a bishop announced his intention of resigning, instead of being compelled to wait
until the see was actually vacant.*¢ With the prospect of his resignation coming close the old bishop gave his synod in
1883 another sound piece of advice from his own experience: he urged them to be willing to delegate the appointment of
the next bishop to the Archbishop of Canterbury. Hale realised that such was the state of the diocese that a completely
new approach was needed, and that the next bishop must be someone in a position to bring men and money in large
quantities from home.*” The following year Bishop Hale announced his resignation, to take effect from March 1885.
Wisely, the special synod that met under the presidency of the aged Archdeacon Glennie agreed to follow their bishop s
advice. Their request to the Archbishop of Canterbury to select the next bishop of Brisbane was perhaps the wisest act of
synod in its rather undistinguished career.

Bishop Hale must have gone home to England a disheartened man.

Indeed it would seem as if a complacent lethargy had stolen over, and kept down the dormant energies of no small
portion of the Church in this diocese. 458

As a summary of the condition of the church at the end of Mathew Hale s episcopate this was all too accurate. Some
parishes, to be sure, were alive and active. But great areas of Queensland went unshepherded; finances were drifting;
synodical government was proving ineffective; and the church was failing to make a marked impact on public affairs.

Hale had done his best, and his personal life had been a model of devotion, faith, zeal, and humility, that left its mark on the
lives of those with whom he had to deal. But his best work was as a pastor, not as a diocesan bishop, and it was tragic that
a man whose life contained so much of goodness was placed in a position in his closing years for which by age and nature
he was not really suited. The diocesan organisation and unity envisaged by Bishop Tufnell had been gradually

32 Richmond, F., Queensland in the Seventies, p.6.
43 1hid., p.71
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4% Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1880. p.11.
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disintegrating since the formation of the first synod in 1868. Assurance of unified action when constitutional government
was given to the diocese had dissolved into ineffective talk. Parishes did as they pleased, and it was true to say, as one
contemporary writer remarked, that the diocese had drifted into a state of formalized congregationalism ¢ What was
needed was a leader of vision, strength and determination: such a leader was soon to come.

%9 Week, 15 September 1877.
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CHAPTER 8: THE BOOMING NORTH.

i. The Earliest Phase.

North Queensland was one of the last parts of the Australian continent to be settled. Tropical heat and isolation combined
to make it an unattractive proposition for early settlers, so when Queensland became a separate colony in 1859 and the
Diocese of Brisbane was established, the north presented no problem at all for the church. There were, of course,
thousands of aborigines, but the time had not yet come when the dreams of organised missionary work among them were
ready to materialise. White settlement had not commenced.

For this reason no serious thought was given to the question of the northern boundary of the Diocese of Brisbane when the
letters patent were drawn up in 1859. For some reason the old Diocese of Newcastle had extended north only as far at the
21t parallel  a little to the north of where Mackay was later to be built. Presumably it was felt better to give the bishop a
quite definite northern boundary, beyond the existing or anticipated bounds of settlement, than to include the vast tropical
areas of the north. By the time of the creation of the Diocese of Brisbane, Rockhampton was till the northernmost centre of
population, so there appeared no need to alter the old northern boundary.

It was not long after separation, however, that the picture began to change. In April 1861 the township of Port Denison,
later to be known as Bowen, was founded, and grew steadily; by 1865 the port and surrounding districts had a population of
some 1200 people. Then in 1863 agents of Captain Robert Towns took up land near the site of the later Townsville, and
within a few years there was a thriving little seaport springing up on the site.

With commendable vision Bishop Tufnell took early action to supply the spiritual wants of these northern settlers. Only a
few months after the settlement at Bowen he had purchased a block of land there at the first sale of land in Brisbane,*® and
in 1863 he licensed the Reverend F.J. Grosvenor to perform an itinerating ministry in the Bowen district. At first it scarcely
seems to have been realised that in this action Tufnell was technically exceeding his jurisdiction. Details of the boundaries
fixed by the letters patent had been forgotten, and it was taken for granted that the Diocese of Brisbane covered the whole
of the colony. The question first arose in regard to the possible invalidity of marriages solemnised by a priest who was
licensed by a hishop without jurisdiction in the district concerned.*6!

Governor Bowen took advantage of Bishop Barker s metropolitical visitation in 1864 to clarify the matter of boundaries, and
it was agreed that in view of the terms of the letters patent the Bishop of Sydney should exercise jurisdiction, in his capacity
as Metropolitan, over any territories not expressly included in other dioceses.*2 Bowen regarded this as a convenient
arrangement:

For several years to come there will be little for him to do; and at some future period the northern moiety of the existing
Colony will doubtless be erected into a separate Bishopric. The most central position for the new See would be the
town of Cardwell in Rockingham Bay, which will probably become also the Capital of the new northern territory 1 would
venture to express an earnest hope that the future Bishop of Cardwell, whenever appointed, may be selected with a
view to his being the head of a well-organized system of Missions to the Aborigines.463

Bowen, who had just returned from a visit to the north, showed remarkable foresight. In one sense it was a pity that the
north did not come under the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Brishane, because this meant that at least until the ecclesiastical
Province of Queensland was formed forty years later there was no unity of development of the life of the church in southern
and northern Queensland. On the other hand, the Diocese of Sydney had more resources immediately available to supply
at least some limited ministry to the expanding north, in a way that the missionary Diocese of Brisbane could not. Besides,
the obvious inconvenience of treating North Queensland as an outpost of Sydney created pressure for the early
establishment of a new northern diocese as soon as the growth of population in the north made it feasible. Brisbane might
well have proved far less willing to relinquish northern territories than was Sydney.

Governor Bowen s concern for missionary work among the natives in the north weighed heavily with him. As early as 1861
he had urged this need on the English government, and when the Queensland parliament agreed to the principle of
granting land for mission stations and giving financial assistance to industrial schools for the aborigines the governor urged

“0 Doherty, W.J., The Bowen Book, p. 17. The price paid was £155.10.0 Tufnell apparently kept the land in his own
name, even after returning to England, and his failure to pay the rates caused the government to threaten to resume the
land. To prevent this Bishop Stanton paid the ratesin 1882. See Stanton to Prebendary Tucker, 28 February 1882, S.P.G.
[FOMss., Lettersfrom Australia, Vol.lV.

61 Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 14 August 1864, Despatch no.41.

62 This decision was confirmed by the attorney-general of England, who also ruled that marriages performed north of the
21% parallel by clergymen under Tufnell[$ licence were valid. V. & P.., Queensland Parliament, 1865, pp. 475-477.

“3 Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 14 August 1864, Despatch no 41.
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the home government to encourage the S.P.G. or some other missionary society to take up work in the far north.4* He had
the site already chosen  Somerset, on Cape York Peninsula, where a military station had recently been established to
form what Bowen somewhat romantically termed the Singapore of Australia . 6 Following these requests the S.P.G. sent
the Reverend F.C. Jagg, with a lay schoolmaster, W.T. Kennett, to Somerset. The Queensland Government provided them
with quarters, school materials and tools; but the mission soon ran into difficulties. Jagg left for Brisbane at the end of
1867, and though Kennett worked on courageously, gaining the confidence of the aborigines and even being adopted by
one tribe, his work was hindered by the harsh conduct towards the natives of a group of constables who replaced the
marine garrison. Government aid was withdrawn in 1868, and soon afterwards Kennett resolved to return to England, and
the mission came to a disappointing end.#68

Up to 1870, Bowen was the only place in the north with a resident priest, and even this district experienced the rapid
succession of changes of incumbent which was a recurring feature of church life in the outlying areas.*” Occasionally
there were priests who stayed a number of years in one place, but for the most part such districts were characterised by a
succession of short incumbencies. This was partly due to the character of the clergy: it is noticeable that among the early
clergy at Bowen, for example were men like C. Searle, E. Tanner and J.K. Black, all of whom became involved in
controversy during their ministry in other parts of Queensland. Some of these men seem to have been of unsettled habits,
and came to the outposts of settlement precisely because they had been involved in troubled situations elsewhere. On the
other hand, some of them carried out able and devoted work, and J.K. Black, though of an argumentative temperament, 68
carried out long and arduous pastoral visitations, and did notable service by drawing public attention to maltreatment of the
aborigines by some of the whites.*? The fact was that changes in clerical personnel were by no means entirely the fault of
the clergy themselves. They were men working under extraordinarily difficult conditions. The flocks to whom they
ministered included some of the toughest people in the colony, people who were out of touch with the church and had no
interest in spiritual matters. There was no settled church life; buildings had to be constructed and paid for; and there was
always the risk of population suddenly shifting from one centre to another in a community that was living largely on mining
activities. Booms and depressions followed with alarming rapidity on the diggings, and for many years to come the whole
social and economic life of North Queensland was very unstable indeed. For a clergyman to hold out in one place for five
or six years, as Black did with success at Bowen, was no small achievement.*7

In the late sixties and early seventies a series of gold discoveries brought a surge of population into North Queensland
Ravenswood 1868, Charters Towers 1872, the Palmer 1873 and Hodgkinson 1876, among others.*”t Boom towns shot up
in unexpected places. In 1876 when Canon O Reilly of Sydney made his tour through the north, he reported Cooktown as
a booming town, with a main street two miles in length, with a collection of forty pubs and a population of three thousand
Europeans and another thousand or two Chinese. Charters Towers was its equal, at least in its abundance of hotels.*7
Quarrelling, drunkenness and immorality were rife: it was clearly no easy sphere of work for the church.

Bishop Barker did what he could to supply clergy. Up to 1870 Townsville had to depend on occasional visits from the
clergyman at Bowen, though the highly respected police magistrate, James Gordon, was in the habit of conducting regular
Sunday services in the absence of a priest. By 1870 these temporary measures could no longer suffice, and following
representations from two meetings of church people, Barker sent the Reverend James Adams to be incumbent of
Townsville.4”3 A visit by Bishop Tufnell later the same year for Confirmation encouraged the church people, and by October
1871 the first St. James church, forerunner of the later cathedral, was ready for dedication.’* With the swelling population
in the interior, Adams found that he had a great territory to cover, and spent a quarter of his time on the goldfields at
Ravenswood and Gilberton.+

In view of the difficulties involved in the work of the church in such a region, it is surprising that Bishop Barker sent such
inexperienced clergymen from Sydney. During the seventies four of the men sent directly from Sydney James Adams
(Townsville 1870), John Done (Townsville, 1875), John Spooner, (Bowen 1873), and Herbert Heath (Bowen 1876), - had

64 Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 3 September 1864, Despatch no 45.

“> Bowen to Sec. of State for Colonies, 16 July, 1864, Despatch no 31.

“6 pascoe, C.F.., Two Hundred Y ears of the S.P.G., p. 413 For more detailed accounts, see Mission Field, May 1869, pp.
126-130, and June 1869, pp 158-162.

T N.Q. Year Book, 1895, shows that Bowen had 12 incumbentsiin its first 32 years.

“%8 See, for example Brisbane Courier, 5 July 1871.
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just recently graduated from Moore Theological College when they came north, and were either still deacons of else newly-
ordained priests.*”® Nevertheless these young and inexperienced men did very creditably in at least forming a foundation
for greater things to come, and in holding the fort until the first bishop with his clerical reinforcements arrived. When Bishop
Stanton came the Sydney men were all withdrawn from the north, their task having been completed. In the meantime, not
only did Sydney provide the clergy; the Church Society of Sydney also sent a steady contribution of money which reached
a total of about £1000 by the time the hishopric was established.”” There was an additional small grant from the S.P.G.

The opportunity that was open if the church could throw in adequate resources was demonstrated by several incidents in
the mid-seventies. In 1874, for example, the Reverend William Kildahl from Townsville paid the first clerical visit to
Cooktown. Five hundred came to the evening service, and a committee of fourteen gentlemen, government officials,
merchants, bakers, and professional men was formed to make arrangements for obtaining a resident clergyman.4’
Unfortunately the man appointed died within a month of his arrival, as a result of his previous hard ministry at Copperfield
further south.4” His successor, the Reverend R. R. Eva became much respected, but his firm advocacy of temperance
appealed neither to the forty hotelkeepers nor their clients. Yet the success of the missions conducted by Canon O Reilly at
Cooktown, Charters Towers and Townsville demonstrated the harvest that was ready to be reaped.*®® The Roman Catholic
Church was already active in the north, but the comparative absence of other denominations left the field open for the
Church of England to make rapid headway. For the present, however, it was a matter of promise rather than of actuality.
As one priest wrote in 1873, | am working now entirely in faith. | can see no fruit of my labours as yet. 1 The four clergy
in the north in 1876 were only a handful; there were only five churches  Townsville, Bowen, Cooktown, Charters Towers
and Millchester; and only 142 actual communicants were listed in the four parishes, though average Sunday attendance at
worship totalled about eight hundred.® It was clear that a bishop with a new team of vigorous clergy would find plenty to
do.483

ii. Creating a Bishopric.

That a diocese was created in the north after the influx of population to the goldfields is not surprising: what is remarkable is
the fact that there was serious planning of a new diocese even in the sixties, before the population of Europeans exceeded
a few thousand.

We have noted Governor Bowen s dream of a northern diocese and colony in 1864, but this was still only a dream. Yet in
1866 the governor was again writing to England, urging the need of a new diocese upon the home government, and asking
that the missionary societies might be encouraged to provide finance for its endowment.8 At this time, with the north so
sparsely populated, Rockhampton was regarded as the logical centre for a new diocese, which would, however, extend to
the far north of the colony, and so far did the plan progress that while Bishop Barker was in England in 1870, a report came
back to Australia that the new diocese centred on Rockhampton had been formed, and the name of the first bishop-elect
was actually announced.*8 Such an announcement was certainly premature; for not only was there insufficient money in
hand, but the synod of the Diocese of Brishane wrecked the scheme by obstinately refusing at a special session in 1871 to
give up any part of the diocese as then constituted to a northern see.*®¢ Six months later, synod reversed this decision, but
it was too late for Barker to proceed with the plan before returning to Australian. The main reason for the opposition in the
Brishane synod appears to have been the unwillingness of the people in the northern parts of the existing Diocese of
Brishane to lose their connection with the capital.

As it happened, the delay in the scheme was a blessing, because the proposed diocese was as yet insufficiently developed
economically to support an efficient diocesan machinery. In any case, Rockhampton would not have been a satisfactory
see city for the new mining areas of the farther north. Yet, for some years more, the plan continued to be that
Rockhampton should be the see city. In 1874 Canon R.L. King was sent from Sydney to stir up enthusiasm for the project,
and it was resolved that,

7 Based on clergy list, Loane, M.L.., A Centenary History of Moore Theological College, Appendix p.180ff.
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steps be now taken to commence the effort to provide a suitable endowment for the proposed hishopric of
Rockhampton, and that the central and northern districts be asked to join in the effort.487

A committee was formed in  Rockhampton to follow up the proposal, and Barker himself met with the diocesan council in
Brishane to secure its approval.*88 Yet there was little enthusiasm, and within a few months the fund was lagging badly,
and the feeling was growing both in Brisbane and the north that the proposal was premature.*9

With the startling increase in mining activity in the north, it became clear that it was there, rather than to Rockhampton, that
attention should be turned, and that if strong support were to be secured, the see city must be in the far north.4% With this
in mind, Bishop Barker undertook an extensive confirmation tour in the north in 1876. At every settlement he called a
meeting to explain the need for a hishopric, and to call for subscriptions and promises. He visited Bowen, Ravenswood,
Charters Towers, Townsville and Cooktown, as well as smaller places.*! One vexed question that Barker had to face
concerned the site of the see city, especially in view of the intense rivalry between Townsville and Bowen. With artful
diplomacy, and without making any definite commitment, the bishop suggested that Townsville might be the most
appropriate centre, with, as it were, a country residence at Bowen . %2 This, however, was to be a constant source of
grievance until the bishop of the new diocese actually arrived, and as late as 1878 the collector for the Bishopric Fund had
to deny rumours that Townsville had been definitely settled upon as the bishop s residence.* This probably accounts for
the adoption of the name of North Queensland, rather than Townsville, for the new see.

Barker s tour did a good deal to arouse interest in the bishopric, and some £2400 was promised towards the endowment
fund.*** With other donations and promises already made in the south, the total came to about £4000, and with the
prospect of help from the S.P.G.., Barker felt justified in going ahead with arrangements for the formation of the new
diocese during his visit to England in 1877-78.4% With progress thus far advanced, Dean Cowper, who was administering
the Diocese of Sydney in the bishop s absence, gave the Reverend John Done of Townsville instructions to undertake a
fund-raising tour in the north. He was to collect the promised subscriptions offered during Bishop Barker s tour of 1876, as
well as any new money that might be available.

Done s letters to Dean Cowper give the picture of a devoted man facing every conceivable difficulty. He disliked intensely
the business of begging for money, but he persevered against great odds. In a district of transient population, he
discovered that many of those who had promised subscriptions had left the area; there were others who had changed their
minds; and his work was hampered by suspicions and doubts in some places at Bowen the rector would not co-operate,
at Mackay there was uncertainty whether or not they were to be included in the new diocese, at Cooktown there was the
excuse that they would wait until the bishop actually arrived.*® To make matters worse, 1878 was a time of intense
unemployment and depression. | never saw so many men out of employment as there are at the Hodgkinson , wrote
Done in one letter.#%” The once flourishing Palmer field was almost deserted by Europeans;*® and of Charters Towers he
wrote:

| could not have come at a worse time to collect the funds for the Bishopric at this field. The whole field is in a state of
depression, the storekeepers etc. can hardly get one half of their bills paid 49

The result was that only a portion of the sum promised was collected. But the bishopric plan was too far advanced to be
halted now. Indeed the first Bishop of North Queensland had already been selected and consecrated, and was already
preparing for the long journey to commence in his new sphere of work.

8" Rockhampton Morning Bulletin, 20 June 1874. See also Cowper, W.M.., Episcopate of the Right Reverend Frederic
Barker, D.D., p.p. 299f.
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iii. George Henry Stanton: First Bishop of North Queensland

It was Bishop Barker himself who, after careful enquiries in England early in 1878, invited the Reverend George Henry
Stanton to become first Bishop of North Queensland.>® Barker, zealous evangelical that he was, knew just the sort of man
he wanted; and it was with incredulity that news was received in Australia that Barker had chosen Stanton of Holborn for
the new diocese, for the famous Father A.H. Stanton, of St. Alban s Holborn, was universally known as one of the leaders
of the ritualists 0 But it was from another Holborn parish, Holy Trinity, St. Giles-in-the-Fields, that the bishop-elect came,
and as might be expected of a nominee of Bishop Barker, he was regarded as a man who would bring sound Protestant
and Evangelical teaching in the highest places in the Church".502

In Bishop Stanton evangelicalism was seen at its purest and best. He was a man of lively faith and of deep love of souls,
and he wanted nothing more than to be able to spread the Gospel wherever opportunity presented. From childhood he had
been conscious of a vocation to the sacred ministry, and since the age of eighteen had been a fervent evangelical; yet
there was nothing of that narrowness of spirit that characterised some types of evangelicals. Dean Cowper looked forward
to the new bishop s building up a sound Evangelical Church upon the principles of the Reformation. 53 But Stanton s
conception of the Church of England and its mission went much further than the Reformation:

The comprehensive Church of England, unnarrowed by any arbitrary limits or test of membership; scriptural in doctrine,
apostolic in discipline, ancient in her historic lineage, yet modern in her sympathy with the religious movements of our
time at once Catholic in her retention of primitive faith and practice, Protestant in her rejection of mediaeval and
Tridentine accretions; firm, yet flexible its Liturgy and Formularies bearing the strata of thought and devotion deposited
through the centuries of changeful experience the Church of Keble, Kingsley, and Simeon, of Stanley, Bickersteth, and
Pusey, is constitutionally capable of forming affinity with the mixed elements of colonial religious life.504

Here was Stanton s position in a nutshell. In personal attitude to religion he was an evangelical: he regarded Bishop Barker
as his greatest friend and adviser in Australia,>®® and his diocese was predominantly evangelical in tone during his
episcopate. But he was always much more concerned with the reality of a man s religion than in the outward forms in
which it was clothed, so he welcomed, and was genuinely tolerant towards, all who were spiritually-minded and zealous, no
matter to what school of thought in the church they belonged.50%

Stanton was a man of prayer. He considered carefully, and with earnest prayer, Bishop Barker s invitation to come to North
Queensland before he accepted, and with his acceptance he made a further decision that could not have been easy. He
announced at his farewell meeting that he would not return from the colonies after a term of work, but would remain there
until he could work no more.%7 His refusal of a lucrative living in England in 1885 showed him to be as good as his word,
and though he was translated from North Queensland to Newcastle in 1890, he remained at his post there until his death in
1905. He accepted a colonial bishopric after prayer because he saw it as the vocation to which God had called him, and
because it was his vocation, he would not turn aside from it.508

Closely related to this deep sense of vocation was the power of perseverance that marked Stanton s character. He knew
that no sudden burst of energy would suffice:

We must do everything for the improvement of our Church  quietly, steadily and self-denyingly. No mere splash will
suffice. Years of indifference and infidelity cannot be recovered and righted by one spasm of devout energy .50

Some of the clergy whom he sent out ahead of him were soon disillusioned with the conditions they found: not so
Stanton.5® He had come prepared for a hard time, and when he found it, he simply girded himself for the task. He came
back from a visit to England in 1881 with many disappointments to report, and more to face within the diocese. Yet the
spirit of determination breathed through the report which he delivered to his diocesan council on his return:

%0 Cowper, W.M., op.cit., pp.354ff.
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We live in the childhood of this Church and colony. Our character and credit are at stake. Coming generations will
criticize our work. We dare not be indifferent nor dwarf ourselves below the measure of our responsibility. If difficulties
dispute our progress, let stouter courage be roused to conquer them. If our beginnings be small, let our energy build it
into another proof of what monuments can be reared on mean foundations .Among the twelve goodly sister Dioceses
of Australia, beautified with churches and enriched with endowments, let none surpass in comeliness the young Diocese
of North Queensland.5!1

Amid the changing fortunes that North Queensland was to experience in the years ahead, such determination was a
valuable quality.

There was in Stanton none of the arrogance that sometimes accompanies this sense of destiny in great men. Humility was
the very keynote of his character. His first act after his selection was to learn to swim and to ride, so that he would be
equipped for conditions in his strange new environment.>2 He wrote to the churchwardens of the parishes in the diocese in
words of unaffected simplicity:

| come to you desirous of becoming an affectionate self-denying, helpful brother and friend to everyone within and
without our Communion | shall still have much to learn, but my fellow-churchmen will be patient and moderate in their
expectations.513

There was none of the condescension which some of the bishops who came from England appeared to show towards the

colonials . Indeed, Stanton explicitly set out a different ideal for his episcopate. He came, he said, not as a mediaeval
princely Bishop , but as a Bishop of the nineteenth century .51 Certainly, he could hardly have looked less prelatical than
when he went on his country tours, calling at every hut and house on the way ,5!° dressed in his broad-brimmed straw hat,
with handkerchief around his neck, and linen jacket and stout riding-leathers.>16 His sermons on these occasions always
contained a wealth of simple and homely illustrations that carried their message home even to the most unlearned
congregations.

What made Stanton so effective a pioneering bishop was that these spiritual qualities were matched by a realistic vision
and practical efficiency in planning and administration. The clergy whom he chose to come with him were selected with a
view of being godly, consistent and efficient workers .57 There could be no better summary of the ideal that the bishop
kept before himself. Godliness must be accompanied by consistency and efficiency. He could not be described as worldly;
but he was down-to-earth , a quality that counted for much in the crudity of the North Queensland bush. This will become
more apparent as we examine the means by which Bishop Stanton set the new diocese on its feet.

iv. Australia s First Tropical Diocese.

It was on the Feast of the Nativity of St. John the Baptist, 24 June 1878, that George Henry Stanton was consecrated by
A.C. Tait, Archbishop of Canterbury, and a number of other bishops including Bishop Barker. He did not, however, sail
immediately for Townsville: first he attended the Lambeth Conference, and then spent some months in England searching
out a team of clergy and raising funds, so that almost a year elapsed before he was actually enthroned in his diocese. Five
of his clergy, under the charge of his chaplain, the Reverend H.A. Mason, preceded him, and with their arrival the three
Sydney clergy in the north were withdrawn.>18 Consequently there was, so far as the clergy were concerned, a completely
new start, only the Reverend Albert Maclaren, of Mackay, not being transferred. Maclaren and his parish had belonged to
the Diocese of Brisbane, but the boundary was moved from the 21 to the 22" parallel, so that it came into the new
diocese. Nevertheless the young clergy of Sydney had done a valuable missionary task in blazing the trail for those who
were to follow.

It was not an attractive prospect for Stanton and his pioneer band. The bishop recalled to his first synod some years later
that the diocese had appeared to him from England as a place whose bishopric was unendowed, whose clergy were
recalled to Sydney, whose treasury was empty, and whose shores were considered hot and inhospitable 51 The
population of the diocese included something less than 20,000 Europeans, of whom about 7,000 were believed to be
Anglicans, many of the others being Germans and Danes. Besides, it was estimated there were 15,000 kanakas and

*! From printed Statement of Bishop Stanton to N.Q. Diocesan Council, 1881.

*12 \White, G., IMemoir of Bishop Stanton(] in North Queensland Jubilee Book, p.5.
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another 10,000 Chinese, as well as an indeterminate number of aborigines.>®There was one railway under construction
between Townsville and Charters Towers; elsewhere transport was by Cobb and Co., or private buggy, or in view of the
state of the roads, more comfortably on horseback. With the steady flow of immigrants being introduced by the
government,®2 the population was increasing steadily, and Stanton s initial band of eight clergy in a diocese with a nominal
area of 300,000 square miles were faced with no small task.

In view of the scarcity of clergy, it was inevitable that work should be limited almost entirely to the Europeans, though Albert
Maclaren at Mackay devoted considerable attention to the kanakas, much to the chagrin of some of his white
parishioners.52 After conferring with the Bishops of Sydney and Brishane, Stanton tried to do something for the Chinese by
arranging for a Chinese catechist to work among his countrymen in North Queensland, but in the face of the strong
antipathy of many of the Europeans he did not persevere for long. Among the aborigines, no effort was possible at all.

For the European work, however, the bishop speedily organised his resources. Even before he arrived in the colony he
had arranged placements for the eight clergy in his initial group,2 and his first step on arrival was to tour the main centres
of the diocese to see the needs and meet the members of the church,. He quickly recognised the pressing requirements:
money, clergy, property and buildings.

Stanton adopted the usual principle of church finance of building up large endowment funds to provide a stable income for
the diocese. He set about a vigorous fund-raising campaign while awaiting departure from England, and raised almost
£3800, of which he allocated some £1450 to the See Endowment Fund, and used the rest as the nucleus of a General
Fund to send out his new clergy and provide money for the purchase of sites. Having private personal means, the bishop
did not worry unduly at first about building up the small see endowment to the requisite proportions, and when in 1880- he
had to return to England because of the death of his father, he seized the opportunity to collect another £5,000, which he
put into a special Mission Chaplains Fund. Returning home, however, he found the financial position critical. The time in
which the guarantee from the English societies for a £2,000 subsidy to the see endowment was to expire in 1882, and
before it could be claimed, £8,000 must be in hand from other sources. Despite gifts of £1,000 from the Diocese of
Brisbane and £500 from Sydney, the fund was still some £2,000 short. At the end of 1881, Stanton issued a stirring appeal:
and it was some indication of the respect in which the bishop was held that more than the money required was subscribed
within a few months  a rare achievement in the pioneering days of the church in Queensland. The result was that by 1883
the see endowment had reached the respectable figure of £10,800, and as a result of sound investment policies by
Archdeacon Henry Plume, it exceeded £15,000 by the end of Stantons episcopate. From a very shaky start, North
Queensland thus speedily became the best endowed see in the colony.52

The personal sacrifice involved for a man of Stanton s temperament in this intensive campaign to raise money was very
great. It was not so much his own personal contributions that were costly though they played no small part in keeping the
diocese alive in these early years  but begging for money was abhorrent to the gentle nature of Bishop Stanton. |am
utterly sick of raising money , he wrote to Henry Plume in 1881.5% Nor did the stabilisation of the See Endowment Fund
much relieve the pressure, because contributions to the General Church Fund on which the expansion of the churchs
ministry and property was dependent, were so poor as to endanger the continued growth of the diocese. In 1882 only £40
was subscribed to this fund from within the diocese.5%¢ It was a repetition of Bishop Hale s experience in Brisbane.
Nevertheless through the bishop s own efforts and the gradual stabilisation of parish life, the position improved to such an
extent that by 1882 the S.P.G. grants for the support of the bishop could be discontinued, and by 1889 all S.P.G. grants
could cease. Limited aid had to be given again in the crisis of the nineties, but it appeared by the end of Stantons
episcopate that the pioneering days were safely negotiated.5’

Within the parishes, as they became settled, the greater part of the income came from subscriptions rather than church
collections, and when the response became slight, the women were called in to help. The motion passed by the committee
of St. James, Townsville, in 1879, indicated how the men were ready to pass the buck . It was carried, that the Rev. H.

520 Stanton, G.H., Letter to Contributors to the North Queensland Church Fund in England, 28 October 1879.
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Plume shall wait upon the ladies of the congregation to ask their assistance in raising funds for the proposed alterations .528
Pew rents, which were still common in the north, raised quite a large sum. But on at least one occasion, when all
conventional methods failed, a rather novel scheme was adopted. In Townsville, about 1887, when the Reverend C.G.
Barlow was incumbent of St. James, a lottery was held in aid of church funds, with prizes such as allotments of land and
horses.529

Despite these efforts money was generally short in the parishes, and it was frequently the clergy who suffered. Stipends
were often as low as £200 or £250, a miserable pittance in view of the staggering cost of living in the boom economy. As in
southern Queensland the clergy had sometimes virtually to collect their own stipend,® and one clergyman became so
desperate that he even threatened to sue the bishop for £443 arrears of salary.53!

This financial instability in the parishes was one of the chief factors that made it difficult for Bishop Stanton to realise his
goal of a large and efficient body of clergy. He did manage to build up his numbers from the original eight, and by the first
synod in 1883 there were eleven clergy in the diocese besides the bishop, including five of those who had originally come
out. There had also been some reinforcements from the south, as three newly ordained men had come up from Moore
College after the formation of the new diocese.>¥? Bishop Stanton on his trip to England in 1880, and Archdeacon Plume on
his visit in 1884, both looked for candidates for the diocese, and within Stanton s episcopate seven men were ordained from
St. Augustine s College, Canterbury, for work in North Queensland. But the combination of climate, unsettled economic
and social conditions, and general hardships of colonial life, made it difficult to keep men, and the great curse of Stanton s
episcopate was the constantly changing nature of the ministry, and the consequent instability of parish life. This was
Stanton s greatest concern, and towards the end of this time in North Queensland the bishop wrote back to England:

This Diocese is a merely transit one a gangway from England to the Southern Dioceses. Men do not stop here after
two or three years. | cannot expect otherwise. This is tropical Queensland, and the drift of population is always
southwards . | always have gaps. No young Australians can be got, they love this present world too much. Hence all
my men must come from England. | will gladly take them, say , for two years and then pass them on to some Southern
Bishop, according to a plan which | have made with the Bishops. | really cannot go on much longer at this disheartening
work  trying to fill a sieve. 533

Nevertheless there was a backbone of priests of extraordinarily fine calibre in the diocese. Three of Stanton s clergy later
became bishops themselves  C.G. Barlow (Stanton's successor in North Queensland), Gilbert White (Carpentaria, and
later Willochra), and E.A. Anderson (Riverina), - no mean record for so small a diocese. There were others no less
valuable. Henry Plume, one of the early arrivals, remained for ten years of valuable service in Townsville, and became the
first archdeacon of the diocese in 1883; his departure was Universally regretted by the entire Diocese .53 There was that
colourful character, W.F. Tucker, a later Dean of Ballarat, who sprang into the limelight in the Russian scare of 1885 by
having himself appointed Hon Chaplain to the Bowen Defence Force, in which capacity he set about organising the
defences of the little town.>¥ But one of the noblest of them all was the fervent Albert Maclaren, who laboured at Mackay
from his ordination in 1878 until 1883; he originated work among the kanakas, and later was to play a heroic part in the
foundation of the New Guinea mission, which resulted in his untimely death. There were for the bishop consolations as well
as disappointments among his clergy. Among the laity, too, the bishop had some great supporters, none of them more
loyal than Stanton s close personal friend, the grazier Robert Christison.5%
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The acquisition of sites and the erection of churches attracted a major part of Bishop Stanton s attention from the first.
Writing to his supporters in England in 1879 Stanton set out his policy:

Land is still exceedingly cheap, and should now be secured for future Church property before capitalists come to raise
its price. Roman Catholics have been long and hard at work. They have bought land everywhere. Their chapels and
schools are in every place. The Church of England is miserably behind; our church buildings are small and shabby; we
own no land or property ..537

Stanton followed up his intentions vigorously. He instructed his clergy to buy allotments on the diggings before they rose in
price, and his own diary records his constant watch for suitable sites for future buildings. A list at the back of the Diocesan
Diary for 1884 gives details of land bought in 17 different towns, and of properties given to the diocese by the bishop
himself in two other places. It would have been easy to sit back and wait for money to be available before obtaining land;
but Stanton had too much sense of the needs of the future for that.53

Buildings followed more slowly, and had to depend on the gradual accumulation of funds within the districts, aided by
grants from the S.P.G. or General Church Fund. In Stantons episcopate most of the main centres were provided with
churches and parsonages, though the sudden birth of new towns and demise of old ones made building particularly difficult.
In view of the shortage of funds and the instability of population , no attempt was made to build permanent churches at this
time, though some of the wooden buildings, notably the second one built at Charters Towers in 1884, were of considerable
proportions.5 In the early years, however, all sorts of temporary accommodation was employed for services. Court
houses were commonly used; on the diggings services were sometimes held in the open air, or more commonly in the
living room of a hotel; while in Cairns a bond store was used, until it became so full of goods that a church had to be
erected.>0

Stanton particularly concerned himself with the project of building a worthy cathedral in Townsville. Soon after he arrived
he had the crude little church of St. James improved, with a more spacious chancel and new interior fittings,> but it was
still quite inadequate as a parish church, not to speak of a cathedral. In 1882 Townsville was already a flourishing town of
more than six thousand people, and the bishop was deeply conscious of how unworthy St. James was as the main church
of such a community:

The little wooden Church on Melton Hill is one of the few surviving relics of rough, early times its size too small for the
crowded congregation, and its style too insignificant as the Church of a port which receives some thousands of
immigrants yearly who would become sooner reconciled to their new country by the sight and service of a good Home-
like Church.542

Like Bishop Webber in Brisbane, Stanton looked forward to a cathedral, not simply as a large central church, but as the
heart of the diocese. It would be the centre of a group of church buildings  a bishop s residence, a small diocesan college,
library and church offices. It would have residentiary canons who would not only supply the cathedral services, but lecture
in the theological college, and throughout the diocese.>* It was not as grandiose a scheme as Bishop Webber was to
propose for Brisbane, but both ideas sprang from a common source, for there was current in England at the time a revival
of cathedral life with the object of making the cathedrals centres of corporate diocesan life.5#

Bishop Stanton was not to see the cathedral built during his episcopate, but he did set the scheme into operation so that it
could be carried on by his successor. In 1884 synod approved the principle of a cathedral,5* and the Sydney architect,
Arthur Blacket, was engaged to draw designs. Blacket submitted plans for an imposing stone building, supposedly adapted
to site and climate, but drought and economic difficulties caused postponement of the scheme. By 1887, however, Stanton
was ready to proceed. He had himself collected £3,000 from nine subscribers, and at a special synod he had four canons
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appointed (two nominated by the bishop, one each elected by the clergy and laity); and on the commemoration of Queen
Victoria s Golden Jubilee, on 21 June 1887, the first sod of the cathedral was turned.>* Progress was till far from smooth,
however; funds remained a problem, and the building operations had to be delayed, and finally it became necessary to
substitute brick for stone.>*” Nevertheless the first part of the cathedral was ready for consecration by Stanton s successor
in 1892.

By this means the basic structure of the new diocese was built up. One other thing was necessary the establishment of
synodical government. Synods had become the normal method of church government in Australia by this time. When
Stanton arrived, he had been advised both by Bishop Barker and Bishop Hale not to establish synodical government
immediately, but to wait until some degree of experience and stability was achieved. This was sound advice; yet Stanton
did not want to play the autocrat, so he founded a diocesan council to assist in the administration of the diocese, consisting
of all the clergy and twice as many laymen. The council met monthly, so that in so extensive a diocese many of the
members could only be represented by proxy.>#® Nevertheless, it was quite a happy expedient, as it allowed for a kind of
constitutional government, freed from the formalities of a synod which could have proved cumbersome in a diocese in its
formative stage. By 1883, however, Stanton felt that the time had come for a formal synod to be called. Yet Stanton never
became entirely convinced as to the value of synods, and his doubts were revealed in a letter written at a later date from
Newcastle:

| am bothered into sheer heresy about Synods and sceptically think that they are a clever device of the Evil one to keep
good men from their Parishes, and to addle their brains against preparing sermons.54

This was perhaps one reason why, after the first two synods in North Queensland in 1883 and 1884, it was resolved to hold
them only every alternate year, with a less formal conference in different parts of the diocese in the intervening years.

The first synod in 1883 adopted a constitution for the diocese. The fundamental provisions, binding the diocese to the Book
of Common Prayer and the Thirty Nine Articles, were almost identical with those in the Brisbane constitution.50 It is
interesting to note that there was still a financial voting qualification at church meetings: those who had reached the age of
twenty-one, and who were pewholders or contributors of not less than one pound annually to church funds, were eligible to
vote.%! There was also a limitation on the bishop s right to veto resolutions of synod. A matter that had received the
hishop s vote could be raised again at the next synod. If the matter were agreed to by two-thirds of each of the clerical and
lay orders, and the bishop still dissented, it was to be referred to the provincial synod, when such should be formed, or in
the meantime to the Primate together with one clerical and one lay member of the primatial see.®2 In effect, this limitation
on the bishop s absolute veto was not very restrictive, yet it did express the principle that the bishop was not by himself the
whole voice of the church.

The bishop and clergy enjoyed the biennial clerical conferences more than the formal meetings of synod. These
conferences were held in different parts of the diocese in order to strengthen the sense of diocesan unity. At the first one at
Charters Towers in 1885 clergy and laity seem to have been present, but in 1887 there appear to have been only clergy at
the conference at Cooktown. The discussions in 1885 are interesting, because they reveal the way in which these English
clergy were trying to grasp the need to adapt themselves to Australian conditions: indeed, there appears to have been more
awareness of this need in the north than elsewhere in the colony. For example, among the matters considered was the
desirability of earlier services than the torrid traditional hour of eleven; shorter sermons were discussed (and approved
particularly by the laymen); the adaptation of ecclesiastical architecture to local conditions was another topic; and the
question of pew rents came under consideration. It is true that for the most part, the weight of opinion favoured the
traditional methods rather than the suggested innovations. Yet the very fact that such things were seriously discussed so
early in the life of the diocese suggests an awareness of the issues involved.5s3In fact the need for simplification of the
services had already been recognised in the production in 1883 of a special Service Book for the bush, and a Diocesan
Chant Book, by the Reverend Henry Plume.5%

These diocesan developments began to be reflected during the eighties by a higher standard of church life at the parish
level. In the main centres churches were usually full on Sundays, and a popular preacher like C.G. Barlow, first at Charters
Towers and later at Townsville, drew overflowing congregations. In these centres the services themselves took on the
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traditional dignity of the English church, in contrast to the rough-and-tumble affairs of the diggings. In Townsville, the
monthly Communion of the seventies was replaced by a regular morning celebration every week.>* Stability was not
nearly so readily attainable in the outlying towns. The bishop could never be quite certain what was happening at the
distant centres. On his visit to Cloncurry, for example, in 1887, he found the once-flourishing town almost deserted
following a gold rush to Croydon.5 So a clergyman was sent to Croydon;%7 yet three years later when Stanton visited
Croydon, his diary noted: Found Church abandoned. No interest; no lock on church door; general unconcern.
Wesleyans strong. 5% It was to be some years yet before these conditions could be overcome.

The general tone of the diocese remained evangelical., yet at least so far as the clergy were concerned, it was by no
means uniformly so. Each morning of the diocesan conference started with an early celebration of Holy Communion a
practice generally associated with the catholic revival and from various parishes came complaints about the practices of
their high church incumbents. At Mackay as early as 1879 Albert Maclaren defended the use of sacramental confession as
provided in the Prayer Book.5® Within a period of two years there were reports of party strife at Cooktown, Port Douglas
and the Herbert River. Yet the incidents that provoked these storms were mostly very trivial; there was nothing like the
ritual wars that were being waged in England at the same time, and they arose in part from an attitude of possessiveness
that typified many of the laity in their relations with the clergy at this time. Some of them liked to think of the clergyman as a
kind of servant, who ought to do their bidding; it was such an attitude that was reflected in the annoyance among the
Charters Towers congregation in 1883 if their popular incumbent, C.G. Barlow, went away on a visit to preach elsewhere.560

In 1890 Stanton accepted election to the see of Newcastle. He believed that he had completed the pioneering task he had
come to do, and he looked forward to the opportunity of the closer, more settled church life that would be found in the older-
established diocese. At 55 years of age, he was passing the prime of life, and he was wise to accept a post that involved
less active physical work and in which he could become something of an elder statesman among the Australian bishops.

Stanton s task in North Queensland had been similar to Tufnell s in Brishane. If the two might be compared, it cannot be
doubted that Stanton was the greater success. In some ways his task was harder, in some ways easier, than that of the
Brishane pioneer. It was easier in the sense that the pattern of diocesan development in Australia was now more settled:
there was no doubt about the legal rights of a bishop and the role of synods; the approach to finance in missionary
dioceses was clearly marked out; and the colony itself had grown into an ordered way of life, so that there were no longer
the vexed questions of relations between church and state that had marked Tufnell s episcopate. Yet in other respects
there were greater difficulties in North Queensland. The economy was so unstable, the population so fluctuating, the
conventions of civilised life so overturned in the feverish search for wealth on the diggings, that one could never be sure
from month to month what the future might hold. In the south there was a steady, reasonably sure, if unspectacular,
development; in the north it was boom or bust. Dependable laymen were even fewer than in the southern parts of the
colony, and if anything, the comings and goings of many of the clergy were even more frequent.

In the face of this situation, Stanton and his band of pioneer clergy made a good start. In many respects the bishop
combined the virtues of Tufnell and Hale, without at least some of their more noticeable defects. He had Tufnell s vision of
what a diocese should be, but he had as well the powers of leadership and the understanding and sympathy of his laymen
that enabled him to carry his plans through. He had the evangelical zeal and personal humility and self-sacrifice that
characterised Hale; but he also had the drive, efficiency, and overall control that Hale had lacked. Indeed, it seemed when
he left the diocese that an era of steady progress might be expected. A series of crises was to negate this hope: but a firm
enough foundation had been laid for the church in the tropical diocese to rise up again after the disasters of the next twenty
years had done their worst.
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CHAPTER 9: STRENGTH THROUGH UNITY.

i.  William Thomas Thornhill Webber: Third Bishop of Brisbane

A diocese which not the wildest optimist could designate a bed of roses : so was the Diocese of Brishane described by an
ecclesiastical journal in 1885.%1 This was to put it mildly. The new bishop found on his arrival not only a state of virtual
insolvency, but a great spiritual inadequacy as well. He could not abstain from commenting at a meeting soon after his
arrival on the lack of pastoral work due to the shortage of clergy, the almost complete absence of the working classes from
the churches, and a fossil air hanging over many of the parishes.562

In fact, in relation to the changes that had been transforming the English church in the nineteenth century, the church in
Queensland was a quarter of a century behind the times. There was a reason for this. There had been no injection of
leadership fresh from England since Bishop Tufnell had arrived in 1860. Hale had been in Australia since 1847; so had
Benjamin Glennie. Other leading clergy in Brisbane like Jones, Sutton and Matthews had all come to Brisbane about 1860.
Those new men who had come from England had lacked either the seniority or the ability to supply the leaven required for
the Brishane loaf. The result was that the diocese had remained a kind of ecclesiastical backwater. Perhaps the
estrangement between two good and earnest men, Bishop Webber and Thomas Jones, (by this time, Archdeacon), may
best be understood as the inevitable clash between the new dynamic approach from England and the old-fashioned church
life of Brishane.

Fortunately Webber knew what to expect before he came. When the Archbishop of Canterbury was asked to select a new
hishop, he was given a full account of the dispirited state of the diocese, and was asked to choose the right man to face this
situation. His choice was ideal. Webber was not the type of man ever likely to have been nominated to a bishopric in
England, but he proved so suited to the needs of Brishane at this time that his episcopate was to become a turmning point
not only for the Diocese of Brisbane, but for the church in the whole of Queensland; for Webber s influence was eventually
to extend far beyond his own diocese, especially because three of the priests whom he introduced into Queensland were
later to become diocesan bishops within the province, and they carried the influence of Webber s methods and outlook with
them. These were Nathaniel Dawes, first Bishop of Rockhampton; Montagu Stone-Wigg, first Bishop of New Guinea; and
George Frodsham, third Bishop of North Queensland. After Webber s death, Frodsham described him as the master
whom | admired and loved ,%3 and it is clear that Webber s influence went deep in the work of his subordinates. It is
scarcely too much to say that his episcopate was the pivotal point of the history of the Anglican Church in Queensland.

It was not lightly that William Thomas Thornhill Webber accepted the Bishopric of Brisbane. Webber was a city man: he
loved London, and all his roots were in London s soil. For twenty years he had been vicar of the parish of St. John s, Red
Lion Square, which he had personally founded and built up to be one of the most vigorous parishes in the metropolis. He
was contented there in the fine parish life that he had built up around him, and yet he was conscious that the time had
come for his organising ability and experience to be employed in some wider sphere of service. In 1881 there had been
some consideration given to appointing him Bishop of Barbados, but a combination of medical advice in the light of his
rheumatic condition and Webber s own doubt as to whether such a diocese would give the best outlet to his kind of ability
restrained him from accepting. At that time he wrote to Randall Davidson* that his experience in pastoral work and
parochial organisation would apply more to a growing colony needing to be organized (e.g. Australia, Canada etc.) 56
Yet Webber had no desire to select his own work:

However one has no right, or, | hope, wish, to pick & choose one s sphere. One s clear duty is to go where one is Sent
subject only to the condition that there is sufficient work to be done & that there wd. be reasonable hope that the climate
wd. not have the effect of rendering one incapable of doing the work.56¢

In the light of this background, it is not hard to see why Webber was a natural choice when the next Archbishop of
Canterbury, Dr. E.W. Benson, was charged with the selection of a bishop for a diocese with such peculiar difficulties as
Brishane then presented. Webber s own opinion of his organising ability was confirmed by his fine record at Red Lion
Square (a neighbouring parish, incidentally, to the one from which Bishop Stanton had gone to North Queensland). He had
created a great parish from nothing, and though he had spent twenty years on the task, he was still in the prime of life,
being not yet fifty years old. In a district that was not particularly wealthy he had raised just under 50,000 and built a fine
church on which no debt remained. The way in which his five thousand parishioners flocked to church is shown by the fact

%1 Australian Churchman, 19 November 1885.

%2 | hid., 30 April 1886.

3 N.Q. Year Book, 1904-5, p. 43

%% At that time, chaplain to Dr. A.C. Tait, Archbishop of Canterbury, later himself Archbishop of Canterbury.

%% \Webber to Rev.R.T. Davidson, 2 January 1882 (dated in error 1881 in the MS), in Tait Papers, Archiepiscopal
Correspondence, Lambeth Palace.
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that he had five services each Sunday morning a most unusual thing for this period as well as a great children s service
in the afternoon and an evening service. Morning and evening services were held every day of the week, and Webber with
his three curates and a number of Religious ladies were kept very busy with pastoral work.5 He was not a great
preacher, and the impediment in his speech that affected his pronunciation of rs was a disadvantage; yet his sermons
were always sound and solid.

It was only after serious thought and prayer that Webber agreed to accept the offer of the see of Brisbane. Surviving letters
among Archbishop Benson s correspondence reveal Webber as a man who weighed all considerations before reaching a
decision, but who, having made it, was inflexible in carrying it through. He consulted men like Sir Robert Herbert, the first
premier of the colony, who could throw light on conditions there. He searched out all the available information about the
state of the church and received from Bishop Hale s brother-in-law among others, a most depressing account of the state
& possibilities of Brisbane as a sphere of Church work %68 He weighed his decision particularly carefully because, like
Bishop Stanton, he firmly believed that a colonial bishopric was a life s work, and should hold out no hope of return to the
home country. So it was with complete awareness of all that was involved that he finally accepted. The truth is the
diocese has never yet had a chance , one of his contacts had told him.%69 He was determined to see that it had its chance.

Webber s very appearance revealed something of those qualities of determination and stubbornness that were to
characterise his Brisbane episcopate. He was a short, stocky man, with a bald dome-shaped head and bushy reddish
beard that gave him a patriarchal air. His eyes had a firm, deliberate expression that could be steely to those of his
subordinates who fell into disfavour, but which lit up gently for the children, whom he loved very dearly. He never married,
but the Sunday school which he established at his own home at Bishopshourne for the children of the surrounding district
revealed the other side of a character that to some appeared harsh and forbidding.

It was particularly as a money-raiser that Webber had achieved fame, though this was not necessarily the part of his work
that he enjoyed most. It was not really congenial to him, but he was an intensely practical man who had learned at Red
Lion Square that a parish could not be built up without money, and who translated that lesson to his diocese when he
became a bishop. Some of the stories told about his methods of money-raising are undoubtedly apocryphal: but they do at
least show the legend that had grown up about his success in the art.5%The fact was that money-raising was not for
Webber, as it had been for Hale, an unpleasant task conflicting with and hindering his spiritual work. He had a sacramental
approach to life which saw the spiritual as being expressed through the material. He grasped the fact that if the Kingdom of
God were to be built up in Queensland it must have the external means of accomplishment: a strong church administration,
adequate finance, sufficient clergy, and worthy church buildings. These were all necessary preliminaries to and parts of the
work of building up the Kingdom of God. And though he would prefer to be involved in more directly spiritual and pastoral
work, he saw his task as being so to put the machinery of the church in order that its spiritual work could be effectively
accomplished. The unfortunate thing was that throughout his career Webber was in positions where he was compelled to
devote attention to finance and organisation, and as a result he found it increasingly hard to concentrate on other
matters.57

Webber was such a good organiser that the observer might be tempted to judge superficially that he believed sound
organisation alone could solve all the church s problems. This was not in fact so. Underlying all that he did there was in
Bishop Webber not a confidence in himself alone, but a deep, yet simple, faith in the power of God as the source of all his
strength. His was not the sort of faith that concerned itself with details. He was not the kind of man to suffer intellectual
doubts, nor to be concerned with fine points of doctrinal expression: but he had a genuine trust in God, and a living faith in
the Catholic Church as the instrument of God and in the Church of England as a vital part of that Catholic Church. It was
this faith that underlay his call to synod in the midst of the setbacks and troubles of the mid-nineties:

%7 Brishane Courier, 19 March 1885. These were religious sisters, but the terms [&isterOor ChunCwere still suspect in the
Church of England.

%68 \Webber to Archbishop Benson, 13 February 1885, Benson Papers, Archiepiscopal Correspondence, Lambeth Palace.
% Quoted in Webber to Abp. Benson, 13 February 1885, ibid.

%0 & g. Page, N.B., The Church and Parish of St. John the Evangelist, Red Lion Square, Holborn, quotes a letter that
Webber was alleged to have written to the old colonels taking the waters at Bath: [Dear Sir, if God has granted you a cure
you could not show your gratitude better than helping me in my work, and if by chance the cure has been withheld, no
doubt you will remember me in your willC] More genuineis the fact that his reputation led the Times of London
humorously to warn all those who had money to be out of town when he visited London on one of his money-raising trips
from Brisbane.

> Bishop H.H. Montgomery wrote to Archbishop Randall Davidson after Webber[s death that [Clergy going to him on
spiritual questions felt that he was bored. | don(i think he ever took a quiet day I don think he could have.. Memo
dated 6 February 1904, Davidson Papers, Archiepiscopal Correspondence Lambeth Palace.
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If we have faith as a grain of mustard-seed, with its expansive power and latent force of growth which can disturb the
massive stone; if we have faith in our Church s mission, and our own, above all, in the hidden might of Him who is the
real worker  for the work is His and not ours if we can in that faith so exercise self-control, so discipline and
subordinate our individualism as to bring about that loyalty, that unity of action, which is of the essence of force and of
movement, and the condition as He has taught us of the exercise of His power, then we have with us the secret of
irresistible advance, and of a progress which cannot be stayed. In a strength which is made perfect in weakness, we
may face our stupendous tasks with faith s imperturbable determination:-

Who art thou, O great mountain? Before Zerubbabel thou shalt become a plain .52

He was the Zerubbabel whose vocation it was to level the mountainous difficulties that hindered the work of the church in
Brishane, and it was this faith in his vocation in God s service that was the key to Webber s work. It proved the basis for his
stubbornness, his willingness to risk unpopularity, and his readiness to give his life whole-heartedly to the task in hand. It
was this faith that led him at the beginning to give up his comfortable parish for the hardships of a run-down colonial
hishopric,5”® and it was the same faith that led him at the end in his mortal illness to make the weary journey back from
England to Brishane, so that his last ounce of energy might be spent in completing his task so far as possible.

Webber s great attribute was that he had the vision to see things whole, and with that vision, powers of determination and
leadership to translate it into reality. He saw that no patchwork reconstruction of the diocese could suffice: a new sense of
unity was needed in place of the congregationalism that had come to mark the life of the church, and he saw that this unity
could only be achieved through a radically new approach to the administration of the diocese. His very first synod address,
just after his arrival, gave a hint of his outlook:

The needs of our day will not be met merely by a re-production of the past. We must draw from the Church s treasury
things new as well as old.57

Here was where Webber succeeded in doing what his predecessors had failed to do. Tufnell had had a vision, but lacked
the powers of leadership to carry it through against the inertia and opposition of influential people who could not or did not
understand. Hale, fine man though he was personally, had lacked the breadth of vision, and had tried to lead the diocese
piece-meal. Webber knew what the church ought to be. To him, the church was God s visible instrument in the world, and
the diocese was the basic unit of church life, and the bishop was its natural leader. And because he knew he had the ability
to lead, he was impatient with men of lesser stature who either wilfully opposed his plans, or through incompetence or
slowness could not keep pace with him. So he quarrelled bitterly with Thomas Jones, whom he had made an archdeacon;
some others of his clergy, once they earned his displeasure had a trying time; and of the diocesan registrar, A. Alexer
Orme, there is a revealing note in some private comments left by Archdeacon A.E. David: his spirit has been quite broken
by the late Bp. And he has been accustomed to be told to do everything. 55 Yet among his more able subordinates he
inspired real affection, and one of his clergy later remarked that if you were not afraid of him, his manner was that of a
tender father and wise counsellor .56

Men did not always find Bishop Webber easy to work with, nor easy to agree with, yet they respected his vision, his energy,
his determination, and above all his willingness to spend and be spent in fulfilling what he conceived to be his mission.
Towards the end of his episcopate there were strong criticisms of his plans and activities, particularly in relation to his
obsession of building a magnificent cathedral; yet even amidst these criticisms it is striking how often it was said of Webber
that his work would not be truly appreciated for years to come. It was true. At the time many of his policies seemed
grandiloguent, and his methods autocratic: but from the perspective of half a century later it is clear that William Thomas
Thornhill Webber was, more than any other single man, the architect of the Anglican Church in Queensland in the twentieth
century.

His object was clear in his own mind:

It would certainly be a cause of much thankfulness to me if during my tenure of this responsible post, the diocese could
have been so brought into working order, that when the pastoral staff of the diocese passed into younger and abler
hands such successor might find something like proper organization which is a necessary condition of effective work.577

%’2 Brishane Y ear Book, 1896: Bishop(s address, p. 51.

573 Cf. Webber[s farewell sermon at Red Lion Square: [When | received the Archbishop(s |etter inviting me to seriously
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There was his aim: to provide the conditions in which his successors might be able to build up the spiritual life of the
church unhindered. In fulfilling this aim, Webber left no part of the life and organisation of the church in his diocese
untouched by his administrative genius. In a later chapter we shall discuss new methods employed by the church in his
generation to meet the changing conditions in society and thought of the day. In this chapter we shall go on to consider the
reconstruction of diocesan machinery, which was the prerequisite of all other progress.

ii. Unity in Diocesan Finance

On 16 November 1885 Dr. Webber landed in Brisbane, in company with Bishop Barry, the Primate.5® He wasted no time
coming to grips with the problems of the diocese. He already knew that in Bishop Hale s episcopate financial weakness
had strangled the churchs progress, and when he arrived the position was still grave: the debt on the General Church
Fund was gradually increasing, and was prevented from growing at a more drastic rate only be deliberate self-imposed
restrictions on the extension of the ministry of the church. Nor did the decision of the diocesan council to offer the new
bhishop an increased stipend - £1,250 instead of the old figure of £1,000 help matters. To meet this increased
expenditure, some church properties had been sold as a means of supplementing the see endowment capital by some
£6,000 to a total of £15,716. Even so, the income from this fund was still £300 below the amount required to meet the
hishop s stipend.57

Webber s initial actions only worsened the situation. He imported a considerable number of priests from England, who had
to be equipped and transported, and this was costly. He also insisted on the addition of a new wing to Bishopshourne, so
that it might become a more adequate social centre for the diocese such as he conceived a bishop s palace ought to be,
and this required additional expenditure. The prospect was not encouraging!

It was not long, however, before Webber settled down to the task of raising funds, and there was little question that he
personally would direct operations, and if necessary collect money himself. It was not that he regarded this as the true
function of a bishop: but he knew that until the diocese could be made financially stable no other progress could be made,
and he knew from experience that he had real ability at money raising. One thing he insisted upon: money for spiritual work
should always be raised by direct giving. The use of entertainments to raise money for the church was abhorrent to him,
and even sales of work he viewed doubtfully. It was not that he disapproved of entertainment or commerce, but he
believed that it was unworthy for money to be given to God s work by circuitous means. Even with his great ambition to see
his beloved cathedral plan brought to fruition, he refused to deviate from the rule of direct giving only.58

Early in 1886 Webber began his career of fund-raising by launching the Bishop of Brisbane s Fund at a public meeting in
Brishane. Already the Webber techniques were apparent. For popular enthusiasm to be aroused, he saw that people must
have a sense of new beginnings being made, so he gave a new name to what was essentially an old thing, because the
new fund was virtually identical in purpose with Hale s General Church Fund. This was sound psychology, and he used this
principle again and again: whenever one appeal lost its immediate attraction, he allowed it to be dropped, and launched a
new one, so that church people were constantly enthused with a succession of new causes.

Then, too, Webber recognised the importance of a powerful initial impact: so he started his new fund  as he did on similar
occasions later  with an impressive public meeting to which the governor and leading citizens were specially invited. The
bishop, and other civic leaders, customarily started the appeal with their own generous donation so that an impressive
beginning was ensured.® Again Webber was never apologetic in his approach: he did not plead for money, nor
hesitatingly ask for small amounts, but put the challenge clearly, and made it clear that he expected a big response. In
1894, for example, he launched a Central Sustentation Fund with a goal of £50,000, to provide a central endowment to
assist in paying the stipends of the clergy. It was an impossible target, especially in view of the recent financial collapse in
the colony, and probably Webber never expected to reach it; but by liting his goal high, he succeeded in collecting much
more than his apologetic predecessors had done.

Nevertheless even the energetic bishop found the inertia of Brisbane churchmen hard to break. One Brisbane newspaper
found it interesting to speculate on the outcome of the battle:

There is grit in Bishop Webber. He will need it. He has discovered that there is both work and gold in Queensland. But
the owners of the gold are not usually workers in the Church. There is grip in rich men. What they gain they hold
tighty He has been out prospecting .His new chum ardour was a little chilled. The prominent laymen at
Toowoomba expressed doubts as to the success of the hishop s proposal for establishing a go-ahead fund  Will Dr.

>’8 Brishane Courier, 17 November 1885.

> Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1885, Diocesan Council Report, p.ii.
% Church Chronicle, September 1898.
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Webber s grit be able to relax the rich mens grip? If his grit and their gold could get mixed a little they would form a
serviceable amalgam for Church purposes.ss?

It must be admitted that the bishop did not find it easy to break the rich men s grip. It was with some disappointment that he
reported to synod in 1887 that the diocesan subscription list, the biggest for some time, still included only 101 names out of
92,000 churchmen in the diocese.®3 Yet even so, Webber found cause for some satisfaction, because there was an
increase of 60% to diocesan contributions, apart from the additional £4,000 being paid by the laity towards the stipends of
the eighteen additional clergy whom he had already introduced into the diocese.

Coming as he did from England with its rich church endowments, Bishop Webber, like Bishop Tufnell before him, was
inclined to place his confidence in the policy of building up large central endowments, the income from which would supply
a goodly proportion of current expenditure. So he determined to build up three capital funds a Mission Chaplains Fund to
support itinerant clergy in the scattered country districts; a Central Sustentation Fund to supplement the stipends provided
by the parishes; and a bigger See Endowment Fund to stabilise the bishop s own income. Besides this, he wanted a large
sum for the endowment of the new diocese which he wished to form in the northern parts of the existing diocese.

It was clear to Webber that in view of the lack of training of people in Queensland to give generously to the church, the only
way to build up such funds was by canvassing in England. He used the Lambeth Conference of 1888 as a convenient
opportunity to make his first trip to collect funds and recruit additional clergy, but after that he made regular visits to England
for the same purpose. The great depression of the early nineties, followed by the Brisbane flood of 1893, made his second
trip even more urgent, as it resulted in a real financial crisis for the church, which up to that time had been gradually
attaining to solvency under Webber s sound administration.

These English trips were no holiday jaunts for Webber. On the first visit in 1887-8 he preached in 45 churches, secured 16
clergy and collected £9,000 or more, mainly towards the Mission Chaplains Fund and the Rockhampton endowment fund,
and some also towards his favourite project of a new cathedral.* Five times in his episcopate he made such visits to
England, and spent long periods away from the diocese in consequence. On his visit in 1893-4 he preached in no fewer
than 110 churches and collected £7,000.585 It was nothing like the total of £55,000 that was ostensibly his aim, but now and
throughout the rest of the decade, money was increasingly difficult to obtain in England. This was not surprising, because
England like Australia, was hit by the depression, and in particular the owners of Australian properties, whom Webber
specially made his target, were suffering from the slump in Australia. Besides this, there was now a constant procession of
colonial bishops to England on the same mission as the Bishop of Brisbane, and increasing competition made successful
hunting more difficult. Moreover, Webber s old friends and supporters were gradually dying off, and new contacts were not
easy to make.

There was a basic question, however, asked both in England and Australia towards the end of Bishop Webbers
episcopate, with regard to his policy of seeking money in England, especially for his cathedral project: was it proper to seek
English money for the church in what was an increasingly prosperous Australian colony? Webber found this question being
raised in England,>8 and at home the Courier openly criticised the bishop for a policy which it claimed would create an
unfavourable impression in the home country. On two grounds Webber and his supporters defended the policy. One was
that the large number of immigrants being received from England gave England a special responsibility for the spiritual
provision of the colony. The other was that much of the profit of Queensland s pastoral estates and industry went to
England and those who derived their wealth from Australia were bound to put part of it back into spiritual work there 87
Webber did not convince all his critics: but it is certain that it was only his policy of going to England and campaigning there
with boundless energy that enabled the Diocese of Brisbane to be put on its feet financially. He must have collected a sum
not far short of £30,0000 on his five trips. Indeed, it was the exhaustion brought on by his last campaign that ultimately led
to his death.

Webber was nevertheless realistic enough to perceive that it was only a matter of time before the English funds must run
dry, and that the church in Queensland must aim to be entirely self-supporting. Indeed, the object of his English collections

%82 Brishane Telegraph, quoted in Australian Churchman, 5 February 1886.

%83 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1887, p. 18. This number, of course, was only those who subscribed to the diocesan
fund, and does not include subscribers to the funds of the various parishes.

%4 1bid., 1889, bishop(s address. See also St. John($ Parish Chronicle, August 1888 and January 1889.

%% Brishane Y ear Book, 1894-5, p. 20. See also Church Chronicle, January 1895; also a copy of a letter of Bishop Webber
in the London Times setting out reasons for his appeal, Church Chronicle, February 1895.

%% |t isinteresting that Bishop Barry, supporting Webber at a London meeting, justified his appeal on the ground that
while it would be wrong for Sydney or Melbourne to make appeals in England, Omissionary dioceses like that of Brisbane
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was to cover extraordinary needs, so that in ordinary financial affairs the colonial church might learn to pay its own way. An
important step, indicating a change of spirit within the diocese towards unity in place of the old parochialism, took place in
Brishane in 1887, when a meeting of representatives of the metropolitan parishes agreed, with one exception, to make a
voluntary assessment from parochial funds to the diocese for the purpose of maintaining diocesan administration. Several
parishes agreed to give 5% of their annual income, the others to give a fixed amount.58

This big step forward towards diocesan unity in finance indicated the effect that strong leadership emanating from the
hishop was having on the atmosphere of the diocese. In synod shortly afterwards, the Treasurer, T.M.King, moved that all
parishes should follow the example of a 5% voluntary assessment.58® The principle was not formally established, however,
until a special synod in 1897 made the assessment payable from parish to diocese the first charge on parochial
resources.® For the bishop this was a great victory, because not only did it assure the diocese of a regular and stable
income, but it asserted the principle, which he so firmly believed in, that the diocese and not the parish should be the basic
unit of the church:

You have tried the congregational principle long enough, and it has failed, as it ever must, as being out of harmony with
the organic constitution of the Church, whatever may be the case with other bodies differently constituted It was
essentially Congregationalism, or rather, at bottom, however unconsciously, a merely self-regarding individualism, that
brought about the cutting away of the old foundations; and it is the same spirit which has so far hindered the placing
Diocesan affairs on a sure foundation So long as people talk Church principles and act Congregational principles, so
long will the Church fare badly; for Congregationalism is essentially self-regarding, and individualist, where true
Churchmanship is altruistic.5%!

No system of parochial assessment could be satisfactory, however, unless parish revenues were adequate, and the striking
feature of the last fifteen years of the nineteenth century was the steady growth of parish income, despite the setbacks of
depressions, unemployment and flood. Standards of giving were still by later standards very poor: but in comparison with
an earlier period they showed great improvement. There were various reasons for this. It was gradually being realised by
church people that there were no church endowments in Australia, and that the church did in fact depend on the support of
its people, as its leaders had been vainly proclaiming for decades. It takes a long time to change traditions and ingrained
habits in these matters, especially habits connected with religion, in which men are particularly conservative. There were
other significant factors too the leadership and financial teaching of Bishop Webber, the more adequate pastoral work
being done now that there were more clergy, and the general sense of purpose that pervaded the church under the strong
leadership of the bishop. Indeed a committee of synod in 1892 went so far as to recommend an envelope system for
weekly freewill offerings, such as the Baptists used. For Anglicans this was a quite revolutionary suggestion, and although
it was not widely employed for some time to come, it did imply the growth of a new conception of church finance.5%2

There was even some indication that the economic events of the nineties caused some changes of mind among church
leaders about the reliability of the endowment system of finance. The first reaction to the depression of 1893 was to argue
that if the church had been properly endowed, this depression would not have been so disastrous in its consequences for
the diocese.5® Some years later, however, the experience of the loss of income when the value of the See Endowment
Fund collapsed in the financial crash, caused second thoughts. An editorial in the Church Chronicle commented:

It is certainly an open question whether the Church of England will not be driven more and more to abandon its method
of accumulating endowments and to rely upon a percentage system over the whole income of the Diocese It is true
that the system, at first blush, when compared with that of endowment, seems wanting in security, but after the
experience which this and other Australian Dioceses have passed through in respect of the investment of capital funds,
it would seem to be the less precarious of the two.5%

Whether doubts about endowments were justified may be argued: but the important fact is that there was a growing
awareness of the need to increase the proportion of the church s income that derived from the regular giving of church
people, and this marked a turning point on the road to self support of the church in Queensland.

It cannot be said that Bishop Webber achieved all his financial aims. Most of the endowment funds which he established
fell short of their goal; the very payment of his own stipend was precarious during most of his episcopate owing to the
financial crisis which particularly affected the See Endowment Fund; the amounts contributed to the church from within the
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colony still fell below his anticipations. Yet Webber s achievement was remarkable. The immediate impact which he made
is shown by the figures of annual income to diocesan (not parochial) funds in the years before the depression struck:5%

1885-6 £2,240
1886-7 £2,838
1887-8 £3,125
1888-9 £1,792
1889-90 £13,373
1890-1 £12,103
1891-2 £10,839

The sudden leap in income once Webber started collecting money in earnest is striking. It has been estimated that in the
eighteen years of his episcopate he added to the capital funds alone of the diocese about £57,000.5% All of the basic funds
of the diocese were established. It was hard and tiresome work to achieve this: but in doing it Bishop Webber ensured that
none of his successors would need to repeat the task.

iil. A United and Vigorous Clergy

If Bishop Webber s financial achievement stands out so clearly in the history of his episcopate, it is partly because it is the
aspect of his work which can most readily be illuminated statistically. Amid all his financial achievement, however, the
hishop never lost sight of the fact that finance was simply the groundwork for the provision of the human agents through
whom the church s real work could be accomplished; and perhaps greater than his monetary success was the radical
transformation effected in the life of the diocese by the building up of a numerous and remarkably capable body of clergy.

There can be no doubt that up to this time the clergy had been not only numerically inadequate for a diocese of the size
and population of Brishane, but with some notable exceptions, had been made up of men of the second rank. Many of
those brought from England had proved ineffectual in Australian conditions; the men imported from southern dioceses,
often trained at Moore College, had shown considerable zeal but were intellectually inferior to the English clergy; while the
men ordained within the diocese had lacked the opportunity either of sound academic or pastoral training. On his arrival
Bishop Webber found only 34 clergymen in his diocese, and the number of resignations proffered to him on his arrival
made him wonder whether any were going to remain.5%7

Webber was deeply conscious of the need to provide proper facilities for local candidates to be trained for holy orders, and
his concern to found a theological college in Brisbane and to foster vocations to the sacred ministry will be considered in a
later chapter.5® For the beginning, however, he believed that England must remain the primary source of recruitment for
the clergy, and he set about the task with his customary thoroughness and vigour. It was not long after his own arrival in
Queensland than new clergy began to follow, as a result of contacts which he had made before he left England.

Bishop Webber was a keen supporter, if not the originator, of the five year plan , by which young English clergy contracted
to go to a colonial diocese for a definite term of five years. The plan had real advantages. There were many of the younger
English clergy, who, while not desiring to pull up their roots entirely and spend the rest of their lives in the untried conditions
of the colonies, were prepared to do so for a limited period. These included some of the more able young priests, men who
might expect eventual high preferment if they stayed in England. Webber s plan was that after ordination in England such
young men should serve an English curacy for two years, and then offer themselves for colonial service for five years.
Normally they would still be single, a condition which Webber regarded as very desirable for priests in the Australian
outback, yet it did not involve a compulsory permanent celibacy, which was contrary to the usual Anglican tradition. A great
advantage of the scheme was that it would permit a continuous infusion into the colonial diocese of new blood and ideas
fresh from England, which would be a constantly invigorating factor in the life of the colonial church.

On his visits to England the bishop urged his plan indefatigably. The co-operation of the English bishops was essential,
because an important part of the scheme was that men who went to the colonies should be accorded seniority on their
return to England, equivalent to those who had remained at home for the same period. Webber wanted to go even further:
at the Anglican Missionary Conference in 1894 he read a paper in which he urged the formation of a specific Foreign

°% Brishane Y ear Book, 1892

%% Eotimated by Archdeacon A.E. David, ibid, 1904, p.43
97 Australian Churchman, 5 February 1886.

%% See below, Chap. 12, (i).
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Service Order , of young clergy who would offer their names as being willing to go wherever needed in the colonies for the
five year period.5%

Behind this five year plan there was not only the desire to get more men, but to create an arrangement whereby the very
cream of the younger clergy of England would be encouraged to serve in the colonies. For many years there had been a
prevailing attitude in England that men ordained for the colonies were in some way inferior.8% With this attitude Bishop
Webber was not content. He was determined that the best men were needed for the harder conditions overseas, and they
should be helped to come. This view, expressed in earlier years, it is true, by men like Bishop Hale, and now convincingly
urged in high places in England by Dr. Webber and other colonial bishops, was clearly expressed by Webber s coadjutor,
Dr. Nathaniel Dawes:

No graver mistake can possibly be made than to look to the colonies as furnishing a convalescent home for the morally
defective, or as affording favourable scope for retrieving an unsuccessful past. Moreover while individual character is
subjected to greater strain and to more rigid and suspicious scrutiny, so also in the fierce glare of publicity, both in town
and bush life, unreality, affectation, effeminacy, or laxity of conduct on the part of our clergy, are not the less but the
more productive of scandal than in the crowded thoroughfares of old country life.60

Although Webber s proposal for a Foreign Service Order in the home church did not formally take effect, the view which he
had propounded so forcefully in the councils of the church in England was not without fruit. He was careful to stress the
advantages of such a proposal to the English church itself, inasmuch as the young clergy would benefit from the experience
of colonial work. The principle was given the benediction of the Lambeth Conference of 1897, and it is not without
significance that three members of the committee which approved of the five year plan were Bishops Webber; Dawes and
Stretch.502  This semi-official acceptance of the scheme was the basis of the establishment of bush brotherhoods in
subsequent years, and it is not coincidental that the first Australian bush brotherhood was founded in this very year, 1897.

It still remained to ensure that the best possible men were introduced under the five year system. One of Webbers
greatest attributes was his ability to judge character; and as he made himself personally responsible, on his visits to
England, for selecting the men who came to his diocese, the result was very beneficial. When he saw a man whom he
thought suited to the diocese, he put to proposition directly to him.5%3 To maintain the flow of clergy in between his visits to
England, the bishop appointed two commissaries in England to represent him. What is specially significant is the men he
chose the Reverend H. Scott Holland and Canon A.J. Mason, two of the best known clergy in England, who would be
most unlikely to choose mediocre men. It is significant, too, that both were quite definitely of the catholic school of thought.
On his return from Brisbane the Reverend Bernard Wilson also became Webbers commissary, and with his thorough
knowledge of the needs of the diocese, became a close and valuable link between Bishop Webber and the home church.

The results of Webber s determination to build up a first-rate body of clergy in the diocese were soon apparent. Eighteen
months after his arrival in Queensland the number of clergy had risen by fifty percent from 34 to 51.604 By 1889 there was
a further rise to 61. This great increase in the clerical staff of the diocese within only four years transformed the whole
outlook: large parishes previously worked single-handed received curates; new parishes were formed in the growing
suburbs of Brishane, and in country towns which were steadily developing; and the great spaces of the far west were for
the first time receiving systematic (though still inadequate) attention.

It is true that from 1890 there was no marked increase in the number of clergy in the diocese. Indeed in 1900 there were
only 58 clergy, and when St. Clair Donaldson came to succeed Webber the number was down to 55. It must be
remembered, however, that by this time the new Diocese of Rockhampton had been formed out of the original Brishane
diocese, and the total number of clergy in the combined area was more than it had been a decade before. There were
powerful factors at work to keep the number of clergy fairly static after 1890. By that time the end of the first five year
period had been reached, and the flow of clergy returning to England balanced the steady influx of new men. Further, there

%% Report of the Missionary Conference of the Anglican Communion, 1894, p.266

800 The attitude towards colonially ordained clergymen was even worse, e.g. the Colonial Clergy Act of 1874 had imposed
disabilities on clergymen ordained in the colonies, who wished to exercise their ministry in England. Cf. Clark, H.L..,
Constitutional Church Government, p. 72.

% Church Chronicle, February 1891.

%2 Davidson, R.T.., The six Lambeth Conferences, p. 208. At thistime Dawes was Bishop of Rockhampton and Stretch
Coadjutor Bishop of Brisbane.

803 E g. the Reverend B.P. Walker recalls meeting Bishop Webber after a confirmation in an English parish where he was
serving as acurate. After talking to him for some time the bishop asked directly: [Why don [ you consider coming out to
Brisbane?] He came [and stayed.

804 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1887, p.5.
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were already signs of a drying up of the English reservoir.t% The number of ordinands in England was diminishing, and the
continued expansion of the colonial churches meant that more and more overseas bishops were now making what
Archdeacon David termed annual or biennial predatory expeditions into English Dioceses to recruit men.5% At the same
time, Bishop Webber s personal contacts diminished as the years passed, and in particular he was out of touch with the
younger English clergy. Besides all this there is evidence of doubts among English priests as to the reliability of the
promises made about stipends in Australian dioceses. Rumours had spread in England and they were not always
without foundation  of stipends being in arrears, and this naturally created doubts about coming to Australia. In 1892
Bernard Wilson reported from England an utter lack of confidence in the Australian Church in this regard.67 It was partly
to overcome these misgivings that Webber tried to have the principle accepted that stipends be paid through the central
diocesan office.

These difficulties in no sense detracted from Bishop Webber s achievement with regard to his clergy. It was not only that
numbers were for the first time relatively adequate. The quality of his clergy was also at a remarkably high level: indeed, it
is doubtful if any other colonial diocese had a better team of clergy at this period, and it may be doubted whether it has
been excelled in Brishane since. Some indication of the calibre of Webbers men is indicated by the fact that six of them
became bishops Nathaniel Dawes, Montagu Stone-Wigg, G.H. Frodsham, R.A.H. Hay, Henry Newton and H.H. Dixon.88
To these might be added J.F. Stretch, whom Webber imported from Ballarat to become his coadjutor bishop in 1895, and
who later became Bishop of Newcastle. Between them, these Webber men were to play a considerable part in the growth
of the Church of England in Australia.

Apart from those who were later elevated to the episcopate there were others of outstanding ability who in various ways
made no lesser contribution. Mention has already been made of the Reverend Bernard Wilson. Although he worked in the
diocese only five years, returning to England at the end of 1890, Wilson made an impact on the church in Queensland out
of all proportion to his short ministry in the colony. Not only as examining chaplain did he lay foundations for what could
later develop into thorough theological training of the clergy, but as Vicar of St. John's he transformed the mother parish
into a real diocesan centre as the pro-cathedral, and prepared the way for its further transformation, so dear to Bishop
Webber s heart, into a genuine cathedral. It was he who established the St. John s Parish Chronicle, which, while not the
first parish paper in the diocese, was the one which by its broad diocesan outlook was able to be painlessly changed into a
diocesan paper. As the Church Chronicle it first appeared at the beginning of 1891, just after Wilson had returned to
England. Just as valuable as his work within the diocese were his continuing labours after his return to England.5% It was
he who sent out some of the most able of clergy like R.A.H. Hay and J.W.S. Tomlin;%1 it was he who negotiated, in co-
operation with his successor at St. John's, Montagu Stone-Wigg, for the beginning of a sisterhood and a branch of the
Church Army. The results of these efforts will be considered more fully in a later section.t* So highly, indeed, was Wilson
esteemed that he was offered the bishopric on Webber s death in 1903, and it was only on the advice of the Archbishop of
Canterbury that he declined.t12

Quite different in abilities and temperament was A.R. Rivers, who came to the diocese in 1892. The bishop quickly
recognised his energy and powers of organisation, and he was appointed an archdeacon in 1896, with a roving commission
as canon missioner. Webber always pursued the policy albeit sometimes an unpopular one  of making appointments
with a view to ability, and not seniority.513 Rivers was still a comparatively young man, and he served the diocese as
archdeacon until his appointment in 1920 as Dean of Hobart. A man of artistic temperament,®# Rivers had that restless,

805 e g. by 1896 the Bishop of London was complaining of an inadequate supply for his own diocese. Mentioned in Bishop
Webber[$ synod address, Brisbane Y ear Book, 1896.

8 | hid, 1902, p.32 David presided at this synod owing to the bishop(s absence.

%7 Quoted by Bishop Webber, ibid., 1892 p. 55.

%% Dawes, Coadjutor Bishop of Brisbane, 1889-1892 and Bishop of Rockhampton, 1892-1908; Stone-Wigg, Bishop of
New Guinea, 1898-1910; Frodsham, Bishop of North Queensland, 1902-1913; Hay, Bishop of Tasmania, 1919-1944;
Newton, Bishop of Carpentaria, 1915-1922 and Bishop of New Guinea, 1922-1936; Dixon, Coadjutor Bishop of Brisbane
1932-1961.

899 \\ilson became particularly famous as vicar of the greatest parish in England, Portsea, where he succeeded Cosmo
Gordon Lang, later Archbishop of Y ork and Canterbury, and had as his senior curate, and was succeeded by Cyril Garbett,
later Archbishop of York. Garbett was strongly influenced by Wilson[s example. See Garbett, C.F. (Ed) The Work of a
Great Parish, p. 41 ff. Also Smyth, C., Cyril Forster Garbett, p.72 ff.

610 cf, Church Chronicle, August 1898, for Hay[3 appointment, and February 1955 for Tomlin(s recollections of hisown
selection by Wilson.

61! See below, Chap 12.

®12 Minute Book: Various Committees (Church House): Minutes of special committee of the diocesan council to consider
the election of a new bishop, 12 November 1903 and 15 December 1903. For further details, see below, Chap 11.

®13 Brishane Y ear Book, 1898, Bishop(s address, p.130.

614 Rivers composed, among other things, amusical setting for the Eucharist, which was quite widely used.
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energetic nature which often typifies such men, and which made him so suited to his itinerant work in the diocese, whether
as organiser of the Church Society, head of the Gayndah brotherhood (the precursor of the later Bush Brotherhood), or as
Archdeacon of Toowoomba. Sacrificial to the point of carelessness in the use of his own money, he was a first-rate
organiser for diocesan funds; hampered in his own family relationships by a difficult and domineering mother, he was a
faithful and loving friend and father to clergy, catechists and people under his care; tired and near-exhausted from
constantly drawing upon physical and spiritual reserves, he always appeared to be ready to go the extra mile. He was well
summed up by his fellow archdeacon who knew him so well, though he differed from him so much in temperament: Both in
regard to energy and ability | regard him as the ablest and best of the clergy .615

Among the many priests of great ability who came to the diocese in the Webber era, there is one who stands pre-eminent in
his influence, devotedness and capabilities. From the time he came to Brisbane in 1891 the Reverend Arthur Evan David
rapidly rose to become the key figure in the diocese next to the bishop himself. Never deliberately obtruding himself in the
hishop s presence, yet always ready to step forward and take over the reins of administration during Webbers long
absences in England, David was a loyal subordinate, who was in some respects greater than his leader. It was his
efficient, unobtrusive ability that made it possible for Bishop Webber to concentrate on his own distinctive role. Though it
did not always appear to the casual observer, David was a man of genuine humility, as revealed by his willing, though
never obsequious, subordination to the leader whom he deeply respected, but with whom he not occasionally disagreed.
He, too, might well have been the next Bishop of Brisbane: the clergy wanted him, but the wife whom he had married in
1900 was unpalatable to the laity, and this prevented his election.56

David came from an intelligent and cultured family, his brother being Sir Edgeworth David, the eminent scientist-explorer.
He was himself a man of sharp intellect, and had been engaged in academic work in England as vice-principal of the Leeds
Clergy School, and on his return to England from Brisbane he joined the staff of the Ely Theological College. Yet he was
no abstract scholar: he was a practical and efficient administrator, and had the knack of immediately stepping into the
hishop s shoes as soon as he departed on an overseas trip; he was a shrewd judge of men, as the pithy comments on the
personnel of the diocese, which he left for Bishop Donaldson, illustrate; he had a humility that enabled him to be loyal to his
superiors, yet a confidence that enabled him to exercise firm authority when it was his duty; he had a ready tact that helped
smooth the troubled waters that sometimes eddied around the rock of Bishop Webbers stubbornness 57 and a deep
sympathy, that often lay dormant, but came to the surface whenever there was need; he had a keen understanding of the
Australian temperament, and of the qualities needed in the Australian church. Above all, these qualities were directed and
unified in a deep spiritual life based on regular prayer and real self-discipline that left its mark on the young men whom he
trained for the ministry in the Brisbane Theological College. It was he who set the standard of theological training, built
around an ordered devotional life that continued to be the tradition of the later St. Francis College. Indeed, there was
hardly an aspect of the life of the diocese that was not in some measure touched by David s personality. His own fear an
unjustified one  was that he had so become a jack of all trades that he was master of none.%:8

It was in 1891 that David came to the diocese to succeed Bernard Wilson as examining chaplain. His appointment in 1893
as a canon residentiary marked his first term of administering the diocese in the bishop s absence, which was to become
almost second nature to him in the next ten years. At the end of the following year he became Archdeacon of Brisbane,
and even after Stretch was appointed coadjutor bishop in 1895 it was still David who was Webber s administrative deputy,
as Stretch had his headquarters at Roma and was out of touch with day-to-day diocesan affairs. The difficult and trying
period of Bishop Webber s long final illness was handled by David with consummate tact and skill, and the deep silence
that came over synod when he announced that he had sent his resignation to the bishop-elect, Dr. Donaldson, was
expressive of the genuine regret felt at his departure. It was a hard decision for David, but a wise one, which he refused to
retract, despite earnest requests from the clergy. He knew that his creative work had been done, and that his role had
been so inextricably linked with that of Bishop Webber that it would be impossible for him to be anything but a hindrance to
a new hishop with a fresh approach.59 So a few days after Donaldson s arrival, David left, amid glowing tributes from all
sides. He left everything at the fingertips of the new bishop: and the unselfishness of his departure was a fitting end to the
unselfish role he had played under Webber. His great contribution had been that in so many ways he was the opposite of

®%5 David, A.E.., Notes on the Diocese of Brisbane (MS)

616 Brishane Y ear Book, Special Synod, October 1903. Bishop Stone-Wigg was another of the nominees, together with
Bishop A.V. Green, of Ballarat. Green wasfinally elected, but declined. Thereis, of course, no mention in the records of
synod as to why David was not elected, but this story has been confirmed independently by several clergy who were in the
diocese at thetime. The matter was also alluded to in aletter, Rev. B.R. Wilson to Abp. R.T. Davidson, 29 July 1903,
Davidson Papers, Archiepiscopa Correspondence, Lambeth Palace.
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618 Church Chronicle, January 1905.

619 A E. David, to Abp R.T. Davidson, 1 November 1903 and 23 January 1904, Davidson Papers, Archiepiscopal
Correspondence, Lambeth Palace.
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Webber: he had those very qualities which his bishop lacked, and the two were almost perfectly complementary. Without
the archdeacon the bishop could not have achieved what he did.

We have given deliberate attention to the personalities of the men whom Webber introduced to the diocese. More will be
heard of their work later. This was a creative period in the history of the church in Queensland. The environment was ripe
for creativity in the church: but it was only the presence of men of initiative, who seized opportunities and applied their
talents to them, that made the period from 1890 to 1920 so significant in the growth of the church. When we examine the
new avenues of work that the church undertook at this time, we shall find that for the most part it was not Bishop Webber
himself, but his subordinates, who developed new methods of work. Webber s own contribution was that he sensed the
needs of the time, and made sure that he brought to Queensland the right men to meet these needs.

The bishop himself was the unifying force behind all these varying personalities. It not infrequently happens that a team of
able individuals disintegrates because of the very force of their character. This was not so in Webber s diocese. Partly this
was because they all had a real devotion to the common task; partly it was because they shared a common churchmanship
that was strongly catholic without being in any sense extreme; but above all it was because they were united behind a
strong and determined leader in their bishop. They did not always agree with him, but they respected him; he sometimes
scolded them, but he had a deep regard for their ability and loyalty. He was speaking from his heart at the last synod at
which he presided when he expressed his gratitude for

such a band of clergy as well might make their Bishop the envied of many another Diocesan and not in Australia
alone: for their moderation in matters of ritual: for the entire absence from our Diocese of what the poet has termed the
falsehood of extremes: for their marked obedience to the apostolic injunction do nothing of party spirit: for their
unsparing labours: for the spirit of loyalty to their Bishop: for the spirit of brotherhood among themselves.620

iv. The Cathedral as the Symbol of Unity.

The most tangible memorial to Bishop Webber in Brishane is undoubtedly the cathedral church of St, John the Evangelist:

for while the cathedral was not built until after his death, it was he who conceived it, and poured his whole being lovingly

into its planning. It was only his determination in the face of strong opposition that translated what most people dismissed

at first as an extravagant dream into a glorious reality by 1910. It was not just that Webber wanted a central church of

architectural distinction. The cathedral project was dear to him because it symbolised his vision of a strong, united diocese
an expression in stone of the transformation he was seeking to bring over the diocese as a whole.

There was, it is true, a practical and urgent need to replace the old St. John's church. It had not been particularly well built
in the first place, and the original structure had been twice added to since its consecration, first by the addition of two more
bays on the nave, and again by the addition of a duplicate nave and chancel, which not only gave a queer lop-sided
appearance to the interior,%? but also weakened its quality as the new section was built only of rubble and plaster.52 Some
two years before Webber arrived in Brisbane it was reported that the church was quickly falling into ruin, and that rain came
in nearly all over the building.5® Its seating capacity of five hundred was certainly sufficient for ordinary Sundays, but
throughout the nineties people had to be turned away on the great festivals, and it was an impossible building for any large
diocesan functions or ceremonies. The need to build a new enlarged St. John s could not be questioned.

It was, however, no ordinary large church that Bishop Webber had in mind, and the stunned reaction of synod when the
hishop suggested that a sum of £100,000 might permit a beginning to his scheme can easily be imagined.t#* The lack of
public enthusiasm for so obviously foolhardy a scheme was indicated by the fact that fewer than a hundred people bothered
to come to the meeting held to launch it, despite the fact that the governor himself had consented to preside.52> It was in
fact a one-man project from the start. Even the Archbishop of Canterbury mildly rebuked Bishop Webber for considering
such an ambitious plan at this stage of the life of the diocese.626

If the plan had not been so integral part of his programme for reconstruction of the diocese, Webber might well have given it
up in despair. But even before he landed in Brisbane the idea was rooted in his mind 62" and it was one of the first matters
that he broached to synod within a few days of his arrival. It is significant that in all his early utterances on

620 Brishane Y ear Book, 1901 Bishop(s address, p. 49.

62! Church Chronicle, September 1904.

622 |bid., November 1904.

623 Queensand Guardian, 22 February 1883.

624 Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1886, Bishop(s address, p.23.

625 Brishane Courier, 13 April 1886.

626 Archbishop E.W. Benson, to Webber, 1 May 1888, Benson Papers, Archiepiscopal Correspondence, Lambeth Palace.
627 Brishane Courier, 17 November 1885.
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the subject, it was linked with a call to unity in the diocese. Webber believed that the church must be one, and that the
unity of the church must be visibly expressed. He regarded the bishop as being not simply an administrator or teacher, but
as being the centre of unity of the church. The diocese, not the parish, was the basic unit of the church s life: and the
hishop, by virtue of his episcopal office  not of his personality ~was the one around whom diocesan unity was to be built
up. The cathedral was the bishop s church, where his cathedra was placed, and just as the office of bishop must be
strongly exercised, so must the cathedral church be a strong and visible centre of unity for the whole diocese. To Bishop
Webber, unity was essential, both for theological and practical reasons; and the cathedral was to be the symbol, both
theologically and practically, of the unity of the diocese. The whole diocese would be united in working to build it; the
people of the diocese would gather in it for diocesan festivals and important services; and in return through its residentiary
canons, the cathedral would serve the diocese and help to knit the parishes into a more visible unity.

There were other elements, too, in the bishop s determination to build a glorious cathedral. The sacramental teaching of
the catholic revival had made its mark upon him, and he regarded it as vital that in an increasingly materialistic society there
should be an outward and visible sign in the centre of the city pointing men to higher spiritual values:

This Cathedral is sorely needed as the quickening centre of church life and of evangelic, educational, and missionary
work; while, with its upward spires, breaking the skyline of our temples of trade, it will lift up as a constant reminder, in
the midst of our mercantile vocations, that a mans life consisteth not in the abundance of the things which he
possesseth .628

This was one reason that impelled him to shift the site of the building from that of the old St. John s in George Street to the
elevated ground above Adelaide Street, where its towers, he believed, would more nearly dominate the city.52° For the
same reason the soaring grandeur of Gothic architecture represented Webber s ideal for such a building. At the same time,
within the life of the diocese itself, the cathedral was to serve as a norm for standards of architecture and for beauty of
worship, music and ceremonial.&

The bishop strove to put these ideals into effect by the provisions of the Cathedral Canon, passed by synod in 1892.631
This canon provided that the bishop himself was to be dean of the cathedral, so that there might be no risk of an
independent dean whose policies might clash with those of the bishop, as had happened in some cathedrals elsewhere.832
Provision was made for four residentiary canons, who would be paid from the cathedral endowments, and would fulfil a
specialist function in the diocese: one would be the sub-dean, one the principal of the theological college, and the other two
probably canons missioner (including, perhaps, a coadjutor bishop). There might be up to six honorary canons, who would
receive no stipend, but might occasionally preach and assist in the greater chapter.533 Lay canons were also provided
for.8 The legal establishment of the cathedral was completed by the passing of an act of parliament in 1895 which
incorporated the lesser chapter as a body capable of holding property.&3

Such was the theory: but all this would mean nothing unless the bishop could get the cathedral built. Actually Webber did
not expect to see the building complete in his lifetime, and he declared at the outset that it took at least three episcopates to
build a cathedral; so he contented himself with trying to have the first portion constructed. In the early years of his
episcopate little progress was made. It is true that the diocesan council agreed to instruct the eminent English architect,
John L. Pearson, to draw up plans,®%and a building fund was set in motion as a memorial to Queen Victoria s golden
jubilee in 1887.537 Other pressing matters, however, took the chief attention of bishop and diocese. What funds were
available were required to bring out clergy and build churches, endowment was required for the proposed Diocese of
Rockhampton, and the drought, depression and flood of the early nineties diverted attention from the cathedral.
Nevertheless, the bishop never allowed the hope to fade, and the fact that he pressed ahead with the Cathedral Canon in
1892, at a time when the cathedral scheme seemed quite dead, shows that it was never far from his mind.

628 Church Chronicle, June 1901: Webber[s address at the laying of the foundation stone of the cathedral.

629 Brishane Courier, 25 August 1899.

8% Church Chronicle, August 1898, in a special supplement details the various reasons put forward for the necessity of a
cathedral.

831 1t should be noted that the word [€anonJhas two meanings. In one usage it is the enactment of an ecclesiastical synod;
it is also the title of a member of the chapter of a cathedral, being used sometimes of lay members as well as clergy.

832 \Webber had already prepared the way for this measure by appointing himself Honorary Rector of St. John(s parish in
1886, with a vicar to have actual charge of the parish. Cf. Australian Churchman, 5 February 1886.

633 |t was appropriate that the veteran, Benjamin Glennie, who had resigned his archdeaconry on Webber(s arrival, had
aready been appointed to be the first honorary canon in 1886.

83 For full provisions of the Cathedral Canon, see Church Chronicle, June 1892; and for Dr. Webber[s defence of its
provisions, ibid, July 1892.
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The choice of Pearson as the architect was fortunate. He had designed Truro Cathedral, and Webber had come to know
him, as he had designed his own church at Red Lion Square. He was the greatest ecclesiastical architect of the day, and
his Gothic style had strength and simplicity that was reminiscent of the thirteenth century, yet had a character of its own.83
Brishane cathedral was to be one of his last great achievements, as he was already an old man, and died in 1897 before
the foundation stone was even laid. It was perhaps his conception of his task as a church architect that gave him his
greatness: the question, he declared, that ought to be asked of a church was not, Is this admirable is it beautiful? , but
Does it send you on your knees? 6% |t has been universally agreed that of the cathedral in Brisbane that question could be
answered with an unhesitating affirmative.

As with all his financial schemes, Webber was a consistent opportunist in raising funds for his cathedral. His overall plan
was always present in the back of his mind, but from time to time he directed public attention to whichever hof his funds
seemed most likely to receive support. In the case of the cathedral, he used a series of important royal occasions as
opportunities to forward his plans. As we have seen, it was the golden jubilee of Queen Victoria that provided the initial
impetus. The diamond jubilee, ten years later, proved another opportunity, especially as it became obvious that the
Anglican Church had no suitable building for great public services to celebrate the occasion.8 The death of the Queen
early in 1901 enabled Webber to use the occasion to invite contributions to the cathedral as a memorial to the Queen, a
procedure that aroused criticism from various quarters on sectarian grounds.®*t Bishop Webber was not to be deterred,
however, and he cemented the royal connection by inviting the Duke of York (later King George V) to lay the foundation
stone of the cathedral during his visit to Queensland later in the year.

Even with the use of these opportunities, progress was slow. From 1897 the cathedral project assumed first place in the
hishop s attention, but by 1898, after years of sporadic appeals, only £6,000 out of the £33,000 required for the initial
section was in hand.®2 The bishop did not now rest. By the synod of 1899 he reported good progress and issued a
rousing challenge for support. Money continued to come in, especially from overseas, but what really brought fulfilment into
sight was the sale of the old St. John's property, including the new Church Institute building, and the purchase in its stead
of the property between Adelaide and Ann Streets that had formerly belonged to Dr. Hobbs, and included the original
Government House of Queensland.®3 Whether the change in site from the central position in the heart of the business
section of the city was ultimately advantageous may well be disputed: but there can be no question that it was the
augmentation of the building fund by this means that enabled the project to go ahead. So single-minded was the bishop
now about the scheme that he made a rushed trip to England in 1900 simply to discuss modifications in the plans with the
architect. Another longer visit the following year to augment the funds was to be his last.

At Webber s death more than £30,000 was in hand for the cathedral. Unfortunately the estimated price of the first section
had increased, first to £37,000 and then to £43,000845. Yet the project was so firmly established that it was only a matter of
time for its fulfilment. A visitor to Bishop Webber just a few days before his death recalls the aged and exhausted figure
sitting in his chair surrounded by the plans of his beloved cathedral .8 It was a pathetic scene, but it was in character: for
the cathedral was the lifelong symbol of all Webber s hopes and plans for his diocese. It was fitting that when the first part
of the building was completed, the mortal remains of William Thomas Thornhill Webber were solemnly re-interred beneath
the high altar. &7

6% Clarke, B.F.L.., Church Builders of the Nineteenth Century, p. 196ff.

%% Quoted in Benson, A.C. The Life of Edward White Benson, Vol. I, p. 453

840 Church Chronicle, July 1897. Bishop Webber was in England at this time, and reports circulating in England about the
lack of such aworthy building in Brishane stirred him up to collect several thousand pounds before he came home. Cf.
Brisbane Synod Proceedings, 1897, Bishopls address.

%! The Brisbane Courier, and Methodist Leader, for example, both voiced such criticisms.

%42 Church Chronicle, January 1898.

%43 The St. John(s property, which was now sold to the government for £33,000, had originally been a free grant from the
government. The Church Institute building (later to become C.I.B. Headquarters) was added for an extra £3,000. The new
property cost only £18,892. Out of this profit atemporary church, St. Lukel$ Charlotte St., had to be built for the St.
John(s congregation, and new diocesan offices had to be erected. There was a considerable amount left, however, to
augment the cathedral building fund. Cf. Brisbane Y ear Book, 1901, p. 107, also Brisbane Courier, 24 and 25 August,
1899.

64 An interesting detail is that Webber wanted the building to run parallel to Adelaide St., and not at right anglestoit, as
the architect finally aligned it. Cf. Brisbane Courier, 26 January 1900.

%4 Brishane Y ear Book, 1902, p. 34

% The visitor was the Rev. (later Bishop) H.H. Dixon. Information given in a personal interview.

847 Church Chronicle, October 1910.
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v. Unity in Administration.

When Bishop Webber came to Brisbane centralised administration was, as we have seen, at a low ebb, and a spirit of
parochialism prevailed in the diocese. It was certain with a bishop of Webber s theology, ability and temperament this
situation would not long continue. His analysis of the state of the diocese ten years after he assumed office reveals his
understanding of what the diocese needed:

What is it that we chiefly lack? In one word, moral purpose and all that it involves. We lack clear aims and well
considered determination. We lack church statesmanship. We lack concentration. For though numerically the
strongest by far of all the Christian bodies, we suffer from dissipation of force, and so fail to produce on social life that
effect which is the ultimate test of a church s faithfulness.48

The bishop s aim, then, was to inspire through strong administration a sense of purpose in the diocese which might enable
the church s message to be effectively proclaimed. For the bishop himself, and for synod, this involved a great deal of
routine administrative business, the occasionally unpleasant exercise of firm discipline, and the dullness of enacting canons
and having parliament pass bills to put the legal side of the church s life on a sound footing. To Webber the discipline and
monotony involved in this legal and administrative work was a valuable spiritual exercise.54

Webber saw himself as the key to the administrative framework of the diocese. He was personally responsible for the
selection of suitable men as coadjutor bishop and archdeacons. As dean of the cathedral he presided in person over the
cathedral chapter, and regarded himself as the head of the residentiary canons, who were to be a spearhead of diocesan
progress. He appointed a number of specialist lay officials and advisers who were in close and constant contact with
himself. He welcomed the recommendation of the Lambeth Conference of 1897 that the diocesan bishop should exercise a
limited jus liturgicum, that is, a right to make variations in the forms of service provided in the Book of Common Prayer
within the limits provided by lawful authority , a term which proved so vague as to be the cause of frequent controversies
from henceforth. In short, all the strands of ecclesiastical authority in the diocese were to lead directly up to the bishop
himself.

It was not long after his arrival that Webber began an administrative reconstruction to bring the organisation of the diocese
into line with long-tried English precedent. The mode by which English methods were adapted, however, left Webber with
much more personal power than the typical English diocesan enjoyed. Within his first year the diocese was divided into
smaller administrative units. The aged Glennie retired as archdeacon, being rewarded for his faithful service with the first
honorary canonry of the pro-cathedral. Two new archdeacons were then appointed  Nathaniel Dawes, who had just
arrived from England, and Thomas Jones, who had been in the diocese from its inception, and was now Rector of St.
James Toowoomba. Webber obviously wanted a blend of the old with the new; but Jones, who was appointed Archdeacon
of the West, had little direct influence on diocesan administration, and the differences between him and the bishop soon
grew so intense that he remained archdeacon for only a few years.

At the same time, the diocese was divided into six rural deaneries, designed particularly to bring some sense of coherence
into the more scattered country areas. Apart from, the Deanery of Brishane, the other five were all in the country  Ipswich,
Toowoomba, Warwick, Maryborough and Rockhampton. &0

These rural deaneries did not fulfil a very significant role in the actual administration of the diocese, but their occasional
meetings did provide opportunities for the scattered clergy to come together for discussion and social intercourse. The
predominance of the country deaneries was in part due to the fact that Bishop Webber himself spent comparatively little
time in the country parts of the diocese: he was a city man, and he believed that his presence was needed at headquarters
as much as possible.

It was this that made Webber particularly anxious to have a coadjutor bishop, who might take personal oversight of the
country work. As early as 1887 he urged the need of a suffragan bishop, at least as a temporary expedient pending the
division of the diocese, and suggested that income from the Peattie bequest (which was intended for mission work in
outlying parts of the diocese) might be used for his upkeep.851 Two years later, the consecration of Archdeacon Nathaniel
Dawes as coadjutor bishop brought Webbers plan to fruition. The new bishop made Toowoomba his headquarters,
becoming honorary Rector of St. James, with a vicar under him to carry on the regular administration of the parish. To
Webber, however, this was simply a preliminary to the sub-division of the diocese. Even at Dawes consecration he took
the opportunity in his sermon to appeal for funds for a new Diocese of Rockhampton, and the transfer of Dawes

%48 Brishane Y ear Book, 1895, p. 101, Bishop(s address.

649 See for example his comments on this at the special session of synod in January, 1897, called to deal with legal matters.
Ibid., 1897, p. 29.

80 gt, John(s Parish Chronicle, October 1886.

%! Brishane Synod Proceedings, 1887, p. 10 Bishop(s address. It was on thisissue of the use of the Peattie Bequest that
the bishop and Archdeacon Jones clashed severely.







