
LORD HORIWfBY. A STUDY II COLONIAL
·GOVERNMENT. 1850-90



LORD NORMANBY: A STUDY OF THE GOVERNORSHIP

IN THE SELF-GOVERNING EMPIRE IN THE LATE

NINETEENTH CENTURY

by

ALISTAIR J. HEATLEY B. A., M. A. (Hons)

A Dissertation

Submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies

in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements

for the Degree

Doctor of Philosophy

McMaster University

February 1972



DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY (1972)
(History)

McMASTER UNIV~RSITY

Hamilton, Ontario.

TITLE: Lord Normanby: A study of the Go.,ernorship in the Selt­
governing Colonies in the Late .Nineteenth Century

AUTHORS Alistair John Heatley, B. A., M. A. Hons (New zealand)

SUPERVISOR: Dr. C. M. Johnston

NUMBER OF PAGES: "i1, 334



ABSTRACT

This dissertation is concerned with the role of the
Governor in the self-governing British colonies and its main
purpose is to describe and analyse the salient developments
which affected his position in the early years of responsible
government - broadly the period from 1850 to 1890.

The treatment employed is twofold. First, the question
is discussed generally. As essential background, the transfer
of constitutional power in mid-century and its continuing devol­
ution thereafter are sketched and the factors operating in Brit­
ain and the colonies which produced them are noted. In this
framework, the changing status of the Governor both as an imperial
officer and as part of the colonial constitutional system is exam­
ined. The elements which contributed to the erosion of his status
are set out and assessed while the process, which varied in timing
and degree from colony to colony, is further traced by means of
the experiences and observations of several notable Governors of
the period. Interwoven into this study, commentaries of imperial
and colonial politicians and officials, of contemporary critics
and journalists, and of constitutional theorists and historians
serve to illustrate some of the ramifications of the process which
by 1890 had reduced the Governor to a shadow of his former power.

The second level of explanation involves a detailed exam­
ination of the colonial administrations of George Augustus Con­
stantine Phipps, 2nd MarqUis Normanby, who served as a colonial
Governor in Nova Scotia, Queensland, New Zealand, and Victoria
between 1858 and 1884. Interesting also in its own right, his
career exemplifies many of the trends introduced in the general
analysis and his clashes with-colonial politicians, his use of the
prerogative powers, and his involvment in the implementation of
imperial policy in the early years of his career all were common
characteristics of the period. The basic contention of this dis­
sertation, that the evolVing role of the Governor depended to a
large extent on the political condition of particular colonies
and comparatively little on legal instruments or imperial will r
clearly emerges from this stUdy. For this purpose, a close invest­
igation has been made of the political character of the colonies
over which Normanby presided.

A subsidiary theme which is developed throughout the study
1s the growth of the Governorship as a profession. This has again
been considered first in a general sense and SUbsequently by using
Lord Normanby's political and colonial career as an example to
shed more light on the process. The conclusion reached, however,
was that no one Governor could be fully representative of all the
features of the new profession given the ever-evolving nature of
the position, the variety of men employed in the serVice, and the
distinctive qualities and problems of the various colonies in
which they served.



Pl-tEFACE

A reviewer, commenting on a recent work on two colonial

Governors and intra-imperial relations in the mid-nineteenth

century, deemed it "unfashionable" and a lIbelated product of a

school of history that is almost as dead as the Empire which

was its chief concern." (M. P. K. Sorenson, Review of ~ ~

Politics 1£ li!! Zealand, ~-2Q, by B. J. Dalton; Journal2l

~ Zealand History, 2 (April, 1968), pp. 94-7.) Even if that

view is valid, which this writer, of course, is unwilling to

concede, such a study can add a further dimension to the well­

beaten history of the development of colonial self-government

and the new imperial relationship in the second half of the

nineteenth century. Our understanding of certain imperial pol­

icies and the attitude of the Colonial Office can be deepened

substantially by looking at them from the perspective of a
Governor who was subject to forces both from home and from the

colony which he administered. As an observer of and an occasion­

al participant i~ the colonial political process, a Governor's

impressions and actions are also intrinsically valuable as a

contribution to the history of individual colOnies. All these

elements are present in this essay. Moreover, a career Governor

is an historically interesting figure in his own right not only

in personal terms but also as part of the wider colonial serVice.

This study consists basically of two parts. The first
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attempts to set out and explain the changing role and importance

of the Governor as an imperial officer and as a part of the col­

onial political system in the self-governing colonies in the

first half-century of responsible government. In the second,

the most important aspects of Lord Normanby's colonial career

are detailed. This second part has three distinct purposes: to

illustrate, by way of a case study, the developments outlined

in the first section; to provide an example of the professionaliz­

at-ion of the Colonial' Service; and to give an overdue critical

assessment of Normanby, the man and the Governor.

The principal sources of the study, as can be seen from

the footnotes, are the hitherto unused Normanby Papers, in the

possession of the 4th Marquis at Nulgrave Castle, and the rel­

evant Colonial Office files in the Public Record Office. These

have been supplemented, both in Britain and in the areas where

Normanby served, by private collections of papers of contempor­

ary colonial politicians and imperial officials, newspapers and

journals, and published official and unofficial documents.

My thanks are due to McMaster University for the financ­

ial assistance and facilities for travel which were extended to

me. Without these, this study could not have been written. To

the 4th Marquis of Normanby, whose hospitality I enjoyed and

whose assistance was willingly given, I tender my sincere thanks.

I also wish to acknowledge gratefully the help, counsel, and

encouragement which I received from my dissertation director,

Dr. C. M. Johnston. Finally, I wish to express my appreciation

1i
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4. The Carnarvon Papers used in this study are drawn largely

from two volumes: (i) PRO 30/6/25 - Correspondence (Aust­

ralia), 1874-8. (ii) PRO 30/6/39 - Correspondence (New

Zealand and Fiji), 1874-8.

A. J. H.

McMaster University

February, 1972
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I

INTRODUCTION

The historian, in his search for clarity and order in

extended currents of historical events, has often resorted to

the device of 'compartmentalization'. That technique involves

the division of the period which he is studying into smaller

units which appear to him to have special characteristics which

distinguish them from those preceding and following. Such a

treatment has formed the 'traditional' view of the broad sweep

'of British imperial history in the nineteenth century - a century

divided into periods of imperialism and anti-imperialism. 1 In

recent years, that view has been SUbjected to a great deal of

decisive criticism and a new orthodoxy has almost been erected

on the rUins of the 01d. 2

However persuasive this recent reassessment - the opin­

ion that there was a fundamental continuity to British imperial

policy in the century - has been, there is one sense in which

the 'traditional' division is still peculiarly relevant. It

may now be unfashionable t~ divide the Empire into its 'formal'

and 'informal' parts or make a distinction between the settlement

colonies, strategic outpost~, penal settlements, tropical colonies,

and the Indian Empire but it does seem both justifiable and pro~­

itable to this writer to see developments in the settlement col­

onies - the British North American prOVinces, Newfoundland, the



Australasian colonies, and the Cape Colony - as having a coherent

and separate unity of their own. This was especially so from mid­

century when the relationships of those colonies with the metrop-

olis exhibited a marked degree of similarity.

Before developing this contention further, some consider­

ation should be given to the argument which the foremost exponents

of the 'continuity' thesis, John Gallagher and Ronald Robinson,

have used to incorporate the settlement colonies into it. They

saw the grant of responsible government and the sUbsequent devol-

ution of political and economic authority as "simply a change

from direct to indirect methods of maintaining British interests. 1l3

Later, they stated that:

So far from being anti-imperialist, this policy of devolution
and retrenchment was only intended to make expansion cheaper and
more efficient. The mid-Victorians were reshaping the old colon­
ial rule to conform with the prejudices and nature of a liberal
state.4

This notion, which they do not substantiate in any way and which

indeed would be difficult to justif.y, is perhaps the weakest link

in an otherwise convincing argument. It does scant justice to the

forces in the colonies themselves which virtually controlled the

timing and scale of the devolution of power; it makes light of

the attempts of imperial statesmen to control and circumscribe

that development; and it gives to that aspect of British colonial

policy a farsightedness and perception which it scarcely deserves.

Furthermore, the authors claim that devolution was a

means of "achieVing financial economy without inhibiting com-

mercial expansion, and of reconciling imperial unity with colonial

aspirations for independence. 115 At best, that claim is an ~ post
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facto rationalization and it bears very little resemblance to

any actual pattern of decision-making. Economy there was, but a

large part of it came from the reduction in defence commitments

which depended for its success on better relations with foreign

powers and on the diminution of native unrest which were certain­

ly not concurrent with the grant of responsible government;

continued commercial expansion there was, but there is little

eVidence to assume that it would have been inhibited unduly with

direct political control. Indeed, political 'independence' did

almost inevitably lead to some inhibition by the growth of econ­

omic nationalism in the colonies. If the process did not involve

the jeopardizing of imperial unity it was largely due to the

loyalty and self-interest of the colonies which successfully

resisted the disintegrating forces of self-government.

Robinson and Gallagher have thus made the massive con­

stitutional changes of mid-century appear the result of a calcu­

lated, reasoned decision of the metropolitan power rather than

as a process which was basically triggered by conditions in the

colonies and the demands of the colonists. Once the first breaches

had been made and the new system extended to one group of colonies

and proved to be workable there, it was to be too difficult to

refuse to extend it to others even though they might be less

prepared to receive it. Gordon Gairdner, a senior clerk in the

Colonial Office, commenting to Earl Grey in 1857 on the granting

of reponsible government to the Australian colonies noted that

difficulty:

Whether it [responsible government] could have been much longer
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withheld by the Home Government ,I believe is very doubtful •••
• In fact the agitating colonists pointed to the Canadian Con­
stitution as containing a measure of self-government to which
they had a right to look, and their advocates in this country
adopted the same tone, without considering that time had matured
the societies in the North American Colonies for the enjoyment
of that for which the new societies were not fitted; and the
Home Government appear simply to have receded before the press­
ure which they were not prepared to withstand. 6

In the case of the Australasian colonies, this pattern has been

underscored in a recent assessment by John Ward: "The Antipodes

became the unintended beneficiaries of the policy laid down by

Earl Grey [in British North Americ~ • • • • the imperial trans­

ition to responsible government was secondary and derivative.,,7

As James Stephen accurately observed: "The policy of

yielding is the obvious and easy policy, and will in all such

cases be infallibly adopted so long as the local clamour takes

the form of constitutional agitation •••• ,,8 That Was the,

spirit of the transfer of power in mid-century, although it must

be admitted that it was expedited by the general sense of accept­

ance which developed in the Colonial Office after 1846. 9 The

spread of responsible government, the loosening of imperial

control, and the attitude of the imperial authorities in the 1840s

and 1850s have been traced in the fine studies by W. P. Morrell

and John Cell. Both have made very clear the attempts of the

Colonial Office to control the timing and limit the degree of the

devolution of power, and also its failure to do so in the face

of colonial pressure. 10

The above discussion has been introduced to suggest that

it is still possible to extract the developments in the settle-

ment colonies from the wider context of imperial history, as
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indeed many politicians and commentators of mid-century were

wont to do; and further that they can best be understood in that

way, unbound by concepts which are better suited to other areas

ot imperial activity.

The years between the implementation ot responsible gov­

ernment in the late 1840s and early 1850s and' the first Colonial

Conference in 1887 do constitute a coherent period in the history

ot the 'settlement' Empire. It was characterized. by the broaden­

ing of colonial-self-government both in its" extent and its nature,

by ~he development of distinctive colonial 'nationalisms', and QY

"a cha~ging relationship between the colonies and the Mother­

country in which the first tentative steps were taken towards a

new imperial partnership which would later become the nucleus

of the Commonwealth. True, these trends, by their very nature,

were not complete by 1887. Their fruition lay well in the future

but their bases had been well established.

The period thus delineated embraces two of the divisions

into which the 'traditional' historians have broken the nine­

teenth century ~ the mid-Victorian age of anti-imperialism and

the late-Victorian resurgepce of imperialism. That distinction

is largely irrelevant for the purposes of tasessay which con­

centrates on the Governor's. role in the administration of the

self-governing Empire and, to a lesser degree, on certain as­

pects of imperial policy, but some general points should be

made here. Despite the attacks made on that distinction, it none­

theless has definite relevance to an understanding of the currents

of opinion in Britain concerning the 'settlement' Empire,ll on
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which historians like Bodelsen and Schuyler relied for their

interpretations. Although it must be remembered, as one comment-

ator has observed, that opinion remained opinion and never

became the dictator of imperial pOlicy,12 there is little doubt

that it did undergo quite spectacular change in the period.

There was far greater optimism about the future6f the self-govern-

ing Empire in the 1880s than there had been in the 1860s. Finally,

there is a simple answer to the question posed by Robinson and

Gallagher as part of their attack on the earlier interpretation:

" ••• why was the policy of granting responsible government to

the colonies continued in the late-Victorian period when Britain

was interested above all in preserving imperial unity?,,13 The

policy had shown itself to be successful, it was impossible to

control its pace of development completely from Britain,and
,

methods other than more direct control were being mooted as

means of preserving that unity.

One cannot, of course, do more than sketch in the out-

lines of the major characteristics of the period. To attempt a

detailed analysis would involve a task far beyond the scope of

this opening chapter. Many ?f the themes introduced here, however,

will be enlarged upon in the body of the essay.

The keynote of the period was the devolution of power

from the centre of the Empire to the colonies both in its legal

forms and in its informal expression in the colonies. The former

is relatively simple to catalogue. By 1872, most of the settle­

ment colonies had been granted responsible government,14 "which

may be defined as a system of government by party in which the
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executive takes advice from ministers able to command the confid­

ence of the legislature. 1I15 At the outset, the grant was usually

accompanied by certain reservations of powers which were to be

administered not by the colonial ministers but by imperial

officers responsible to the Colonial Office. For the most part,

they were early defined in Lord Durham's famous report which

listed the control of the form of the colonial constitution, the

public lands of the colony, external commerce, and foreign

affairs as imperial concerns. To these can be added the control

of native affairs which was to be of special interest to New

Zealand. By the standards of the mid-nineteenth century, the

grant of responsible government, even in such a truncated form,

may have seemed liberal but the reservations of powers were

inimical to a colony's control of its own development and would

have ensured a continuing dependent status in the Empire. It was

little wonder that many of the restrictions were vigorously

attacked at an early stage and progressively broken down.

The imperial control over colonial constitutions was

sUbstantially abandoned by '865. '6 The process of relaxation

begun in the Canadas in 1840,'7 and continued in the Australian

Colonies Act of 1855, was capped by the Colonial Laws Validity

Act of 1865 which enabled colonial legislatures to amend their

constitutions, restricted only by the proviso that any amendment

must follow imperial precedent. A similar early demise awaited

the control of the waste lands of the colonies which Durham and

the Colonial Reformers had enVisaged as an imperial trust. That

proved to be a vain hope in the face of colonial opposition and
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by the middle of the 1850s, control had passed out of imperial

hands.

In the sphere of the regulation of commerce, the policy

of free-trade Britain was uniformity. As Lord Grey pointed out

in 1853, the Imperial Parliament "did not abdicate the duty and

the power of regulating the commercial policy not only of the

United Kingdom but of the British Empire. The common interest

should be the same throughout its numerous dependencies. II18

But many of the colonies were not content to levy duties for

revenue purposes only and the imperial authorities, confronted

with strong demands from the colonies to control their own fiscal

policy, reluctantly acceded to the imposition of protective

duties in Canada in 1858-9 and Victoria soon after, and relaxed

the imperial acts to enable the Australian colonies to make

reciprocity agreements among themselves in 1873. The complete

removal of all restrictions, however, did not occur until 1895,

when the colonies were allowed to set differential tariffs with

Britain, other colonies and foreign powers. 19

Although it had grown weaker since the 1830s, the con-

tinuing humanitarian conce~n for the welfare of native races was

the rationale behind the reserva~ion of native affairs. But the

cost of administering that control far outweighed that concern

by the 1860s while its value to the natives themselves proved
\

somewhat dubious. Thus, control over native affairs also passed

to the colonists and when in 1872 the Cape Colony received res-

ponsible government, it came complete with that responsibility.

By 1887, therefore, only the power of representing the
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Empire in its foreign relations remained securely in the hands

of the Mother-country and even there processes of informal

consultation and prior agreement had been developed. Sir Charles

Adderley's observation that "the normal current of colonial

history is the perpetual assertion of the right of self-govern­

ment ••• 1I
20was an accurate assessment of the developments in

the period.

These changes in the imperial political relationship

were only one part of the devolution of power and one of the

purposes of this essay is to explore the developments which took

place in the working of the colonial constitutions themselves ­

developments which were less obvious and consequently more diff­

icult to analyse but which were also significant in widening the

scope of colonial self-government. These will be dealt with in

some detail later but a few comments here will set the stage.

Responsible government, in the manner in which British

constitutional change had traditionally come about, was intro­

duced to the colonies not by any statutory enactment but simply

by instructing the Governors to appoint as Executive Councillors

those legislators who commanded the necessary support in the

assemblies. A similar informal process of change dominated the

actual course of colonial constitutional development. There were,

of course, important signposts like the Constitution Acts of the

various colonies and the Prerogative Instruments of the Governors

but they provided only the bare framework inside which change

was made. The modifications made to them late~ and sUbsequent

colonial and imperial statutes, were important also but, for the
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most part, they registered changes which had long been accepted

as local constitutional convention$. In fact, the dynamic aspects

of constitutional development were those conventions, the evol­

ution of which depended on local political conditions.

That the developments in the colonies proceeded on

similar lines was no surprise. The only real choice for constit­

utional growth was to follow patterns which had been set in

Britain or in the United states of America,and circumstances

heavily favoured the former. In the first place, there was the

dislike entertained by most colonists for the republican form

of American governm~nt, a system which was alien to those who

had been nurtured in the political climate of the British Parlia­

mentary system. Very few, indeed, questioned the direction of

self-government once the process had been started. Secondly, the

constitutions were either drawn up in London or ratified there

and great care was taken to ensure that they fitted into the

tradition established in Britain. Even when the power of amending

constitutions was devolved to the colonies, proposed amendments

had to be in that same tradition. Thus, the framework and the

working of the constitutions closely paralleled those of the

Mother-country, the only significant exceptions being the elect­

ive Legislative Councils in some colonies and the special adjust­

ments needed to accommodate federal systems on which the British

experience could give little gUide.

In its early application in British North America in the

1840s, responsible government was but a shadow of the system it

was to become later. Lord Russell, Lord Stanley, and early
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Governors such as Lord Sydenham and Sir Charles Metcalfe refused

to accept that it implied strict party government and that the

Governor should be removed from the centre of colonial politics.

Their policy was directed .towards the maintenance of the Govern­

or's authority as the focus of executive power in the colony.

The history of their attempts and half-victories has been told

often and well as has the abrupt change of policy under the

Colonial Secretary, Earl Grey, and the Governorship of Lord

Elgin21 and it is scarcely necessary to retell it here. Vfuat

must be emphasised, however, is the fact that despite the accept­

ance of the implication of party government, both Grey and Llgin

did not envisage the total abdication of the Governor from the

political system. Their correspondence while Elgin was in Canada22

is laced with observations o~ the new role which they expected

the Governor to play - a role which was conceived to be of great

importance. 23

An understanding of the position of the Governor under

responsible government in the half-century after 1840 is thus

essential in order to come to terms with the development of col­

onial self-government. If the outcome - the complete removal of

the Governor from political affairs - was basically implicit in

the system of responsible government, the process by which it

came about was a long one. That process is described in part in

this essay.

Less needs to be said on the other major themes of the

period. The growth of colonial 'nationalisms' is fundamental

to the process described above and, as has been emphasised, was
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the primary motivating factor. The attitude of the Colonial

Office and its agents towards it was basically conservative in

their attempt to keep to existing law and usage but they proved

themselves capable of adapting, albeit sometimes reluctantly, to

the facts of change and accepting the demands of colonial 'nat­

ionalism'. Only really on the question of defence did the Colon­

ial Office play the role of the innovator. The pattern was usually

the other way around. Although John Cell may be correct in point­

ing to the importance of the common recognition in Britain of the

process of nation-building in the colonies and its share in pro­

moting the spread of self-government,24 it should not be over­

emphasised especially in the period after the 1850s. It did serve

as a rationale for the acceptance of colonial demands but it was

not decisive in directing its course or pace.

In Chapter IV of this study, I have attempted to paint

the pattern of colonial development in four colonies at different

stages of growth. That, of course, is a pale substitute for an

exhaustive analysis of the total process but it does serve to

illustrate that although there were basic similarities each colony

evolved its own distinctive pattern.

The relaxation of imperial control, feared initially by

some in Britain as heralding the dissolution of ties with the

Mother-country and welcomed by others for the same reason, certain­

ly did act as a centrifugal force. But each group could find

solace in the outcome. To the latter, it did reduce the drain on

the imperial exchequer and abate tension; to the former, fear

proved nugatory as new forms of cooperation grew up buttressed
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both by mutual self-interest and the ties of loyalty and kinship.

The twenty years after the late 1860s saw a proliferation of

discussion on the future of the imperial relationship, starkly

different in its tone to that of mid-century, and the introduct­

ion of various schemes of collaboration in defence, trade, and

political affairs. The Imperial Federation League and the Colon­

ial Conference of 1887 fittingly climaxed the period.

One of the purposes of this essay has been indicated

above - the study of the role of the Governor under the system

of responsible government. As it was patently impossible to study

in depth the careers, the antecedents, and the personalities of

every Governor during the period, the method chosen has been to

use one Governor as a case study of that role. The selection of

Lord Normanby was dictated by three factors. His career almost

spanned the period in question and he had extensive experience in

the self-governing colonies. Secondly, in contrast with many of

his contemporaries, there were ample private resources on which

to draw - material which sheds light not only on his personal

ideas, motives, and conceptions of Empire but also on those of

some leading Colonial Office officials, Colonial Secretaries, and

other Governors in the service. Normanby's career, finally, war­

rants investigation for its own sake because very little construct­

ive research has hitherto been done on it and because it has

intrinsic importance to the understanding of the Governor's pos­

ition in the self-governing colonies.

This work is not primarily a biography of Normanby

although an attempt has been made to come to terms with his
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personality and his career as well as to analyse his conduct as

a colonial Governor in a critical manner. The writing of a bio-

graphy of such an official, as D. K. Fieldhouse once pointed out

in a perceptive review, "is technically one of the most difficult

tasks an historian can undertake. 1l25 Governors were a migratory

breed, moving around the Empire every few years to colonies which

had individual characters and distinctive problems. Thus, Field-

house saw the biographer as confronted with a basic choice of

studying

the internal affairs of each successive colony to the point at
which he can confidently relate the actiVities of his central
character to them and so make an intrinsic contribution to the
history of that colony: or [concentratingl on his governor and [us­
1n~each colony as a.-setting against which to display his ideas
and characteristics.~b

With that in mind, it may well appear strange and somewhat ambit-

ious to try to combine the t~o approaches in this stUdy. However,

Normanby's career lends itself particularly well to a combined

treatment as it was exclusively concerned with a group of colon-

ies with a basic unity of its own. But great care has been taken

to present a reasonably broad outline of the state of colonial

development in the areas in which he served as well as assessing

the pertinent historiography.

Almost all the general surveys of British imperial history

in the nineteenth century sketch the process of the devolution of

power and touch on, to some degree, the changing status of the

Governor. The picture presented has usually been very slight,

depersonalized, and over-generalized. 27 In fact, much of the best

work has been done in studies of the individual colonies in which
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the liovernor has been set firmly in the context of colonial

l Ot O 28 H b th" t e the lack the wJ."derpo J. J.cs. owever, y eJ.r very na ur, y

comparisons with developments in other colonies necessary for

a comprehensive overview.

The encyclope~cal works of Alpheus Todd and Arthur B.

Keith29 are the ihdispensable starting points for any work on

the constitutional structure of the self-governing Empire al-

though inevitably many of their assumptions have come under

attack. Keith himself criticized Todd for unduly inflating the

power and influence of the Governor, and he, in his turn, has

come under similar criticism. 30 Both formed their conclusions

on the Governor's role essentially by defining it in legal terms

and analysing a large number of Governors' actions inside the

limits of that definition, a procedure which was made easy by

the authors' reliance on official printed sources and by a

disinclination, perhaps inevitable in the circumstances, to take

actual colonial political conditions into consideration. A rather

different pattern would emerge if the sources consulted "had

included both colonial materials and the Governors' private papers.

Very few of the Governors prominent in the self-governing

Empire during the period have been accorded much intensive study

except where their careers have crossed important developments

in the colonies in which they served. Only Sir George Grey, Sir

Arthur Gordon, and Sir Edmund Head have had recent biographies

written{lSeveral factors have contributed to this lack: the

general absence of private papers necessary for the task; the

wide variety of colonies in which Governors served and the need
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to be familiar with the relevant sources in those areas; and, as

the sceptical might say, the insignificance of their careers. In

the case of Lord Normanby, there are ample private materials and

this writer was able to visit the areas where he served. It is to

be hoped that the third factor will be dispelled by this study.
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II

THE ROLE OF THE GOVERNOR UND}i~R RESPonSIBLE GOVE:::1.NMENT: 1850-1890 1

Against such a background of a changing imperial relation­

ship and the gro~inG maturity of the self-governing colonies, it

was practically certain that the position of the Governor would

undergo considerable modification. It would be idle to suggest

that Lord LansQowne as Governor-General of Canada in the 1880s

wielded the same influence as did Lord Elgin in the late 1840s

and early 1850s or that Sir George Bowen's position was identical

in Queensland in the 1860s and in Victoria a decade later. It is

extremely difficult, however, to generalize about that process

of change as it varied widely both in its rate of developdont and

its scope from one colony to another. Those theorists of colonial

constitutional history like Todd and Keith2 who attempted to

freeze the position of the Governor at one particular moment in

time and then to construct a generalized role for him did scant

justice to the differences existing between the colonies and

between individual Governors. Nevertheless, by the end of the 1880s

one could say that the Governors had ceased to play the important

role which had been envisaged for them by the imperial authorities

and by many of the early Governors themselves under the new

conditions of responsible governmen~ and that they had become

little more than the titular heads of the colonies. The significant

change in the type of Governor apPoint~~and the increasing

23
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importance of the colonial representatives in London were but

two reflections of that diminished role.

Throughout the period from mid-century to the end of the

1880s and, of course, for some time after, the Governor had a

dual role to play. He was both an imperial officer, charged with

the responsibility of defending imperial interests, and the head

of the local colonial government. 4 This chapter will explore the

salient developments in both these roles.

As with the growth of responsible government itself and

indeed the British constitution, the 'domestic' role of the

Governor is very difficult to define accurately. All were products

ofa gradual evolution which depended as much on convention,

improvisation, 3nd adaptation to new circumstances as it did on

written statutes and regulations. It is impossible to understand

the Governor's position simply by reading the Constitution Acts

of the various colonies, the Prerogative Instruments of his

office or The Rules and Regulations for Her Majes~ Colonial

Service. For the most part, these changed very little in the

first half-century of colonial self-government and yet no hist­

orian would argue that the actual constitutional and political

reality remained as static.

But a brief examination of these documents provides a

reasonable place to begin, the more so because it will point up

the inadequacy with which they serve to describe the changing

role of the Governor. The Prerogative Instruments - the Commission,

the Letters-Patent, and the Instructions - formed the most important

statement of his pOriers and duties and while ~any were duplicated
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~n the Constitution Acts and the Rules and Regulations, both the

Colonial'Office and the Governors themselves usually defended

their positions by reference to the Instruments. Although critics

like Sir George Grey and George Higinbotham argued that the source

of a Governor's powers resided in the Constitution Acts, most

colonial politicians accepted the other position. It is significant

that Edward Blake in the 1870s chose to urge a revision of the

Instruments rather than the constitution in order to bring the

theoretical powers of the Governor-General into line with political

realities. The revisions~ made in 1878 in Canada, were the only

far-reaching ones in the period but they were not matched in the

other colonies.

There was seeningly little attempt made at a l08ical

arrangement of powers and functions in the Instruments6 which

together outlined the basic array of the rights and duties of the

Governor in the colonial constitutional systems. Of these, the

most important were the the right of appointment, suspension or

dismissal of political officers and magistrates, the prerogative

right of dissolution of the colonial assemblies and the power to

reserve or disallow colonial legislation, none ot which he

was necessarily bound to use on the advice of his ministers.

Moreover, the Executive Council was established by his Commission

and he was enjoined to summon it to business and, if possible, to

preside over it. Although he was to consult with it, he could

decline to accept its advice on any subject with the proviso that

he report his reasons for doing so to the Colonial Office. Finallvv ,

he U&S autho~ize~, ail~er cert&iil co~ditions, to r0~ri6ve or pardon
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criminal offenders under his jurisdiction.

These powers, stated thus baldly, could have been expected

to furnish the Governor with a formidable battery, albeit of a

primarily negative character. He could have effectively paralysed

the whole process of government. However, it was not the letter

of the law which prevailed but the spirit of responsible govern­

ment, the essence of which was that, in matters of purely local

concern, a Governor was bound to accept the advice of ministers

who possessed the confidence of the legislature. All the

Secretaries of State from Lord Grey onwards ~~~.essed. that same

;po1nt .• The rights of veto and reservation, of dismissal of

ministers, and the refusal to accept advice were largely reserve

powers which were to be used only to protect the constitution

from a flagrant abuse of law or to shelter individuals or groups

from palpable injustice. Even there, distinct caution was

generally urged upon the Governors. The Duke of Newcastle pointed

out to Bowen in 1862 that:

In granting responsible government to the larger colonies of Great
Britain, the Imperial Government were fully aware that the power
they granted must occasionally be used amiss, but they always
trusted that the errors of a free Government would cure them­
selves, and that the colonists would be led to exert great energy
and circumspec tion in legislation and Government I/hen they were
made to feel that they would not be rescued from the consequences
of any imprudence merely affecting thews elves ~y authoritative
intervention of the Crown and of the Governor.

Sir Edmund Head, one of the more prominent of the Governors of his

period, made precisely the same point:

We cannot take the system [of responsible government) by halves.
To give to the Local Legislature professed freedom of action, and
at the same time to interfere on matters affecting the colony
itself because that Legislature do not use their powers exactly
as we should wish,is, it appears to me, to augment a great moral
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power of resistance for thesexpress purpose of provoking its
exercize against ourselves.

There were, in fact, relatively few cases when the reserve

powers were used either in a punitive manner by the Governor or

to prevent unwise or unjust legislation and administrative

actions. The dismissal of officers - which usually meant the

dismissal of entire ministries - occurred occasionally,. as in

Newfoundland in 1861, in New Brunswick in 1856 and 1866, and in

the Cape Colony in 1879; but it was an infrequent and dangerous

act which required exceptional circumstances to justify. Many

Governors during the period may well have agreed with Sir Alex-

ander Banner~an's observation to Newcastle in 1861 that:

The new system of government ••• instead of lessening, increases
a governor's responsibility. A bad ministry, with a corrupt
majority, may do many things which a governor cannot help. But I
could not for a day continue to administer the government of a
colony, unless I had the power to dispen~e with the services of
my ministers, and appeal to the country.

But, given the realities of colonial administration as responsible

government developed in the 1870s and 1880s, that power had almost

become an anachronism.

As the scope of self-government widened and with the

Imperial Government showing great forebearance, the use of the

veto or suspension of legislation became rarer. Between 1856 and

1900, only five acts from the Australian colonies were disallowed

and about forty were reserved, the majority of which passed into

law after necessary amendment. Of the latter, most occurred in the

early years of self-government.

It was not through the use or revision of these negative

powers, however, that the chanGes in the Governor's position can
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be trace<;l. Nor was it eve~ considered that they should be the

sole, let alone the most important, weapon in his arsenal. Far

more importance was attached by the imperial authorities and the

early Governors to the positive aspects of the role, which

included sharing in the formulation of policy of all kinds and

working to ensure that the system of government functioned

smoothly and constitutionally. The extent and use of that influence

was never the subject of precise orders from Downing Street nor did

they form part of written instructions but the care taken to

provide the self-governing colonies with Governors of ability

and experience was evidence of the Colonial Office's desire to

preserve that influence.

Lord Elgin's letters from Canada provided a veritable

guidebook of the functions of a Governor in the early stages of

responsible government. They not only indicated the wide influence

he could exercize but they also set out the code of behaviour and

constitutional ethics by which he should conduct himself. He

believed that

••• there is more room for the exercize of influence on the part
of the Governor under my system than under any that ever '.'IDS

before devised; an influence, however, wholly r~oral - an influence
of suasion, sympathy, and ~oderation which sof~ens the temper
while it elevates the ai~s of local politics. 1U

The best means, in Elgin's opinion, to increase that influence

was not by any great display of power but llby the frank acceptance

12of the conditions of the ParliaQentary system. II That entailed

the extension by the Governor of his full and frank support to

his ml' nl' S tr~{ ';fl' tl'j out l'n '" n" "ray t .. th . t_ a J' an aconlzlnc _e Op,OSl ion

parties and ?oliticians with whom he might have to act in future.
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In return.for that, he expected the ministry to accede to his

advice as much as possible, a situation in which he considered

that ~e had been more often than not successful:'3 "••• I find

a tendency constantly increasing to attach the utmost value to'

my opinion on all questions, local or general, that arise.,,14

But he did realize that until the Governor's functions were

better defined, his role would be a very difficult one to dis-

charge and

he must be content to tread along a path which is somewhat
narrow and slippery, and to find that incessant watchfulness and
some dexterity are requisite to prevent him from falling on the
one side into the neant of mock sovereignt,~ or on the other into
the dirt and confusions of local politics. 7

Elgin was not alone in these sentiments and nearly every

16later Governor and Secretary of State echoed them to some degree.

It must be remembered, however, that Elgin develope~ his vie~s

during the very early years of responsible government and they

were, in fact, really only applicable to Elgin himself and to

Canada at that particular stage of its development. In theory

those Views could be espousei by others but the precise metier of

a Governor's influence in a colony depended in practice on

factors like the maturity of that colony, the characteristics

of the colonists, the political conditions prevailing there, and

the ability, experience and prejudices of the individual Governor.

To illustrate these points in the first instance, it will be

profitable to compare briefly 'two different administrations of

three Governors - Sir Edmund Head in New Brunswick from 1848 to

1854 and in Canada from 1854 to 1861; Sir Arthur Gordon in New

Bruns~ick from 1861 to 1867 and in hew Zealand from 1830 to 1882;
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and Sir George Bowen in Queensland from 1859 to 1868 and in

Victoria from 1873 to 1879.

Head's appointment to New Brunswick corresponded with

the Colonial Office's cecision to initiate the system of respon-

sible government in that colony and his main duty there was not

merely to give formal acceptance to that principle of government

but also to explain it and to work to develop the political and

administrative conditions under which it could operate success-

fully. In a small colony like New Brunswick with a scattered and

politically immature population, with no well-defined parties and

few competent administrators, and lacking even the rudiments of

the necessary sUbstructure of administration, Head wielded

considerable power and had a wide latitude for his initiative and

personal drive.'7 Late in 1852, he wrote that he had

at this moment more real power, without the show of it, than I
ever had. Nothi~g has do~e me so much good as the kno~ledge of
law which I picked up before I came out. By means of this I can
meet my council on equal terms in almost all matters & they ar8very shy of proposing to me anything of a doubtful character. 1

On the other hand, his role in Canada was much less

conspicuous especially in the day-to-day functioning of the

government. There responsible government was running much more

smoothly, administrative reform, although by no means completed,

was established on a much sounder basis than in the smaller

colony,19 and Head's ministers were far more experienced and

competent than their New Brunswick counterparts. Although the

new system was less than a decade old, Head's position was not

analogous to that of Elgin's before him. By the same token,

however, Elgin had ~rob~bly wielded ~uch less power in Canacia
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.
than Head had done in New Brunswick, where a clos~r analogy

could be made vdth Lord Sydenham. In Canada, Head intervened

personally only in defence questions and in major political

crises, directing his attention far more to the wider concerns

of federation, railway development, and colonial expansion. Never-

theless, he still was able to exert some influence on all matters

of government especially as he was in close personal rap~ort with

many of his ministers. The degree to which he could do so will

remain unknown, but in a memorandum written in 1857,20 in which

he described his relationship with his ministers in routine

matters, it was clear that he was no cipher.

In the case of Gordon, one letter is given in ~enso to

speak for itself. Even though it must be remembered that Gordon

was certainly no friend of responsible government and due allow-

ance must be made for the ravages of time u~on his recollections,

his impressions still remain an eloquent commentary on the changes

in a Governor's position:

(1) Twenty years ago, though one was not present at Cabinet
meetings, the business done was, - as it is (or at least
used to be) in Zngland, - reported to the Governor by the
Prime Minister. Now, not the smallest hint of Cabinet pro­
ceedings is allowed to reach the Governor.
One was allowed free intercourse with all the ministers,
All communications now pass through the Premier exclusively.
Though the ultimate decision, of course, rested with Hinis­
ters, all questions were freely discussed with the Governor.
His opinion was listened to, and sometimes taken. How, unless·
his signature is reqUired, no matter is mentioned to him, and
then only in the shape of "advice" which must be taken.
No step req1..l.irins the Governor's approval was taken until it
had formally been submitted to him. Now, the general rule
is to act first, and advise approval, as a matter of course,
afterwards.
The Governor was the sole medium of communication between the
local and home governments. tyow, all the larGer Coloni es have
an "Agent General" in London who communicates direct with the
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C. 0., and none of whose correspondence with the local
Government is ever seen by, or mentioned to, the Governor.

(6) The Governor's despatches were simply an affair between him­
self and the Home Govt. They ~ere of course liable to be
pUblished, and he mit;ht, if he chose, communicate them to
his roinisters, but the claim of the local ministers as a
matter of right, to see them was refused, time after time,'
by the Secretary of State. Now, they not o~ly see all, but
affect practically to dictate those written fro~ hence.

(7) The Go',rernor exercized a personal comlland over the ~'Iilitia
and Volunteers, as Commander in Chief. It was SUbject, of
course, to the general control of the Government, but was
real, and afforded some employment. Now, the control of the
armed force is so completely in the "Defence Hinister", that
not even the Governor's formal approval is required for any
matter relating to it ••••

And all these are very important "developments" of the
responsible government system. 21

When Bowen was in Queensland as its first Governor, he

sent to his many corresponents glowing reports of the freedom

and power that he possessed in that colony. He managed to sound

rather like Elgin as he reflected on the role of the Governor in

the early years of his career:

There cannot, in my opinion, be a greater mista~e than the view
which some public writers in England appear to hold, namely that
the Governor of a colony, under the system of responsible govern­
ment, should be, in a certain sense, a roi faineant. As far as my
observation extends, nothing can be more opposed than this theory
to the wishes of the Anglo-Australians themselves. The Governor
of each of the colonies in this group is expected not only to
act as the head of society, to encourage literature, science and
art, to keep alive, by personal visits to every district under
his jurisdiction, the feelings of loyalty to the Queen, and of
attachment to the mother-country, and so to cherish what may be
termed the imperial sentiment but he is also expected, as head
of the administration, to maintain, with the assistance of his
council, a Vigilant control and supervision over every department
of the public service. In short, he is in a position in which he
can exercize an influence over the whole course of affairs,
exactly proportionate to the strength of his character, the
actiVity of his mind and body, the capacity of his understanding
and the extent of his knowledge. 22

He asserted later that "both the executive and legislature always

cheerfully defer to .'JY recommendations. 11
23 Hor,rever, acSf'in it must
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be realized that Queensland was still in its infancy with an

absurdly small and scattered population and its structure of

government had to be built up from almost nothing. It was

evident also that Bowen did not wield the same influence towards

the end of his administration that he had in his first years

and that he was much more successful when he was associated with

ministers with whom he was on close personal terms. 24

Looking back on his later administration of Victoria.

Bowen commented that:

The Governor of Victoria, owing to the character of this community
and to the extreme Violence of party spirit here, will always be
placed in a position of far greater difficulty than the Governor
of any of the adjacent colonies where moderate principles and
feelings prevail; and where political parties have generally
been nearly equally balanced • • • • The democratic feeling is
much stronger and more widely spread than in any other English­
speaking community, except perhaps in one or two of the western
States of the American Union. It has also been remarked, with
equal truth, that the tone of Melbourne and of its Legislature
is as different from that prevalent at Sydney and Adelaide as the
society of a manufacturing town from that of an agricultural
county-in England. 25

Of all. the Governors, Bowen was the least likely to under-

rate his own importance ~nd yet even he realized the great

changes that could be wrought on the Governor's position over the

space of a few years and in different colonies. His own attitude

shifted significantly. In Queensland, he emphasised the positive

and beneficial role of the Governor in shaping political and

social developments whilst in Victoria he reluctantly admitted

that a Governor could do very little to ~romote good government

and almost n9thing to prevent injustice. His disillusionment

reached its height during the crisis in 1878 between the two

houses of the Legislature when he sanctioned, albeit much against
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his own volition, the dismiss~l of numbers of civil servants.

In defending his action later after the Secretary of State, Sir

Michael Hicks Beach, had expressed regret at his conduct,26he

characterized it as the better of "a choice of positive eVils",

and far superior to embroiling the Colonial Office in colonial

politics. It would have been an act "of perilous infatuation" to

dismiss the ministers simply becaune he personally disagreed with

them. 27 He quoted Lord Dufferin's opinion in 1873 with approval:

The people of Canada will ultimately feel that it is for their
permanent interest that a Governor should unflinchingly maintain
the principle of }linisterial responsibility and it is better that
a Governor should be too tardy in relinquishing this palladium
of colonial liberty, than too rash in resorting to acts of
personal interference. 28

That stance was indeed a far cry from the sentiments which Bowen

had espoused earlier in Queensland: "It is [the G~vernor'sJ

undoubted right and duty to disallow ill-adVised acts of the

coloJ.1ial IcsiGlaturE:: •••. 11 29 ':o'aen's reo.l c~efer..ce boilod C.C';Ir'.

to the admission that no Governor should be held responsible for

anything he did on the advice of his ministers regarding purely

local affairs,30 an opinion which again was very different to his

earlier convictions: "I howe always felt trlat in matters of purely

colonial concern, a Governor should not desire to be released of

the personal responsibility.

It is hoped that from these three examples the difficulty

of arriving at any precise definition of the influence of a

Governor can be g~used. Two general points do, however, stand out.

In the first place, the period from mid-century to about 1890 saw

an overall decline in the positive aspects of the Governor's
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position which had become but a shadow of the early conception
\

of Elgin. Secondlh that decline did not move at the same pace in

all the self-governing colonies.

In those larger colonies like Canada before 1867 and the

Dominion thereafter, and in Victoria, the speed was much more

pronounced than in the smaller ones. ~. M. Whitelaw, in an

interesting article based primarily on the Governors' activities

in the Maritime colonies of British North America from 1850 to

C f . 32 . , ' t' ton ederatlon, conSlaerea na:

It would be a mistake • • • to regard the governor as going down
to defeat with the sceutre snatched from his hands. He was far
from becoming the roi fain~ant that the parallel with British
constitutional usage might suggest.33

Moreover, as Bowen had pointed out,34 the political character of

a particular colony definitely played an important part in deter-

mining the level of a Governor's influence. A colony like Victoria

with a tradition of conflict with imperial authority and a jealous

eye to its own local independence fostered by its democratic

nature allowed little scope to the Governor however able he might

be. Well might Lord Normanby be amazed when in 1878-9, the

Victorian Government appealed to London for intercession in its

own affairs over the conflict of the two houses of the Legislature.

He expressed wonderment at a people who

profess to be SO jealous of constitutional privileges should
have ever courted the interference of the Imperial Parliament
in a matter so clearly in their own power to settle.35

Much also depended on the character and ability of the

Governor himself and the relationship which he had ~ith his

ministers. If he was on good terms with them he of course would
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have more hope of influencing them in their con~uct than if they

were barely on speaking terms. Lord Grey's advice to Sir John

Harvey in 1846 was to avoid "••• 'identifying yourself with any

one party,' but instead of this, 'making yourself both a mediator

and a moderator between the influential of all parties. ,"36 That

advice was oft-repeated by succeeding Secretaries of State37 but

in practice it was very difficult to maintain in the colonies.

Most Governors were drawn by personal inclination or by events

into favouring particular parties or politicians over others, a

situation which was almost impossible to disguise from the watch-

ful colonists. But this factor played, as with others, a more

important part in the early days of responsible government for

by the 1880s generally it did not really matter very much, except

for the personal satisfaction of the Governor, what the relation-

ship was with his ministers. By then, even friendship and respect

did not seem to involve regular consultation. 38

Yet, despite the overall trend, there were some cases

when the decline of their influence could be stalled or even

reversed due to differences in the personal capacities of individual

Governors. One good example was in Nova Scotia where Sir John

Harvey had practically abdicated his position by 1850. Herman

Merivale, the Permanent Under-Secretary of the Colonial Office,

remarked in 1852 that: lilt has long been apprehended in this

office that Sir John Harvey was only a cypher in the hands of the

Provincial Administration of the day. lI39 Later both Lord hulgrave

and Sir Richard Graves MacDonnell most certainly played a much

more positive and active role there. The clock could be turned
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back briefly but there was no way in the end of stopping it as

the colonies matured and became more confident in their exercize

of self-govern~ent. In fact, it was ironic that a Governor whose

attempts to improve the quality of colonial government were

successful was contributing substantially to the eventual decline

of his own influence.

Little reliance should be placed on the public assess-

ments made by Governors of their role in the colonies. They

almost invariably, especially in speeches and even in their

official correspondence, tended to overrate their importance.

Gordon, in his usual colourful and outspoken manner, pointed to

that characteristic in a letter in 1881:

They therefore either delude themselves into a belief that a
curious, but most fortunate, agreement of opinion exists bebleen
them and their advisers, and that their ministers are only
carrying out the exact measures they themselves ~ould have
adopted, or they make a sreat fuss and try to persuade themselves
that their "indirect influence" is considerable, ano. that they
are largely contributing to the progress of the coach, when in
fact, their poor little wheel is spinning and buzzing idly,
round and round in the air.40

Sir Hercules Robinson, another prominent Governor and an acute

and rather more dispassionate observer, gave substance to that

opinion.

I do not suppose that any Governor in'Australia has ever been
consulted on, or even informed of the policy of his Ministers
before the intimation of it to Parliament•••• Here the assent
of the Governor to anything that Ministers can carry through
both Houses is assumed in advance and he learns the intentions
and policy of his Governillent for the first time invariably from
reading their pUblic deliverances in the newspapers•••• With
us here in Australia, the Crown is practically a cipher until a
Ministry is discredited, and the alternative is than forced upon
it of electing between a new Ministry or a new Parliament. 41

In fact, the private correspondence of tIle Governors is stu~ded

with such la~ent8tions about the decline or absence of influence.
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Dufferin in 1872 admitted that: "The Governorship of a colony \

with constitutional advisers does not admit to much real authority

".42over its affairs, and I miss the stimulus of responsibility••• • ,

Sir Thomas Gore Browne bev/ai1ed the fact that "Governors have

. . • been silently dropping into the positions of consuls••• 11.43. ,

and Sir William Denison, when he was in New South Wales, criticized

the new system of government and the new status of the Governor.

Referring to his appointment to India, he wrote:

I look forward with great pleasure to the idea of having something
to do. In these responsible Governments one sees much going on
which is most objectionable, yet one is powerless to do good or
prevent evil. One way make suggestions but these, if adopted,
which is by no means certain to be the case, are pretty sure to
be marred in the working•••• 44

Indeed, many Governors would have been surprised at one of Robert

Herbert's minutes in 1881 in which he noted that the duties of a

I responsib1e' GoVeTllOr were "anything but perfunc tory. 11 45 They

would have been much ~ore likely to have agr~ed with one of

Herbert's predecessors at the Colonial Office, Frederic Rogers,

who contended that the Governor was

in essentials little more than the ambassador of a great state
to a weaker, with which it is on terms of close alliance, and
which relies on the protection of the more powerfu1. 46

However satisfactory a term of six years for each Governor-

ship may have been to the Colonial Office, it worked to the

detriment of a Governor's influence. With that short tenure, a

Governor could not establish the respect and confidence which an

hereditary monarch could over a long reign. Nor could he master

fUlly the individual peculiarities of each colony, albeit they

might have .-nany ci1aracteristics in cowmOh. Every Governor to some
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extent was affected by the, calibre and the attitude of his

predecessors which set precedents, guidelines and limitations

for his own administration. Walter Bagehot contended that a

Governor was

a ruler who has no permanent interest in the colony he governs;
who perhaps had to look for it on the map when he was sent
thither; who takes years before he really understands its
parties and its controversies; ••• He is sure to leave upon
the colony the feeling that they have a ruler who only half
knows them and does not so much as half care for them. 47

That conclusion was over-generalized, but it did contain a

measure of understanding of the effects of the short tenures of

the Governors.

When one turns to the question of the discretionary

powers of the Governor, one is confronted with a rather different

situation. They did not disappear, although there was some change,

and were used many times after 1890. 48 However, as D. K. Fieldhouse

has recently noted in relation to New zealand,49 their effective

use depended substantially on the political conditions pertaining

in that colony and not on their inviolate control by the Governors.

That conclusion and the general concept of 'autochthonous develop-

ment' as it related to the Governor's position could well be

extended with profit to other colonies. A Governor's ability to

reject advice really depended upon his chances of securing an

alternative ministry which would defend and sustain that rejection.

Unless he could do that, a Governor had to accept advice however

reluctantly or face political embarrassment or possible recall.

That was basically the choic3 which faced Dowen in Victoria in

1878. There was no possible alternative government to that of



40

Graham Berry, the leader of the Liberal party, who was supported

by two thirds of the Victorian Assembly only eight months from

the polls.

Although responsible government implied party government,

in most of the colonies no clear party divisions existed. Perhaps

with the exception of the Dominion of Canada after 1867, colonial

political life was characterized by instability?O Under sDch·con-

ditions it was relatively easy for a Governor to find other

viable ministries.

The maintenance of the discretionary powers i? the hands

of the Governor depended, in the last resort, upon the willingness

of colonial politicians to accept it as being in the best interests

of colonial self-government. Those powers were certainly not

sacrosanct in colonial eyes and would be changed or removed when

circuillstances dictated. By the end of the 1800s, both the

conditions - the political situation and that acceptance - which

buttressed the Governor's control of them were, indeed, steadily

changing. 51

In theory, a Governor was the representative of the

Imperial Govern~ent in the colonies but in practice he also had

become the spokesman representine and interpreting colonial

interests to the Colonial Office. He had, in a sense, to serve

two masters and that could and did pose certain problems when

imperial questions were concerned. 52 He was the channel of all

official correspondence between the colony and the Colonial

Office, a prerogative which was jealously upheld by the Governors

and Imperial officials throughout the period. By the 1370s,
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however, that monopoly was starting to crack with the colonies

looking elsewhere for representatives. As one newspaper put it:

The Governor of a colony in reality is constitutionally placed
so as not to be its representative and he is in a false one
when"forced to occupy that position. H~ really is to us the
voice of the central governing power.5~

It further suggested that too much reliance had been placed on

the opinions of the Governors rather than on the direct express-

ions of the colonies' wishes and that there was a need to put

far more confidence in and to enlarge the powers and status of

the Agents-General. 54

Of course there had always been interested colonists in

the metropolis and ~any had concerned thenselves with colonial

affairs and had been associated with bodies like the Royal

Colonial Institute. Many had also lobbied at the Colonial Office

and with Imperial parliamentarians, activities which had often

raised the chagrin of colonial govern~ents.55 But they had not

threatened the Governor's position in the same way as had the

growth in the status of the official colonial representatives.

By 1870 most of the self-governing colonies had dispensed

with the services of the Crown Agents and had appointed special

representatives to manage their com~ercial, immigration, and

financial interests in London. 56 Despite the opposition and

scepticisu of the Colonial Office,57 these officials evolved

during the 1880s into bone fide political representatives of the

colonies who largely took over from the Governors the task of

'diplomatic' relations between the colony and 11oth~r-country.58

The Colonial Office files besan to bUlge ~ith corresrondence
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with the Agents-General. 59 In t890, Sir John A. ~acdonald, the

Prime Minister of Canada, noted the progress of that development:

By degrees the colonial ministers [the Colonial secretaries] have
begun to treat the colonial representatives as diplomatic agents,
rather than as subordinate executive officers and consult them as
such. 60

One Governor, Sir Henry Loch of Victoria, declained bitterly

against the effect of the process on "the legitimate influence

of the Governors••• J'and suggested that the growing powers

of the Agents-General should be curbed. 61

Another significant factor which served to reinforce that

trend was the beginning in 1887 of a series of Colonial Confer-

ences which brought together the representatives of the colonial

and Imperial governmellts. Those meetings fashioned yet another

important channel of communication outside that of the Governor.

In the early years of self-government, it was true that

the Governors performed an indispensable role in the working of

the imperial relationship as the most vital link between the

colonies and the Mother-country. One can not quarrel with White-

law's conclusion that the Governor's role, "as shock absorber

between colonial autonomy and imperial control, ••• might not

be spectacular, ['out] it was none the less essential."62
By 1890,

however, he played a much diminished part.

One aspect of his position which did not change and indeed

probably became more important as his political significance

declined was his largely intangible 'social' role. Lord Elgin

remarked on its value in 1854:

••• he is set at liberty to constitute himself in an especial
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manner the patron of those larger and higher interests - such
interests, for example, as those of education, and of moral and
material progress in all its branches - which, unlike the contests
of party) unite instead of dividin8 the members of the body
politic. b 3

Colonial opinion also set a high premium on the Governor's ability

and willingnecs to act in that way. One colonial politician

phrased it thus:

It is his duty also to set a high social example and to interest
himself not only in the general progress of the colony, but, as
far as ~ossible, in the general welfare and prosperity of the
colonists engaged in the great battle of colonial life. 64

The Brisbane Couri~r in December 1872 sumr:led up the attitude of

many colonial newspapers in the period when it commented that, in

social matters, a Governor

can, if he chooses, be a power ••• by taking the lead, and
occasionally initiatins the necessity for the lead being t2ken.
He can direct the attention of the people outside the nere gather­
ing together of the means to live, and the means to accuillulate. 65

A great deal hinged on the Governor himself as to the extent to

which he fulfilled that capacity, but most set considerable store

by it and exhibited a keen interest in tho development of education,

voluntary societies, science, and culture.

In the colonies, a Governor was expected to entertain on

a lavish scale and provide a lead to the social life of the

cOilluunity. A great deal of criticism was certain to follow if he

failed to do so. Lord Normanby in Victoria gained a reputation for

parsimony and Sir William Cairns attracted censure for not spending

his money on hospitality at Government House in Queensland. 66 It

TIaS felt that the colonies naid munificent salaries and that they

should be used to provide equal liberality. ESgecially in the Aust-

ralasi.an colonies, there was a distinct distru3t of gubernatorial
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frugality. It seemed to imply that Governors were only there t~

make money out of colonial coffers. One such reaction came from

the Sydney Bulletin in 1881 which, in its usual cynical manner,

stated:

Lord Norlilanby is not the only Irish peer who accepted office as
a Colonial Governor for the purpose of relieVing his encumbered
estates. Lord Belmore came to Australia for a similar laudable
purpose and by diligence, thrift, and the careful raising of
cabbages, succeeded in accomplishing his purpose before the
usual term expired. 67

~hat usually happened, however, was that the Governors found that

the demands of hospitality placed a severe strain on their income.

As he was the most conspicuous political link between

Great Britain and the colony, the Governor was expected to foster

imperial loy.?l ty. "Do your best ah/ays to keep up the pride in

the mother-country • •• ft, was Sir EdITard Bulwer Lytton's advice

to Bowen in 1859. 68 By periodic progresses around the colony and

by numerous public speeches, a Governor did his best to achieve

that end although the tangible benefits derived from them were

difficult to measure.

The control of the recomnendation for honours by the

Governors ~as also used to cement imperial ties. As on so many

other subjects, Elgin had referred to the possible utility of

that power:

Now that the bonds formed by commercial protection and the
disposal of local offices are severed, it is very desirable that
the prerogative of the Crown, as the fountain of honour, should
be em~loyed, in so far as this can properly be done, as a means
of attaching the outlying parts of the empire to the throne. 69

Whether or not it did accomplish that hope is il1lpossible to sa:;"

but honours ':rere laVishly sranted to ::nany of the lea(~.j.n::; c'Jlonial
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political figures in the period._ Indeed, it was.difficult to

find a ppominent politician without a knighthood in the 1880s.

However, beneficial or not, some Secretaries of State considered

that "the judicious distribution of personal honours" could ease

explosive political situations in the colonies and smooth imperial

relations. In 1879, hicks Beach recommended to Normanby that

Graham Berry of Victoria should be granted a knighthood: "A

K. C. H. G. would be scarcely dangerous as a mob_leader. 1I70

The task of assessing colonial opinion on the role of the

Governor in all its nuances over the period from mid-century can

not of course be attempted here but some general characteristics

can again be briefly noted. Most colonial politicians were

practical men little given to abstract thinking on constitutional

matters. 71 All to some degree supported the extension of self-

government to the colonies which by definition implied the

reduction of the Governor's role. Discussion and criticisB of

his position almost invariably was a reaction to the use he made

of his discretionary powers, his handling of constitutional crises,

and to his general attitude as exhibited in pUblic speeches and

in his published despatches. Obviously, those parties and polit-

icians adversely affected by his decisions or who disagreed with

his views attacked the Governor personally and usually brought

into question the whole utility of his position. Similarly, those

who benefited or agreed with him defended him. Because most of

the Governors were, in colonial terms, 'conservative' in sentiment

it was understandable that they should come into conflict Iaore

often with the colonial 'liberals' who by conviction and policy
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were the.more strident advocates of further self-government.

Colonial newspapers, being generally controlled by politicians

or their close friends, were intimately linked to the political

parties and their opinions followed the lines as outlined above.
72

The period under discussion, spanning almost half a

century, was basically, therefore, a transitional one which

witnessed a substantial change in the role of the Governor,

during which he ceased to be an important part of the political

system and was fast becouing simply the symbol of imperial

allegiance. Goldwin Smith's rather sneering portrayal of the

Governor, though unflattering, was tolerably near to the truth.

He is now politically a cipher. He holds a petty court, and bids
champagne flow under his roof, receives civic addresses and makes
flattering replies; but he has lost all power, not only of
initiation, but of salutary control.73

In 1879 Charles Gavan Duffy gave his friend, John Pope

Henesse~ advice, the validity of which many Governors would have

recognized.

stick to the legislature where you are Spea!rer, Treasurer and
Premier, like three single gentlemen rolled into one. Trust me
you are happier there than you would be in a Constitutional
Colony, where your active intellect would have no employment,
and you would be advised by men who, it may be, knew less of
the matter in hand than you did. In Australia, hospitalities
are SO constant that a larger salary is really only a small
income than the moderate pay in a Crown Colony•••• Do you
know that the Governor cannot appoint a policeman; he, in fact,
has no patronage but his own staff•••• Had you come here for
a political career, you would have had a brilliant one, I have
no doubt, but to reign and not to govern is a ~riste metier. 74

This is indeed an eloquent testimony to the diminished role of

the Governor and one starkly different from the picture which

Elgin h~d drawn S8rne thirty years before.

Although the greatest changes took place in his 'domestic'
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capacity, a similar process'occ~rred in the Governor's position

as the guardian of imperial interests. His power of initiative

and his freedom of action, which were relatively wide in the

early years of responsible government, were increasingly circum-

scribed by the control of the imperial authorities and because

the range of subjects which were considered to be imperial in

character was greatly limited during the period. !{oreover, with

that limitation, it had become much easier to distinguish

between matters of imperial and local concern and the early

confusion between the two, which had enabled the Governor to

exercize a marked degree of latitude in local affairs, came

virtually to an end.

There were of course several early attempts made to

establish a clear distinction. Lord Durham, some of the Colonial

Reformers~5and George Higinbotham of Victoria had suggested such

a policy and, in the early 1850s, the Constitution Acts sent to

London by New South Wales, Victoria, and South Australia for

approval had embodied provisions to limit imperial interests

by statute. Although there was felt to be a certain attraction

in thus delineating the preserves of the Imperial Government,

Lord John Russell really summed up the general attitude of

imperial statesmen at that time:

••• if any attempt were made to define the questions which
should be so reserved, they would probably include either too
few or too many; and in the latter case the colonial legislature
would be a great deal more restricted than it practic?lly was at
present. The proper course was to give general instructions to
the Governor and to use great forebearance with regard to any
matter which was clearly and plainly one of local inte.rest, so
as to leave the local authority as free as possible. 7b
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Those 'general instructions'?? were illustrative of

both the duality of the Governor's position and the scope and

nature of the general interests which were considered imperial.

They were concerned largely with the Governor's powers and duties

in the constitutional structure of the colony and on these his

instructions were reasonably clear and explicit. On his duties

as the imperial custodian, there was no such clarity and he was

only broadly enjoined to reserve for the imperial approval

certain classes of legislation,?8 the imperial aspect of which

was distinctly obvious. Those limits on colonial autonomy were

supplemented by the Imperial Government's exclusive right to

represent the Empire in political dealings with foreign countries.

It was evident that those controls represented to the early

imperial statesmen the essential bulwarks without which any

notion of empire would be inconceiv~ble. In the main, the colonies

did accept them as valid imperial concerns although, with the

development of distinctive colonial economic and social patterns,

the imperial conception of trade and the unified system of divorce

and marriage le6islation came under stern attack.and breaches

were made in them before 1890.?9

The Governor had a rather mechanical role to play in the

disputes between the Imperial and colonial governments on these

issues although he was the intermediary through which all official

correspondence was channelled. He could and did explain colonial

attitudes and aspirations to the Colonial Office and he was

expected to make imperial policy more palatable to the colonists.

Lord Carnarvon advised Sir Henry Barkly, the Governor of the Cape



Colony, that it

is to the
to remove
as to, the
prevent

Governor • • • that the Minister in England must look
misapprehensions, to smooth difficulties, to reassure
intentions of the Home Government and in fact to

11 " f ., ,,80• • a co lSlon 0 oplnlon. • • •

Generally, it could be said that a Governor who had

spent some time in a colony began to synpathize with colonial

problems and policies even thou5h he seldom became fully ident-

ified with them. That was evident even on issues of fundamental

imperial concern like the imposition of tariffs on trade for

protective purposes in Canada in the late 1850s and in Victoria

in the 1860s, and the struggle by the eastern Australian colonies

to obtain differential duties in the early 1870s. Most of the

Governors shared the free-trade assumptions of mid-nineteenth

century Britain but they could recognize, as Lord Kimberley did,

that "the principle of self-government was even more important

than the principle of free-trade ,,81 Sl'r Ed d H d• • • • mun ea,

commenting on the Cayley tariffs in 1858 in Canada used the same

sentiments:

••• however unsound the views of a community may be in matters
of political economy, if that community substantially governs
itself, we must expect to find such unsoundness reflected in its
legislation. Self-government, which is only to operate when its
acts aRree with the opinions ot others is a contradiction in
terms.CJ2

Although a Governor could support a colonial position in

opposition to the imperial will, he could not work persistently

against imperial policy. Both Sir George Grey and Bowen were

reprimanded sharply for frustrating the removal of imperial

troops from New Zealand in the 1860s, as were both Gordon and

MacDonnell in the Naritime colonies over the question of federation.
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The concerns set out in the 'instructions' to the Gov-

ernor, however, gave only a small indication of his imperial role.

One of the major difficulties in defining those duties exactly

was the ever-chan~inG situation in the Empire which threw up

new and unforeseen probleus for the Colonial Office and its

representatives.

One part of that process was the rapid growth of the

self-governing colonies and the consequent awareness of their

own strength and ambitions. From the 1850s the Colonial Office

was confronted with deillands for expansion - Canada towards the

west and the Australasian colonies into the Pacific Ocean. 'i'lhen

those demands ran counter to imperial ~olicy, Governors were

called upon to use their influence to counter them also. Thus

Sir JaMes Fergusson was re})roached for lending support to New

Zealand's exp~nsionist designs in the Pacific in 187383 and his

successor, Normanby, was instructed to do his utmost to under­

mine them. 84

Alongside that, there was develo~ing in many colonies

an understanding that some type of union was necessary to draw

neighbouring cOlilmunities closer to[;ethcr in order to reduce

colonial rivalries and to prepare for future security and devel-

opment. Those movements, at times stumbling and faltering and

meeting with strong o~position, in British North America, Aust-

ralasia and southern Africa presented new challepges and res~ons-

ibilities to tte Governors.

Acajn, further ~rableffis ~ere produced by chan~inz

imperial polic~i_es tOi'tards the self-Governing colonies. As the
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old controls vanished and power devolved to the colonies, the

ImpenalGovernment became more and more anxious to reduce its

expenditure for defence. To most imperial politicians, the

natural corollary of responsible government was colonial self­

defence although naturally many colonial politicians failed to

reach the same conclusion. The withdrawal of the garrisons TIas

relatively easy in the Australian colonies where there was little

risk to colonial security but the situation was very different

in British North America, New Zealand, and the Cape Colony.

There withdrawal did involve considerable hazards and aroused

much criticism in the colonies because it corresponded with

periods in which those colonies were exposed or seemed to be

exposed to the dangers of internal conflict or the threat of

invasion.

The policy of withdrawal had an important and somewhat

paradoxical side-effect. Instead of minimizing the imperial role,

the Colonial Office was drawn further into colonial affairs in

an attempt to consummate the policy. Therefore, in British North

America and in southern Africa, the Office actively encouraged

the development of self-defence forces and schemes for union.

The Governors were used as energetic agents for those policies

and although they were generally given a degree of individual

initiative, they were expected to expedite imperial designs as

much as possible.

Another factor contributing to imperial involvement was

the old-established and still powerful techniques of pressure­

groups in Britain which directed imperial attention, often much
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against its will, to abuses,in the colonies. The most persuasi~e

and influentinl groups were the humanitarian and missionary

societies which kept a vigilant watch on the treatment of native

peoples or coloured immigrants in the colonies. As the imperial

representative, the Governor was charged with overseeing that

treatment, reporting on it to the Colonial Office, and answering

the frequent complaints made of ito Other bodies, the influence

of which was more difficult to trace, like the Imperial Federation

League, the Dritish North American Association, and the Royal

Colonial Institute, did affect to some degree the wider assumpt­

ions of imperial policy. Their ideals were shared by many of the

Governors who supported the objectives of the organizations and

attempted to inculcate them in the colonies. Moreover, they did

not hesitate to urge upon the Colonial Office and their corres­

pondents at home their own conceptions of current policy and the

direction towards which it should point in future.

Ther~ was little doubt that after 1850 the Colonial

Office made a determined and sincere attempt to divorce itself

from matters of local concern. But try as it might, it was

constantly b~ing drawn into such affairs. Much of that was

caused by the proclivity of colonial politicians to appeal to

it when they felt aggrieved by the actions of the Governor or

were disench::.ntcd by the operation of responsible government.

The old conc~2)tion of the Office as the arbiter of colonial

political strife died a long hard death. 85 Furthermore, many

Governors, c:::~'::::.sising their total responsibility to imperial

authority, als~ had a penchant for referring disputes home for
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adjudication and thus inviting discord between the Colonial

Office a4d colonial governments. Some of the permanent officials

grew quite dispirited with that practice. T. F. Elliot noted in

1860 that, since he had been in charge of correspondence for

British North America,

I have observed that a strong Governor like Sir E. Head manages
his own relations witp his ministers and with the other public
men of the Province and is by no means fond of appeals home,
whilst on the contrary Governors of less self-reliance are very
prone to seek the judgment of the Secretary of State on their
local differences. This is natural, and in a very guarded manner
those Governors who stand much in need of it may perhaps be
afforded some useful support from home. But I should submit the
practice is one which should not be encouraged ••••86

To his mind, that would destroy all the benefits of the Office's

separation from local politics. Lord Kimberley expressed similar

opinions twenty years later, testament to the fact that the

practice also died hard:

• nothing could be worse than that Governors should look to
the Secretary of Stqte for directions instead of acting on their
own responsibility.07

In 1861, Herman Merivale considered that

the really onerous part of his (the Governor's] duty consists in
watching that portion of colonial politics which touches on the
connection with the mother-country. Here he has to reconcile, as
well as he can, his double function as Governor responsible to
the Crown, and as a constitutional head of an executive controlled
by his advisers. He has to watch and control, as best he may,
those attempted infringements of the recognized principles of
the connection •••• And this duty, of peculiar nicety, he
must perform alone ••••88

By the 1880s, with the working out of the implications of respon-

sible government, the development of colonial representation in

Britain, and the vast improvement of the lines of com~unication

with the colonies, the Governor's imperial role had declined

markedly in importance. He was no longer the lone nor was he
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even the most vital link, although the Colonial Office attempted

to keep the illusion alive. One need only to compare the part

played by the Governors during the 18608 in the union of British

North America with that of the 1880s and 18908 in Australian

confederation to recognize the force of that development.

In 1926, the Governor was defined formally as lithe

representative of the Crown • and ••• not the representative

or agent of His Majesty's Government in Great Britain or of any

Department of that Government. 1I89 But in all the self-governing

colonies, that position had been reached in practice long before.
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III

NORMANBY AND HIS CONTEHPORARIES

The position of Governor of the self-governing colonies

was entrusted to a wide variety of men during the first half­

century of responsible government. It is the purpose of this

chapter to consider the type of Governor appointed. To that end,

the treatment followed will be twofold; first, it will be dis­

cussed in general terms and, secondly, it will be elaborated

with a detailed review of the career of Lord Norlnanby who shared

with Sir George Bowen the distinction of haVing the longest service

in the self-governing Empire. Broadly the period examined falls

between the grant of responsible government to the various

colonies - the British North,American provinces in the 1840s,

Newfoundland and the Australasian colonies in the 1850s, the

Cape Colony in 1872 - and the end of the 1880s.

The end of that period is a somewhat arbitrary one and

will require some explanation. ObViously, the end of the 1880s

was really only applicable to the Australasian colonies where

there was a distinct change in the type of Governor ~ppointed at

that time. The 'old professionals', the Bowens, the Hobinsons, and

the normanbys, who had dominated those posts since the 1850s were

superseded by a new order of Governors, generally younger

members of the aristocracy. Lords Onslow, Kintore, Carrington

and Hopetown were some examples. In itself, that chante was

&2
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significant as a commentary on the changing role of the Governor.

He was now seen not so much as a vital part of the working con-

stitution of the colony but as a symbol of imperial unity.

Although the Colonial Office was rather loath to accept that

interpretation openly and .emphasised the Governor's responsibility

for imperial interests,' it would seem that it did implicitly

resign itself to that situation by appointing relatively inexper-

ienced but titled men to those positions. Despite denials that

colonial governments should have some say in the appointments,2

it was tacitly acknowledged that consultation with the colonies

was necessary in future.

The Australasian colonies themselves showed a decided

preference by '890 for titled Governors. Vfuether that was due

to their'snobb1shness'is a matter for debate, but they showed

little desire to have Governors of the traditional type. 3 A

sugGestion made in The National Review in '890 that Governors

should be men trained by long colonial service and experience

and which condemned the new departure of sending young peers to

the colonies4 was sharply rebuffed by a Melbourne newspapers

[The writer] is completely deceived when he persuades himself
that Austr~lians are easer for more Colonial Office officials
as their Governors. These are precisely the persons to whom
they take strons objection. To them, the 'Office' is the only
authority to which they owe allegiance, because their future
advancement depends upon the favour in which they are held in
Downing St. • • • It is this possibility which has inclined the
Colonies to demand men of independent position as Governors.5

The success of Lord Carrington in New South Wales from 1883 to

'890 in both dispensing liberal social amenities and in accepting,

almost unfailinGly,advice from his ministers endeared him to most
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Australian )oliticians ":ho came ,to see him as the prototype

for future appointments.

A somewhat similar change had occurred in Canada after

Confederation although there, as the senior colony, the new

Governor-Genorels were of 'much higher status. Lord Listar was

the last of the'old school' in the new Dominion. Lords Dufferin,

Lorne, and L~nsdowne riere certainly not selected for their

colonial expertise or experience of which they had none but

because of their status and, in the cases of Dufferin and Lans­

downe, their political services to the Liberal party in Engl&nd.
6

Underpinning those appointments, of course, was the awareness

of the Colonial Office that such a change had become necessary

to adapt to the new relationshi~ between the Dominion and the

metropolis vrhich Co.rnarvon charc.cterized in 1870 as "poli tica.l

rather than colonial".7

The 'professionals' took some time to adjust to that new

situation. Both Hercules RObinson8 and Normanby were distressed

at Lorne's appointment not only on the grounds that it robbed

them of legitimate promotion but also that it was not in the best

interests of the Colonial Service and the Empire. Normanby thought

that his appointment was

a most questionable move •••• He is an utterly untried man
and appointing a young man who has not done anything to a Gov t
like Canada is simply playing into the hands of men like Sir
George Grey and Xr Berry who maintain that a Governor is bound
to act upon the advice of his Government whatever it may be,
because if a Governor is to exercize any discretion, a great
colony like Canada has the right to expect that the person
selected should have some experience ~ have shown that he had
some qualification for the Government. 9

The Cape Colony, however, presented a much different case
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and there the 'professional' did find continued opportunity

because he usually held the additional responsibility of the

High Commissionership of South Africa and as such he co-ordin-

ated imperial policy in that area. As Newcastle pointed out in

1861, the Governors of the Cape had to be experienced with "that

great essential, ••• the management of Native Races. 1I10 Sir

George Grey, Sir Bartle 1"rere, Sir Henry Barkly, and Sir Hercules

Robinson, who filled that post, all did have extensive experi-

enee with that problem.

With these limits in mind, the question of appointments

will now be examined. Although, as John Cell has indicated, 11

it is impossible to be definitive about it owing to a lack of

sufficient eVidence, certain general conclusions can be reached

through a study of the backgrounds and careers of the Governors

themselves. First it was obvious that a large degree of pro-
11 a

fessionalization develo<)ed in the Colonial Service. Henry Hall

has calculated that about a third of the Governors from the

1860s to the 1880s were 'professionals I12 while John Cell

further distinguished a group of Ihard-core professionals I

between 1830 and 1880 - thirty-seven men who averaged about

twenty-seven years of service each. 13 That process had been

developing before 1850 as the careers of Governors like Sir

George Arthur, Sir Charles Metcalfe, and Sir John Harvey

exemplify, but it accelerated sharply in the latter half of

the century. In the self-governing Empire from 1840 to about

1885, there were just nine Governors who served in one position

only14 and of these, three died in office and two were appointed
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at the end of a long and distinguished diplomatic career. To

these perhaps should be added Lords Dufferin, Lansdowne, Falk-

land, and Sir Bartle Frere whose only other experiences were

in the Indian Empire. 15

The test of a 'professional' Governor would seem to be

the length of his colonial service but that should be tempered

by factors such as ill-health and the difficulty of ensuring

continuous employment through the scarcity of suitable vacancies.

Many ex-Governors desirous of further employment had to sit on

the sidelines until a vacancy occurred. 16

The era from mid-century to 1390 was truly the hey-day

of the 'professional' in which Governors like Sir Henry Barkly,

the two Robinson brothers, Sir Hercules and Sir William, Lord

Normanby, Sir Charles Darling, Sir George Grey, Sir Arthur

Gordon, Sir Arthur Kennedy, Sir Richard MacDonnell, Sir Anthony

Musgrave, and Sir Stephen Hill served out long and honourable

careers. 17

Perhaps the most important reason for that development

was the appointment policy of the Imperial Government. The Duke

of Newcastle summed it up thus:

The old practice of appointing new men upon almost every vacancy
in Colonial Governments of course threw a large number of un­
employed ex-Governors on the world, and now that, mainly by my
practice ~hen here before, though it had been begun in a smaller
degree by Grey, Colonial Governship has become a profess~on, all
these men come back upon me with claims for employment. 1

It would appear that, for the most part, his successors as Sec-

retary of state continued with that policy. While the initiative

lay mainly with the Secretary who tended to prefer tried and
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successful officials, there w~re other paths leading to employ-

mente The old role of patronage - preferments for personal or

political reasons - still played its part in the Colonial

service,1 9 especially in appointments to the more prestigious

colonies, the Dominion of Canada being the prime example in the

self-governing Empire. Governors like Normanby, Gordon, Lord

Belmore, Sir GeorGe Dundas, Sir Samuel Blackall, Lord Elgin,

Sir Edward DuCa.ne, and Sir James Fergusson all oITed their initial

post to their political connections. However, if they wished to

continue in the service and were reasonably successful, they

too became treated as 'professionals' and were reappointed by

Secretaries of State of different political persuasions. Sir

GeorGe Bowen drew attention to that fact of lithe impartiality

shown in the selection of Colonial Governors • •• " in a speech

in 1875:

I am, I think, a living proof of the freedom from party bias
by which Colonial appointments are now made by the Statesmen of
both parties in England. Two of my appointments ~ere given to
me by Conservative statesmen and two by Liberal Statesmen. 20

Relatively few of the appointments met with opposition

in Britain and those which did were invariably 'political' ones.

The selections of Lord Monck, Normanby, and Belmore, by way of

example, were thoroughly criticized by some sections of the

British press as 'political jObs,.21 Lord Belmore's appointment

to New South Wales in 1867 gave rise to some trench~nt language

in ~ Saturday ReView:

The truth is, Colonial Governments of the highest kind no more
demand the exclusive services of peers or peer's sons than do
the Judicial or Episcopal Bench and the command of the Indian
Army. If peers and peer's sons are best fitted for them, let
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them get the ap:ointments. But let them show ~heir aptitude by
running the same prev~ous career with less-favoured competitors.
Until this becomes the condition of pro~otion, the world will
fain go on thinking that the best prizes of the Colonial Service
furnish a conv81:.ient l:lode of joo'oery, and that merit and proved.
capacity may safoly be left unre~arded ••••22

Parliamentary criticism was almoat absent during the period

although one appointment was admittedly overturned in 1854 after
2"z'

a sharp debate on the appointee's fitness for the post. ~ The

paucity of that criticism could have been perhaps the product

of the new policy followed by the Colonial Secretaries and an

acknowledgment of the ceneral acceptability of most of the

appointments in the service. It could also be, however, that

there was really no creat degree of concern for colonial ap;oint-

ments of that type, especially as their inportance declined.

Moreover, except for the question of colonial defence in the

1860s and the state of impertal relations in the early 1870s,

the Imperial Parliament evinced little interest in the affairs

of the self-governing colonies during the period.

What type of men were chosen to fill positions in the

service? In the d.ebate in the House of Commons alluded to above,

there ~as some discussion about the selection of Governors which

dealt both with the ceneral'ideals to be aimed at and the prob­

lems associated with their attainment. Sir John Pakington, a

former Secretary of State, and John Bright asserted that Gover-

nors should be appointed with Great cure and that they should be

well-known, well-educated, and have had long experience in public

affairs. 24 On the other hand, Gladstone stressed the difficulty

of attracting that type of man to the service because of the
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He argued, moreover, that many of the earlier appointments of

little-known men such as Denison, Elgin, and Lord Harris had

proved in the end markedly successful. 25 Without doubt, the

ideal of Pakington and Bright was attractive to the Secretaries

of State but it was the realism of Gladstone which really deter­

mined the man finally appointed. In 1861 Newcastle was confront­

ed with the problem of finding a suitable replacement for Sir

Edmund Head in Canada. He had made overtures to several promin­

ent men but on their refusal he had to settle on Lord Monck, a

man of far less political status and experience. Indeed, that

difficulty of attracting leading men fostered in one way the

development of the profession. It was unlikely that such Gov­

ernors, faced with the volatility of colonial politics and the

limited powers of" their position, would have remained long in

the service. The way was opened for comparatively secure careers

for young and less well-known men who could build up their

reputations while they were in the colonies as Monck most Assur-

edly did.

In the first half of the century, the Colonial Service

was heavily salted with Governors of a military or a naval back­

ground. It is not my purpose here to assess the success or other­

wise of these early appointments but they' were certainly less

successful in colonies with representative institutions than

they were in penal colonies or tropical outposts. Newcastle's

comment on Head's suggestion of a military successor for Canada

in 1861 - "the government of military men in Canada has not been



70

upon the whole very encouraging for a re~etition of. the experi­

ment. 1I27 _ summed up the general attitude of the Colonial Office

to the further extensive employment of such Governors in the

self-governing colonies. The departure of men like Sir Gaspard

Le Marchant, Sir Donald Campbell, Sir Hilliam Colebrook, and

Sir Charles Hotham virtually saw the end of the old gUbernator-

ial 'elite'. Later appointments of men with military backgrounds

were made but they were of a different Generation and many had

had wide experience with colonial conditions. 28 Only Sir George

Grey remained to keep the older tradition alive and he was

removed unceremoniously in 1868. One new Zealand politician, Henry

Sewell, referring to Grey in 1861, aptly described the incompat-

ability of the traditional 'military' attitude with the new

system of responsible Govern~ent: II • • • no one doubts for a

moment that if Responsible Government & he were to fallout, he

• •ment might say

would take his own course maugre all which Responsible Govern­

,,29. .
The 'new' Governors of the second half of the century

thus came from predominantly civilian backgrounds although, as

was common with others of their station,many had served in the

armed services or the militia in their youth. Fully a quarter

had served their apprenticeships in the lower echelons of the

Colonial Service, a third had been members of the Imperial parl­

iament,31 and others had been civil servants,32 diplomats,33 or

engaged in business activities. The majority were members of the

middle-class but there were several aristocrats, of whom, how-

ever, only Normanby, Elgin, Canterbury, and Goruon could be
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As would be expected from such a group, it was a well-educated

body of men, many having attended University, and it included

several accomplished scholars,34 scientists,35 engineers,36 and

even a musical composer. 37 Altogether, it was a highly competent

group and both the colonies and the Colonial Office were fortun-

ate to have had their services.

Occasional references had been made to the possibility

of employing prominent colonists as Governors38 and, in fact,

Sir Frederick Weld and Sir Francis Hincks were both given appoint­

ments. 39 Except for the campaign for elec~ive Governors in New

Zealand, however, there was no real agitation to alter the sit-

uation in which the vast majority of Governors were drawn from

Great Britain.

The Colonial Service was not compartmentalized into two

distinct units - one for the dependent and the other for the

self-governing Empire. Most of the 'professionals' served in

colonies with widely differsnt constitutional systems - in

Crown Colonies, in colonies with representative institutions,

and in those possessing responsible government - and it was

expected that they should be adaptable enough to cope with

that variety. A glance through the positions held by some of

the 'professionals' attests to that fact. Sir A~thony Musgrave

served successively in the west Indies, Newfoundland, British

Columbia, Natal, South Australia, Jamaica, and Queensland; Sir

Hercules Robinson in the west Indies, Hong Kong,' Ceylon, New

South Wales, New Zealand, and South Africa; Sir Henry Barkly
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in 3ritish Guiana, Ja~aica, Victoria, Mauritius and South Africa;

and Sir George Bowen in the Ionian Islands, Queensland, New

Zealand, Victoria, Mauritius, and Hong Kong. More often than

not, those Governors who served exclusively in the self-governing

colonies did so either because they held only one position or

because they had personal motives against accepting employment

elsewhere. Sir Edmund Head declined offers of British Guiana and

Ceylon o'::ing to his v:ife' s he3-1 th40 and Normanby refused to

consider positions in the West Indies or the Far East for sim-

ilar reasons.

However, a surprising proportion of those appointed to

self-governing colonies was particularly fitted for service

there and there is little doubt that Secretaries of State did

attempt either by infusing new blood into the service or by em­

ploying qualified L1en already in the service to provide suitable

men for the posts. Edward Cardwell, in explaining to Gordon why

he had preferred hanners sutton for the Victorian Governorship

in 1866, emphasised the fact that the latter had far Lreater

"experience in Parliament and in Office.,,4 1 It was no coincid­

ence that many had served in the British Parliament or had had

administrative experience because that background fitted them

well for dealing with the knotty constitutional problems which

often cropped up in the colonies. As all the self-governing

colonies' constitutions were modelled closely on that of the

metropolis, it was a distinct advantage for a Governor to be

familiar with parliamentary procedures and conventions as he

could make and justify his decisions on a solid understanding
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of the workinG of and the precedehts set in the Imperial Parl­

iamento 42 Moreover, he was likely to have a greater deCree of

understanding and knowledGe of the value of 'responsible' instit-

utions however much he might deplore the immaturity and excesses

of the system in the colonies. The Governors who had the most

difficulty with the system were siGnificantly those \'fho lacked

that parli&mentary experience - MacDonnell in Nova scotia,43

Darling in Victoria, 'and Robinson in New South Wales being

notable examples.

For the colonies concerned, however, haVing a Governor

with such credentials was somewhat of a mixed blessing. On the

one hand, he was valuable as an arbiter between political

parties and as a bulwark of constitutional propriety but on the

other he could develop into a constitutional pedant and thus
,

inhibit by a rigid interpretation of his powers the progress of

self-government. It docs seem probable that, with the develop-

ment of a highly competent professional corps of Governors,

especially in the Australasian colonies, the powers of the Gov-

ernor were maintained rather longer than they would have been

had the offices been entrusted to a series of newcomers.
1

The length of service in one colony was generally six

years althOUGh that could be shortened or extended as occasion

demanded. If a Governor showed himself to be successful and

popular and the colonial situation seemed to demand his contin-

ued service there, he could be given an extension as Head

was in Canada or Bowen was in Queensland. But that was far rarer

than the shortened term which was resorted to in order to remove
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unpopular or ineffective men or to.facilitate a general re­

shuffle of Governors due to the exigencies of premature retire-

ment, death or promotion. The usual term was a compromise. A

loncer one than six years would pose the difficulty that a

Governor might become too involved in colonial politics and

problems and thus lose his detachment and his usefulness to the

Colonial Office. On the other hand, a shorter one would deprive

the Governor of the opportunity to familiarize himself with the

colony to the fullest extent and thus reduce his influence there. 44

Vfuen one studies the careers of the 'professionals', no

clear picture emerges of a coherent promotion policy at the

Colonial Office. In truth, it would have been very difficult to

develop one as so much depended upon the availability of suitable

vacancies at the appropriate times. That was further complicated

by the necessity sometimes to appoint particular men to positions

for which they seemed to have special aptitude and also by the

injection of new men into the service through official patronage.

Moreover, some men effectively disqualified themselves from the

usual lines of promotion. Sir Hercules Robinson was to be pro-

moted from New South Wales to Victoria in 1878 but he committed

himself publicly against Bowen's actions there and showed antag­

onism towards the dominant political party.45 The difficulty of

defining "the exact precedence of each colonial Governor unless

it be by the vulgar test of salary • •• " was acknowledced by

Newcastle in 1861. 46 In the self-governing Empire, that, in f~ct,

really was the only valid test of promotion. By the 1870s, with

Canada effectively removed from the sphere of advancement,
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Victoria '.'lith its salary of f10,OOO had become "the [';reat prize

of the Coloni.:ll service ll •
47 Before Confederation, the positions

in the small Maritime colonies with their relatively meagre

salaries served as starting-points for ffiany careers and there

Governors like Normanby, Canterbury, Gordon, Sir DOIJinick Daly,

Head, and Sir Charles Fitzroy served their apprenticeships.

Although the Governors ~ere a close-knit group who

corresponded regularly on colonial affairs and mutual interests

and met together occasionally, they showed themselveG at times

to be inordinately concerned ~ith their own prospects for pro-

motion. They ~ere also very ready to criticize the actions and

even the characters of their fellow Governors. Gordon probably

was exceeded by no one in his snide remarks about his colleagues

but he was certainly not the only culprit in that reGard.

A study of the career of Lord Normanby serves to illust-

rate some of the general characteristics which have been set out

above. However, no claim is made that his career was fully

representative of those of his fellow Governors. Any attempt

to find a 'typical' example ~ould surely be frustrated by the

wide diversity of men in the service and their distinctive

personalities, attitudes, and interests. On more specific grounds,

the facts that he was a member of the aristocracy and that his

service was exclusively in colonies with 'responsible' institut-

. ions would effectively disqualify him from that classification.

NorlnanbY's48 early life reqUires only a brief comment.

Born in 1819,49 he was educated at Harrow and joined the army in

1838, in which he served for two years in Canada. 50 On his return
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home, he became Gctively involved jn the militia oreanization

in Yorkshire, his native c0unty, but he soon turned to political

life, entering the House of CO!llnlOnS through the fa!!lily seat in

Scarborough in 1847. He represented that constituency, except

for a short interval in 1851-2, until he was appointed to Nova

Scotia in 1857. In the Commons, he was attached to the adminis-

trations of Lords Russell, Aberdeen, and Palmerston by means of

offices in the Royal Household. 51 For most of the 1850s, he

served as one of the bovern~ent ~fuips, a position for ~hich

The Illustrated London liews considered he was admirably suited

by his temperament and in which he was conspicuously successful. 52

Of his political attitudes at that stage, there is little

eVid~nce, but it seems likely that he followed the Liberal-Whig

predilections of his father and the administrations which he

supported. Owing to his natural taciturnity and perhaps to the

nature of his office, there is no record of his speaking in

debate in the House of Commons. It would also seem safe to assume

that he did not really relish the prospect of spending the rest

of his life in Parliament as it is clear that for some ti~e

"-'Z

before 1857 he had been see~dng employment in the colonies.7~

His interest in a colonial appointment must remain a

subject of conjecture but both his stay with his father when he

was Governor of Jamaica and his military service in Canada

probably whetted his appetite for ito His mother once suggested

that: "I suppose you have inherited a love of strange countries. 1I54

There was probably little possibility that he could have achieved

a higher office in the Government in the foreseeable future and
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with the fam~ly estate heavily mortgaged and in fact leased to

an Indian potentate,55 he no doubt felt the necessity of finding

a remunerative position. When he finally achieved his objective

and secured his appointment to Nova Scotia, it was clearly a

reward for his political services. Some months later, after he

had learnt of the fall of Palmerston's government, he acknow-

ledged that it "makes me feel how fortunate I have been in

getting any appointment before it happened. l ,56 The implication

was ,of course, that the new Conservative administration led

by Lord Derby would certainly not have given him the position.

Although that first appointment was not all plain sail-

ing and he early found that his income was barely sufficient

for his establishment and the social responsibilities of his

office, he had soon decided to make the profession his career. 57

As his term was nearing its end, his correspondence with his

family and the Colonial Office became more and more concerned

with the possibilities for future employment, a position in

which many Governors found themselves at that stage. In the

latter months of 1862 and in 1863, }1ulgrave almost bombarded

Newcastle with pleas and suggestions for another post. His

chances were limited, however, by h~s inability to accept any

post in unhealthy regions owing to the poor health of his wife,

although he personally would have been satisfied with an Indian

or a Jamaican apPointment. 58 In light of that self-imposed

limitation, Newcastle found it very difficult to offer him

anything suitable because there were very few actual or potential

vacancies in such areas. 59 Mulgrave soon learnt that his prospects
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early 1863, he had decided that New Brunswick was his best

chance of continuing in the service, in spite of the fact that

that wonld "be goinG downhill tl •
60 But he considered that after

eight years in British North America he understood the habits,

faults, and virtues of the colonists there. Besides, he had

become very fond of the people and the area. 61 Vfuile he was

surprised at the request and agreed that it definitely would

be a backward step, Newcastle promised that he would try to

move Gordon from New Brunswick and install Mulgrave in his

place. He added rather apoloGetically:

If I can do anything for you which would not even have the
semblance of 'soing downhill' with full justice to others I
will gladly do it ••• but I fear however ~ou must reckon
upon this being the best I can do for you. 6L

There the matter stood until August when ~ulgrave's

father died:

My father's death chanses everything so much teat it is im~oss­

ible for we to say what I may wish to do in future, but I think
it not unlikely that I may still look for colonial employment.
• • • I have as::ed l~ewc&stle to leave the question of future
employment in abeyance till I see him. If I could have Got a
real good Govt I think it would have been th~ best thing for me
••• but I do not see much chance of this. G.)

It is not knO'.'m what hapgen~d to iJor::ianoy's prospects in He·:l

Brunswick but it does seem likely that he did not follow it up

because of the problems raised by his father's death and the

settling of the estate.

In the interval between his departure from Nova Scotia

and his appointment to Queensland in 1871, Normanby retained an

active interest in colonial affairs. Although he was not over-

78
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active in debate in the House of Lords, h~ addressed himself

to colonial policy and problems64 and he did play an enerGetic

role in the Royal Colonial Institute from its inception in 1868-9.

He was present at the meeting in June 1868 which w~s called to

consider the possibility of establishing such a society and he

pledced his full cooperation and support0 65 To that end, he

served on the Provision~l Committee, which drew up the rules

~nd recruited membership, and as a Vice-president66 he attended

and spoke recularly at its meetings. Trevor Reese, in his history

of the organization, is perhaps a little too cynical ~hen he

implies that the ze~l which Normanby brought to the Council was

"to be ex~ected of someone seeking further employment as a

colonial Governor • •• ,,67 as there was little doubt that he

was sincerely interested in the ~elfare and the maintenance of

the Empire and genuinely concerned with the ,troubled relation-

ship between the Colonial Office and some of the colonies in the

later 1860so

However, it is true that by 1868 Normanby was again

seeking a return to colonial life. ~Then he accepted the post

of Lord in Waiting to the Queen offered to him by Gladstone, he

pointed out that:

At the same time I think it only riGht to tell you that I am
anxious to obt~in further employment as a Colonial Covernor •
• • • Should he [Granvill~thereforesee any il~jediate prospect
of employing me perhaps it miGht be more convenient to you to
offer the Lordship in 1Jaiting to someone else. 0 0' otherwise
I shall,be very glad to accept till I get a chance of a Govern­
orship.o8

He again mentioned the same proviso when he accepted another

post - the Captain of the Corps of Gentlemen at Arms - from
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doing so may not interfere with my getting a Colonial appoint-

ment when an opportunity offers as I am anxious to make the

Colonial Service my profession. 1l69

In February 1871, he was successful in obtaining the

Queensland pJsition, made vacant by the death of Sir Samuel

Blackall, offered to him by Lord Kirnberley.70 Again, it was

80

obvious that his services to the Liberal party and his connect-

ions with the leading Liberal politicians proved to be an

important advantage to Normanby as they had been in 1857.

Normanby's last two appointments - to Ne~ Zealand in

1874 and to Victoria in 1878 - were evidence that he had been

accepted as a 'professional' Governor. Herbert, commenting on

the New Zealand move, wrote that it was

no doubt held to be a decided promotion and I can assure you
that it was offered to you simply as a mark of strong approval
of the ability and eood judGement which have marked your admin­
istration in Queensland. Lord Carnarvon and Lc'\"t:'d Kiluberley are
qui te of the same mind on this p07nt and so, I may say, are all
Queenslanders who come to see me. 1

It was significant that both were made by Conservative Secret-

aries of State, Lord Carnarvon and Sir Michael Hicks Beach.

Normanby was particularly delighted with his promotion to Mel-

bourne as he had been earlier concerned that Hicks Beach was

determined to place one of his political friends into that

position. 72 Moreover, it was totally unsolicited and it was

granted by a Secretary with whom he had had no dealings and did

not even know by sight. 73

He had on many occasions, however, suggested to Herbert
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and his old political associate, Lord Kimb~rley, (and IQtcr

Lord Derby) th~t he might be moved elsewhere. In June 1872, he

pleaded with Kimberley to move him to Melbourne from Brisbane

in order to escape from "banishment supplemented by solitary

confinement,,;74 in late 1877, he sU8[;ested to Herbert that he

would like to succeed Robinson in New South Wales;75 and in

1883, he expressed the hope that he be appointed to succeed

Lorne in Canada. 76

Owing to the deteriorating health of his Wife, Normanby

resigned his Victorian post in April 1884; when he returned

home, he had completed nearly nineteen years in the Colonial

Service. 7? Until his death in 1891, he maintained his interest

in the colonies, visiting Australia again in 1888, being a

founding member of the Imperial Federation Leacue,?8 attending,

the Colonial Conference in 1887, and representing New Zealand

as one of its Commissioners at the Colonial and Indian Exhibit-

ion (1886). In addition, he remained as Vice-President of the

Royal Colonial Institute. But there is no record, as KcIntyre

has stated,79 that he used his seat in the House of Lords to

defend colonial interests, at least not in debate. 80 Nor can

the rumour that he was considered for the South Australian post

in 1889 be sUbstantiated. 81

One historian, with some accuracy, has described Norman-

by as a Governor whose lIunimpressive presence seems to have

shielded from most his considerD.ble abilities. ,,82 Part of that

unimpresslveness stemmed from his physical appearance. He was a

stout man of nedium height, his most distinctive feature being
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a spade beard which dominated his l~r~~ bald head. Yet, for all

his bulk, he enjoyed robust good health, was active and energetic

and, for much of his life, was a keen sportsman who excelled at

ridine, huntinG, and shootinL;. From ):flOst accounts, he l,'laS soft-

ly-spoken with an outITard1y bland and easy-soinS manner, char-

acteristics which appeared to mask an incisive intellect and an

acerbity which revealed itself most clearly in his private

correspondence and in informal con versa tion '.vi th friends. The

Governor that the averaLe colonist saw and perhaps met was very

different to the man who defended his position most ably in

confrontations ~ith colonial politicians.

It is senseless to judwe a Governor's success in a colony

from the valedictory newspaper articles on his departure. Each

journal jud~Gd the Governor according to its own political view-

point. Those which supported'his attitude and constitutional

decisions ceneral1y rated him a success whilst those which had

opposed him held a different opinion. Thus in Victoria, The Arp;us,

The D"ti1y Tel e;-raph, and 1h£. '.:!orld were fulsome in their praise

for Norr.1anby while The Arr,e vIas much less complimentary. 83

As a Governor, Nor~anby was never outstandingly popular

in the colonies. That can be explained partly by his character

which was not naturally outgoing as was that of Sir Hercules

Robinson or Bowen. One newspaper sumned him up tolerably well in

1882:

He has never been a showy Governor. He has never justified a
belief in any conspicuous ability. He has never aimed at being
anything more than he is, an English gentleman with a strong
strain of Yorkshire COMmonsense and yet he has succeeded admir­
ably • • • in discharging the duties entrusted to him.84
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As had become customary with nost Governor~, he attached much

importance to frequent ar.d comprehensive trips around the colonies

he administered85 during which he endeavoured to meet as many

colonists as possible and review the cievelopment and the potent-

ialities of all sections of the conmunity. He did exhibit, in his

despatches and letters home, a genuine interest in and a shrewd

and penetrating understanding of the habits and the problems of

colonial societies. His obvious interest and compassion won

acimiration and even grudging respect from newspapers which had

opposed him on his constitutional actions. 86

Owing to his personal thriftiness and the slimness of

his own priva te r.1eans87and perhaps his personal distaste for

display and ostentation, he did not entertain sumptuously in

the colonies. In Victoria, he earned the reputation in some

quarters for "frigid parsimohy,,88 but there were few complaints

on that score in his other administrations.

On his speakins ability, the Brisbane Courier asain

summed him up well: "His Excellency is never brilliant. He is

not an orator, and he has never attempted to lead people to sup-

pose that he would like to be considered eloquent. But he is

always sensible and jUdiCiOUs.,,89 But he did shoVi himself un-

afraid to address himself in his speeches to important and some-

times controversial questions. In ~ueensland he spoke often on

the need for all classes to reach a compromise on the land and

immigration issues,90 and in New Zealand he warmly rebutted tDe

idea of an elective Governorship?'The consensual attitude of the

colonial newspapers was typified by ~ Lyttelton Times' comment
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tha t "'l'he E&rquis of Normanby contr:i.ves 'Nhenever he speo~,,-s in

public, to treat his subject in a manner at once comprehensive

and suggestive.,,92

If Normanby was not an overwhelming social and personal

success in the colonies, his administrations were, on the whole,

very satisfactory to the Colonial Office. He had proved himself

to be a safe Governor, one who was thoroughly versed in his

role and in the limits of his privileges and powers and well

capable with his background and experience of handling constit­

utional crises. Herbert considered that Normanby's promotion to

Victoria rather than to New South Wales was due to the confid-

ence that the Secretary of state felt in his capacity to deal

with the linbcring crisis there. 93

His relationship with successive Secretaries of State -

he served under eight in all,- was uniformly good but he had

especially close personal rapport with Kimberley and Newcastle

who were his personal friends and political allies. As with his

colleagues, he corresponded with them reGularly, even at times

profusely, and that stream of correspondence was extremely frank

and uninhibiteci. Moreover, he was also the confidant of Arthur

Blackwood, the long time Ch~ef Clerk of the North American Dep­

ment at the Colonial Office, while he administered Hova Scotia,

and later of Herbert and John BramstoJ~ Those contacts Vlere inval-

'uable to Normanby as he recularly gained inside information on

imperial policy, on reactions to his own conduct, and on the

possibi.lities of promotion. It was, in fact, thrOUGh this private

correspondence that a Governor's most personal opinions and



85

motives vere made clear to the Colo~ial Office and it was also

the most important vehicle for confi~ential advice to the

Governor.

It has been pointed out above that l;ormanby held Liberal

-;fuiC political attitudes. The tvo most important influences on

his political development would appear to have been his father's

'procressive' ~7hig~ism and his own association with Russell,

Palmerston, and the Peelites in the 1850s. But, as ~ith many of

his contenpor~ries like Lord Grey, he remained a man of l~id-

century and could not subscribe to the rapidly accelerating

reformist nature of the Liberals in the 1870s. His profound

respec~ for the traditional values of English life so comnon

with members of the Yhig aristocracy dictated that reform should

be a?proached slo~ly snd cautiously. Nevertheless he al~ays

referred to himself as a Lib~ral and in 1885 when he resicned

from the party over Gladstone's Home Rule policy, he noted:

I hold my liberal opinion as stronely as ever and no one regret­
ted the division ••• in. the Liberal Party more than I do, but
the blame rests ~ith those who are endeavouring to force on a
measure which never formed a portion of the Liberal progr~mme

• • • • Anyho~, I consider the best interests of the country
should take precedence over Party interests. 95

Later, he reasserted that Gladstone's policy was

• • • to my mind a cowardly abandonment of the duties and respon­
sibilities which this country has undertaken especially as
regards the Loyal inhabitants of Ireland. It is revolutionary in
its character•••• I consider it to the best interests of the
Empire that I feel bound • • • to throw all other considerations
on one side & I ~ould sooner support the strongest Conservative
than give any countenance to any Liberal candidat& who did not

·pledge himself to oppose to the utmost of his power l~ Gladstone's
q6measure •••• ~

In that attitude he was joined by other Liberals who had been
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colonial Governors such as Lorne, Dufferin, Monck, and Bowen, as

well as a large part of the Whig aristocracy and the Liberal

lintelligentsia,.97

There is little doubt that l~ormanby fully subscribed

to the old Liberal tenets of free trade, economical and effic-

ient government, and limited electoral reform. His experiences

with colonial policies served to reinforce those convictions.

He was very critical of the attempts made in Nova Scotia in

1862 to increase the tariff; he constantly deplored the high

level of ~rotection in Victoria, which he considered to have

had a deleterious economic effect on that COlOny;98 and one of

the few occasions on which he supported Sir George Grey in New

Zealand was on his pro~osal to reduce duties on foodstuffs. On

economic develo~ment generally he came to realize that develop-
,

ing colonies reqUired rather different policies than did the

British economy. Although he reconciled himself to expansive

loan and public works schemes, he remained very sceptical of

their application during stages of declining trade or their con­

tinuation over lengthy periods of time,99 and he reported often

that he used every possible opportunity to urge caution. 100

Normanby never set out his economic views in detail but

there was no dOUbt that he supported a free economic system in

which government had little part to play and he often criticized

restrictions on business life. That attitude was probably exhib-

ited most clearly in his attack upon trade associations in the

1860s. He lamented the disruption caused by those groups on

British industrial enterprise:
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I have lO~G hod a conviction ••• that ~any very serious evils
and many misunderstandinss are caused by the combinations which
exiGt among labourers in this country•••• I fully admit the
right of every Eon to fix the price at which he shall sell his
labour; but at the same time I deny that any man has the right
to dictate to his fellow the price at which his labour shall be
sold, and debar or prevent him workine for the price which he
is willing and ready to take, and the employer willing to pay.10l

During the latter part of his colonial career, he spoke many

times on the dangers associated with 'socialistic views' which

102he regarded as a 'plague-spot' and hoped that the Empire

would be spared from its spread. He feared, however, that col-

onial radicals like Grey and Berry were the harbingers of that

creed which, to him, would erode a colony's vitality and render

it un-British.

Although an EnGlish Liberal's economic ideas were often

opposed to the prevailing opinions in the colonies, Normanby

did come to understand the c9ncern felt by many colonists for

the aggregation of land in the hands of a few and the dispro-

portionate share of taxation paid by the poorer sections of

society. In New Zealand and in Queeneland, both in public

speeches and in conversation with ministers, he warned of the

dangers of those practices and suggested that measures should be

taken to alleviate them. 103· Of course, he never went as far as

the colonial 'liberals' and emphasised the importance to the

colonies of creating an economic climate attractive enough to

encourage capital investment, and of avoiding the hazards of

'class' warfare.

Havine been schooled in the British Parliament, Normanby

was frequently appalledby· the 'party' violence and indiscipline
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similar experiences. 104 This aspect will be' examined in much

greater detail below and it is sufficient to no~here that, in

his opinion, the colonial legislatures compared very badly with

the Imperial Parliament. He had few complaints with the constit­

utions - except that of Victoria in which he thought that the

concept of an elective Legislative Council was a Imontrosity,105

- but he deplored the general absence of satisfactory systems of

local government. Such systems would help to reduce the paroch-

ialism in the central governments, assist in the establishment

of stronger 'national' parties, and clear away much of the cor-

ruption in politics.

Normanby was certainly no democrat especially when he

witnessed the application of democracy in the colonies. At home

in" the 1860s, following the political line of Lord Russell, he

cautiously supported the extension of the franchise:

I can only express my hope that any measure they [the administ­
ration] may bring forward will, while protecting the rights of
property and the intelligence of the country, secure a fair and
substantial representation of the working classes. 106

But in Nova Scotia, he strongly backed Joseph How~ in his plan

to restrict the franchise, the liberality of which he credited

with much of the violence and corruption there. That view was

strengthened during his later administrations. He did, however,

recognize that with education the danger could be reduced and he

urged the colonial politicians to use every means to secure

adequate schooling for all. On the question Of payment of members

of parliament which cropped up during his tenures in Queensland
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anQ Victoria, he stated his personal opposition although he

did see Greater reason for such measures in t~e colonies than

).. n B . t· 107rl aln.

One can but wonder what VJould have been Normanby's

political path had he remained at home without his colonial

experience. 3ut it is clear that it did help take him far from

the trail which Gladstone forged in Britain, especially on his

attitude to Ireland and the Empire. Normanby was disgusted at

Gladstone's oppo~ition to the Conservative policies in the

Balkans, southern Africa, and India between 1878 and 1880. In

a letter to Herbert in 1878, he decried the pacifism of the

Liberal Party in terms that were rather Palmerstonian in tone:

"I am no believer in peace at any price doctrine and I believe

that if it had not been for the strong measures taken - we would

probably have drifted into a'vlar as we did in 1854.,,108

Such then was Normanby - the man, the politician, and

the Governor - although, in succeeding chapters, this outline

will be fleshed. out considerably. In 1882, Herbert stressed the

importance of plac:ing "Governors of hi[;h standine; and ability

in the Great Responsible Goyernments • •• " as that was necessary

if those colonies vlere "to continue satisfied with their present

reiations •••• ,, 109 Normanby fitted that need well. Ee was

not the most colourful or the most dynamic of the Governors of

the period but he was able, confident, and sincere, qualities

which perhaps suited the position even better.
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IV

THE COLONIAL !iILIEU

If it is to be accepted that the role of a Governor in

a colony with responsible government can only be understood

with a sound knowledGe of that Governor's character, ability,

and experience, and an equally clear grasp of the political

realities of the particular colony in which he served, then it

becomes necess~ry, however briefly, to investigate the character

of that colony. Therefore, in this chapter, attention will be

focussed on the four colonies over which Lord lIormanby presided

to set the backeround for a subsequent examination of his relat­

ionships with colonial politicians. Moreover, it is hoped that

sufficient evidence will be produced to demonstrate that despite

the differences in time and area, there are some basic similar­

ities in the self-governing colonies in the period from about

1850 to 1890, although each did have a character and special

problems of its own.

For the purposes of this study, the four colonies will

initially be examined separately and the emphasis will be placed

on the political character of each, although it must be realized

that this political life did, in fact, reflect reasonably accur­

ately underlying social and economic developments. As well as

sketching the contours of politics, some attempt will be made

to evaluate the historioGraphy of each colony, as it relates to

97
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the periods in question. At the end of the chapter, the threads

of these separate develop~e~ts will be drawn together and some

estimate will be made of the necess~ry adjustments a Governor

like Normanby hs.d to mal;;:e as he transferred from one colony to

another.

One historian, looking especially into the economic and

social trends of Nova Scotian history from 1854 to 1867, has

described the period as "one of prosperity and promise, achievo­

ments and ambitions, pride and confidence • •• 1,.1 Yet, alongside

those positive characteristics, those years were also remarkable

for fue rancour and bitterness of political strife both on party

and personal levels.

Nova Scotia, despite the smallness of its population

(~330,000) and its area, was indeed prosperous, a condition

which was marred only in 186'-2 with the dislocation of trade

caused by the outbreak of the American Civil ~ar. That economic

prosperity was the product of the continuing expansion of the

traditional bases of the colony's economy - farming, fishing,

coalmining, shipbuilding, and commerce - which was fostered in

the period by favourable circumstances; the opportunities afforded

by the Crimean and American wars, the general expansion of world

trade, the Reciprocity Treaty with the United States and the

stimulating effects of the Imperial base in Halifax. It did not

represent any significant new economic development. Hopes had

been raised in the early 1860s by the discovery of gold in south­

ern Nova Scotia but the sanguine expectations proved to be largely

unfulfilled. Again, the general expanSion of the mineral industry
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hoped for after the settlement of the question of the ownership

of mineral rights in 1857-82 did not eventuate. The manufactur­

ing industry that had developed was small-scale, geared to the

domestic market, and was not expedited by the policy of free

trade followed by successive governments.

That circumstance helps to account for the slowness of

the growth of the colony's population which, since the last

great tide of immigration in the 1840s, had grown larGely through

natural increase. In 1861, of the 330,857 people in Nova Scotia,

fully 8~6 were native-born. 3 From time to time, concern was

expressed at the slow growth and it had been expected that the

Civil War in the United states might have diverted many emigrants

to the colony but, as one newspaper put it, "we see it setting as

strong as ever to the Federal States. ,,4 The reasons for that, of

course, were not difficult to find. In Nova Scotia, the readily

available and fertile land had already been occupied and no large

source of a1 terna tive employment had been developed. Other

colonies and the United states offered far more attractive pro-

spects for immigration, despite the economic prosperity of Nova

Scotia. In replying to an Emigration Circular from the Colonial

Office in 1863, the Governor expressed his own views of the

situation which corresponded closely to the economic realities.

He reported that Nova Scotia could cope only with immigrants

with extensive amounts of capital or those who would be content

to undertake domestic or farm labouring work, although even there

the scope for employment was very small. 5

The small popUlation, however, had diverse origins with
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the early miGrations of 'Y~nkeet and Loyalist settlers and the

later ones of Scots, Irish, and Germans which gave the colony a

rich variety of social and economic patterns. Halifax, with its

population of over 25,000 and its commercial importance, domin-

ated the social and economic life of the colony but the smaller

centres of population also had political lives of fueir own based

on their own needs and aspirations. That was bolstered by a sense

of isolation from the capital bred by the inadequate internal

communications of ~ova Scotia. Thus, while it may well be true

that by mid-century the colony, with its long history, its stable

population, and its prosperity, had developed an almost unique

sense of colonial 'nationalism', in terms of its own internal

political processes, the local and section&l interests still

preserved an important degree of influence. In spite of its

century-old tradition of parliamentary government, the political

character of Hova Scotia did exhibit l!lany of the symptoms of

political immaturity of the other younger and l.s.rger coloni&l

societies.

The historioGraphy of Nova Scotia, as indeed that of

British North America generally, at mid-century, has been domin­

ated by the question of Confederation6 and little attention has

been given to the political structure of the colony except in the

most General terms. There is little doubt that superficially the

most distinctive feature of the period was the violent party

strife and personal rivalry; the few historians? who have treated

political life have limited themselves to a Bimple description

of that feature without explorins in &ny depth the reasons for it.
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Very little, in fRct, iS,known of the local bases of party

support, the extent of extra-parli~mentaryorganization or even

the composition of the parliamentary parties themselves although

Hurray Beck in his ~nment of~ Scoti8 8 does make me,ny

suggestive comments about these subjects. Again, the studies of

the leadins colonial politicians, Joseph Howe and Charles Tupper,

have concentrated on their views on the questions of Confederation

and the Intercolonic..l Railway and have e,lmost entirely ne[:,lected

their actions and attitudes as Nova Scotian politicians. As

political issues before 1865, Confederation and the railway were

of little importance and political life revolved around more

'mundane' subjects such CtS patronage, the extension of local

railways and public works, franchise and educational reform,

economic expansion, and the merits or demerits of the politicians

and parties. One has only to'glance through the journals of the

period to be convinced that such was the political reality.

Lord Grey's observation to Sir John Harvey in 1847 that

his experience had shown that "c:..nimosities exhibit themselves at

least as keenly, in small, as in large societies, and ••• the

public necessities are as little effectual there as elsewhere, in

inducingthose who are separated by personal and political repug­

nancies to unite their counsels for the common good • •• Il? wc..s

certainly as relevant for the 1850s and 1860s. Both Eo P. RaylO

and Beck11 have suggested that by the late 1840s two well-defined

parties had developed with distinctive policies on economic

development, on education, and on the administration of respons-

ible government. But that situation was not to last long because,
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as Beck points out,12 issues and principles did not normally

exist to maintain the existence of stable alignments in those

two parties. As in most colonial societies, the predominance of

local interests and personal rivalries asserted their disinteg­

rating power in the eurly 1850s. In fact, it miGht be arGued

that that party polarization was really a product not of any

fundamental cleavage of political principles but of ~he importance

of the overriding but temporary issue of constitutional reform

contingent on the cominG of responsible government. Once both

parties had accepted the necessary implications of that change,

their solidarity crumbled. Although the Conservatives and partic­

ularly J. W. Johnston still flirted with measures like an elect­

ive Legislative Council to control the power of the executive,

the issue of the form of the constitution was almost dead by the

early 1850s and it was apparent that social and economic issues

such as railway development and educational reform cut across the

old alignments on the constitutional issue.

Examples of the instability of party parliamentary

membership were common. Three Liberal members left their party

over railway policy in 1851; in the next Assembly (1851-5), five

Conservatives deserted party ranks; in 1857, fully one fifth of

the Liberal majority crossed the floor to the Conservatives,

allowing the latter to form a new government; and in the Assembly

of 1859 to 1863, three members, elected as Conservatives, voted

for the Liberals.

The nomenclature of the parties had by the 1850s lost all

meaning. Indeed, the Conservatives had probably the more democratic
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posture - in 1863, they,oppose.d strenuously the reduction of the

frnnchise, which hnd enabled virtually the whole adult male

population to vote, and had passed ~ more equitable redistrib-

ution act in 1859. But that was determined more by party exped-

iency than by principle and it is interesting to note that the

party accepted the Liberal franchise act when it came to power

after the elections of 1863. There was a fair degree of unanimity

on economic questions and the inability of private enterprise to

construct the colonial railways removed the question of the

ownership of the raihiays effectively from party rivalry. Educa tion-

al reform, after the failure of William YounG's proposals in 1856,

also became a non-issue until Tupper's Acts of 1564-5 and even

then, except for the Roman Catholics, there was Lener~l agreement~3

Without any outstnnding issue, party conflict inevito.bly

turned for sustenance to per~onal antagonism, to arguments over

the routine administration of colonio.l affairs, and to a struggle

for the perquisites of office. DurinG the period, even the intense-

ly p~rtizan newsp~pers, in their more sober moments, acknowledged

the similarity of the two parties. The Acadian Recorder, a stoutly

Conservative journal, editorialized in 1855:

At the present juncture • • • it would nonplus the shrewdest
politician to invent any cOGent reason for the division of the
Representatives of Hovu Scotia into two p~rties, re~ularly

orcanized for the annihilation of each other, in the halls of
ou,. LeGislature. ",'Ie c,.re not aware of a sinGle public question, 14
of the least consequence to any class, being in suspense ••••

By 1862 even the Liberal press which had much lonGer stressed

the differences bet~een the two parties h0d come to a similar

conclusion:
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Over and over ~[ain, we have heard it said by shrewd and thou~ht­

ful men, th~t party politics have been, and now are, the curse
of our country. We were ~t first slow to believe in the soundness
of an opinion so humiliating to us as a people, but every day's
experience convinces us that it is true. Unfortunately, the two
partiss into which our population is diVided, are so r:early
balanced, thut a const~nt strug~le for office is going on between

1 .-
the ins ~nd the out£ •••• '7

But unlike the Victorian parties in the 1880s, that situation

did not end in coalition, although both Howe bnd the Governor

did try their best to brinG one about in 1862-3. The passions

aroused by the conflicts of the preceding years, the traditions

established, and the personalities involved would not allow such

a solution.

Elections ~n Nova Scotia were bitterly foueht and because

of the open ballot there was plenty of scope for shady political

practices and there were many successful candidates who were

charGed with bribery and oth~r forms of corruption. The contro-

verted elections of 1859 were the most outstanding examples,

even though they were l~rgely the product of unforeseen circum­

stances leadine from the passing of Annand's Law of 1859. 16

Despite the eventual outcome of elections in terms of

seats, there was, in the four elections between 1851 ~nd 1863,

a close division of the electorate between the two political

parties. Except in one case, however, there seemed to be no

clear rationale in the way most votes were cast. That one except-

ion was the Roman C~tholic vote. Before 1857 it appeared to

favour the Liberals but that chan.::;ed r8.dically in that year when

seven Assemblymen, either Roman Catholic themselves or represen~

ing constituencies which were predominantly of that persuasion,
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deserted the Liberal rankq •

Sectarian tension, never far below the surface of young

colonial societies and often bubbling over, had long been a

feature of the political life of Nova Scotia. In the mid 1850s,

it erupted fiercely and the conflict between the hiGhly organized

and militant Roman Catholic church and the Liberals led by Howe

and supported by the Protestant Alliance w~s one of the sharpest

political realities of the period.

Apart from that, elections depended substantially on

the personality of the candidates and the record of the sitting

member in attracting expenditure and improvements to his constit-

uency and in providinG employment for his constituents. Until

1862, when control passed to the Executive Council, the members

of the Assembly were responsible for the appropriation and alloc-

a tion of government expenditure in their constituencies and it

was relatively simple for the voters to judGe their performance

and for their political opponents to criticize them.

In spite of the repeated attempts by the Colonial Office

and the Governors to control the practice, the 'spoils system'

had become generally accepted by 1867 as the proper mode for the
1 ,8.

disposition of government employment~From 1856 to 1864, each

successive ~dministration used its power to make partizan appoint-

ments and to dismiss political opponents from employment. It has

been estimated that there were thirty-six such dismissals from

1857 to 1860, eiGhty from 1860 to 1863, and sixty in the first

six months of the Conservative administration in 1863. That

practice proved to be one of the bitterest issues between the
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parties but, although both politicians and the party press

inveiGhed aga~~ it when their supporters were affected, they

showed remarkable ability to defend it when their particular

party was in power.

The clash of personalities has been commented upon before

and indeed it was one of the most flammable fuels which sustained

the party rivalry. Between the Conservative leaders, Johnston and

Tupper, and the Liberals, Young and Howe, there was very little

love lost and the Assembly and the press were the forums for their

heated debate on each other's personality, ability, and political

capacity. The bitterness between Johnston and Young had deeper

roots than political opposition. Both had their eyes firmly fixed

on the coveted Chief Justiceship and each wanted to be in office

when the incumbent died so that he could succeed to the position.

The Liberal journals caustically labelled Johnston's attempts

to remain in power after the elections of 1859 as part of his

'Wig' policy. After the Conservative victory at the polls in

1863, Johnston unsuccessfully tried to remove Young by petition­

ing the Colonial Office.

Almost immediately following his election to the Assembly

in 1855, Tupper undertook the role of principal assailant of the

Liberals. Through his newspaper, the British Colonist, his

speeches in the Assembly and the colony at larbe, and his letters

to the Colonial Office, he maintained without pause or restraint

a blistering attack on Howe, William Annand, Jonathan McCully,

and practically everyone who was connected with the Liberal

party, impucning their honour, honesty, capability, and sanity.
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Of course, those thrusts were p~rried, although in generally

more temperute terms, oy the Liberal politicians and their

press, most notably the Morning Chronicle and the Novascotian.

It is difficult to agree with W. L. Morton's contention

that these leaders provided "the means to transcend local and

group loyalties II because much of their success as politicians

during this period w~s derived from their ability to use those

forces to foster party ends and personal ambitions. Without them,

much of the colour of ~ova Scotian politics would have been lost

but the chances of political peace and some type of coalition

would h~ve besn greatly enhanced.

With this sharp clash of personal ambitions, the lack of

any definite principles to ~uide the actions of the parties, ~~nd

the absence of important issues on which they could di7ide, it
,

was almost inevitable that party programmes turneo larGely on

the routine administration of affairs, on measures aimed at

imprOVing party fortunes, and on a resolute opposition to any

policy, irrespective of its merits, proposed by the other party.

The political history of Nova Scotia in the period 1857 to 1863,

therefore, was in essence simply one of a struggle for office.

Only after 186 Lr-5, when Confederation became an issue between the

parties, did that strUGGle become dignified with matters of

principle.

When he arrived in Queensland as its third Governor in

1871, Noruanby found a markedly different environment althouGh

he W&S to encounter similar political problems. The colony was

just twelve years old and those early years of its life, despite
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the economic crisis of 1866-8~ hud be8n one of rapid development

both in terms of population and in economic viability. The pop-

ulation had reached 120,000, nearly a six-fold increase since

1859, a surGe that showed no signs of slackenin6 in the 1870s

- by 1881, the popul~tion was 218,000, an 85~ increase. Settlers

had been drawn to the colony by the burgeoning economy and by the

deliberate immigr2tion policy of the early Queensl~nd Governments.

However, the distribution of that flood of people had been very

uneven and most of the newcomers, especi~lly those from outside

Australia, flocked to the urban areas, mainly in the extreme

south of the huge colony. The Moreton Bay area, the original

nucleus with its penal st~tion and the site of the first free

immisrants, accounted for over a quarter of the population.

The economic development of the colony also affected the

distribution. In the 1860s the luxuriant northern coastlands had

been opened up by the cultivation of sUGar and about another

quarter of the population had been drawn to that are~. Moreover,

the discoveries of Gold, copper, and tin had created other

nuclei, ~s h~-d the construction of roads and railways. The

consolidation and expansion of the original economic base, the
I

pastoral industry, and the Gradual spread of small-sc&le farming

in the more fertile areas in the south had created many small

towns like Ipswich, Toowoomba, and ~arwick, each with a life,

character and fierce corporate spirit of its own.

Thus, as with most immature colonial societies, Queens-

land's basic social characteristic was disunity. Broadly speakin~,

the most obvious divisions were the growing urban and rural
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polarization and the conflict between the northern and southern

sections of the colony. But even in those broad catesories,

there was little unanimity of opinion. There was intense rivalry

between Brisbane and Ipswich in the south and between Rockhampton

and the other centres in the north; there were divisions in

Brisbane itself between the more affluent merchants and business-

men and the working popul&tion; in the rural areas, there was

the ubiquitous strife between the large pastoralists and the

smaller selectors; and even in the squatter ranks, there was

rivalry between the old-established 'Darling Downers' and the

newcomers in the more remote are~of the west and north. 18 That

disunity, of course, was reflected in the political life of the

colony.

The historioGraphy of Queensland's political development

has followed closely that of other Australasian colonies. There

are the inevitable early histories, both the strictly colonial

treatments and the omnibus histories of Australia,19 based on the

authors' personal experiences and reminiscences and stronGly

coloured by their own political convictions. They saw the polit-

ical scene as being dominated by two distinct parties - one

representing the squatters, the colonial 'aristocracy', who were

resolutely opposed to democracy and economic reform; the other

the party of progress who championed the cause of liberty and

democracy. That view has been attacked recently on two grounds.

Host modern historians do not concede that there was, in fact,

a distinct division in political life and they paint rather a

picture of political disunity, of localism and political expediency,-
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Secondly, they discount the·assumption that only one section

of the political community espoused the causes of democracy and

liberal reform and suggest that the majority of the politicians

were liberally-inclined. A. A. Morrison of the University of

Queensland is the foremost exponent of this latter interpretation

and he has, in a series of articles,20 substantially demolished

the earlier views. It is to be hoped that this research ITill be

published in book form along the lines set out admirably by

Loveday and Hartin in their treatment of similar parlianel',tary

conditions in New South Wales. 21

\'fuen one investigates the political scene in the early

1870s, the strength of this argument is eVident, although it

must be admitted that there is, on the surface, much to su~&est

the contrary. For most of I\Orluanby' s four years in Q.ueensland,
,

a ministry led by Arthur Palmer was in office supported by a

group which represented mostly rural constituencies and which

included many large land-owners. Arrayed against them was the

6rouP led by Charles Lilley, strongly representative of the

Brisbane interest. During the administration the party strengths

remained almost constant with but one member of the Assembly

chanGins sides - from the Opposition to the Government. The

reason for that move is instructive as that particular menber

came from Rocliliampton and the Palmer ministry was showing some

interest in dealing with the grievances of the northern section

of the colony by suggesting a scheme of financial separation. 22

This outward appearance of two distinct parties is, however,

deceivinG. The compactness did not rest on the unanimity of common
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principles or even interests but on the exibencies of either

retaining office or wresting it from the ministry in power.

That fact was probably more valid for the party in opposition,

the internal divisions of which were papered over in its

deter:i1ina tion to turn the administr~\tion out. Horeover, as the

Opposition there was no need to define a policy except in the

vaguest of terms. The pressures of diverse interests and sect­

ional loy&lties were felt stronGest by the Government supporters

and in office very little could be done to consummate a consistent

line of policy especially when there was a minimum of party

orGanization in the Assembly. All lewislation, therefore; Vias

essentially a series of compromises determined by the v~rious

interests in a particular Governins Group, the needs of the next

election, and the pressure which the Opposition could exert.

A good example of that process was the constitutional

crisis in the Assembly in 1871-2 over the chanCes to be made in

the electoral system. Left to itself, the ministry may well have

passed & measure which, in terms of the franchise and redistrib­

ution, would h~ve been favourable to its own interests. But,

owing to the pressure of the Opposition and the tactics they

followed, the final act was truly a compromise of not only the

several government interests but those of the Opposition as well.

With these General considerations out of the way, some

attention should be given to the composition of the opposing

forces in the colony and the direction of their policies. As

has been noted, the Palmer ministry was supported l~rGely by

rural Queensland and to an extent its general policy reflected
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that support - they advocated the use of native labour, the

so-called Kanakas, in the colony, they opposed the indiscrim-

inate construction of railways and public works, they tried to

come to terms with the desire of the north for a greater degree

of self-Government, and they opposed the payment of Assemblymen.

However, on the issues to which they should have been opposed

- the extension of democratic reforms, land settlement, and

immiGration - they were surprisingly liberal, although under-

standably cautious. There is no evidence to sUGGest any sub-

stantial political orGanization, in the Assembly or in the

electorates, in the party. Morrison has concluded that in the

1860s and e2..rly 1870s Queensland "owed a considerable debt to

the squatters for the relative liberality of their ideas ~nd

for the periods of stability which they and they alone could

give to Government.,,23

By contrast, he points out that the record of the

Liberals in the Assembly was unconvincing, that their land laws

vastly increased the alienation of the land and that their reck­

less expenditure damaged the economy of the colony.24 That

Group, except in opposition, from 1870 to 1874 ·when " for once

[theiJ became a single fighting force, accepting without question

the leadership of one man, Lilley ••• 1I~5 was even less unified

than the other, as its conduct after it had succeeded in the

elections of 1874 indicated. Owing to the necessity of attracting

wider support than the Brisbane members, the Liberals had to lose

the services of Lilley, who was distrusted by the 'moderates',

and accept Arthur Macalister, an Ipswich member, and a pastoral
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lessee, as leader of the administration. That was part of the

price paid for securing the support of the notorious 'Ipswich

Bunch', who were the independents par excellence and who always

seemed to support the incumbent ministry in return, of course,

for political favours and additional expenditure in the Ipswich

district. The new ministry's following in the Assembly was there-

fore far less homogeneous than Pa~mer's, although the bulk of its

support still came from the southern urban areas.

If one had to type the 'averaGe' Liberal's attitudes, and

it is assumed in this case that such a politician represented

southern urban interests, he would subscribe to the opposition

to native labour, and to any sort of special treatment for the

northern regions of the colony. He would generally support reforms

in land tenure, electoral procedure reforms, liberal inducements
,

to increase white immigration, and an expansive railway-building

and pUblic works policy. He would be a merchant or professional

man, usually qUite prosperous, and, more often than not, of non-

conformist religion. He would have been party to the attempt in

the early 1870s to develop some type of extra-parliamentary

organization and he would h~ve been a member of The Queenslag£

Political Reform Association (1870). That body, the major strength of

which was made up from the merchants of Brisbane, aimed to advance

"the political influence of the people", but it had little influ­

ence until the later 1870s.

In the Queenslander, the political columnist 'The Bohemian'

in an amusing article on the elections of 1873 really summed

up the political situation:
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The elections are now as good as over, and there is a fine field
for speculation as to how p&rties will shape in the new House.
That's the beauty of Queensland politics. At critical times the
public are kept in a most refreshinG state of uncertainty as to
who's who, and \'lhe,t's what. With the exception of a few obstinate,
old-fashioned politicians, who stick to the same set of opinions
year after year, for no better reason than because they believe
them to be founded on true principles, our le~isl~.tors c.re not
political bi0ots. They are always open to conviction,and their
antecedents furnish no data for coming to a correct conclusion
as to which side they will take at any ~iven moment in the
fu ture. They ::J.re not p~.rticular to a shade, but will chanGe
sides on the slishtest provocation, change back asain in a few
days or weeks ~ith philosophic composure, anQ calmly take a
third course just as rapidly 'shoulQ sufficie9t inducement offer'
- as the auctioneers' ~dvertizements put it. 20

Even the ~sbane Courier, long an enemy of Palmer's administ-

ration, admitted c,t the end of 1373 that "for all practical

purposes, old party distinctions are well-niz;h obliterated. 1I27

This concentration on the Assembly, however, should not

obscure the fact that outside its walls there was generally very

little interest in politics. As the Brisbane p~urier expressed it

in 1871:

As a rule the people here toke very little interest in politics.
The country has not been settled lonG enough for anything worthy
of the nc'.me of ' public spirit' to have been cievelopeci., and except
on questions which directly affect their private interests, very
few persons can be found who will trouble themselves about polit­
ics. Outside • • • Parliament one set of ministers is considered
as Cood ~,s another, providine; they commit no ::;ross blunde§s, c<nd
are rec:,son&bly honest, impartial and industrious •••• 2

The bulk of the population was too interested in making its own

way, and as long as there was work at high wages and land was

available, there was little disposition to concern themselves

with the [,ffairs of st~te. As Anthony Trollope noted in 1872:

At home, in Encl2nd, we are inclined to rec~rd the institutions
of our Australian colonies &s being essentially democratic -
as showing al~ost re~ublican propensities. In this, I think,
we are mist~ken - cert~inly as reCards Queensland. Among the
working popUlation outside the towns political feeling is not
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strong in any direction. ~en care little about politics - not
connectins this or that set of ministers with the one important
subject of wages•••• The opposition to the squatters comes
of course from the towns and chiefly from the metropolis. But ~9

it cannot be described as beinG strong or enthusiastic •••• ~

The same could not be said of the colonial press, however,

which was particularly conscious of political affairs, and if one

were to read the newpapers of the period only a rather different

pattern would emerge. Each important centre had its own journals

and the political line taken depended aGain on the locality.

Thus, after 1869, when the squatter-orientated Guardian ceased

pUblication, the Brisbane press30 was solidly behind the Liberals

as was the Inswich Observer. The other Ipswich journal, the

Queensland Times, was the mouthpiece of the 'Bunch' and invari-

ably gave editorial support to the sroup in power. In the north

and the Downs, the smaller local newspapers31 were not so indis-

criminate and there was much' greater support given there to the

'Squatter' party.

No colony's early history, it seems, would have been

complete without a degree of sectarian strife and Queensland was

no exception. As was usual, the issues most debated there were

those of the establishment of religious schools and the immigrat-

ion of Irish families, both of which were stoutly opposed by the

press of the colony, which was largely controlled by non-conform-

ists, and by the bulk of the town-dwellers who were themselves

non-conformists. Particular opposition came from Fortitude Valley,

a 'suburb' of nrisbane and the site of the Lang settlers, which

was represented in the Assembly by Lilley. However, except in

IpSWiCh which had a larger proportion of Irish than usual in the
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colony, there were few outbreaks of violence. Politically, the

question never really became an issue between the parties as both

Palmer and Lilley advocated the claims of secular education. Of

the two political groups, the sectarian rivalry probably had the

greater schismatic effect on the Liberals as that party contained

most of the 'extremists' of both the Roman Catholic and the non-

conformist persuasions, the latter being, however, much the

stronger influence.

With the exception of payment for Assemblymen, Queensland's

constitution was as democratic as those of the other Australian

colonies. In 1872 under the aegis of the Palmer administration,

the principle of adult male suffrage had been accepted subject to

a short residential qualification although plural voting was still

legal. Single-member elector~tes without too great a degree of

inequality of size were also introduced in 1872. The only controls

on the power of the Assembly were the reserve powers of the Gov­

ernor and the Legislative Council, a nominated chamber. The Council

had become by 1874 a predominantly conservative body and it threw

out several of the Liberal bills in the mid 1870s.

Thus, Queensland had developed along the same lines as

the other Australian coloni.es by the mid 1870s, although with the

Kanaka problem and the question of northern separation,32 it did

have special problems of its own. In the political context - its

immature party system, the amateurishness of its politicians, its

sectarian unrest, and, above all, the degree of localism and dis­

unity - Queensland closely resembled the political lives of its

neighbours.
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Normanby was to me~t a somewhat similar situation in

New Zealand for that colony was also experiencing a tremendous

surge in its economy and its population after a decade rent by

the Haori '/Jars which had inhibited economic expansion, especially

in the North Island. Moreover, he found ~n equally bitter polit-

ical struGGle, complicated and macnified there by sweeping

constitutional chanse.

In econ~mic terms, the decaae of the 1870s was dominated

by the philosophy and policy of Julius Vogel. In 1370, he had

launched ti:e colony on a development prot,ramr:1e which entailed

large-scale borrowin..; to finance massive immigration and public

works schemes. The effects of that policy profoundly altered

New Zeeland's economic, social and constitutional structure.

Population leapt in ten years from a quarter to a half a million

people, hundreds of miles of,r~ilways, roads, and telesraph lines

were constructed, industr.J'- was stimulated, new land wes ope~led up

and a~ricultural output especially that of wheat expended. Of

course, that was accompanied by an astonishing increase in the

indebtedness of the colony - the national debt climbed frO:!l S·7.;J
million in 1870 to f26.5 million in 1880 and in ~ capita terms

it more than doubled.

As in ~ueensland, many of the new immi~rants flocked

to the towns and by 1880, although rural population still pre-

domina ted, there was a l~rge urban Croup vlhich was becominc

more conscious of its political power and its special problems

of unemployment, 'land hUDcer', and poor workinG conditions, and

which was willing to listen sympathetically to 'radical' politicians.
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But a~Rin, as in the trans-T~sman colony, althouch there was

the bet;innine; of organized labour, socj.ety as yet was too fluid

and immature to develop any real stratification of social classes.

Nor should too much emphasis be placed on a wide division between

rural ~nd urban interests in Kew Zealand. The issues of the use

and ownership of the land were never far below the surface of

politics, but they failed to define political groupinGs in an:"

real sense. The dy~awics of political life in the 1870s lay in

other directions and forces.

AlthouGh the decade witnessed the destruction of the

provincial system and its re~lacement by a new sub-structure of

local bodies, the political realities of the colony did not

change. Politics remained dominated by the old chain of loyalties

- localism, reGionalism, provincialism, insularism, and finally,

but by far the weakest, 'nationalism'. Most politicians were at

bottom local advocates bargaining for improvements and expenditure

in their own electorates and their remaining in the House of Rep­

resentatives depended ultimately on their success in doinc so.

However, the ropid turnover of members in the 1870s and 1880s

attested to many failures. In the same way, votes on leSislation

and appropriDtion concerning regional or provincial interests

were determined l~rgely by sectional loyalties and above that

by the old insular rivalry, developed in the 1860s,34 which had

its impact on larger questions such as the use of land sales'

funds, land policy, and the redistribution of parliamentary seats.

With that situation, it was almost inevitable that at the national

level there would be no clear division into political parties
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based on common principles.

There~ere a few politicians, however, both before and

after abolition, who did hold wider views, who could rise above

the disintegrating forces and give some semblance of stability

to New Zealand politics. That group, including William Fox,

Edward Stafford, Harry Atkinson, Donald McLean, Daniel Pollen,

John Hall, and Frederick ~hitaker, has been described as an

oligarchy af:d vilified as 'The Continuous Hinistry,.35 Vogel

has usually escaped being included in that Group although it is

difficult really to understand Why.36 Most modern historians have

attacked the group as being 'conservative' but it is again diffi-

cult to comprehend on what grounds that charge is made, at least

in the 1870s. Certainly, most were landowners or well-to-do

businessmen, they did oversee some dubious land transfers, and

they did consider government. really a matter of administration

rather than reform but their policy was not illiberal - the 1877

Education Act, the 1879 Male Suffrage Act, Donald Reid's Land

Bill of 1877, and the Land and Income Tax Act of 1879 attest to

that. 37 Their championing of the abolition of the prOVinces,

despite the claim of the opposition in the House and in the

prOVinces to the contrary, was prompted not by the wealthy's

fear of the 'democratic' nature of the provincial councils, but

by the need for sounder financial administration and national

control of the new economic policies. Atkinson, in replying to

Sir George Grey's charGe in 1877, denied that his ministry was a

conservative one:

I differ from [Grey] entirely in thinking that by any measures
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he is Going to introduce •••.he will be able to produce two
well-defined parties in this country. There are no great quest­
ions ••• at present waiting solution that can possibly divide
the country into two distinct Qnd well-defined parties • • • •
Therefore I can only hope that we sh~ll continue to Covern the
country as we have done during the last few years makin~ the best
of parties as they are until that ~i~e arrives when we shall be
divided into two distinct parties.)b

This view of the conservative nature of 'The Continuous

Ministry' is closely linked to the same historians' claim that

liberalism in Ne~ Zealend developed in the late 1870s and "was

largely the creation of Sir George Grey.1l39 There is, however, a

body of recent scholarship, mainly in the form of theses, articles,

and reviews,~OwhiCh dismisses this claim and sees Grey and most

of his supporters not as liberals but opportunists who used the

discontent caused by the abolition of the provinces to polarize

opposition to the existing ministry. They made their appeal for

support in radical terms but most of that was political rhetoric
,

and these studies make it particularly clear that Grey's follow-

ing in the House and the country in 1878-9 cane more from his

Vogelite economic policy than from his radicalism. ~oreover, these

historians claim that the traditional appraisal of Grey as a

Liberal relies heavily on what he and his supporters said and

wrote 41 and not on what they did. 42

Too often the 1870s have been pointed in terms of a grow-

ing clash between the forces of liberalism "<nd of the status quo

when other interpretations fit the pattern of political events

much better. Perhaps the most persuasive one is that which has

been arsued by W. R. Armstrong,43 who has sU~bested that the major

political Croupin~s should be defined in rel~tion to their attitude
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tOWRrds Vocelism. All politicians accepted that his policy of

expansion wus necessary but they differed as to the scale and

the speed of that expansion. Armstront sees two diverGent streams

- the 'bold' ~nd the 'cautious'. In the former catecory, he places

VOGel's ministry of 1374-5 and Grey's of 1377-9, both of whicb

favoured he~vy borrowing and increased public works development.

In the Grey ministry, James Maca~drew, the Minister of Public

Works, was the leading member and "there can be little doubt

that its hold on office was due more to his openhandedness than

to any liberal reforms promised by Grey, its nominal head. 44

Atkinson's administration in 1876-7 is fitted into the latter

stream. His economic policy was aimed at toning down the level

of borrowing and proceeding with public works at a more sed~te

pace.

ArmstronG's interpretation has been supplemented by recent
45

bioGraphical works of several leading politicians and by studies

of the elections of 1875-6 in Auckland46and of 1379 in Canterbury

which have concluded th~t they were fought primarily on public

works expenditure, on personalities and on the old traditions of

provincialism rather than oh a 'liberal' versus 'conservative'

platform.

These characteristics of 'group' politics with allegi-

ances dependinG not on parties but on local or provincial affli-

ations and personalities and with little to differentiate them

in the matter of principle except the question of economic policy

are clearly eVident in the period when Normanby was in New zealand.

The years from 1874 to 1876 were dominated by the abolition issue
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aLd the question of the fut~re of Vo~el's policy. On that latter

issue, the field of contention was in the administration itself

between Vogel and the protagonists of restraint led by Atkinson.

The question ~as settled in Atkinscn's favour when he took over

the leadership of the ministry in late 1876 but his ide&s of

economy and his refusal to try to gain backing with lavish

expenditure lost him much support and more than anything else

accounted for his fall from office in October 1877. Later, Vogel

bitterly attacked Atkinson for the destruction of his policy, and

the bulk of the so-called 'Middle Party' significantly comprised

several members '8ho had supported ",boli tion but who had become

disenchanted with Atkinson's financial policy.

On the abolition question, the importance of provincial

groupings was manifest. Support for the measure benerally was
,

drawn from the smaller provinces which were over-represented in

the House &nd which had not latterly benefited from the system,

and from those members who sincerely believed that the system

was retardinb the development of the colony.49 The main body of

opposition came from the Auckland and the Otago provinces led

b.y Gr ey and iIacandrew.

The results of the elections of 1875, which were fouGht

ostensibly on that issue, tur:;ed largely on the economic policy

of the ministry50 and many new members were returned, as usual

uncommitted to any political group. Those members were prepared

to support Atkinson on the abolition issue but were steadily

alienated by his 'cautious' economic policy and severely critical

of the financial assistance to be given to the new local bodies.
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By October 1877 8ufficient support had been lost and the way

was paved for the overthrow of Atl~inson and the institution of

a new administration which promised ~ return to the liberal

financial policy of the early 1870s.

As has alrectdy been indicated, many historians have

characterized the Grey ministry of 1877-9 primarily on its

liberal overtones, ignoring the substance of its economic policy.

The liberal rhetoric of Grey, displayed so fulsomely in the House

and on the stump, did draw enthusiastic support especially from

the towns, a support which expressed the wide urban discontent

with the depressed economic conditions of the late 1870s. But

the re&l business of governwent moved steadily below, with

Macandrew dispensinG with great liberality the fruits of the

intensified borrowing procra~me,51 the hallmark of that adminis­

tration and j_ts most powerful trump card. Vllien one considers the

ccmposition of the ministry and its support in the House, one is

impressed by the thinness of the 'liberal' claims.

The Grey Cabinet was a microcosm of the support which

Grey received from the House, both in its composition and in its

persistent quarrellinG and disunity. Hacandrew, William J. H.

Larnach, Col. George Whitmore, John Sheehan and J. L. Fisher,

all basically provincialists and Voeelites, formed the dominant

core and represented the bulk of its parliamentary support. The

'liberal' wing was often represented as including Grey himself

and later Robert stout and John Ballance but both the latter, at

that sta~e in their political development, were deeply involved

in land speculcltion with Vo.::.;eL 52



124

With the exception of a.Land Tax Act which introduced

a very modest levy on land values and a Trade Union Act, 'liberal'

leGislation ffilS characterized by its lack of support in the

House ~nd in the Cabinet. The electoral bill, a surprisinsly

tame measure, and supported by the bulk of the House for that

reason, lapsed because of Grey's dnta~onism to one of its clauses.

Essential parts of the 'liberal' financial prosramme, the Company

Tax and the Beer Tax, were beaten and withdrawn and the La~d Act,

taken over from the previous administration, passed into law

despite Grey's attempt to veto it. Without doubt most of the

lecislation and administrative action was concerned with the

economic condition of the colony.

Fortunately New Zealand was spared any sreat de8ree of

sectarian unrest although there was some protest by both Roman

Catholics and Anglicans over,the ~ducation Act of 1877 which

introduced secular education. The obvious reason for that situation

was the fact that there had been much less Irish immi~ration to

the colony than to the others in Australia or British Korth

America and the Roman Catholic colonists, although vocal over

the issue, were quite insi5nificant in numbers.

As in Queensland then, political life in New Zealand in

the 1870s was marked by the absence of parties organized around

specific principles and having any significant decree of intra­

or extra-parliamentary organization,53by the Great political

importance of the 'pork barrel', and by the paramountcy of the

individual member of the Assembly. Moreover, there was the same

passion and fire introduced into politics by the averaGe
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politician and by the preus. To speak of a division along the

lines of liberalism versus conservatis~ in this period seems to

be a distortion of reality as the most vital issues were undoubt-

edly those of V0 0elism and abolition. In 1879, Vogel summed up

the political experience of the decade:

The StatesDcn of ~ew Zealand should remember that their work
is the heroic one of Colonization - Questions of ',lhigs and Tories,
Liberals and Conservatives are comparatively of little monent
to them comnared with the main question of how they can best
settle in the colony a large, happy and contented community.:4

Queensland and New Zealand in the 1370s were experiencinG

rapid developnent while Victoria, not much older in terms of

years, had alreody passed that initial stage and in social and

economic development was far more mature. In 1881 the population

had re~ched 862,000 and the colony was the most populous in

Australasia but, like Xova Scotia in the 1850s, its rate of
C::5 '

increase was low./ The great years of expansion in the 1850s

and 1860s associated with the gold rushes, the opening up of

the land, and the early growth of secondary industry had eiven

way to a more moderate devel~pment which reflected the declining

birth-rate, the end of state-assisted immigration in 1873 and the

exodus of many of the mininG population. 56

Economically Victoria was the most well-developed Antip-

odean colony. Land problems, so endemic in the early decades,

had been eased by the land lesislation of the 1860s and those

~reas suitable for small-holdines had been opened to genUine

settle~s. AlthouGh wool remained by far the most important

fe,rming product and the pastoralists a povlerful econoJuic force,

other crops, especially wheat, were increasing. That pastoral
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E',nd agri(:ultur1l1 output was supplemented oy the products of the

""7mirreG a~6 t~e secondary industry in Melbourne,/ Geelong and the

western out~orts. The production from the gold &reas had steadily

fallen in the 1870s but still contributed ~ood returns to the

"
economy. Industry had been e~couraged by protective tariffs and

that had provided ~n impetus for expansion which had secured

employment for the l~ter immigrants and some of the ex-miners.

Public works construction in the 1870s had spurted ahead with a

four-fold incre-se in railw8.ys - in 1880, there were aver 2,000

miles o~ track - "hich had linked tOGether the ffiejor centres of

population. The sta:e had been set for what He~ry Giles Turner

called 'The ~ra of Pe_ce, ProGress and prosperity,,5~~e ea~ly

1880s. He SDVl the Helbourne International Exhibition of 1830

as symptomatic of the new economic confidence of the colony

and a milestone in the development of Victorian unity.59

In a political sense, Victoria had also been the le~der

of Australasian democracy. ~ithin three years of the Grant of

responsible covernmen~ abolition of property qualifications for

member~hip in the Assembly, the male adult vote, the secret

ballot, and triennial p~rli&mehts had been introduced while pay-

ment of members, albeit on a temporary basis, came alons in 1870 0

Free, secular, and compUlsory education became law in 1872, despite

strong opposition from the Roman Catholics, and the reliCious

subsidies paid to sectarian bodies had been abolished in 1874. Of

course, that advanced IcCislation had its foundations in the ecal-

itari~nism of the colony since its inception, when thousands of

miners and settlers poured into the colony, impatient of any
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restr:! ctions Oll :)oli ticc::.l riLhts.

The politiccl procEss in ~ictoria had been m~rked, even

more thun in other ;young colunies, by turbulel.ce and crisis.

The LeGislative Council, an elective body with a hiLh property

qualification fer votin~, was usu~lly involved because, in the

absence of a strons conservative party in the Assembly, it took

upon itself the role of ~uardian of the ~tatus quo or at leDst

of slowinS down the advance of the 'democracy'. Its record of

opposinc liberaJ. le~isl~tion was qUite phenomena!. As Joyce
rO .

Parn~by Bud Geoffrey Serle have sho~n,o the Lecislative Council

was dominated, throUGhout the period from 1856 to 1831, by large

land-owners and pastoral tenants while the LeGislative Assembly

was nore widely representative and included a majority 01 busi-

neSGmen ama professionel members. Thus, even with the payment of

mer:lbers, the Asse;ilbly was CO[<lposed of JlIen of middle-class sta tUG

although, towards the end of the 1870s, there was a sicnificant

increase of the 'petty bourgeoisie' - selectors and sme.ll manu-

facturers. The basic conflict in Victoria was not really between

parties in the Assembly but between the two Houses with the

Council representing the landed and mercantile groups and the

Assembly representinc the small selector and the manufacturer

and through them the bult of the mining a~d urban population.

The period of the 1870s and 1880s is rather ill-served

with ade~uate historical tre~tnents, the only full-scale history

being the divertinG, hi0hly re&Qable, but hopelessly parti&l work

of Turner. However, there ~re several v~luable articles and theses

on the political nature of the period61 and some useful contenporary



- -- -------~--------_._---

128

r ....1

assessments of political iS6ues.o c Except for the modern treat-

ments of Alfred Deakin, David Syme, and Charles pearsonC3 , there

is a lack of biographical work on the major political fiGures on

the Victorian scene. BioGraphies of Graham Berry, James Service,

DuncGn Gillies, and the radicals, Francis Longmore and John

Woods, would add depth and clarity to a complex situation. The

only modern tre~tment of the late 1870s is Parnaby's thesis and

this perhaps gives undue emphasis to the economic forces behind

political alignments and underrates the role of personalities

and the local and regional influences on parliamentary behaviour.

Therefore, any ~eneralization about the political scene must of

necessity be very tentative.

The period to be considered, 1879-84, falls into three

distinct segments. The first two years saw the end of the last

fierce clash between the two-Houses over the question of the

payment of meMbers. With the passinG of Berry's LeBislative

Council Reform Act in Earch 1881, which reduced the qualificat-

ions for voting for tte Council, shortened its term from ten to

six years, and reduced the prorertyqualifications for membership

as well as enlarging the Council, the crisis receded. Secondly

was the period from 1881 to 1883, which more than anything else

demonstrated the absence of parties in the Assembly, the years of

the makeshift O'Loghlen ministry. Finally, from 1383 through to

the early 13908, the political scene of Victoria was dominated

by the grand coalitions of Berry and Service and of Deakin and

Gillies.

There were four general elections between 1677 and 1883,
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each of which resulted in a chanse of Government, a fact which

would indicate either the extreme fickleness of the electorate

or the absence of distinct party lines. In Deakin's own retro­

spective uccount of the period from,1878 to 1381,64 he discussed

his candidacy for the ~est Bourke constituency, for which he

stood four times in eighteen months. His account provides some

interesting sidelights on the use of government patronage to

influence the voters, the development of a rudimentary party

orGanization, and the role of the Roman Catholic vote in elect-

ions. However, as for indicating the differences between the two

candidates, despite their being labelled 'Liberal' and 'Conserv-

ative', and defining the issues between the parties it is sing-

ularly opaque. But two conclusions do seem clear. The first was

that, in elections, voters, even if they could distinGuish

separate political identities, cast their ballot also with an

eye to local issues, especially to the economic ones of employ-

ment and the provision of public amenities, and to the person-

ality of the candiQate. Secondly, with the general acceptance

by Victorian politicians of the established norms of protection,

democracy, and the expansion of the economy and land settlement,

the distinctions betrreen the parties were no longer relevant,

if indeed they had ever been relevant, except for propaganda

purposes, in the Assembly for twenty years. In Victoria, except

for a very few men, the voters nearly always returned 'progress-

ive' members to the Assembly. There i.6 some justice in Turner's

observation thnt: "Each little group, as it wrested power

from its opponents, sout;ht to distinGuish its own resir.'le by some
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. t t' ., t' ., I ,,651mpor ~n 2uvance 1n aemocra 1C prlnC19 es.

Some Groups like the miners, the urban VlorkinG populc.l tioD,

and the selectors which tosether made up the vast majority of the

voters Vlere overwhelminely liber&l &nd ffiost obviously voted for

Berry in 1377 when he Vlon a crushing victory. But the same voters

barely three ye~rs later returned Service's Conservatives to

office ~nd did so, by most accounts, aGain in 1883. The answer to

this seems to lie in the fact that the 1877 election W8S certain-

ly not & nor~ul one and it is danGerous to Generalize unduly from

its result. The victory Can be satisfactorily expl~ined by an

unusual concatenation of factors - the colony was just recovering

from the economic ~epression of 1876-7 and the Berryites secured

the support of pOYierful pressure groups like the Selectors'

Aesoc:tetions, TI.u:. ~~& tional Reform Leo.c-;ue, ~ Ee.nuf&cturers'

Asso cic>.tl.£.£ , c.nd the Protection Lea!;ues, which had been este.blished

in the mid 1870s. The chctrisma of Berr;y himself, "a popular orator

of greQt power",66 who like Grey in Ne~ Zealand could appeal

stronGly to the paS2ions of the voters and adorn his policy with

cloudy rhetoric &nd make use of lart:,ely unfair imputations aGains.t

his opponents, W&S another importunt asset. Yet another was the

strident support of ~ A?;e, the larGest and most powerful news-

paper in the colony. Prob&bly the most important factor Vias the

volatile issue created by the opposition of the Legislative

Council and Berry's clear threat to declare outricht wa-rfare on

it. La N3.uze he,s referred to the eloction as haVing "the semb­

lDnce of an open struei:;le of economic clClsses. 1I67 But that Wt'S

true rather of the passion and exuberance occasioned by it than
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the underlyins realities.

Berry's party during that period of office showed itself

to be fundamentally a coalition of almost the whole spectrum of

colonial opinion held to~ether by the attack on the Council

which was to be Berry's chief device for lnaintaininc unity. It

is interesting to note that Service and many ot~er Conservatives

supported the principle of the payment of members and denounced

the Council's opposition to it. In terms of lesislation, the

record of the administration was, in spite of its radical stance,

very meagre. The princiF~l :neasures, the progressive land t~x

and the stoc]t tax, proved unacceptable to the more radical

section of the [2rty.

The period from 1881 to 1883 was most notable for the

weakness of the successive governments, the multiplicity of the

croups in the Assembly, and the continuing bitterness of politics.

The political G/stem had come to rest in what seemed to be a

colonial habit - that in periods of economic progress and pros-

perity and when outstanding issues were absent, political life

dissolved into quarrelling pressure-groups and sectional loyal-

ties, with the dominant principles of action being the 'pork-

barrel' and the desire for office. It is difficult not to agree

with S. H. InGham's assessment "that the Liberals and Conserv&tives

• • • were not divided by any fundamental differences of opinions

••• ,,~8 that neither party was "a homogeneous social, economic

or political Lrouping", and that identical interests were often

represented in both. 69

Apart from the residual bitterness of politics, those years
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also were marred by the resurgence of religious strife which,

because of the large Irish Catholic ilnm~eration, had been a

recurrent feature in the colony's young history. The old sore

was reopened by the fear of the supporters of the state educat-

ional system that the Irish Catholic Premier, Sir Brjan O'Loghlen,

would try to undermine it and bive assistance to parochial

schools. However, despite some rumblinGS in that direction,

those fears came to nothing - the system of state, secular e~uc-

ation was too deeply embedded in the Victorian liberal tradition

to be threate2ed.

Under such political conditions, if weak and unstable

administrations were to be ~,voided, it was almost inevitable

that coalition and compromise would become necessary and ~n fact

the colony was Eoverned by such administr~tions until 1893. The

Sydney Bulletin, accustomed to a more lively political system,

commented caustically on the qUiet years of the 1880s:

in • • • Melbourne it is only a question whether t~e old inccp­
abIes shall shuffle alan: aimlessly as before, or whether the
new incapables shall chuffle alone aimlessly in their stead.
There is no principle to be discussed ••• there is no policy,
for both parties have the same policy • • • • for fully ten
years the Victorian Legislature has drivelled wearily over small
parochial squabbles •••• 70

H. J. Wrixon, a prominent Conservative, rather more kindly summed

up the political experience of the 1880s and recoGnized the fund-

amental reasons for it:

• • • the old-fashioned terms Liberal and Conservative are now
meaningless • • • ~n~ really quite unsuited to our younz middle­
class community, ~here we h~ve no ?rivile~ed classes and no
ancient institutions demanding reform. 71

Writing in 1886, J. A. Froude noted that, in Victoria, he could
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find little "ac:.;ressive rc,dicGILmll : llrrherc is no need of it

where everyone has enou...:,h to live on." He could discern no

ll~tural divisions of party, no privilesc( classes, nor any

inherited i~Gtitutions to be reformed. 72 Charles Dilke vIas of

the same mind. In comparing his i~pressions of the colony in

1863 and in 13S0, he observed:

That bitter social 2nd political class feelins, that hatred
bet~een the squatter aristocracy and the farminc and to~n

democracies, which was one of sinGular intensity in Victoria,
77

has all but disappeared. ~

It was left to tbe newspapers, notably The Arr;us and The

Af:ie, long the fierce advocates of the Conservatives and the

Liberals respectively, to try to keep the party distinctions

alive althouGh they had to make many arbitrary decisions as to

where politici8.DS stood in the political spectrum.

The Colonial Office officials, long inured to the crises

in Victori~n pOlitics,74 wer~ also bemused by the developments

of the early 1880s c,nd especially by the coalition. ~'lhen the

news arrived that Berry and Service had teamed up, one official

noted: llAuGtro.lic:n colonies are accustomed to strance cor:lbinat-

ions of political parties, but a coalition between Nr Berry and

the Constitutionc:.l party is a monstrutl infame which one would

have thouGht an impossibility.1l75 Herbert tersely added: llYes,

there are no really refined parties. 1l76

In many ways, Victorian politics in that period resembled

those of Nova Scotia when Normanby administered that colony. Both

colonies, despite the difference in age, had reached a certain

plateau of maturity in their economic and social development,
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but their political lives. were still dominated by many of the

characteristics of colonial immaturity.

A career Governor like Lord :lormanby, vlho held several

positions during his colonial serVice, was able, despite the

comparative breVity of his tenure, to come to terms reasonably

quickly ~ith the salient features of the political system of

each colony, although he could never hope to master all the

complexities of political reality. Obviously, a career which

was limited to one General area, such as the Australian or the

He,ri time colonies , involved somewhat less reorientation owing

to the possibilities of visiting neiGhbourinG colonies and of

meeting and corresponding with other Governors and colonists.

Moreover, each of these groups of colonies had a common identity

of its o~n. But few of the truly professional Governors of the

period from 1850 to 1890 spent their entire careers in one such

area.??

However, as should have been made evident above, there

were some basic similarities which did transcend differences in

age and area. With the exception of Canada and the Cape Colony,

the white population of the colonies was basically drawn from

the sane reservoir &lthouGh the mixture of English, Irish and

Scots varied from place to place. In the [lain, these imP.'.isrants

came from the 'lower' classes at home and they were impatient

of inequalities and desirous of making a new and better life

overseas. Given that human foundation, it was not surprisinG

that the colonial political systems should become progressively

more democratj_c durinG the early .)-'ears of self-e;overnment.
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AlthouGh the forms of the British constitution were

c;eneral1y fo110\,[ed, the trc:,ditions a:ld the r.loderation which

buttressed the system there were absent in the colonies. To

Normanby and to the other Governors ~ho were familiar with the

TIorkins of the British parliament, the shell may have been the

same but the substallce was vastly different despite the decided

tendency on their part to idealize political conditions at home.

&cch colony did have a distinctive history of its own and

each had its unique economic and social de"lelopment B.nd specie',l

problems but there was a definite unity to political life, ~hich

owed much to the COlli~on British herita~e and the comparative

homogeneity of the people and of the political institutions

blended with the brashness and rawness of colonial society. The

bitterness of party strife in par1ia~ent, at elections, in the

press and occasionally colony-wide, the hollowness of party

labels and unity, the importance of local, sectional, and sect­

arian l,articularism, the intense personal competition in politics

were all symptoms of an immuture political system and an extension

of the social personality of the colonies.

In his tour of duty, therelore, a Governor was confronted

with conditions, types of politicians, violence ~nd extrava~&nce,

and abuses which were fund~mentally the same and he had to endure

similar attacks on his constitutional actions and position. But

because of that similarity, ~n itiner~nt professional Goverr.or

did develop a deeper understanding of his position and the uses

and limits of his po~er ~nd influence, and & ~reater politic&l

expertise and capacity to cope ITith the volatility of colonial
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politics. In that way, he ITas.able to move stloothly from one

ad~inistration to &nother, to provide some de~ree of continuity

in the imperial service, a~d to 3lo~ down the process TIhich was

conciemning the Governor to the position of a mere political

cipher.
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V

.NORMANBY AND COLONIAL POLITICS

It is now almost a truism to point out that in strict

constitutional theory, a Governor of a self-governing colony

should attempt to divorce himself from the vicissitudes of

colonial politics and present an impartial face to all polit­

ical groups in a colony. Enough examples have been given above'

to show the importance attached to this idea by constitutional

experts, political commentators, colonial pundits and indeed

the Governors themselves. In practice, however, although every

Gove~nor paid lip-service to that ideal, it is readily apparent

that personal feelings dictated to some extent the relationship

between a Governor and his responsible advisers. But it is

important not to overdraw the effects resulting from this factor

- an administration could and did function satisfactorily even

when Goverr.or and ministers were bitterly opposed to one another.

Indeed, a Governor had little scope to embarrass a strongly­

entrenched government even though he might entertain a great

personal antipathy towards it. For the most part, he could rem­

onstrate against a particUlar policy or administrative action

either directly in the Executive Councilor indirectly through

informal discussion with interested politicians but, if the

government's ~ecision was firm and it obviously lay within the

sphere of local concern, he could do nothing positive to change

142
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it. His main weapon lay ultimately in his control of the pre­

rogative, especially that of dissolution2 and he could use it

to the detriment of the politicians or parties he disliked.

Colonial history after the institution of responsible

government is studded with examples of gubernatorial distaste

for certain politicians and it was a rare Governor who saw his

career out without coming into conflict with some of them. Of

the more celebrated clashes, one should note those between

Gordon and Albert Smith in New Brunswick and the Hall ministry

in New Zealand; between Head and George Brown in Canada; between

Bowen and the Liberals in Queensland and Conservatives in

Victoria; between Bannerman and the Liberals in Newfoundland;

and between Normanby and the Conservatives in Nova Scotia and

the Greyites in New Zealand. It is the purpose of this chapter

to investigate the relations of Normanby with colonial polit­

icians and in doing so, to demonstrate that those relationships

werBbased not so much on any constitutional theory but upon

his own personal inclinations and prejudices.

In all four colonies in which he served, there were many

changes of administration but little change in personnel,

especially of those leading politicians who could form part of

the government. Wben he was in Nova Scotia, J. W. Johnston and

Charles Tupper led the government from 1857 to 1860, were in

opposition to the Liberals under William Young and Joseph Howe

from 1860 to 1863, and regained control in 1863; in Queensland,

Arthur Palmer's ministry gave way to Arthur Macalister in 1873;

the 'continuous ministry' of Julius Vogel, Daniel Pollen and
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Harry Atkinson was turned out by Sir George Grey in 1877 in New

Zealand; and in Victoria there were five administrations in six

years, led by Graham Berry, James Service, Berry again, Sir

Bryan O'Loghlen, and finally the Berry-Service coalition. The

distaste which Normanby felt towards some politicians and their

followings usually accompanied them into opposition and the

attitude he developed towards oppositionists remained basically

unchanged when they succeeded to office. There is, however, one

qualification which must be made to this pattern - when those

groups whom Normanby personally favoured lost office, he invar­

iably became disenchanted with their subsequent performance in

opposition. That attitude stemmed largely from the frustration

he felt at their failure to form a united front and a powerful

opposition which could turn the government from office.

As a general rule, Normanby lent his personal support

to those groups which he considered were the less radical. Thus

in Queensland, he favoured Palmer over Charles Lilley and Mac­

alister, in New Zealand, Atkinson over Grey, and in Victoria,

Service over Derry. This generalization is also valid for Nova

Scotia, although there his proclivity was towards the Liberals.

That seeming paradox can be resolved if it is recognized that,

in Normanby's opinion, the Conservatives were the more radical

of the two parties. Moreover, as that was his first experience

with colonial politicians, his opinions had not yet matured and

he reacted heatedly to the treatment he received at the hands

of Johnston and Tupper after 1859. In all those politicians

to whom Normanby felt aversion there was the striking similarity
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that they were all powerful orators, capable of appealing to

the emotions of the coloilists and certainly not averse to attack-

ing the Governor personally and publicly.

This then was the pattern of Normanby's relations with

colonial politicians, but it must again be emphasised that the

opportunities to put those personal feelings into a concrete

political form were few and the realization of that fact frustrat­

ed him and he was forced to rid himself of some of his spleen in

his correspondence to his numerous private confidants.

In the sections which follow, full treatments are given

of Normanby's stewardships in Nova Scotia, Queensland, and New

Zealand. Owing to the unavailability of private resource material

on his Victorian tenure, it is impossible to develop a similar

treatment for that colony, although his attitudes can be seen

clearly through the use he made of the prerogative of dissolution,

a subject which is dealt with in some detail in a later chapter. 3

1• ~ Scotia, .l.Q.2§._.§l.4

It was qUite obvious that Lord Mulgrave, in his first

colonial appointment, was determined to be strictly impartial in

his dealings with the political groupings in Nova Scotia. Report­

ing to his uncle:, Sir Charles B. Phipps, soon after he arrived

in Halifax on his meeting with the leading political figures, he

wrote: "I trust that by being careful to avoid identifying myself

with either party I shall be able to get on well with both.,,5 For

the first eighteen months of his administration, he did succeed

in doing so although even then he was becoming disillusioned with
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colonial politics. He particularly deprecated the unseemly

violence of party strife which had been the ~ominant feature

of Nova Scotian politics since the inception of responsible

government in the late 1840s. 6 Moreover, he was decidedly crit­

ical of the festering religious divisio~ the blame for which he

laid most squarely on the Liberals who were trying "to stir up

a religious cry in the country • " by the organization of a

Protestant Association which was directing the campaign against

the Roman Catholic segment of the population.? To him, the

quarrel was not basically a religious one but one which was

fostered for political reasons and he hoped that it would sub-

side quickly "as nothing is so mischievous as a Religious con­

troversy.,,8 If, at this stage, he did prefer one party, he

seemed to lean towards the ruling Conservatives not because he

approved of their policy or administration but because of the

behaviour of the Opposition and of a vague distrust of the

Liberal leaders, Young and Howe. That attitude could be seen

clearly in Arthur Blackwood's letters to the Governor commenting

on Mulgrave's impressions. 9

Mulgrave's brief hopeymoon with colonial politics came

abruptly to an end soon after the elections of May 1859, when

the Governor was drawn squarely into the party strife. Through-

out the constitutional controversy which followed the elections

and which waxed until long after Mulgrave left the colony, he

did manage to preserve an outwardly impartial constitutional

course and he was able to justify his conduct in a cogent manner.

But he became steadily more disgusted with Nova Scotian politics
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and developed a profound dislike for his most violent and

persistent critics - the leaders of the Conservative party,

Johnston and Tupper. That antipathy had two related effects. It

helpeu: first of all, to erase the early distrust which Hulgrave

had of the Liberals and of Howe in particular and a sincere

friendship grew up between the two. Secondly, as hurray Beck

has pointed out, "Mulgrave's continued subject,ion to abuse may

have caused him to lose his objectivity, and to be less than

fair to his Conservative ministry in 1863.,,10 Indeed, it is

possible to go further than this tentative statement as there

can be little doubt that the Governor wa& sharply critical of

that ministry.

The correspondence relating to the whole scope of the

long controversy - the delayed session of 1059, the controverted

elections in 1859-61, the appointment of the new Chief Justice in

1860, the dismissals of government servants between 1860 and 1863,

and the requests by the Opposition for a dissolution in 1861-2

was quite prodigious and rivals in quantity the flow of memo­

randa between Grey and Normanby in New Zealand. To this were added

vast amounts of verbiage by the intensely political journals

of Nova Scotia but, on the whole, interesting as the document­

ation was as an example of bitter political vituperation, it was

very repetitious and simply embellished the lines of argument

established in the official correspondence. 11 The treatment

followed will concentrate on Mulgrave's own reactions to the tide

of events alld will rely largely on his private correspondence.

The elections of 1859 registered a defeat for the
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Conservatives (29-26) but those returns became sUbject to contro-

versy as the qualifications of a number of successful candidates

were questiol.ed. Early in June, EulGrave asked Johnston, the

leader of the administration, to comment on the results. In his

reply, Johnston conceded that his party was in the minority but

argued that several Liberals were disqualified from taking their

seats in the Assembly because they held government apPointments}2

that the Conservatives were supported by a majority of 12,000 in

the colony as a whole, aud that the Liberals had little coherence,

particularly on the religious question. He concluded that there

would be little difficulty in his government being sustained in

the next sitting. 13 To counter those claims, the Liberals sent

a memorial to the Governor, the main object of which was to secure

an early opportunity to test the opinion of the Assembly on the

respective strengths of the parties. 14 Howe also wrote a long

letter to the Governor setting out his reasons for calling the

extra session.'5 The memorial was submitted to the Executive

Council which attacked the Opposition's contention as "unsolicited

advice" and as "an unprecedented and unconstitutional innovation,

derogatory alike to the prerogative of the Crown, the functions
.

of Parliament and the rights of the people." It was simply a

blatant attempt to gain the reins of power.,6

HaVing failed in that attempt, Young, the Liberal leader,

transmitted through the Governor a letter to the Secretary of

State in which he made a similar request and obliquely criticized

Mulgrave for ignoring reality. He also openly castigated him for

allowing the Conservatives to spend public monies and to remain
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in power for seven months after a~ adverse electoral result. 1?

Mulgrave, writing privately to Newcastle, was appalled with the

conduct of both parties:

The Opposition by the very indecent haste with which, claiming
only a bare majority, they are enaeavouring against all precedent
to force themselves into power, and my Government by what I
consider equally indeed clinging to office. 18

His own position was embarrassing as it was "almost impossible

• to take any course to which objections may not be te.ken." But

he considered that he was adopting a constitutional path in the

circumstances by accepting advice from his ministers. He had

advised them, however, of the consequences of delaying the meet-

ing of parliament and had fully expected them to resign. AlthouGh

he had very seriously thought of calling the extra session himself,

he had desisted from that action as it would have been "tantamount

to dismissing the Government, and throwing myself in the hands of

one party .", a group in which he had little confidence. 20

Moreover, he did not consider that the interests of the colony

would really suffer by that course of action and so had decided

to let things take their course. 21

The Colonial Office staff concurred in that explanation

of ilie steps taken by the Governor, noting the absence of colonial

precedents and deploring "the party rancour ana. eagerness for

22place •• •• " Chichester Fortescue, the Under-Secretary,

added: "This is a curious specimen of the working of party govern­

ment in a N. American cOlony.,,23 In his formal reply, Newcastle

concluded that he could only "lay down certain rules for the

guidance of a Governor in cases like these, with much caution,
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and subject to modification from causes more appreciable by

authorities on the spot than by myself. 1I24 But privately he

expressed the view that Mulgrave was not entirely bound by

advice in all circumstances and possibly could have used his

independent judgement as well as acting as a moderator between
2r::

the parties without violating responsible government. 7

Obviously stung by that implied criticism, hulgrave

defended his position: II ••• had I done so I should at once

nthave placed myself in violent antagonism with my Gov •

Furthermore, he was afraid that any other course would have

been committing himself entirely to the Opposition's position.

Had its majority been decisive and unquestionable he should

have indeed called the extra session but that "legal majority

I still believe to be very doubtfUl.,,27 In the event of that

extra session, he feared that the Liberals would disregard any

legal limits and seat all the 'disqualified' members without

"the slightest regard for the disqualification Act.,,28 They

undoubtedly would have tried "some violent means of seating

their friends • •

In predictable fashion, the Nova Scotian newspapers

assessed the Governor's actions from their party standpoint.

~ British Colonist, the leading Conservative journal in

Halifax, defended Mulgrave.

Fortuna tely they [the Liberal~J had to deal with a British
statesman familiar with the practice of the House of Commons
and With constitutional Principles. They were met by a cautious,
but at the same time, a firm and dignified answer, from which
they learn that althouGh it might suit them to ignore the very
essence of Colonial Respon3ible Government, his 1xcellency did
not forget that he was the representative of Her l<ajesty the
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Queen, and that he was det8rmined to preserve his position
unsullied, ana respect the riGhts of all parties, without lend­
ing himself to promote the designs of any.30

The Liberal newspapers like the NovascotiaJ1nd the Hornin.r;

:2
Chronicle-" took the opposj_ te view, although they generally

refrained from attacking the Governor personally.33

In August, BUlgrave, palpably distressed by the rising

party spleen, asked the colonial law-officers for clarification

of the provincial acts pertaining to the alleged disqualifications

and on the members who came under their scope. 34 Vfuen he received

them, he submitted the opinions to the Colonial Office. Not

unpredictably, the officers, Johnston and Henry, found in favour

of their party's position and Mulgrave admitted that their view

would be looked on with great suspicion by the Opposition. Thus

he asked Newcastle to submit the case to the British law-officers. 34

That opinion, which arrived early in 1860, agreed in substance

with that of their colonial counterparts, but it denied the con-

tention that the property qualification oath could be used to

debar office holders from their seats and therefore those members

could vote in the Assembly until they were found disqualified by

the proper procedures. 36

With the use of its full complement, the Opposition was

able in the first week of the session to vote down the Government's

position on the eligibility of members and proceeded early in

February to move a direct vote of confidence. Immediately, the

Executive Council approached Hulgrave to request a dissolution

which he in turn asked to be placed in writing. 37 That advice was

set out in a long, argumentative, almost hectoring memorandum.
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If the Governor was to refuse the advice,

• • • then we are bound • • • respectfully but firmly to say to
your Excellency, that it is one in the exercize of which you
cannot • • • ie;nore officially the existence of facts which you
know individually, nor avoid the necessity of considering and
judging the conduct of the House. • • • We believe that if the
prerogative were allowed in such a case to remain inert and
ineffective, your Excellency would fail to use the means which
the constitution places in your hands for protecting t~e people's
rights, and would thus adopt and aggravate the wrong.30

The advice, however, was refused. Mulgrave emphasised

that he could not take the responsibility of determining the

eligibility of members himself as he would be usurpine; "a power

which does not belong to me." If he had considered that he did

possess that right, "the arguments advanced would be unanswerable

and I should feel bound ••• to exercize the royal prerogative

•• " But the Assembly itself must decide, in the proper

manner, the qualifications of its own members and until then he

was bound to regard their votes as valid. 39 Upon the receipt of

that refusal, the Conservative administration resi5ned.40

Notwithstanding that firm, courteous and decisive refusal,

Mulgrave was much less confident of the willingness of his new

government to deal with the disqualification cases in a legal

manner and he demanded from Young a written pledge that each

case would "be fairly and impartially enqUired into with as

little delay as possible, by properly constituted committees."

Justice, he believed, should be done not only to the members but

also to himself. 41

Throughout the whole crisis, Mulgrave had acted with

impeccable constitutional propriety42 and although Merivale at

the Colonial Office did express some doubt as to the wisdom of
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refusing the advice for dissolution,43 the Governor was fully

supported by the Secretary of state. 44 Again his actions were

reviewed critically by the Halifax press but the positions were

now reversed, with the Conservative journals pouring a torrent

of abuse on the Governor. 45 To the Acadian Recorder, Young was

in powerltth~nks to the partiality and preposterous timidity of

the Earl of Mulgrave 0 • • • ,,46 Yet, in February, the Governor

still considered that he was on good terms with the Conservatives

who credited him with acting "simply by a sense of duty • •• ",

although they could not accept his decision as correct. 47

Writing to his cousin just after the reassembling of the

Assembly in March, Mulgrave noted that his refusal to dissolve

had been justified by the triumphal reelection of the ministers

but he also considered that a dissolution could well be unavoid-

able in the near future as the Opposition seemed determined to

use every means to attack the new government. Although it was

impossible

to please all parties - I am at present getting pretty well
abused by the opposition. I have the satisfaction of knowing
that the moderate men of both parties think I have acted right.
I have at the same time managed to prevent the late Government
coming to a personal rupture with me •••• I believe that I
am the first Governor who has ever managed to part with Nr
Johnston without a personal quarrel ••••

As later events were to prove, that assessment was rather pre-

mature.

Looking back over the crisis, Mulgrave thought that his

conduct had demonstrated that he could handle matters quietly

and that he could keep his temper. "l have a will of my own and

that where I think it right to take a stand, lam not to be moved
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and am not afraid of acting on my own responsibility.,,49 That

attitude, he concluded, would gain him respect and make his

position in the colony and in any other administration much

easier.

In spite of that optimism, his disillusionment with the

politicians of Nova Scotia was already well-advanced.

You have no idea the watching these fellows require here. One
can depend on nothing but what one sees himself • • • • Personal
and party motives are the rules by which each side is GUided and
they are not particular as to the means by which they carry out
their views. 50

He suggested that much of the trouble was caused by the ambitions

of both Young and Johilston to succeed to the position of Chief

Justice and "to receive this prize they will go to any lengths.,,5 1

Altogether, "Nova Scotia is too remote for the successful carry­

ing out of Parliamentary Govnt & the whole thing has degenerated
,

into a kind of family quarrel.,,52

The parliamentary session of 1860 was dominated by the

disqualification question and the committees investigating the

cases presented an almost unbroken series of successes for the

Liberals with the only member being unseated being a Conservative. 53

Although he was often critical of the procedures of the committees

which, to his mind, did not act with the same propriety as those

of the House of Commons, HuIgrave attempted to keep as aloof as

possible from the proceedings, remonstrating with the ministers

only when he saw some obvious infraction of law. He protested

against the seating of one Liberal member by a simple resolution

of the Assembly rather than by the regular procedure and finally

his protest was heeded.5~ His remonstrance against a similar
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proceeding in the case of the Att~rney-General, A. G. Archibald,

was, however, unsuccessful. 55But he did keep impressing on Young

the absolute necessity of fulfilling his pledge of having as

little delay as possible. In fact, at one time, he threatened

that he would not consent to a prorogation until the whole of

the committees reported.

His aloofness did not prevent the opposition papers or

the Conservative leaders in the Assembly56 from attacking the

Governor "for his smiling concurrence in ••• illegal acts.,,57

The Conservative movement for his recall had really begun in

earnest. On the other hand, the Novascotian complimented the

Governor on his constitutional handli~g of a difficult situation. 58

When the session ended, Mulgrave was very relieved. He

was "very glad • • • to get rid of them as they have done nothing

except quarrel among themselves •••• ,,59 But if he expected

that his life would be any less complicated, he was sadly mis-

taken as both the newspapers and the Conservative leaders did

not flag in their attack on him. In June, he forwarded two long

letters from Johnston to Kewcastle60 in which the Governor was

bitterly assailed on a host of grounds - the refusal of a dis-

solution, his sanctioning of the appointment of Young as President

of the Council in order to escape the necessity of reelection, the

alleged 'compact' between Young and the Governor over the Chief

Justice appointment, his approval of ~olitical' preferments and

dismissals, and virtually everything connected with the disqual-

ification issue. The Governor, in short, had become "a party to

acts [completel~__ derogatory to British rule •••• ,,61 As an
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appeal to the voters was being -prevented, Johnston felt that he

had no recourse left but to protest directly to the Colonial

Office and to request an audience with the Duke when he accomp-

anied the Prince of Wales to the colony.

Those charges were painstakingly refuted in the Gov­

ernor's covering letters,62 and Mulgrave took particular care

to deny that he had become a political partizan often in terms

which he described later as "certainly not couched in the most

moderate languaGe •••• ,,63 To him, JOhnston's accusations

were motivated not by his concern for the law and the constitut­

ion but by anger at being turned out of office, 64 an assumption

which was warmly supported by several of the Colonial Office

staff. Blackwood considered that Mulgrave had had "much the

best of the discussion, • • • and that he effectively vindicates

his conduct and proceedings.~65 In the same vein, Rogers conclud-

ed that Mulgrave was clearly correct and that Johnston's letters

contained "a large quantity of repetition and irrelevancy.1l66

Sometime later, Newcastle, who had met with Johnston in Halifax,

commented that the Conservative case, although it was argued

with considerable ability, remained "a miserably bad" one and

that Johnston was patently motivated by his frustration at los­

ing the coveted position of Chief Justice. 67

The matter did not rest there, however, and in October

Tupper continued the attack with another letter to Newcastle,68

which Elliot deemed "as foolish as it is intemperate.,,69 In it,

Tupper repeated the earlier allegations of his colleague and

lambasted Mulgrave's rejoinder, but his savage criticisms added
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little to the controversy except that the letter does exhibit

the extr~cdinary depths to which the young Tupper could descend

in political abuse.

Two further incidents, alluded to by· Johnston in his

letters, contributed to the deteriorating relationship. They

were Mulgrave's full concurrence in the dismissals of prominent

Conservatives from government positions70 and his sanctioning

of the appointment of Young to the vacant Chief Justiceship

in August. In the latter case, Johnston again petitioned the

Colonial Office in an effort to prevent the apPointment. 71

Thus, by the end of 1860, Mulgrave was thoroughly

estranged from the Conservative le&ders although he continued

to insist that the bulk of the party in the Assembly and in the

colony respected his positio~ and realized the correctness of

h ' d ., 72 ° th th h d h b" t d 11S eC1S1ons. n e 0 er an, e was eg1nnlng 0 eve op

a greater degree of trust in the Liberals a~d especially in

Howe who had taken over the leadership of the administration

after Young's move to the Bench.

The following two and a half years of Howe's government

posed a problem for the Governor, one indeed of his own making.

In December 1860, two by-elections resulted in the return of

opposition members and Mulgrave asked Howe to comment on the

results, which the Governor considered were severe reverses. It

seemed to him that if there was any further diminution of strength,

a recons~uction of the ministry or an an appeal to the electorate

would become necessary?3In his reply, Howe considered that a

majority of five would be sufficient for the despatch of pUblic
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busj.ness but admitted that if the ministry was found to be too

weak, then he would attempt to reconstruct it or, if that failed,

to advise a dissolution?lt Hulgrave accepted that decision but

reiterated his opinion that a dissolution would become necessary

if the administration failed to maintain itself in a strong

position. 75 His own private view was that a dissolution was

definitely warranted on the grounds that only dissolution could

assuage the party controversy.76 The Conservative press77 and
-8

the party leaderd seized on Howe's declaration and for the

remainder of the parliament they attempted to keep Howe and the

Governor to the letter of their statements. Those attempts, vain

as they were, set the tone of political rivalry until the

elections of 1863.

During 1861 when it became obvious that Howe could not

be defeated by the usual means in the Assembly, l'lulgrave was

bombarded with pleas from the Opposition to exercize his pre-

rogative of dissolution. Every close ~ivision in the Assembly

was represented as evidence of a 'diminution of support'.

Petitions were collected and presented to the Governor, including

one in March when Johnston tabled a large petition with over

23,000 signatures praying for the end of the present parliament. 79

Mulgrave, however, denied that petitions could be used to force

a dissolution:

If petitions were once accepted as a Constitutional reason for
a dissolution, of course the same principle would apply whenever
au equal number of signatures could be obtained and in a Country
like this where parties are evenly balanced anG where party feel­
ing I'uns very high the inevitable result would be that the defeat­
ed would at once agitate the Country for a dissolution and annual
instead of quadrennial Parliaments would thus directly be intro-



159

duced, the Country would be kept in a continual state of exci~­

ment and anything like a strong or permanent Government would
become im~ossible.~O

The only forum for testing the strength of a ministry was the

Assembly and "so long as I remain Her Hajesty's representative

in Nova Scotia, I shall claim to be the judge of when that time

[for a dissolutiO~ has arrived. 1l That assured re:ply was rep­

resented by the Acadian Recorder as "a rigmarole of petulant

nonsense and spiteful exultation.,,82

The Conservative journals kept up their unremitting

attack with the Acadian Recorder referring to Hulgrave's des-

pc'.tches as

containing, not infrequent exhibitions of spleeny personal
feeling; recklessness of assertion; a ridiculous accumulation
of Jesuitical sophistry and simple platitudes; and as a whole,
products which cannot but leave in the readers' mi~~ the gravest
doubts as to his Lordship's ability and integrity.Oj

In the latter months of 1861~ the British Colonist pUblished

in its editorial columns a remarkable series of attacks on him,

entitled Lord nulgrave's Policy, which extended to fifteen episodes

and which plumbed the depths of personal and political abuse. 84

And still the tactic of appealing to the imperial

authorities continued. In December, Tupper, obviously furious at

his impotence to remove the administration, wrote once more to

England. This time he sent the letter directly to Earl Russell,

the Foreign Secretary, demanding the recall of the Governor,

citing Mulgrave's conduct over the past two years as ample reason

for such a move, and cataloguing his constitutional 'improprieties~85

MUlgrove refused to comment on the charges or defend himself but

noted again that only Johnston and Tupper disliked him and that
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the remainder of the party treated him with respect and courtesy.

However, if the Secretary of state believed that the welfare of

the colony demanded it, he would be willing to give up his

position. 86 But, by this time, the Colonial Office had become

very wearied of tIia t type of communication. Elliot accused Tupper

of "the great indecency" of sending such a letter to another

departmentj87 ~ewcastle thouGht that Tupper's appeal was "fatuous

and improper ll ;88 and Blackwood, in a private letter, expressed

his conviction tLat Tupper was "a madman ll and that he was com-

posing a reply which would show him that if he chose "to play

at war to the knife, I wd let him feel who can bite the hardest

,,90. . . .
Throughout 1862 hulgrave made qUite clear to his private

correspondents where his political sympathies lay, although from
,

time to time, Blackwood cautioned him aGainst too great a reli-

ance on Howe: "We think Howe very wild. Be very wary with him.,,90

As for the Conservative leader, MUlgrave had become completely

embittered. Tupper, he believed, echoing Blackwood, was mad and

his sole object in politics was to get rid of the Governor.

Tupper's newspaper, the British Colonist, was, he complained,
I

"full of the most palpable lies and misrepresentations ••• ,,:2
and Johnston was "a most extraordinary old man and nothing will

ever persuade him that he is in the wrong or that anyone who

differs with him can possibly be right ••~ •• ,,93 Their attitude,

in his opinion, was rendering it almost impossible for him ever

to act with them asain.

The precarious financial position of Kova Scotia, caused
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partly by the dislocation 01' trade due to the Civil war in the

United states, offered the Opposition a potent weapon in its

attempt to regain the government benches. In March 1862, Tupper

introduced a retrench~ent programme in which one of the main

economies was a proposeQ reduction in the Governor's salary.94

Mulgrave was convinced th&t one of Tupper's real intentions was

to embarrass him, perhaps even to force him to resign. The whole

scheme he described as "a diSGraceful trick".95 However, he did

have stronger grounds for attacking the proposal as such reduct-

ions in salaries involved a deliberate violation of the civil

list agrce~ents. Accordingly, he wrote to Newcastle suggesting

that he protest sharply the imperial displeasure with such a

proceeding. It ,vas "absolutely necessary for t he question to be

conclusively settled • •• " as ehe faith of the Crown was involved~6
,

Although the programme was defeated in the Assembly, it did have

some bi-partizan appeal and even Howe had enqUired whether the

Imperial Government would be prepared to sanction the reductions. 97

To Mulgrave's way of thin~ing, the reduction in his own salary

and allowances was not only illegal but totally unjustified. AI-

ready his s8.lary was inadequate to maintain the Governor's

position without his having to touch on his own private means

and, if it was lowered, he would be reduced to "comparative

08pauperism"./

The question became doubly important to Mulgrave as in

the diVisions on Tupper's proposals, Howe's majority slipped

to three and sometimes two and the Opposition was again bringing

into prominence the opinion expressed by the Governor in January
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1861 about the 'diminution of .support' necessitating an immediate

dissolution. At the end of Harch, Mulgrave wrote to Howe formally

expressing his concern at the deterioration of his parliamentary

support and that he would like to see some attempt made to

reconstruct the ministry. To that end, he would be willing to

lend all the support in his power but he was "satisfied that

"matters cannot long remain in their present position ••••

If the attempts at strengthening the administration failed, then

a dissolution should be advised at the end of the session. 99 In

the Assembly, in answer to a question by Johnston, Howe asserted

that such indeed was his plan:OO But he was soon to change his

mind and by the end of the session he denied that he had made

any pledge to the Governor and that he could carryon public

business with a majority of three; "the Government having carried

the estimates ••• and rede~med all the pledges they had made

it was not their intention to advise His Excellency to dissolve. II101

Mulgrave was disappointed with that decision but never

ceased to urge the necessity of trying to achieve some type of

coalition with the moderate Conservatives, an approach which, for

almost a year, he had been pressing upon Howe. Such a move would

llbreak up the curse of the colony ••• ,,102 - the party warfare

- and he considered that the time was favourable:

There is no great political question which divides the parties
and which should keep them in perpetual antagonism to one
another. The matter in dispute is now simply one of men not
measures; and I believe the time has now arrived when the interest
of the Country demands that this bitter animosity should be soft­
ened down. • • • Members should be left to exercize their free
and independent jUdgmen~ on all matters ••• without being tram­
melled by party ties.l0~
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For his own comfort, however,

I own I should ~refer having a dissolution as it would put an
end one way or the other to the constant bickering • • • a,ld
though it would undoubtedly be disagreeable to h~ve the oppos­
ition back in ~ower, I have no doubt that I should be able to
manage them. 104

But he could see little chance of either side obtaining a good

majority and therefore, despite its attractiuns, he would try

to avoid a dissolution if at all possible.

~ith Mulgrave's prompting, Howe tried during the recess

to strengthen his support in the Assembly but, despite the offers

of government positions, he failed to wean any Conservatives away

from Johnston and Tupper. 105 As the session of 1363 neared, the

party strenGths remained the same. On hearing of Howe's approaches

to opposition me~bers, the Conservative journals redoubled their

abuse of the Governor and the British Colonist fumed that "no.
Governor in a British Colony ever sided with any party to the

,,106

Howe's long search for imperial employment Vias conSUlil-

mated in late 1862 with his appointment as Fishery Commissioner.

Mulgrave, although he was glad to see Howe receive the post, was

disturbed at the effects that it could have on Nova Scotian

politics and he lobbied the Colonial Office in an attempt to

forestall the appointment or at least to delay its publication

until after the elections of 1863. ~ithout Howe, he reasoned,

the administration could not stand for long and his presence

would greatly enhance its chances in the elections. His removal

from the political scene would "throw everything into the hands

of Tup!)er's and Johnston's party • •• ", which he considered
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would be an unmitigated tragedy to the colony and to himself. 107

In the long run, however, it would be, in his view, a blessing

if both Howe and Johnston did retire as that might break up

the 'family' parties but one without the other would be a

disastrous ~tep. 103 ~ewcastle commiserated with him but suggest­

ed that Howe's retirement could well lead to some modification

in the parties and easing of "existing eVils", although he also

implied that the appointment might not necessarily mean Howe's

having to divorce himself completely from politics. 109 That was

indeed what did happen &nd despite opposition complaints that the

.two positions were incompatible, Howe remained to lead the gov-

ernment through the 1863 session and into the elections of that

year.

The last session of the parliament was overshadowed by

the impending elections and the party rivalry rose to an even

greater intensity. Legislatively, the most important measure was

Howe's electoral reforms - a fr~nchise bill which tied the vote

again to a property assessment, and a redistribution bill. Both

failed to pass the Legislative Council in the end although they

were simply postponed until, after the elections. To both these

measures, the Governor lent his personal support. He considered

that universal franchise had failed in Nova Scotia and was detri-

mental to the best interests of the colony. Moreover, he thought

that the proposed lesislation was popular with most of the

intelligent colonists and that it would lift the standards in

the Assembly and attract a better class of politic~n. At the

present time, to his mind, the Assembly was chiefly composed of
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men from inferIor cl~sses who were nearly illiter~te or lawyers

who wanted to advunce their ~rofessional position by politic~l

influence. 110

The sterling men of the Country will continue to exercize their
franchise; but the refuse of society - the men who live by
elections - who would be clad if & contest occurred every month
provided they had the power of basely trading away their indefen­
dence for lucre, will be, as they should be, disfranchised. 11

Personally, he would have preferred the traditional forty

shilling freehold with a leasehold clause but as land was so

easy to obtain in Nova Scotia and assessments were made as low

as possible to avoid t&xation, that procedure would not have had

the desired effect as it still would have enabled many undesir­

able elements to vote. 112 Naturally the Opposition was against

the measure but, as Mulgrave put it, they were only being sup-

ported by those with little stake in the country. If the Opposit-
,

ion would vote "on their own honest convictions", the measure

would be passed by acclamation. 113 He also pointed out that the

last Conservative administration had been anxious to limit the

franchise but now, for purely party purposes, it was opposed. 114

When the Legislative Council refused to allow the measure to pass

into law immediately, Mulgrave was furious and accused that House

of unpatriotic behaviour and of sacrificing its principles to p&rty

interests. 115

Looking forward to the elections, he believed that the

Liberals I chances, despite the franchise setback, were imprOving,116

because of the better financial position and the reaction of the

Nova Scotians to the party excesses of Tupper and Johnston. He

thought that he could see signs, moreover, that the solid Roman
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Catholic opposition towards' the Liberals was crumbling. 117 Even

on the day of the election, he could report to Newcastle convinced

that although the majority would again be small, the Liberals
, 18

would be returned.'

The results, however, proved him totally wrong. He

admitted that he could adequately explain his government's

crushing defeat only in terms of the hostility of the voters

towards the franchise proposals although Howe's lacklustre

campaigning effort may have contributed its part. 119 He was

frankly appalled at the outcome not only because he would have

to work with the Conservatives but also because he felt that

the interests of Nova Scotia were better served by the Liberals.

Nevertheless, he would have to try to make the best of the

situation. 120 Reporting on a meeting with Johnston after the

resignation of the government, he informed Newcastle that he

had assured the new administration of his support, but had

added that their personal relationship could not be the same

as that which had existed btween Howe and himself. 121 Although

the Conservatives were very strong in numbers, the new ministry,

in the Governor's opinion, ha,d elements of weakness in it - the

large Roman Catholic contingent could well alienate its Protest-

ant majoritJ~ its opposition to the extension of railway con-

struction and the proposed retrenchment schemes could well have

a divisive effect on the diverse membership in the party.122The

Executive Council was weak and would not give much satisfaction

as the ministers had no common principle except a desire to

retain the spoils of office. 123 The next year therefore might
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see much crumbling of their support both in the colony at large

and in the Assembly. Until then he recognized that there would

be great pressure on himself and his successor and it could

prove difficult to control the ministry.124

Given the antagonism between the Governor and his ne~

administration, it was fortunate in a way, despite the personal

tragedy, that Mulgrave's term was cut short in July 1863 by the

death of his father and his elevation to the Marquessate of

Normanby. There was relatively little time, therefore, for

them to come to open controversy although that did happen over

the question of dismissals from government positions.

Many times before, Mulgrave had expressed his repu~nance

towards such dismissals on political grounds,125 but by 1863,

owing to the intense politi~al strife in Nova Scotia, he had

come to believe that many dismissals were "almost justified at

times by the conduct of the officers them~elves who very often

seem to forget that the grounds on which they can alone expect

to be retained ••• is by abstaining from active political

opposition to the Government. 0 •• ,,126 Moreover, it was almost

impossible to prevent all changes of that kind as there was

great pressure placed on the government by party supporters

for the provision of patronage. Again, there was nothing to

stop the abolition of an office in order to remove a partic­

ularly obnoxious opponent. 127 Therefore, although there had

been many dismissals from 1858 to 1863, the Governor had done

very little to stop them except to warn of the dangers inherent in

th~ practice. Indeed, he had fUlly supported many dismissals,
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the most notable case being that of the Editor of the Acadian

Recorder, P S. Haillilton. At first, Hamilton had refused to

accent the dismissal and had sent a series of indignant appeals
.j;

to MUlgrave128and finally, when the Governor failed to satisfy

him, he memorialized the Colonial Office to redress the situat­

ion. 129 In his coverinG letter, ~;ulgrave defended the action of

the administration and his own conduct as being fully in line

with precedents and justifiee by Hamilton's politic~l purtizan-

h . 130s J.p.

Normanby was prepared, however, to remonstrate actively

and strongly against the dismissals instituted by the Conservat-

ives ana it is difficult to escape the conclusion that he acted

far more harshly with them than he had with the Liberals. It

was obvious that as soon as the Conservatives had triumphed in

the elections, he had made up his mind to oppose any "vinciictive"

dismissal 131 and in AUbust he reported that he had strongly

remonstrated in Council About "this vile system"; "I spoke very

plainly • • • and did not in any way disguise what I thought

about it •••• n132 He hoped that, by these means, he could

stop the wholesale dismissal of officers though he admitted that

it was difficult to do much when he was on such poor terms with

his ministers.'33 They were "a wretched vindictive lot with no

principle of any kind to gUide them except a consideration of

their own immediate interest - I must own that the more I see of

them the more thorough contempt I have of their principles. 1l134

Just before Normanby left the colony, he wrote a memo-

randum on the subject which he directed to be inserted in the
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Council minutes. 135 The memorandum was a bitter criticism of

the administration's policy, induced by "the determination of

the Government to make sweeping changes in subordinate officers

12,6
for politicc::..l purposes."../ Although he ""dmitted that it was a

local matter, he considerea that it was his moral duty to bring

lithe evil practices" to light and he hoped the policy and its

effects on the pUblic service, which were so obvious in the

United States, would cert8.inl,y be reconsidered carefully.1 37 The

Colonial Office staff concurred in his views completely and a

strongly-worded endorsement was sent to Nova Scotia. 138

Of course, the ministry could not let the Governor have

the last word and a fierce reply was sent back to the Colonial

Office. In it, the ministers questioned Hormanby's propriety

and attacked "his unfounded,imputation", accusing him of sanct-

ioning and encouraGing similar dismissals by the former Liberal

administration and being "a warm and effective advocate ll for

them.

The mode in which Lord J.·;orm<....nby administered the Government
••• since 1859, and the rrecedents which he has established,
have rendered it impossible for any party to Govern this
country upon the principle avowed and the practice maintained
up to that period by the party then and now in power, ••••
[Hormanb~ possessed a controlling influence over the adminis­
tration 01 public affairs, ~hich the interests of the country
forbid ever to be enjoyed by any Lieutenant Governor. • ••
The Executive Council regret that Lord ~ormanby allowed his
feelings to become identified with the party lately in power
• • • • 139

The Conservative newspapers, as to be expected, berated the

ex-Governor in savage terms. The Acadian Recorder commented:

If CAny dOUbted the impartiality of Lord .;:Jor:nanby, while he was
the Earl of Hulgrave, this memorandum of his ••• will disabuse
the most skeptical and induce the people of this country to
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doubt whethe!" 'W(~ aI'S !lot more L,kely to secure an independent
Govcr::lor und 2r t~le cO;,;r,Otn8i' of pL;clrt ~':ister, than in one vlno
has deGcendeJ t.hro1.l:';il a lon,,: lil:l<2 Linti,l tne blood of ;;, Lord is
only c<.:~pc~ole 0".' stir:l~lD,ting~thc br<.cin to the duties of a 'wnip,.140

On the Governor's departure from the colony, the leaders

of fue Conservatives disassociat~d themselves entirely from the

f&.rewell fec:tivi ties and even claimed that the signo. tures on Lie

~ddress from the City of Halifax were obtained under false pre­

tences 141and W~G an underhund po.rty move. However, Normanby

did part on very good terms with the Liberals and he suggested

to Howe, as he had done frequently in the past, that many of the

Conservative p~rty did not share their leaders' sentiments.

Nevertheless, he wished that he "COUld have partee, upon the

same terms with the present Government that I did with yours

but that they have rendered impossible. Time at any rate will

shew if it was my f&ult.,,142
,

With the exception of Saunders ~ho took a hostile view

towards Muler&ve's Governorship of Nova Scotia,1 43 the few

scholars who have studied this period in any detail do not

blame the Governor but rather the political conditions, partic-

ularly the tumultuous party and personal conflicts, for the

constitutional crises. 144 To them, Mulgrave acted throughout

in an entirely constitutional manner and Dorothy Clark considers

that: "Apart from Sir George Bowen, l"julsrave perhaps approached

nearest to fulfilling tte [colonial Office's] conception of the

functions of a Governor under the new system. ,,145 Horeover, the:r

give him due credit for hi3 sincerity, firmness, and wide exper-

ience with pnrliutientary precedents and procedures. But, as this
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study has attempted to demonstrate, he did develop a deep

antipathy toward8 some politicians and his treatment of them

in office and in opposition was certainly less favourable than

that which he extended to otherc. 146

2. l:;J,Ueenslar::t.5!, ld71-~

When Normanby arrived in Queensland, he was introduced

immediately into the political turmoil which had embroiled that

colony since the mid 1360s. From his private correspondence, it

is obvious that he very soon formed decided opinions as to the

merits of politicians, parties and policies. Those views no

doubt developed from his early personal assessments of the

problems confronting the young colony and the succested political

solutions of them. But his conclusions must have been reinforced

by the close personal association which he established with

leading members of the Palmer adninistration, especially John

Bramston and William Walsh. Moreover, he was distressed with the

behaviour of the Opposition - the Liberals led by Charles Lilley

- both during the savaGely-fought elections and the tempestuous

first session of the new parliament and he rapidly Grew disen-

chanted with them. Almost from the first, he deplored the

political divisions in the colony:

• • • the country must eventually prosper if the peo,9le them­
selves will only permit it to do so, but at present it seems
to me that all the different interests • • • are tryinG to cut
each other's throats. One would have thought the country was
larGe enouch for them all.

Huch of the bl&lJe for that circumstance, Hormanby laid at the

door of the Liber~ls.147



172

The parliamentary session had become bogged down in a

'deadlock', a tactic which was fast becoming the favourite

device of the Liberals for opposing controversial government

measureJ~~rom November 1871 to June 1872, the Legislative

Assembly was almost continuously in that state. The bone of

contention was the proposed electoral reforms of the auminis-

tration about whicn the opposition newspaper, the Brisbane

Courier, echoing the sentiments of the parliamentary opposition

party, declared: "The only clearly defined object of the bill

is to give a larger preponderance in the Legislative Assembly

to the pastoral interest.,,149 It saw the measure as "obviously

150and b~refacedly a party project •• •• '1 The Palmer govern-

ment had a clear majority of seats in the Assembly of six (19-

13) but it could not ~rogress with the legislation as the Opp-

osition used the rules of the House to frustrate them. They

constantly introduced motions for amendments or adjournments,

which of course took precedence over the bill itself. The

Brisbane Courier defended that tactic as it prevented, in its

opinion, "the tyranny of the majOrityll~51 In its view, an Oppos­

ition must have "a real ano. active part in legislation. 152

Normanby's reaction to t~is procedure was one almost of

horror. To him the Opposition was "very violent and hungry for

office ••• 11
153 and they would not be satisfied unless they

succeeded in getting into power. The bill, which he supported,

would not satisfy the Opposition '::hich wD.nted a measure which

would greatly increase the representation of Brisbane: "The

Brisbane party ••• will not be satisfied unless they have
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everything entirely their own way.,,154 What worried the Governor

even more was tlla t he considered that "Hr Lilley is doing all he

can to set class against class •

acting qUite reckleSSly.1 56

155•• , and in doing so, he w~s

By late December, as the 'deadlock' deepened, Normanby

could see little chance of a break although when the appropri-

ations ran out, he hoped that the trouble it would cause the

larger towns might be enough to force the people, especially

the commercial community, to put pressure on the Liberals to

stop their obstruction. 157 But his mood was now thoroughly pessim-

istic and he dismissed the idea of a dissolution as that had

little chance of expediting affairs. As the crisis dragged on,

his distaste of the Liberals intensified:

Lilley has appealed to the strong arm of the people and is
endeavouring to excite their,worst passions. I have seen some
very questionable tactics used by the opposition in B. N.
America but I do not think r have ever seen anything to beat
what they are doing here. 156

The Colonial Office's reaction to these events was one of resig-

nation. Herbert and Kimberley both agreed that the political

'deadlock' was disturbing but they, like Normanby, could only

sit back and wait for the crisis to blow over. 159

Their hopes seemed to be fulfilled in late January when

Palmer agreed to Lilley's sUGgestion that the redistribution

bill should be scrapped and another drawn up • Supplies for three

months were granted and the Assembly was prorogued until April.

The Governor was satisfied with that procedure and expressed

the hope that the redrawn bill would remove the political problems

and would also "enable the various interests of the colony to be
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more directly represented. 11
160 However, that additional repre-

sentation, to his mind, should not go to the southern towns

but to the northern regions in order to prevent the further

alienation of that area.

The bill was redrawn and presented again in April and

almost immediately normanby reported to the Colonial Office

that a further 'deadlock' had occurred~61 The Opposition this

time refuse~ to grant supplies for 1872 before the electoral

measure was passed as the Liberals suspected the sincerity of

the administration's intentions. They would agree only to a

bare two months' supply which would ensure the rapid passage of

the bill. As to the measure itself, they accepted it as

the best that could be expected from such a government. The

Brisbane Courier reluctantly agreed but added that it Wus "a

measure which contains so small an instalment of the popular

demands that it will satisfy nobody, but only postpone and

compel the immediate reopening of the question.,,162 Rather

predictably, the administration decided to make a determined

stand and refused to let the House proceed with any other busi-

ness until full supply had been granted.

That stand W&S warmly supported by the Governor who

considere~ that the new bill met "with general approval" and

that lithe Government honorably fulfilled their part of the

compromise •• •• ,,164 As before, he could not see any course

that could be taken to hasten the end of the 'deadlock' which

was "foreign to British custom.,,165 He again trenchantly attack-

ed the Liberals' attitude, suggestinG however that little else
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could be expected from such a group. Of the thirteen members

of the Opposition, one had been convicted three times for felony,

another was always Qrunk ana there were two or three more "whose

conduct will not bear too close an investigation.,,166 In the

Colonial Office, Normanby's views were endorsed; Henry Holland

considering that the Opposition was acting shamefully1G7and

Kimberley expressing the hope that Palmer's majority would hold

together and have the courage to persevere until the bill was

168passed.
I

To that point, Normanby had stood in the background of

the conflict but on the 14 May he was drawn squarely into it

when he was presented with a memorial from the Opposition,

protesting against the Government's course. It was truly a

remarkable document, in which the Liberals poured out their
;

accumulated frustrations which they had developed during the

two years of opposition to Palmer's ministry. To be strictly

accurate, there were two memorials forwarded to the Governor;

an earlier one (June, 1871), addressed to Sir Maurice O'Connell,

the ex-Administrator, protesting against the Government's

conduct in its first year of office, and the later one which

concentrated on the period since the elections of 1871. however,

they did include many similar requests.

Basically, the argument put forward was that the Palmer

ministry was composed of squatters and thus was not represent-

ative of the electorate. The elections in 1870 and 1871 which'

returned them to office were alleged to have been riddled with

corruption and the vast majority of the voters had opted for the
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Liberals. As the administration was squatter-dominated, its

policy we;,.s not progressive and was ret1::lrding the development

of the colony. As examples of this, the land settlement and

electoral policies were cited as measures which favoured the

pastoral interest; the policy of restraint in railway and

public works construction was aimed at frustrating the extension

of small settlements; and the deliberate slackening of the pace

of immigration was depriving the colony of much needed settlers.

Finally, the memoriE:.lists addressed themselves to the handling

of tLe 'deadlock' crisis and accused the government of tyrannical

behaviour. Commenting on the memorial, the Brisban~ Courier

"insisted that it was presented "with moderation emd explicitness,

that it was "an appeal to the proper quarter", and that it would

be "difficult to understand how tilere can be any doubt about the

issue." 170 Tile Governor, :i.. t ;;'as hoped, would act by the consti t-

ution aDd force Palmer to expedite the passage of the electoral

redistribution, thus allowing for an early election. However, if

that failed, the Opposition and the Brisbane Courier undoubtedly

expected Kormanby to effect an immediate dissolution.

As the Brisbane Courier observed later, the Opposition
i

had misjud~ed their man. After the Governor's reply, there could

be no further doubt as to whether he had "ally decided opinions".

He was

••• a nobleman by birth and evidently possessing the traditions
of his class respecting Democratic institutions .•• and his
feelings and sympathies [~reJ naturally on the other side. 171

In prescribed constitutional fashion, the memorials were

submitted to the ministry for comment. Palmer denied the charges
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levelled against his administration an6 asserted that

the question before Your Excellency, if stripped of the mass of
statements, errors and misstatements which surround it is:
whether a minority of the Assembly are to ~rr06ate to themselves
the power of dictating to a Ministry, supported by a large
majority of the House, how the uublic business is to be con-
ducted •••• 172 .

Normanby's long retort to the memorialists 173 was based on

Palmer's assessment but it did include, in spite of its Gener-

ally moderate language, much of the Governor's own frustration

and resentment at the course pursued by the Opposition since

he had como to the colony.

He coul6 find nothingto substantiate the charges on the

elections or on the government's policy:

• • • that is a question which exists between them and the House
of Assembly; but so long as they command a majority in that nouse,
I cannot admit the right of a minority to dictate to them th~

mode in which the business of the House shall be conducted. 1/4

Defending himself against th& implication that he had treated

the Opposition unfairly, he expressed the hope

that after an experience extending over a period of nearly eibht­
een years in the British Parliament, ancsix years as a Governor
of a colony, I shall ever be found ready to uphold to the utmost
the dignity anQ privilege of Parliament, and to admit to the
fullest extent the right of the people of this colony to direct
the Government ••• accoraing to their own wishes, as indicated
by their representatives in Parliament ••• in their collective
capacity; and I must, therefore, decline to accept the opinion
of twelve members as the decision of a House constituted of
thirty-two representatives •••• 175

Normanby reserved his most decisive language to counter

the constitutional arguments of the Opposition and there he was

able to marshall his considerable experience in and knowledee of

constitutional theory and practice. The memorial, in his opinion,

was "founded on a total misapprehension of the British constitution,
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h · h t' t·t~· 1~ .... ,,·s colony h~s 'aeen founded. 1I176u:90n W 1C . l:e cons 1 U-l.-10n 0 <.-l.l ~

.squali ty of electorates was, in no way, rec ognized by the

British constitution, nor did it give anyone the inherent right

to vote, which, of course, depended on the electoral law. liThe

argument, therefore, that the Opposition represents a majority

of the population, does not appear to me to bear any force. 1I177

As to the further contention that the administration was simply

a class interest, he retorted that, although he regretted the

divisions in the colony, it was the indisputable right of each

electorate to return the representatives who tlle voters consid-

ered were best able to advocate their interests. Finally, he

bluntly declared that

••• if, there is one principle more firmly establisheo than
another, in the British Cor~stitu;tion, it is that the r:1ajorit,y,
and not the minority • • • L:-vhic~1 shall uirect the conduct of
public affairs, a~d it is •. perversion of the first rules of
any Constitutional Government, to say that the minority h&s the
right, by the oostruction of public business, through the forms
of the House, to coerce the majority. Such a rule, once aami§ted,
must effectively render Responsible Governr:1ent impossible. 17

Turning to the specific question of the administration's

handling of the Rouse and the 'deadlock', he laid the full blame

for the delay on the Opposition and almost demanded that the House
.

should be left to proceed in the ordinary manner. To his mind,

there was no question of suspecting the intentions of the govern-

ment in regard to the electoral legislation. No government could

be expected to aCQuiesce in such demands as it would be II agreeing

to their own condemnation without the slightest security that the

same course mibht not be renewed on other grounds ••• • ,,179

Normanby even att0cked shurplythe Opposition's offer to extend
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two month's supply to the ministry on the ground that by Granting

such a lump sum "to a GoverLwent you profess to have no confid-

encein;is, in myopiI"ion, to abdicate not your own rights, but

those of your constituents as well,,180

In his report on the incident to the Colonial Office,

Normanby repeated those charges and again stressed his strong

support of his government. Defending the terma in which he h&d

couched his rejoinder, he asserted that the question was

one of such vital importance to the working of Constitutional
Government, that much as I deplore this interruption of public
business and the delay which it causes in the passing of tr.e
Redistribution Bill, and many other useful tleasures ••• I
feel that I should not be justified in wi thholdinc; from Y:J.y ')

Government my entire approval of the stand they are making. 1b1

It is difficult to see how the Governor could have acted

in any other way in the incident without overstepping his constit-

utional limits. To have effected a dissolution without advice

would have been tantamount to a dismissal of the administration,

a step which could not be defended in a circumstance where there

had been no abuse of law or the constitution and where the ministry

had a st&ble majority in the Asoembly. In fact, the memorial w~s

very similar to the tactics used by Tupper and Johnston in Nova

Scotia some years before, and both at the constitutional and

personal levels, Normanby pursued a like course in dealing with

them. Underlying the reply to the Liberals in Queensland and to

the Conservatives in Nova Scotia, there was a greater sense of

personal commitment than that which a completely impartial arb-

iter should have had. There was indeed much truth in the Brisbane

Courier's comment that the reply "lee tures ra ther sharply • • 0",182
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for that was certainly the Governor's intention.

Colonial opinion was as to be expected. The opposition

press, led by the ~sbane Courier, lampooned the Governor.

NormanbY' 8 views '.'lere not "correct and comprehensive" and were

products of II the most superficial and partial view of the pol-

i tical si tUol tion", the effects of which would be lito widen the

eXisting breach and render reconciliation less easy. 1,183 In

leader after leader until early August, the opposition journals

argued against the validity of the constitutional propositions

put forward by Normanby and stoutly defended the Opposition's

course of action. About the only support ~ormanby received from

the Brisbane press was from the columnist, 'The Bohemian', in the

Queenslander, who, in a delightful satirical article mused:

I was not sorry that Lilley received a wigging from the Governor
for pestering him with his m~morial •••• The Marquis was not
to be caught • • • • He nipped the thing in the bUd, by glvlng
Lilley und the memorialists a good htarty lecture on their mis­
conduct. I don't think His 10::cellency '.'/ill be trQubled with any
more documents of the kind while he stays here. 164

A year later, however, he did receive another memorial from some

of the members of the Opposition, protesting the administration's

course of action. But, like the first, this got short shift from

the Governor. 185

Notwithstanding the prediction of the Brisbane Courier,

Normanby's decisive reply did seem to have a positive effect.

The Opposition hud played its last card and had lost. In early

June, Normanby was able to report that the 'deadlock' had ended

and that r~pid progress had been made both on the redistribution

bill and the estim~tes,186 which, by way of compromise, were



181

being tuken through the AS3embly to~ether. He credited his reply

with having been a material cause in that development. 187 This

assessmellt was also shared by th& Colonial Office. Herbert noted

that the answer "probably was of material weight in brinGing

about a resumption of business in the .As;:,embly." Both he and

Kimberley praised the Governor for his firmness in opposing the

demands of the Opposition. 1BB In private letters, they described

the advice given by Normanby as being well-reasoned and fair,189

and Herbert almost gleefully added: lilt must have enliE,htened

my friend Lilley and Co as to the hopelessness of their game. 1I190

This rather detailed exposition of the political events

at the beginning of Normanby's Queensland administration is in-

structive in two ways. In the first place, it was evident that,

in a young colony like Queensland, the Governor was still con­

sidered a vital p&rt of the working constitution - he was

looked to as the Guardian of the constitution and as an arb-

iter between the contending political groups in the colony.

Secondly, it was clearly apparent that a Governor's own personal

inclinations could dictate to some degree his h~ndling of such

a duty.

To complenent this account, it is enlightening to

consider briefly Hormanby's later opinions on the developments

on the political scene. He continued to approve of the policy

of the Palmer ministI'Y- and, both in his official capaci t.l and on

a personal level, the relationship between the Governor and his

leading minister became very close. In January 1874, Palmer was

beaten at the polls, the election having been conducted under
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the provisions of the new electoral act, nnd he was repl~ced by

Arthur Maca-lister. Kormanby ascribed the victory not to the

1 t · 1 f' bl .. t 191Liberals' policy or abi ity but 0 tae oss 0 a e mlnlS ers,

the determination of Palmer himself to retire from office, and

most importantly I'to one of the worst disasters a Government can

192have • •• ", the fact that it had been so long in power.

As could have been anticipated, the Governor was very

aisappointed with the electoral results but, because the parties

were so closely di Yideci, he hoped that the neVi ministry would l:Ot

do too much damase to the colony. 193 The course of events during

his final year of office bore out his hopes. One historian has

admitted that, in 1874: " The Liberal Government weathered the

storm rather badly and the lack of cohesion was apparent to all

. . . • it lacked both a leader of strong conviction and a well

thought-out policy.,,1 94 The unity and strength it had maintained

in opposition was shown to have been dependent on the negative

quality of opposition to the 'squatter' party. Once in office,

it sundered b&dly with wide divisions appearing in its ranks

on the crucial questions of education reform and land policy.

Even the Brisbane Courier was dismayed and during 1874 turned its

batteries on the ministry and criticized the disunity of the

Liberal party and its consequent failure to develop any con­

1°~structive policy. ~/

In his letters to his private correspondents in 1874,

Normanby related with relish the troubles of his new adminis-

tration. He reported in March on the continual quarrelling in

the ministry and happily emphasised the fact that the policies
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196of the late ministry ~ere b~ing adopted almost completely; in

May, the collapse of the Liberals' intention to pass a measure

for the payment of members of the Assembly and also the failure

1°7to agree on a policy to ensure closer settlement of the land; /

and in July, at the end of the session, he observed it had been

a very barren one • • • • The Government come out with little
credit to themselveE and even amonG their own supporters their
popularity is decidedly on the decline ana I shall be much 108
surprised if there is not a chaLge when Parliament meets again." -'

However, despite that complacency, he frequently was at pains

to point out that the ministry was untrustworthy and that he

h d lit t h th 1 11
199 0 th P . h' lfa -0 wa c every move ey ma~e. n e remler lmse ,

Hormanby described Hacalister later as "drunken and unprincipledll~OO

As in Nova Scotia, lwrmanby had to endure only a relat-

ively short period of working with a 80vernment he disliked
,

because he was moved to New ~ealand in NOvember. In contrast with his

earlier administration, he was able to avoid any conflict with

what was to him a distasteful ministry. Even the ever-watchful

Liberal journals could find no further fault with him. 201 The

Governor himself, as he prepared to leave the colony, also con-

sidered that he had secured the confidence of all the political

groups in Queensland. 202

3. New Zealand, ~-2

Taken overall, this last study furnishes without doubt

the clearest illustration in Kormanby's career of personal con-

flict between ehe Governor and colonial politicians. For in New

Zealand he was confronted with Sir George Grey, first as a leader
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of the opposition to t.he o.bolj_.tion of the provix:ces and later

as Prime Minister. That confrontation~ from Normanby's point of

view, was tee outstandinG aspect of his four years in the colony.

The clashes of the two men manifestly exposed the limited

opportunities of a Governor of a self-governing colony to give

force, outside the use of his prerogative, to his own convictions

and to affect the course of colonial politics.

Normanby1s appointment to New Zealand came at a critical

period in the colony's develoyment. The early 1870s had witnessed

the beginnings of Vogelism, the effects of which had greatly

increased the pace of economic growth. Partly as a consequence

of that policy, serious consideration was being given in 1874

to the abolition of some or all of the provinces. Already the

first moves had been made in the House of Representatives to

consumma te that 'policy. 'I'here were~ moreover, the lingering scars

of the Haori Wars and the attendant hostility of the two races.

As was common with the Governors of neighbouring colonies,

Normanby had corresponded frequently with his two predecessors

in ~ew Zealand, Sir George Bowen and Sir James Fergusson, and

from that he did have some first-hand knowledge of Rew Zealand

affairs. There were also the colonial newspapers which carried

extensive reports and commentaries on the developments in other

colonies. Therefore, he did have some preconceived ideas on New

Zealand politics before he assumed his post. True to his liberal

economic convictions and possibly influenced by the warnings of

Carnarvon and Herbert,203 he was sceptical of Vogel's schemes

and Vogel himself:
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I do not know that I would. be very sorry to hear that he has
found Eome profitable employ~ent elsewhere. He seems to me to
be a 8reat ueal too clever. 2u4

On the issue of abolition, a:ld perhaps reflecting his change of

heart on Canadian federation,205his early assessment was that

. d h d' . d' " 206 Th t . t"it was a Wlse an muc - eSlre aeC1Sl0n. a conV1C lon

never changed and indeed was strengthened during his tenure,

but his preconception of Vogel and his policies did undergo

qUite distinct change after he had met the Prime Minister and

had undertaken several tours around the colony. He found that

its finances were much better managed than he had expected ~nd

that public works schemes were greatly benefiting the cOlOny.207

There were two broad periods into which Normanby's tenure

of office can be divided: the first was dominated by the parl-

iamentary battle to abolish the provinces into which he was

drawn by the tactics of the Opposition under the leadership of

Grey; the second by the Grey administration from October 1877

to February 1879, at which time the Governor left the colony

consequent on his promotion to Victoria.

The new Governor did not have to wait long before he

formed his first direct appraisal of Grey who had recently left

his lonely seclusion on Kawau Island to join the struggle waxing

in Auckland Province to prevent its abolition. Barely a week

after his ~rrival, Normanby received a petition from Grey,

addressed to the Secretary of State, protesting specifically

against Auckland's treatment in the matter of land revenues and

complaining implicitly about the proposals for abolition. 208 This

petitioning became one of Grey's favourite devices in the next
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two years of his Campaign.~09 On the basis of the petition and

of other reports which he had received, Normanby sugGested to

Carnarvon that, although he had had little opportunity to

consider political affairs thoroughly, it

appears to me that there is little doubt that I shall have a
troublesome customer in Sir George Grey whose ire has been
raised by the proposal to do away with the provinces an~ it
does not appear that he i~ likely to conduct the controversy
in a very amiable spirit. c10

He could not have been more correct.

As he had done with the Palmer administration in Queens-

land, Normanby gave his personal support more and more unequiv-

ocally to VOGel's ministry and its policies. Vogel, Harry

Atkinson, and Donald hcLean represented in his eyes the natural

leaders of the colony both by their standing in the community

and by their liberal-conservative political views. His support

of their abolition policy became more committed as he watched

the tactics of Grey and his cohorts and assessed their increas-

ingly radical arguments:

The more I see of the working of the Provincial system the more
convinced I am of the necessity of doing away with it. In the
early days of the colony it was useful and did Good services
but now it only serves to foster local jealousies and it is a
hotbed of corruption. 211

In March 1875 Grey was successful in being elected both

to the Superintendency of the Auckland Province and to a seat in

the House of Representatives in Wellington. During the course of

his candidacy, Normanby was appalled at the radicalism of the ex-

Governor. At one tactic which Grey employed and which was to

become one of the hallmarks of Grey's political career, Normanby

predictably took violent umbrage, an attitude which was strongly
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seconded at the Colonial Offic~. That was Grey's thorough-going

attack on the position of the Governor as a simple tool of the

Imperial Government, "a mere machine", and one who was appointed

solely for political reasons. In place of that, Grey advocated

a new constitution which would enable New Zealand to have far

more control over its own destiny. The Governor should be replac-

ed by a Colonial Secretary of State, appointed by New Zealand

and resident in London with a se~t in the Privy Council. To that

idea, he coupled a proposal by which the power of the General

Assembly would be reduced, a consequent increase would be made in the

powers of the provinces, and an elective Legislative Council

would be instituted. By these means he hoped to make the colony

more democratic and to avoid all legislation which, to his mind,

produced class distinctions. Much of tllis doctrine came from

other sources, but his references to "worthless peers" seemed

to be aimed directly at Normanby and expressed some of his frust-

ration with both Fergusson and Normanby who had reported unfavour­

ably on his petitions to the Crown. 212

Although Normanby admitted that Grey's education, talents,

and experience would make him valuable in public life, he quest-

ioned the wisdom of an ex-Governor entering that arena, especially

one who could adopt such ide~s. Grey's speeches

exhibited a spirit of egotism and self-laudation •••• The
grievances he com~')lains of are ei tl1er wi thou t foundation or
greatly exaGgerated and the reforms he advocates are impractic­
able, or incompatible with the relations to the mother-country,
and are all calculated to obtain a cheer from the least thin~ing

of his ~udience.

Normanby was confident, however, that such ideas would not enjoy
21Z,any large following. ~
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Ca:-narvon c'cjJd the Col.unial Of fie e officials '~iere

equally annoyed when they received the reports: Malcolm dwelt

on Grey's antagonism to~ards the Colonial Office; 21 4 Herbert

quipped that "when Grey mall:.es a statement there is a strong

probabilitj that he knows it to be false ••• ,,21 5; and Carnarvon

could think of no speech which was more discreditable to the

speaker. 216 They, like the Governor, expressed the hope that

Grey's appeal would be limited to the less-ectucated. 217

During the remainder of his administration, Kormanby's

private correspondence was dominated by his growing dislike of

Grey which, as tirr.e went on, almost amounted to an obsession

not unlike that which he had entertained for Johnston and Tupper

many years before in Nova Scotia. That attitude sprang not only

from his diSGust at seeing an old servant of the Crown muddy

the waters of me Empire but also from the radical stance which

Grey assumed on electoral, financial and land policies. Grey

always couched his opposition to abolition in democratic terms

and, whether he was sincere or not, that attitude hardened the

Governor's antagonism towards him. Perhaps some of Normanby's

obsession can be explained by his constant fear that Grey would

be able to carry out some of his schemes. That fear buttressed

his attitude and contributed to his whole-hearted support of the

government's policy. Everything that Grey said or did Normanby

commented upon in derisory terms to the Colonial Office. This is

not to deny that many, indeed most, of Grey's actions during the

abolition crisis were marked with intemperance and opportunism.

John Rutherford, by no means an anti-Grey historian, admitted
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this, characterizing Grey's -actions as being of a negative and

obstructive nature. 218 But there can be no doubt that Normanby did

rather overreact to Grey and his dislike of the man overwhelmed

his objectivity.

Illustrations of that attitude in the following years

were legion. The Governor complained of Grey's dictatorial

behaviour in the Auckland Provincial Council: "He has altoGether

repudiated the principle of responsible Government • • • and

almost boasts about :.t.,,21 9 To Grey's comment that he would

fight the abolition to the death, Normanby remarked that "he

certainly may die if he likes •• " 220 I A t h t• • n ugus, e sugges -

ed of Grey's conduct in the House of Representatives that

the only excuse I can make ••• is that I really believe he is
not quite S2ne & I believe that it is an opinion which is
becoming more general every day • 0 • • JUdging by many of his
speeches it really looks as if his object is to create dis­
affection & discontent tow~rds England & disunion and class
divisions in the colony. ~hat his object may be is best known
to himself but it comes badly from a man who held the positions
he has done. 221

As for Grey, so for the parliamentary opposition in

general. The Governor accused the anti-abolitionists of being

led basically by those "who are pecuniarily interested", an

obvious reference to those provincial Superintendents like Grey,

Fitzherbert, Hacandrew and Rolleston in the House. "The whole

policy of the opposition seems to have been obstruction and

d 1 ,,222e ay.

Grey, of course, had not let up on his earlier attack on

the Governor end had even brought up his alleged partizanship in

the House, despite the conventions against that course of action.
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I am told I must be cautious how I mention the name of the
Governor. Under ordinary circulllstances I should be CctU tious,
but the Governor has allied himself to a faction ••• • 2c3

The elections of January 1876, althouGh they returned

many new members, seemed to pronounce favourably on the abolition

measures passed in the last session and Normanby was content that

the opposition had palpably failed in spite of a very bitter

campaign. 224 To Herbert, he later remarked that the new House

was "as good or better than the last but some of the tail brought

225in by Sir George & l"~r Nacandrew • • • are dreadful ruffians."

Looking forward to the approaching session, the Governor felt

confident that the existine ministry, however reconstituted,

would do well if they could provide the colony with a sensible

and workable local ~overnment system to replace the provinces:

If the Governme~t bring forward a bill considered liberal • • •
I think t~1ey will be pretty safe. • They must be able to
show th",-t their substitutes ••• are equal or more complete. 226

Relations between Normanby and Grey deteriorated further

during the recess. From February to April, a long tele~rayhic

correspondence had ta~en place between Grey and Vogel on the

political situation, in which Grey had reiterated his e&rlier

views on the status of the Governor, adding significantly that

his opinion was now swinGing towards the colonial election of

227Governors. Later in May, Grey abain protested to Normanby

about the policies pursued by the ministry and sucgested that

a Governor did have the right to act in opposition to his

advisers if the law was being obviously breached and that

Normanby was sullying the constitution and the law by not pro­

tectinc them. 228 Normanby, however, was not to be drawn and he
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curtly refused to enter into an arGument on constitutional

qUE:stions 71i th Grey, "differing as we do entirely on most of

them." 229

Perh~ps the most furious exchanse between the two in

1876 occurrc~in June, the repercussions of which cane to a

climax in October. In the first week of June, Grey addressed ~

long letter to the Secretary of State, once nore protesting

a~ainst abolition. As part of his argument, he expressed his

anber and amazement at the rumoured reports that the Imperial

Navy and ~';arines were to be used to enforce the meo.sure in

AUCkland.230-~ormanbY'sreaction to that charge was one of

incredulity coupled with Gmusement:

If he had expressed a fear that he himself might be put into
a lunatic asylum before long I do not know that I could have
c;iven the sape c::.ssurances [of it being groundlessJ. • •• If
[the report~ have been circblated they can only have emanated
from his o~n disordered brain. 232

He added later that: "If it does not satisfy you that he is

only fit for a comfortable lodging in a lunatic asylum, I shall

be surprised.,,233 Similar but far more moderate opinions were

expressed in the ordinary explanation of the circumstances234 and

Herbert thought that the official reply was "able and sensible ll •
235

When that despatch was pUblished in October at Grey's own insist­

236ence, he and his supporters in the press and in the House

attacked it vehemently.

The parli~mentary attack continued intermittently during

most of the month of October with the Greyites objecting stren-

uously to Normanby's conduct in defending the administration's

h dl ' f t' b l' t· . 237 .an lng 0 ne a 0 l lon lssue. Grey Justified his actions
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passionately in language which, as Normanby observed later,

238was "pretty stor:rr.y":

I had not the least idea that such a document and its enclosures
were in existence • • • • It contains aspersions upon my char­
acter which are utterly without foundation •••• I object to
its style, to the lansuage used in it, and I shall object still
more to what in my mind is a very sad revelation indeed • • • •
It is quite certain that the writer of that document does not
hold the position which our Host Gracious Majesty has always
desired that such an Olficial should hold to her sUbjects -
a position of impartiality, a position of fairness to all parties,
and especially tO~011 public men • • • • It emanated from a pol­
itical partizan.2~9

He denied emphatically all of the charges that the Governor had

made about the rumours and that rebuttal was echoed by his

supporters, J. ~. Thomson, Robert Sheehan, W. L. Rees, and H. H.

Lusk. 240 The upshot of that debate, in which the government did

its best to defend Normanby's conduct, was that a motion was

proposed to the effect: "That this House regrets that the despatch

from His Excellency the Governor to the Secretary of State of the

21st June . . • is ill-advised. 1I241 It was voted dovln. SpeakinG

to the motion, 8rey again launched into a tirade against the

Governor and discussed the disadvantages of the current system

of the appointment of Governors: "A man chosen from amongst our-

selves would never have inflicted thts wrong upon a fellow­

countryman. 1I242

For the first time, the major colonial newspapers were

able to gauge the mettle of the Governor and all carried leaders

referring to N6r~~nbyls attitude towards Grey and the abolition

question. The positions assumed, of course, followed those which

they had already taken on the merits of abolition itself. Most of

the Auckland and Otago journals and the Lyttelton Times were
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';} 3
cri tical of the C}overnorL +. \'I11i10 tho press which sUPIJorted

the administration understandably took the opposite vie~.244

There was some truth in the criticism levelled aLainst

Normanby as he waB, by that time, an unashcuaed !)artizan al thouGh,

wi th his assured cu,d confident style of writing pUblic despatches,

he was able to mask the real depth of his dislike of Grey, the

Greyites, and the opposition to abolition. He always seemed to

eive the impression that his Views came from an entirely dis-

passionate ~rasp of the issues. In strictly constitutional

fashion, he always referred Grey's letters to his ministers for

comment and he could argue that his observations were based on

their advice. IndeeCl., as much criticism was levelled by the

Opposition and their press at the role of the ministers, but it

was nevertheless true that Normanby did embellish on ministerial

advice and insert, in his pUblic despatches, much of his own

personal antipathy towards Grey.

In a remarkable letter to Carnarvon in August, the

Governor placed on record his opinions of Grey's proceedings

inside and out of the House durinG the 1876 session:

He is without any exception'the wost impracticable man it has
been my mi~fortune to have anythinG to do with •• He has
kept the House in a continual state of hot water • makine
accusa tionG aca.in::;t all ~;;ho oppose him and the tone and temlJ8r
in which he makes them has done more to damage the character of
the ~ew Zealand Parliament than anyone before him.

The worst feature of his behaViour, to the Governor, was his

attempt to foment unrest among the natives and "the lower

orders", \I • • • -ahere there are a large number of low Irish

with strong Fenian tendencies, all of whom sup~ort him to the
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He is too clever and cunning to commit him.self but 0 0 • [he ha'0
more ttan once ainted _t actual rcsistance•••• I have no
hesitation in saying that I c~nsider him. a dangerous and unscrup­
ulous' mc~n '.r}lO ':{QuId flinch at nothin[S nllich would 0.dv,;<nce his
oVln ends nrovic1ed t::<:< t he could do it \':i th safety to hitlself. I
hClve however sot lDy eye upon 11ir;1 c;.nd ,you me. y depend upon it if
I can catch him trip~inc it shall not be my fauJt if he slips
throuGh my rin~Grs but he is clever and very careful not to
commit himself in a way that can be taken hold of•••• He is
I believe a S0ciclist at heart in everything that does not aftect
himself ••• C' TIdJ expects to be the dictator 01 whe,tever cor:WlUn­
ity he mC:lY 1i\'0 lE.

He concluded with the rather hollow explanation that if tho

Secretary of State should infer that he was prejudiced tovl:.rds

Grey, "I can assure you that my opinion of him has been forced

upon me by his arm conduct and agcdnst my inclina tlon.,,245

That outburst was tri[gered by the Greyites' activities

in the House, not only the attack on the Governor himself but

also their continued assault,on the abolition measures. In

Normanby's opinion, they v/ere repeating the same abuse of the

constitution as had the Liberals in Queensland some years before:

There can be 110 doubt that free discus.sion and the right to
criticize or oppose all measures brought before the House are
among the most valued priVileges of the British Constitution,
and I should be the last to complain of its exercize to the full­
est extent within legitimate limits by a :_linority, however small.
• • • However • • • one must not forget that it is the first and
vital principle of' parli~me~tary and constitutional Governmen~ ,r

that it is the majority and not the minority which must rUle. L4o

Normanby welcomed the end of the session in November,

content that the ministry had held firm and had stalled the

onslaught of the Opposition. The abolition legislation had come

into effect on the first day of that month and he was convinced

that the local government measures, although they would need some

modification in practice, 2Lt7 would sive the colony an effective
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loeal adminis tra tion and it would nOl'I enjoy the subs tance "vlhile

fon:erly [it] only enjoYGd the shad.oVl of local self-Government. 1I248

However, a constant thread running through his correspondence

during the session was his COllcern at the we~kness of the Govern-

ment and his f ec.r that once the Ci.boli tion crisis was over, it

might crumble, a fe&r which was also sh&red by some of the leading

ministers. 249 On the other hand, he was now sure that Grey's

bubble had burst and that his influence was on the decline. In

his travels during the recess he commented on the Vle&kening

opposition of the anti-abolitionists, especially in Otago. 250

It was there that the last barrage asainst abolition had

been fired. In Duned~n a convention had been called together to

discuss the situation and one of its decisions had been to

petition for the rec&ll of the Governor. IILord Normanby's offence

of course ll , as a pro-abolitionist's assessment of the move put it,

"was telling the Home Government some uncomplimentary truths

about Grey •••• ,,251 Hornanby dismissed the petition as harm-
2 C ?

less and largely done for effect. /~ In the other major centre

opposing abolition, Auckland, another meeting was held at which

the Governor's actions were again bitterly attacked by the Grey­

ites. Although he reported that the meeting had fallen very flat~53

. . . .ential public meeting that ever assembled in Auckland

the .New Zealand Herald considered it "the largest and most influ­

,,254

'rhe 1877 session opened in mid-July and lJormanby' s fear

that the ministry's position would deteriorate soon appeared

justified. Grey, to his ereat reGret, had returned, "I hear

as bitter and full of mischief as eyer ••• 11255 but he hoped
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that the administrQtion would survive even if it remained in

office owinG to the disunity and weakness of its opponents. Dut

the House was far too disorganized and "no good will be done

as lons as it lasts." Thus, he l&mented that he could not find

a reason~ble e~cuse to dissolve it - there were no issues which

would consolidate the parties and provide "a good wholesome

.. 256opposltlon".

He was not really prepare~however,for the suddenness

zr::.7of the ministrj"s fall in October nor the outcome of the crisis /

which elevated Grey to the Prime Ministership:

As you may suppose this h&s not been a very agreeable change for
me but tl1ere we-s no help for it, and the only tl1inG is to mai;.:e
the best of it. '1'he House seei:Jed determined to have a char~L'e

and there was notbinc:; else to be done. I re.;ret it as anyone
can do and my only consolation is' that I geSieve they cannot.
possibly st~nd to the end of the sessionoZ~

He was astounded D. t the comppsi tion of the new ministry: lilt \'!eaker

& in some respects a Govnt more discreditable to the countrylthink

2 t 9could hardly be formed.,,:J '}'o Herbert, he offered succinct pen-

portraits of the ministers - of Grey, "you have your own opinior..s

-"; of Larnach, the finance minister, "a wild sy(·culator"; of

Sheehan, the native affairs minister, "a pettifoGginL lawyer,

the son of a Public House keeper in Auckland 0 •• 11; of Macandrew,

in charGe of public works, "his character has not been found to

bear any strict investigation"; and Fisher, the minister for

lands, "was two or three Jears 13.[';0 . . . a common labourer and

&bout as fit to be made a minister as he is to be made pope. 1I260

To put it mildly, Normanby had little confidence in the Group

and sUGgested that the;y :'iould require "a L;reat deal of watchinG. ,,261
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I-I0 vic::oo, tlle wllole cr.isib.['.S asimple scr::::r.lble for office, tll,fJ

Grey ministry h8vinS no single unifyfne principle except tte

desire to turn out the late ~inistry. Apart from their eenernl

ineptness, tLe :'lOst obvious danGer, to t}lG Governor's [:Lind,

waG tl18t U:e ::eel': government migbt eX8cerbate native unrest 8r~d

even renew interracial conflict.

lIe ~jd see, however, some ray of hope in their initi~l

policy st&te~8~t ~hich, although couched in bitter terMs,

seemed. to con tr::.d.ic t everythine; wldch Gre;y had been urGinG for

c.iepcirtEre:::. T"~ltG e.t'!'oy could do very litcle harm while he was

=_11 off;cE., :"1,'0 lcr.:~th of '.>,hich rZormanbJ' v:a8 confident waule.. be

v eY'Y .shoj~t. TncJ.eed, such a sl1ort-lived [',overnrJent v/Ould be a ~:ooc,

lessun to tte colony as it would undoubtedly exhibit t~J inept­

ness of the Greyites in ad~inistering the colony.262

Short-Jj ved the (,rey miniEtry waG not to be and IJormDnb21

had to conten~ with it for the remainder of hib tenure. DurinL

that period, al~ost a 6t~te 0; war existed between the Governor

8 nd the Prime ;·;iY"ister. DGspite the numerous incidents vihicll \'iCre

a feature of that relationship and Normanby's efforts to e~barrass

the ministry, it survived. Hore than anything else, that f&ct

emphasi3~d the i nabili ty of a consti tu tional Governor to rid

himself of & ministry he disliked. Normanby, despite his oft­

repeated approval of colonial self-~overnment, must ha7c often

envied, durin~ that period, the wider powers of the Governor

in the dependent colonies. Check the most flagrant abussr ~nd

unconstitutional acts he ceuli do, use his prerogativE to ~}lC
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det.riment of the ministry he did do, but he could not dismiss

it without very good reasons and without some hope that an in­

coming administration could survive and assume the responsibility

for the dismissal or at least win tne election consequent on a

dissolution. Those reasons never presented themselves and the

Governor could only watch with mounting frustration and hopeless-

ness the gradual strene;thening of the Grey government. His mis­

givings were amply conveyed in a long stream of letters during

the next year in which he poured out his displeasure at not being

able to do anything to change the situation. Although some of

his comments remind one of Arthur Gordon in his dislike of the

constitutional Governor's position, Normanby at bottom never

really rejected ilis IJelief in limited self-government and hoped

that such blights, like the Grey ministry, were but part of the

growing pains of a colony and therefore only temporary.

His actions in October and November of 1877 must be

placed against the background of three years of conflict with

Grey and Normanby's conviction that the new ministry could not

last long in office. The refusal to appoint Wilson to the Leg­

islative Council and the dispute over the requests for a dissol­

ution were essential elements in the Governor's early treatment

of Grey but these questions are dealt with elscwhere. 263

Althou.gh most of Normanby's venom was directed against

the Greyites, he was also bi.tterly disillusioned with the

Opposition whose weakness, to his mind, was one of the major

factors which enabled Grey to remain in office. He was sure that

the Opposi. tion was supported by the majority of the House and



the country but it was not able to topple Grey bec&use

too engros~)ed "in petty pc:;.rty dii"ferer:ces anu personal

199

it '.I:as

. 1,264V'l.ew.s.

It was ironic that he had welcomed the same situation in the last

session. His ~espair and disgust with New Zealand politics had

reached their })oak. he considered that politics there "had fallen

to the lovel as low if not lower tb.an Victoria. 11265 To Herbert,

he declared tlw.t he 1I\'!ould rejoice if I was moved to another

266Government."

By late November, it had become obvious that Grey would

last out the session, a situation which ;~ormanby attributed not

only to the weakness of ilie Opposition but also to the connivance

of the Speaker ~nd to cor~lption, deceit, briber~ and trickery.

The Governor, looking realistically at the situation, decided

tha t he must l~eep on speakint; terms with the Prime Hinister c;.S

wi thout which "I should lose the little power I have to !{.eep

·i;hem straight, but it is hard and disaGreeable work. ,,267

Even trw t role was difficult and there Vlere two further

clashes before the House was proro8ued. The first concerned the

proposed visit to the colony by Colonel William Jervois to report

on the defences of New Ze~land. Jervois requested Normanby to ask

Grey to send the gove~nment steamship, the Hinemoa, to Hobart to

268 ~69transport him to Ne~ Zealand. Grey refused the request,L a

step which Normanby supported privately as he thousht it unreas­

onable. 270 Jervois then asked for the use of the steamer while he

was in the colony271 but aGain that was refused by Grey on th.:;
')7";)

c;round that it was too expcncive Q (- - This time, Norma-nby berated

the ministry for its refusal, accusing it of wantinG to sabotage
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the ~ission ~nd of tross discourtesy in view of the fact that

the previous hdmtnistr&tion had especially requested Jervois'

services. He tllerefore took it upon himself to cancel the mis0ion

altlJou[:h w.i.L:" treat re[,ret as the action was "little calculeted
'J77.

to raise L:e crech t of the Colony a.broud. lie. ,../ He also insisted

that all the relevant correspondence should be laid before the

Pouse because, ~s he intimatea to Herbert later, he wanted to

effibarraG~ Grey.274 In fact, the publication did have some of t~e

desired effect o.s nOrll1811y pro-Grey jOUY'::als like the b.,yttelton

T2.:U2':2. {<Del. the l';E2d Zec,L;~nd Hera.ld described the incident as "shcbb::l

am] injudiCiousll.275

The second incident involved Grey's attempt to nake the

Governor veto a land bill after it had been adopted by Grey fro~

the previous 2dministration and passed throuGh £11 le~isl~tive

staGes. I~ormcnby sti..:,:netized that act as "an E,.tte~~1pt at COI'!Elitt-

in~ the createst frsud upon Parli&ment that was ever cocmitted •

276.", and hI:: refused to s<.J.nc tien such a propos<::<.l, declinin.=:;

to sign the appropriation bill or the proroGation until the

lund bill }J&sc.,ed into law. 277 Grey i.;ave way as it was evident

that other ministers had not been priVy to Grey's 2~tion and h?d

repudiated it. Defending his action later,Grey insisted that the

Governor should hlAve tal~en his advice: "In ac tine upon my 2 d'!ic G,

the noble Marquis would hDve basn doing his duty, and I SDy the

Governor ','[as faithless to his du t;y in not taking my c dvice. ,,278

2"'()
It was noted as siEnificant in the preES (~ that the

Governor did not rr.ake 3. speech at the closing 0; the session,

preferrinG rc,ther to pror0L:ue by Commi:'sion und thus -,etU.nE;
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c ruund the obvious nu:i.DaLcc or hi.'\Ting to deliver Crey I s speech.

One obu8rv8£, l(Jo~:ir~,~ ·o::cl\: on tIle 138Gsion, thou;;h t that Grey IS

m~in obj~ct wus "to be rid of the Governor and to thro~ ull the

representc,tion of t:le country into the 11o,tlds of the people ree;:ard­

less entirely of property.,,280

An into·e:..;ting <:,nd revoe-clint: COl11L'1entary on Hormanb;;,rl s

attitude ut th~t time ~as given in ~ letter to Harry Atkinson

late in Dec~mbGr:

~e ute our Z~cS ~inner at Government HOUGe. The Governor is
naturully very full of Sir Goor~e and hiG sayin~s. ahen a Prime
.tlinister 01)(;:1,/ c.tt(i.Ci~.s tIle Gover::lOr in s:peeches to the Popul8-ct:,
it seems only fuir th~t his Sxcellency should be allowed to speak
to his f~ie~ds in private. I can see ho is fidLety under the
apprehension that the Opposition will not take up Sir G's points
with sufficient vi~our • • • . I see the Governor is p~rticul~rly

anxious tllc: t tho ;"om::ense E<bou t elec tive Governors should be
exposed. He thinks that if the people saw that it means •••
seps,ra tion frOl~1 the hother-Country, t}le;y" ',,,ould all be Dc,,ainst
it•••• lIe seems to me, the l:1Ore I see of him, a Lien of
excellent politic21 jUd~m8nt, and of very ~reat political eXger­
ience. I like hiE str::tich ec-fcrr::...rd way. It cannot siGnify to him
one pin, person~lly, how thincs GO with us, but he is, I c~n see,
cenuLlOly 3:lX:::eOU.S that we should not m:,ke fools of ourselves in
the eyes of ED0lc,nd - and moreover a little afraid that the
sensible people amDn~~t us are too easy-soine in politics, and
are ~bout to let this political lunat~c • • • Get the better of
them for a time, ~nd do irreparaole mischief before the stupid
gullible populace finds him out. 281

During the recess Grey undertook an extensive stumpinc-

tour of the colony to drum up support for his administration and

met with a treat deal of success. Normanby constantly underrated

that success ~nd attributed the support which Grey was attracting

to the "unthinldns masses" \\Tho were drawn by the glittering

promises of land and electoral reform, "the most extreme radical

men8ures ll •
282 He was J.lb,rticularlJT critical of Grey's "quite un-

constitutional" conduct in stumping the country inveiehing a~ainst

the Goverllor's actions in the lust session with respect to the
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disbolution, the land bill, anJ.the refusal to appoint Nilson

to the Letisl~tive Council, accusinG the Prime Minister of

, . f t t ,. h' ,,283'always dres~in~ up hlS dC S '0 SUlt lS own purposes.

Moreover, Grey was beinG totally impractical and extravagant

by making lavish promises of public works schemes which would

ultimately mean ruin to the colony, given the deteriorating

, I' t 234economlC c lma e.

As Normanby saw the strength of the government increase

- it won five by-elections in the recess - and that of the

O ' t· b' 285 l' h f' tIl' th '. tppOSl lon crum ~e, 1lS opes or con 1'0 lnG e mlnls'ry

began to rest nore and Dore on the disunity of the Cabinet, in

which he \'las sure thc:.t many ministers had not wholly accepted

Gr8Y's dictatorial rule. He was encoura~ed by the response he

received from several ministers who wanted Grey's attacks on the

Governor to be toned down, if not stopped. 286 On his part,

Normanby had be~un to see some quality in certain of the ministers,

especially Sheehccn287and John Ballance, who h&d joined the Cabinat

in January.28B One of the leading me~bers of the Opposition, C. C.

Bowen, noted the success of that tactic: liThe Governor will hold

his own with Grey, und the rest of the Cabinet seem inclined to
, 289

take his side, so fc.r as the Grey-quarrelling goes."

To the Governor, certainly the most objectionable part

of Grey's pro;ramme w~s his much-reiterated opinion that future

Governors of ~:e~'l Ze~,l8.nd should be elected. 'rhat, indeed, had

almost become 2 part 01 the Goverr.ment policy and Robert stout,

who had joined the ministry in M~rch, and Grey were its main

or.:,.cles. Stout, in fact, had, in AUGust 1877, moved in the House,
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"ThD.t ••• the 'c:overnor of -the Colony should be elected by the

2°0people of the Colony." :;

Grey's ~uerrilla war with the Governor resumed aGain

in June 1873 and on that occasion Norwanby really initiated the

incident by Ce~andinG that Grey lay before the House several

despatches on the dissolution and \Iilson cases of the last session.

His intention was to try to discomfit the Prime Ninister and

291wean some of his parliamentary and Cabinet support from him.

Thus his co:mne:ct to Hl'roert that he Rlw.:.Jys h:.. d triec!. hard to

c, void <:.;.r;uJ:lents with (;1re;/ falls a little flat. 292 l,rey proceeded

to use the publication for his own purposes and another series

of memoranda flowed between the two protaGonists. In his first

sally, Srey argued the view, which was always implicit in his

opinions on constitutional issues, that the Secretary of Stute
,

had no authority to interfere with proceedinbs in the liew Zealand

Parli~ment or to determine the ri~hts und privileses of the House.

Furthermore, he repeated the old arsuments about the Colonial

Office bein~; domin,::-, ted by the perl:J.aneDt of ficials, who could

alter relatioDships in the Enpire ~ithout the sliGhtest respon­

2C1 3sibility to anyone. / Followin~ the s~~e line, he also attscked

the lobbies of influential colonists in Bri.tain and co~plained

tha t there ';'[:"-co little consul to. tion ~'1i th the colonies on the

formul2- tion of :1.mperic.l policy. Fino.lly, he cri ttcized ~:or:r,anb:r

for initiatin~ the corr23pondence without advice and thUG makinG
~o4

his ministers in effect his servantG.~/

In his rs}ly, Korm&nby declined to enter into any arGument

on the powers of the Secretary of state and expressed surprise
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for the i::tcrposition of the Colonial Office in colonial aff~ir3.

He vcheltle~~tl,)' (tenied, hor:ever, Grey' G conception of the pOVier

structure of t~c Colonial Office, pointin~ out th~t the Secretary

of SL.. te W." s colely responsible for &11 dcci3ions ,-,nd t;.2, t most

of the holders of that post had become masters o~ colonial

subjects. He stated emph~tic~lly his understacdinz of a Governor's

role. 'rhe (,ovornor Y!~',S responsible to the Secretary of Stato Dnd:

He 11:;:8 certctin ri;.:,hts GIld duties to pen'orn, 2.:H5.., ',;hilc he lw.[:3 no
wish to trcLch in tilC 31i~ttest de~re8 upon the riohts end priv­
i10,.:os oi' t1le other ·orEll1chcs of the Consti tu tion, he is bounJ to
preserve intac~0~ho~e which have been entrusted to his c~re by
hi~ Sovereign.L~/

If it ;vas thouc.:h t tho.t he lw.Ci exceeded those powers, an alJpec.l

could be Dode to ~he Secret~ry of State.

~rey, of course, coul~ not let the Dutter rest there ~nd

as <:-ch:o.ys he responcted with further l;;emoranda whicll Iionnanby

declined to follow up, realizinc no doubt that Grey could well

make use of tis rebuttcls for further political capital. 296 Ue

appreciated ho\'! ('.:-rey could ti'list everythine; in his "subtle Qnd

'-'°7insidious mec,nnerll. C-7

AlthOUGh he approved of Normanby's opinions, Sir Michael

Hicks Beach, CarnC.rvon's successor, mildly and tactfully repri-

manded the ~overDor in his aDswerinG despatch:

It may, of c':mrse, become a question of considerable delicacy
whether a Covernar should, without the a~vice of his hinist8rs,
pUblish ~. correspondence between hiQself and the Secret~ry of
State; and th~re ere cases in which it is obviously undesiruble
th<.J.t Her HajoGty's Goverfiment should uppear to i:1terfere. 298

It \'If.-l.S apparellt thu t the Colonial Ofi'ice officic:.ls had decided

that there was little to be ~ained in conductin~ constitutionCi.l
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d.ebc:.;.tes \lith Gl'eJ ond they hope~ th:.--t l\;or:l1.c:.nby vlould soon lec..rn

the Shme le~6on.299

When the House reassembled in l[{te-July, the Governor

VIHS rather pleD.sea with the madera tion or' Grey's electoral and

financi2l reforn! proposals and saw little reason to be alar~ed

as they bore only a pale resemblance to wh~t Grey had been

promising on his stump-tour. He reasoned that the differences

of opinion in the Cabinet were primarily responsible for that
-:;00

moderation.~ Indeed, from his own free trade point of view,

some of the policies on the lowerin~ of indirect taxes ~ere

qUite welcome and he considered that the land tax pro~rLDme

pointed in the right direction. As the session lenLthened, he

Lrew more and. uore confident that Grey's popularity in the

country had peaked ~nd was now on the decline. In the House,

the Liberals were becoming even more disunited and he happily

reported on the failure 01 many of the winistry's schemes. If

"01Grey asked for a dissolution now, he would gladly obli~e./

Commenting on the session, he opined: "I do not thinl< I ever

k G nt. h' l' t· . t· ".30 2new a ov In so uml lU lng a pOSl lon • •

The Parliament of ~ew ~ealand formerly held a hiGh place among
Colonial Parlia~ents but I am sorry to s~y ttat it has little
to boast of now &na I think the sooner the present Ho~se is
dissolved the ~etter for the credit of the colon~ as I do not
think it would be possible to get a ~orse one • .30~

The session of 1878 was the quietest that Normanby h~d

experienced ill New ZealD.nd and despite Grey's occasional needlinG

';04in the House, - there ,'/:.<$ no open conflie t. In fac t, l~ormanby

admitted that in the whole of the year, he had seen Grey person­

ally only five times. j05
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In DecEmber, Rormanby learnt of his transfer to Victoria

about which ho expreGsed his wr£teful than~s and his sense of

relief in leavin[; Grey behind. But his feud \'lith the Prime

llinister ~~s not to end until he had actually left the colony.

As was his policy in the earlier recess, Grey undertook another

tour of the colony and asain used the Governor's allebed partiz~n-

ship as one of the stock in~redients in his speeches. A common

complaint \';&8: "I say it is in the power of any Governor to ruin

any ministry by allying himself ~ith the party opposed to the

ministry • • • ." He promised thD. t he v.'ould bring t:he policy of

the election of Governors to the fore in the next session. 306

On that subject, Normanby did have the final word as just before

his departure, he directed a number of speeches in OtuGo and

Southland aG&inst that policy and Gtressed what he saw as the

necessary consequences of such a procedure. It would wean auto-

matic separation from Britain and, with Governors selected for

party purposes, complete chaos in the internal administration
.,Or,

of the colony.~ (

One last lonG rancorous exchanGe with Grey awaited the

Governor. That arose over the refusal by Grey to allow Normanby

the use of the Hinemoa for his pasS0ce to Melbourne. In December,

Normanby had asked the Executive Council for the use of the

steamer, offerinG to pay for the cost of the co~l and sUGGesting

that it could continue on to Sydney to pick up Sir Hercules

Robinson, his succeSGor. An unstated reason at the time w~s his

concern with the deteriorating condition of his wife's health

and he preferred the relative comfort of the Hinemoa to the other
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tr2-ns-Tas;;w,n snips. Five of t~lG ["('1ft'll ministers pre;3ent aGreed

to the request but delayed m~kinG & final decision until the

Prime Hini2ter \'f::'.G consul ted. h month IE). ter, he had still not

received & ~cply in spite of repe&ted assurances that it would

not be delayed. By that time, ~ioTmanby was furious and when he

~et Grey at u lo.ter CouDcil meetinG in mid-January he brushed

Grey's e;.:pl::'<lk tion of the refus~l aside in what Grey considered

"an anc;r;;: manJ'ler tl , CdlU lectured the Council on its Gross dis-

courtesy. rrhc. t st::, tel!isnt he had incorpor0' tee:' in the Council

en.Lnutes, u proc ed-ure ,::hich Gr ey roul1u,ly denounc eel, indico. tin:::::

tbJ, t he \'Joule:.

affairs as he

not D,cain c, t tena the Council except for urc.;ent

~o8
~ould not tolerate such tre&tment. J Norm&nby

&ccepted the ri:.:;ht of tne Council to refuse him the use of the

vessel, \'1h1ch Grey had based on the iruninence of native disturb-

709 f

ances,;J i1111'Jl.:/in<." ho':.rev8r, that he W2o,S C).ware th3, t tb.e real reason

lay elsewhere. Crey nttell1ptect to justify the refuso.l by offerin;;

evidence of native unrcst310 but the Governor pronptly countered

by accusinG tiJ e Prime i;} lJister ai' \'/i tl-:holding ir:iportC:cnt inform-

2tion from hiu ~s he hati seen the r~tive ~inister recently &nd

he h~d civen no hint of the trOUble. lie curtly sU~0ested th~t in

711
future he should be pro;erlY informed about such ur~ent matter3.~

There the dispute ended althOUGh in traditional fashion several

further an.::;ry ni8ss"0es '1iera exchang'ed.

Without dOUbt, the real TE:&SOr.. for the refusal VIC,S Grey's

dislike of the Covernor and his justification was very brittle.

On almost 0.11 other occ~sions ~hen Normanby had wiEhed to use

the Hi~cmoa, silliilar objections h~d been raised Fnd the ship \'1~S
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used, ~':hilc: :orJ:Jc:.nby ';;as on ,)::i.E' '.'::.y to l:cJbourne, to ferry

milJisters i....bout the colony on .s.Dc:;cd;:ir,~ tours. The Ee." Ze.:::,J.ctul.

Times, in cr~ticizinG Grey for tne reius~l, pointed out that

before Grey h~d come to power, he hed b0en outspoken in his 0.ttack

on the use 01' the J.'IinolIloCl, "a profliL/ te luxury", c..nd he had

sUGGested th~t ~t should be

battle be-;;vreen the tY10 ;nen, t;ormanoy hc:.d decidedly the better of

the verbal ~r[urnent &nd even the pro-Grey newspapers considereci

the Pril;le ;':inister's conauct inc.i.efensible aLcl discourteous. 313

Gre;y's pc.rtiniS shot c,.gainst the Governor \'!as left to the

final moment '.;rhen he ostc2:ltatiously c,bs-::nted hinsel of irom the

official farewell to Normanby even to the extent of not allowing

7;14
the usue;.l milit.:::~r~! s,,~lutes to c. departins Governor • ../ On tha.t

note, Normanby left the colony but he did keep his interest in
,

New Zealand affairs ned he was jubilant at Grey's declining fort-

unes in 1879.

By old friend, Sir George Grey, seems to have made a pretty mess
of it in Rew Zeuland. It is however only what I expected and I
am delishte: that he has got his deserts. I hope thut his ~ppe61

to the countrJ Viill :...,ive him the ~ouR de ,race and that his pol­
itical care0r h&s co~e to 2n end for ever. He is, without any.
exception, tIle ;il&n least to be trusted tho.t I hc'.ve ever met.,)15

Normanby's departure gave occasion to the newsp~pers of

the colony to ~ssess his overall political and constitutional

conduct in New Zealand. Generally, there were three distinct

lines taken. '£11ose journals which 2trollGly supported GrGY like

316the Ota,';o Gu,..-)rdic~!1; could find very li ttle (;ood to say about

the Governor Clncl Cl t tacked him as a pel:\. ticD-l partize,n and a

disruptive force in the colonial political scene; the opposition
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j ouril:,',ls such D s the Press DJ:.d

warm tribute to his abilities, credited him with protectinc the

constitut~on ci~~in5t the r~dical excesses of the Greyites, ~nd

of disehar~jnB his duties with confidence and expertise; and the

more 1'1Oder2.te ne '![spc:pers like the New ZoolET,d Eeri:Id and the

Lyttcl ton 'l'i:~!(;:.::? which, al thou,sh they supported Grey edi torie-lly,

acknowled~ed that Normanby had done his best in very tryinG cir-

cumst~nces, albeit he hud been injudicious in some of his deal­
718

ints with Sir GaorGe Grey.J

COllt~GpOrary commentators and I_ter hi8tori~ns have also

~19cenerally folloITed this third assessment of Norm&nby.~ ~V8n

those who were sympathetic to Crey anQ his policies have reeog-

nized tIled much of the responsibility for the personc',l Clnd

constitutional conflict between the two stemmed from Grey's

bael,ground and eh.s.rac ter. 320
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9 The Governor's ~riv2te letters for this neriod are not in the
HorlflDno.y }a,'ers but it ':ras Cluite obvious J.'rom Arthur .'~lC1ctC­

wood's letters what hulLravels ~oneral attitude was. Perha~G

h::'..s o;.'inj.ons 1':ere rcj_nforce~t by :H3Ckwood' s bttter al:.ta,-,onicra
for Howe and joun~. See, for example, cllac~~ood to ~ul~rave,

22 April 10'):j - It. • • ooriare of that fox founL.'."; .:::)h1C~:'/iOOc:.

to i·'ul:' rave, 6 July 1 (.1:;'7 - ":,hen Yonnc and bany other ;\;ova
.scotiens 8:,,(:ak - distrust them."; Plackwood to !'lulc:rave, ")
Sept. 1(>5S' - "YounG is a '.eak ;}i tiful fif,ure - a tool in
Rowels d~n!::erous hands." All letters in I\P.

10 1°5 r
!),/ ,~7 t>

11 '1'he fullest treatJLleJlt of the controversy if:; in H. :,'. !·,acfhce,
The 1duinistration of Larl hul~ravc j.n ~ova Scotia, 165a-Cj
(Un]Jublished h. A. thesis, DalllOusie, 1 ':;;LJ·9). Other valuable
accounts 2,re J. H • .3ech:, II'l'he liova Scotia 'Dif:;~uted ~ol~;ctj_onl

of 1659 c,nd its Aftermath", eVE, X}:XVI (lSJ55), 293-315 and
E. P. Ray, 'i'ransi tion to 1<e8:,011Giole Governnent in ;;ova Scotia,
1d35-64 (Unpublished Ph. D. t~esis, Toronto, 1Y4~). All, ho~ever,

are ba~ed exclusively on pUblished materials.

12 Under the terms of Armand's Law (1(;59).

13 Johnston to r.ulgrave, 9 June 165:;, JEA lObO, AIlP., lJP. 11-2.

11;. YounG 8 Ld 2;) others in a "':;JOS.L tion to Hule>;rave, 30 June 1359,
JHA 1860, A~p., p. 12.

15 Howe to ~ulsrave, n. d. (Draft),. Bowe Pa~ers, Vol 7. 639-58,
PAC.



211

16 r;):ecu.t:Lve COlll1cil to i,:ulf~rave) 20 July 185S;, J!:-JA 1(360, A~)I)"

::p. 1.~-li'

17 Youn~ to hewcastlG, 25 July 1ci59, J~A 1jGO, App., ~p. 15-7.
Johnston }wct refuGed to rec2.ll the Assembly until the usual
til:le in t.ho !ie~:l year.

16 hulc::rave to !';c'Nc3stle, 20 July 1859, CODY in i~P.

1Y Ibid.

20 Ibid.

21 ;Wlgre.ve to l'8wcastlo, 1';-0. 78, 26 July 1059, Jl-:A 1360, A"]p.,
pp. 13-21.

l:inutc b,~! iortescue (15 AUL~ust 1d5~.) on i·:ulr;rave to l;C\!cCJ.stlc,
1;0. '70, 20 Jul,Y 1Jj~, CCJ 217/223.

23 Ibj d. Sec also sL-:ilp,r COl!ll!lents by Blac:nvood (10 August),
herivale (11 1I.U':',U8t), and ;,ewcastle (1 'J Au~'ust).

24 HC\'lcastle to !'iu1i:':rave, 1 Se.0t. LJ5'7, JEA 1ubO, App., p. 23.

2 t
-7 Newcastle to 1Juli,;rave, 22 Sept. 1859, 1,P.

2b LUlgl'eve to Hewcastle, H: Oct. 1359, ;;ewcastle Papers, iieC
11,158.

2'1 Tbid.

28 IIulcrave to j;ewcaEtle, 26 Jan. 1(;60 (Confidential), CO 217/226.

29 lJulgreve to ;;ewcastle, 14- Oct. 1359, Hcv!castle Pa~:,ers, l',eC
11,150.

30 13ri t..~c;h COJ.:?lll._::3..t., 3 Se:£)t., 1859. See also similar viens in
tlle oditiotlfi of AuL:ust 16, 13, 20, 25 Bnd Oct. o.

3./ :'Jot GO the Toronto Clo"fJe. '1'0 i t, Lult~rave was "evj.dently a
tlecond ecJ.i tion of Sir jl::lUl1d Head • • • • both 0.re alil\'G in
the:Lr endenvours to tr8;il~;le u)on consti tutionrAl princi'r'lec,
while ba!lci..yiui.: constitutional phrac;es •• •• " ( Au.:..:ust 12,
1359)

34 MUlgrave to Johnston, 26 Au~ust 1659, JHA 1360, Ap~., p. 24.

3:; Hul{':rave to ;,c\'/castlG, () sept. 16':::'9 (Se~)arate), CO 217/224.



212

.~<, Ac~v:Lee of S5.r }(ic~1[jrd DijtiH:.11 f1:l'2 S:Lr Henry KCC>ctin:', encl.
in :':e\'/castlE' to •.ul,:':rave, ~~:) .'-tee. 10:59, JHA 1000, A~\}J.,

pl). Y?->C3.

37 Bxecutive Council to l·;ulc,rave, 4 Feb. 1J60, JHA 1600, Ap~J.,

PI'. ::·9-l~li.

:53 Ibid.

39 UuIcrave to Bxeeutive Council, 6 Feb. 1860, JHA ld~O, Ap~.,

pp. L!,I+-C.

40 Executive Council to ;·;ulsrave, '1 Feb. 13bO, JHA 10bO, App.,
IJ. 4t).

1-1-1 Eulgrave to iiewc9.stlo, ivo. 1:;, 9 Feb. 1060, JHA 1861, A~l)'

2-A, u:1 • 1-:,.

L!-2 'i'he [)[-l.lJ1e conclusion is reached by Heck, 1I'l/he iTova BeaU.a
IDic:::mtcct .~lectionl, r. ;11+; l'iacPhec, ':1.'h8 AdwinistrRtion,
p. 163; ~ay, ~r&nBition, ~. 261.

Lt;' l:inu te (21+ Yeb., 1..';(0) on llulcrave to lwwcastle, j~o. 15, 9
Feb. lJ~O, co 21J/22~.

4L,- Ne':Jcastle to liul-~rave, 9 l:arch 1060, HP.

45 See ~ri.tic"0. Qolc_~.:..~l, 1L:" 16, 10, 21 Feb.; 24, 23 April;(~,
10,17 hay lobI,) and ACC,(~ian i:?ecorder, 11, 10,25 Feb., 1000.

47 HUlc:: rave to l':eYJcastle, Lo. 15, 9 Feb. lebO, JEll. 1861, Ar'p.
2-11., p. ~-S.

43 Hulcrave to Sir Charles Phi;J.os, 6-8 Earch 1860, 1·11-'.

L:9 Ibid.

50 Ibid.

51 Ibid.

53 Full account!3 of the question are to be found in Beck, "'}'he
Nova. SCOtL3 'Dis l1utec .Glectio:J' and in HacJ:lhee, "'J.'he Con-­
sti tu tiOncil Con travers.; of HOVe, Scotia, 10)9-60 11 , ::OV8.

§£9~ ~:t0toric~1 Society Collection~, Vol. 32 (19~9), 133
-21,:;.

5Lf i-Iulgrc;,ve to liewcastle, 2 I·la.y 1860, CO 217/226.



213

l~ul(:rave to "e':rcnstle, () i:lal'Cll l()GO (Separate), co 21'1/r::2C.

5[, 3ee 'l'uIJ'er's 8:;Joech in the ALdl,bly, 10 leiay, 1300, reported
:i.n -)rit:L~ll gglO.l123t, 15 ;"ay, 1c.il'O.

59 ~ulgrave to 3ir Charles PhipVs, 16 ~ay 1d60, NP.

GO Johnston to Ne~castle, 13 June 1360, JHA 1861, Anp. 2, pp.
';;i-13; J'Ollllston to 'i'ho :F'r:Lends of Lciw alld Constitutional
Hule in hOVD .scotia, 21 June 1u60, J~il~ luG1, A:'!J. 2, pp. 24­
50. He al.so re:~(;ateo the £:,<:J..ll1e .. younds for complaint in .yet
arwther letter, Johnston to l;ewc<l.f;tle, u Jan. 1061, Jl~A 1061,
A~)p. 2, PD. /11-:;.

61 Johnston to Newcastle, 13 June 1uoO, JHA 1061, App. 2, p. 12.

62 llult;rove to l':ewcastle, 2;' June 1jbO, JEA 10G1, A;:,p. 2, 1)1).

2-d; "'lulEre.ve to i~ewcast.le, 26 June 1860, JHA 1661, App. 2,
p. )1.

63

64

65

Hulgrave to l~ ewcas tl e, 10 Jan. 1bb1 , JHA 1361 , App. 2, ~) . 47.

hult~rD.ve to l'Jevrcastle, 23 June l.3bO, JHA 1861 , A~~). 2, ~."-'. tJ.

;';inute ( 1 1 ~ful'y 1 joO) on HulgrC1.ve to Herlastle, 23 June 18bO,
CO 21,//220.

66 hinute (17 July 1;)00) on l,jul[;ro.vc to i'~e'ilcastlc, 23 June lobU,
co 21'7/220.

67 hinute (2 Dec. lu~0) on Mul~rave to Newcastle, No. 93, 1 Nov.
ld60, CO 217/227.

68 Tupper to Newcastle, 29 Oct. 1J60, JHA 1~61, App. 2, pp. )2-8.

69 Minute (1 Dec. 1~60) on Eulgrave to Ne~castle, Ko. 93, 1 Nov.
1660, GO 217/22(.

70 The most im~ortant one was the dismissal of the ~ditor of the
~cRdian ~~~~l~~T., P. S. HRffiilton, from a position of ReGistrar
of Dpeds in lIalif[lx.

'11 Johnston to IJe'.vcastle, 6 August 18GO, JHA 1861, App. 3, pp.
3- Lr.

'72 MulGrave to Newcastle, 21 Feb. 1661, Newcastle Pa~ers, ~eC

11,1:;S.



214

'/3 l;ulp'ave to lleVlc,q8~le, J~o. 1, 3 JRn. 1061, CO 21,//220.

74 Howe to hultrave, 4 Jan. 1601, JHA 1G61, App. 2, 9.39.

75 l·;ulbrave to ~;ewcastl(;, J~o. 1, J <Tan. L.)G1, CO 21'7/228.

76 Howe to ;,;ul~~rave, LJ· J'an. 10b1, JhA 1361, Ap;). 2, p. 39.

'77 British 9..2.2-9.0.is_~, 2 Lj., 29 <Tan., lGC1 j Acadi.s.n l\ccorder, 5,
12, Jan., lu61.

76 See Johnston to ~ewcastle, J Jan. 1661, JHA 1bG1, A~p. 2,
;,p. L~ 1-2.

79 Johnston to !.ul~rave, 20 :·~arch 1ub1, JEll. 1bt)1, A,,)!J. 2, p. LfS:.
Othor peti.U.ons were also received from ArGyle 'l.'OW1"shi1) and
D:l",b,f GOUllt~T })rotcst,inc; i:<:einct tileir representativGs voti:,'
wi tll EO;'re Ij ..~s:~i te tbeir aeing elec ted 0.13 Conserva tives, ami.
from Guysborough County.

,SO j·;ulcrave to "e'.vcastle, jio. 23, 3 April 1661, co 21'?/22J.

Cl hulgrave to Johnston, 30 Earch 1JG1, JHll. 1861, Ap"). 2, p. 49.

1661 •

83 I'larch, 1061 •

85 !l Letter !.-~ ~che l?~. Eon. "~arl }~~~ll etc. (Ee.lifax, 1062.) I

fup~er P&~er3, ")]. C:.~b-JOb, PAG.

86 Hulerave to ;~ewcastle, 1;0. Jb, 2b Dec. loGl, CO 217/229.

07 Linute (9 Jan. 1;]02) on ;';ulGrave to Xewcastle, No. 06, 26
Dec. luGl, CO 21?/?;~9.

83 Minute (10 J~n. ldL~) on Nulgrave to Newcastle, No. 6b, 26
Dec. 1061, CO 21?/229. '

89 Blacl~wood to Enlcr8ve, 1G Jan. 18G2 (3arleythory>e), lIP.

go 31ackwood to ~ulsrave, 21 J.s.D. 1062, ~P.

91

92

93

l.t?:i..d.

hul/.';rcwe to BlackifOo,i, 21 Ja!l. 1002, LB.

llulGrave to Hewc8.st10, L.Lj Jan. lulJ2, LIL.

94 His salary ~as to be reauced from ~l"OOO to S12,000 and his
Private Secret8ry's sti~end was to be his responsibility.



215

96 ;';ulcr2vc to 1,je':;castle, 26 ;;~)rch 1062 (Se:oara te), JhA 1(jb3,
Ap~). 11, '::-1}1. 1-~.

9"1 HOVIa to l'.01'/ci'}stlo, 24 Larch 10G2, JHA li3Gj, A;)? 11, ~). 11,.

90 Hul[;rave to jie':Jc8.stle, 26 l'iarch l(;tJc~ (Separate), JHA 1S6;"
AIY0. 11, ',l. j.

99 hulcravc to j~o':ie, 2L, Iiarch loG2, Ho':,'e PD,pers, Vol. ), >
39", }'AC. 'l'b,) !~.?d:Lo.:'l ,'iec2!(_2.3:'. <:~ccused. hul.:..;rave Iiof e=·;ert­
inc Ilis O',1n Ifni::'l,illr:-in 'nower to hol? the Gover~'1mefjt ,,:ain
l' e Cru l' t c-- \I ( ',' 1 ,~,. 1" ,. 2 )

- . D • .. :J ~ ~c.J. j , 0 () •

100 Referred to in j,.uli,r:3ve to ;;C"\'!ca<3tle, ~w. 30, 3 A:oril 12lj2,
JEA h'; \::.::, AVSJ. 11, r. 0.

102 ;·:u1r::,I',we to J31dcl>':':lOoci, 3 A:oril 1362, L13.

10;) l,ulLrave to ;;e1:lci;.:::,tle, j Ao1'il 1362, J}JA 1863, A~Jl). 11, I'P •
.5-7.

104 l,;ul[re,ve to J31&.c~c:rood, 3 April 1ub2, LB.

105 lIe appro2cherl the two Rouan Catholic members for Anticonish,
Eugh EacDOYle.ld 2.nd J'ohn l:ackinnon.

106 Britis!l y'~~~~~is~, 29 July, 1362. See also the editions of y,
20 AUGust; 11 Lov., 1062 and t_ci'ldian l~~;cor~t~I., 2 AU,_ust, 1",62.

107 hulcrave to Newcastle, 9 Dec. 1362, LB.

10~j Ibid.

109 ~\re\'JccGtle to 1·;ulcr8.ve, n. d. (Jan., 1d6,), EP.

110 Mulsr&ve to N8wcastle, n. d. (Jan., 1~63), LB.

111 J. A. Chir;hollrl, sd., 'J.IJe ~)T)eechc:s_ an(l.::. l~u_bll:!!_ J~ettcrt? of
~,9.:cen~ liQ.~'~ (H~o,lij'ax, lS'09), II, 412.

112 Hulgrave to r,ewcar;tle, 1 A})ril 1663, LB.

114 ~ulErave to ~ewcastle, n. d. (Jan., 1d63), L3.

11 ~

11 G

Eule,rave to Newcastle, 10" A""'rl'l 1"':::<:, LB- .:.~ 0,-,.-', •

I-iulcrave to l:cwcasth-, 1 April 1863, LJ3; Hulgrave to Black­
WOOd, 30 April 136~, LB.



216

11'7 Ib:l6.

11(5 L"~11t;rDvC t.o ITevfcastle, 23 hay lJG), LB.

119 Hull~rave to l::lack','l':,od, 2~ June 1~G.3, L3.

120 Hul£.;rave to •. ewcastle, 0-10 June 1<.)63, LB.

121 I bj d.

122 l.Qid.

123 Nulsrave to Newcastle, 11 July 186), LB.

12:', Sec, for GXoffi,!=,le, hulL.:rC'.ve to Arthur Gordon, 25, 31 JRn. 1862,
L3.

126 Mul~rave to NeWc8stle, No. 53, G Au~ust 1661, CO 217/22~.

12'7 Ibid.

128 Ham:ilton to ;:uli.,::rove, 1'7, 23 Feb.; G IJarch 1660, e:'1Cl. in
.t-;ulcrave to Newcastle, J'~o. ~0, 26 Eay 1jGO, CO 217/226.

129

130

131

}Iar;li:L ton to l<ewcastle, 15 t·';ay 186O, CO 217/226.

Eulerove to l·[swcEtr.:;tle, No. 1::0 26 Hay 1860, CO 21'7/2<::b./u,

r'lu1,::;rave to i,ewcastle, 0-10 June 1(6), L3.

Normunb;; to i:o\'lcast1e, 20 Ausust Li63, L3.

133 Ibid....

154 ):bicJ.

1)] :lorl:lanby to }~xecutive Council, 15 sept. 1d63, encl. in
NoruanoJ to J,ewcastle, No. 62, 1'1 Sept. 10b5, JHA 1004,
App. b.

1;;6 liorl!lanoy to ~·.ewcastle, Ho. 82, 17 sept. 1863, JHA 1064,
APl1. 6.

137 ~ornanby to bxccutive Council, 15 sept. ldG3, JHA 16b4,
App. 6.

1j3 Ne',vcastle to ActinG-beovernor, lio. 59,6 Oct. 1863, Copy in
NP. See 2180 minutes by Blac~wwod (28 Sept.) and 1ewcast1e
( -0 S ~) 00 -17/ -?J • 8 r l,. , oJ c' L-_ ,)~- •

139 B,:ccutive Council of l~ova Scotia to Colonial Office, 2)



217

Nov. 10(j~" encl. in .coyle to ~ierlce,'3tle, 1;0.100, 2b I'Jov.
1063, Co.:y in NP.

11+2 I\orl'ianby to Howe, 16 Sept. 1Gbj, liOV18 P8:DerS, Vol. 3, PlJ.
797-00.3, }JAC.

14;; E. H. S2,'c.n~r:,ers, ""h2:.0..£ Pr8m:i..~I...:2. of l\Ova §2.q.:tL~ ('.eoronto, lS09),
pp. 76-'1, 0:;,ff.

ll.j,L~ =:<e,.y, 'l'rui1s:itioi., r'. 261; 13 f cl-;:, "',elle l';ova Scotia 'Dis.9utec1.
Election 'il , Y". :51J.,; i·.acPhee, 'rhe Administration, ~)p. 1)'4ff.

D. P. Cli? l~ke, '1:'1:0 r';olonial Off tee J',t ti tudE: to\'lards the !ork­
inr of nes~8nGi~le Government, 1j5~-66 (Unpublished Ph. D.
thC:3i[.;, London, 1<;'):':,), ,. S9.

146 'rhe eX-(1overl1or >:ent U''') his interest in lioV8 Scotia, corres­
:nondint; i'litll 1oO','/e ~e",uiarlY to 1uu6. In his letters, he
continued his att~ck on the ~un0er administration. See the
Howe Papers, Vol. 7, ,p. 218-G~: PAC.

1if7 }~ormanby to Bo':,:on, b 1-('0 v • 1071, LB.

148 They had used it to fruGtrate the railway policy of the
Palmer administration in 1670-1.

150

1,51

152

Brisbane ~~0.1..t.2:ier, 29 Hov. , 1071 .
;;?I i i?ba 11.-t:. ~;ouri~,

"

Dec. 10710 , .
Bris'ba::JC iLo_1l.~..:tE!£. , 1(; Dec. , 1371 .
_._-~~...--- ~

~3rt8bane Courier 12 Jan. , 1872.---_.....- ..._- ------,
153 Normanby to Ki~b8rley, 24 Nov. 1871, LB.

154 Normanay to Ki~b8rley, 24 Nov. 1~71, LB.

155

15'7

Nor~unby to Herbert, h. d., LB.

~TormCl.nby to Kiwb erle.Y, 2;' Dec. 1071, LB.

Hinuter; b,Y llcroert (1 I'larch, 10'12) and }~ilJlberley (5 harch,
1JJ2) on riorwanby to Kiuberley, 20 Dec. 1871 (Confidential),
CO 234/27.



218

ltO Normanby to Kimberley, 18 JBn. 1672 (Confidential), CO
2 -'"L,/c. '9.

161 llorl;ianby t!J KiU1berlo~r, 1:; ;·lr1Y 1;372 (Confidential), CO 2:A/29.

163 llOl':ilallby to Kilr;oerleJ, 15 E""y 1072. (Confidential), CO 231+/29.

164 Normanby to Kimberley, 4 hay 1872, Lrl.

165 I'Jonmnby to Kimb~)rlE:'Y, 15 Hay 1072 (ConfideJ1tial), co 234/29.

1b? hinute (1'( July, 1,,72) on IJorlilanby to Kimberley, 15 I-lay 1672
(Confici0utial), CO 23L:/c ':J.

1 iJO hi.llu te (Hi July, 13,/2) OYl Hor;;1anby to Kimberley, 15 Lay 1<.;72
(Confidential), CO 23~/29.

172 Pohner to lwrlrian-')J, 16 Hay 1672, r;~vp 1d'72, 9p. L84-500.

Normanby to ilehlorie.lists, 18 May 1872, G.VP 13'72, :r!p. 500-2.

174 Ibid., n. ~OO.

175 Ibid., p. 5Ul.

176 Ibid.•

17'7 1bicJ.•

178 Jbid.

119 Ibid.

100 Ibir~., 9. 502.

181 l';orJ:mnby to Kill1berley, No. 39, 3 June 10'72, ~VP 1873, ~)p. 15.":,;-/1"



219

1{,> ;;tls::;, L:;.fLt::, EemW2.l1t to 1~or};Cl.:J0J, n. d., CO:;JY in ~':P. 'i'he.::,
:nroh;::~tf;c; ",,- 'ainst .!:-,,,'.1;::101' 1'i::I,l0lninc in oLt'ice on the castine
vote of the S~e2ker.

186 NormaDey to Kidberlcy, i) June 1872 (Confidential), CO 234/jO.

1 '07 l\'ono"nb:r to Kimberley, 28 June 1~'72, Lb.

188 HinuteG by herbert (6 AU~.;UE;t, 1':)72) and KiElberley (8 Au'~ust,

ld72 on Normanby to Kimberley, 13 June 1372 (Confidential),
CO 2jL!/:.().

189 Kiillberley to i~ormi3.ni)Y, ') Aucust 1372, NP; Herbert to Formanby,
18 Au'~u,':;t 1,/72, l~P.

190 Herbert to lWrl,18noy, 115 Au~ust 1872, NP.

191 .t3ri"m:oton, jjell, and 11alllsey.

192 .iJorJ11aT!b~7 to Kiclbcrloy, 19 Jan. 18?4, LB.

193 Ibid.

194 J. C. Voclder, Sir Samuel .J[\li~er Criffith (Unpublished JIl. A.
thesis, UUi vcr3j_ ty of QueenslCl.nd, 1:,;63), p. 06.

195 See HriE~b811e ~;0ll.~er, 24 April; 16 June, lo?4.

196 iiorH18.nby to Cflrniuvon, 26 l'·~arch 1'074, L3.

197 :~ormanb~T to Carnarvon, 31 Hay - 1 June 1874, CPo

198 1~orm8nhy Lo Carnurvon, 20 July lo'/Lh CP.

199 l~ormiHlb'y to G2rnetrVOn, )1 Lay - 1 June 1874, CPo See also
NormanDy to }lcrb<::rt, 20 Hay; 22 A:oril; 9 An',:.ust 1671+, L.s.

200 Norllianby to Herbert, 10 April lS76, LB.

201 Soe the ed.itorials in the Dai.l..;,: ~l'e}_~[ra~:£l., 12 j'iov., lj71,.,
and in 2l:j.cl)21;~. 99Y!-'.~_c.I., 1c. Iiov., 1074 which commented on
Normanby's deporture froM the colony.

202 Norm"lliby to Carne.rvon, 9 AUGust 10'74, CPj N'orwanby to Herbert,
9 ftuc;uGt 1 J'1/~. L.:.3.

203 Carne.rvon to ,;orrrl<inby, 26 August 1871r, hPj Herbert to I~or­

manby, 8 Dec. 107 ft, lIP.

20 LI- l;ormallby to Ecrbert, 10-17 Oct. 1874, LB.

20~ See Chapter VII, Section 2, esp. pp. 281-2.
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?O'( .::iee NOrLl8.nhy to Carnarvon, 11 J'une 1075, CP; 110r:nanby to
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208 Grey to G2r~arvon, 21 Nov. 1074, CO 209/232.
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210 NOr![lanby -co Carn2.rvon, 22 Dec. 1374, CPo

211 Normanb~ to Carnarvon, 23 Oct. 1875, CPo

212 B~88d on rrc~'6 Bddresses in his electoral caM9aicn of 1875,
11he :S..c1(~T_~,r;,:,,_ep' .9-! 53ir GC()I~,.§'. GrJ?..,Z, Ji. f.. I2,. _to }he ~~,..§~t_oT'::
of Ai.lC~,.;:lc"'l;,, ~cdr,1)hlet in A?L. -,-,s"oci9,ily vc,luoble ':iElS Grey's
'sr;r,ech-[,-t'-'~[le Choral Lall, Auc~:lE.'nd, 2.2 i·;arch, h/15.

213 l\orl;l2..noJ to Carnarvon, 6 April 1875 (Confidential), CO 209/2'54.

215

216

Hinute (2 June, 1075) on l:orinB,nby to C2.rnC1rVOn, 6 Anril 1075
(Colifi(~e)jtir,l) , CU 209/234.

Ej_flU to (5 ,June, 1075) on ;:orm.qnby to Carnarvon, 6 April 1875
(Conficlenti&l), CO '09/'''''-.Lc:.. c..../ t.

Ninute (6 137:.=;) ~;ormanby to Carn8rvoll,
..

April 16/5June, on b
(Confidential) , CO 209/23Lt.

217 Hercules Robinson and Bowen held 8i0ilar views. See, for
exam])le, Hobinson to l;orJ:lanby, 12 Jan. 1076, lJP.

213 J. Hutherforcl, 13ir Cieor:e G:re:J , lo1~-.2.§.: /:;, £3tu2..Y in Col-2J).ial
Gov~?nt (Auckland, 1950), Cha:pter 330

219 Rorlf,anby to Cnrnarvon, 11 June 1375, CPo

220 l~orm8.nhy to Herbert, 2 August 1375, LB.

221 Horn;anby to Co.rne,rvon, 27-8 Aut:ust 1875, LB.

222 };oruanby to Carnarvon, 27-8 AUGust 13'75, LB.

223 HL;PD XVIr, 1~2 (3 AUf::,ust, 1(75)

221:- l'fo rmanby to Carnarvon, 12 Jan. 1876, CPo

225 Nor,nanby to Herbert, 2'7-8 June 1376, LB.

22,6 NormanbJ to Carnarvon, 12 Jan. 1870, CPo

227 'l.'he vlllole exchance is in CO 2.09/2j5. '.['he specific let tel' Vias
Grey to Vo~el, )1 Larch 18'76. See also the a:,1Usin i, rejo.i.nder,
Vosel to Grey, 28 j-lay 18'70, in Let.:ters to bir Ceo~ yrG.•Z, Al'L.
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223 Grey to lWrJ-lcU:by, 23 j'.').] lo'7( :i_j~ ,C~).~!,e'::.:'_oJ'':.?:...eJLc.f. l:.:~~t~!W~;::' tl~S;__
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229 ~ormanhy to Grey, 24 May 10'l6 (Auckland), in ibid.

230-1 Grey to CarnB.rvon, 5 June 10'1o, AJliH 12/16, A-1B, p. 4.

232 NOrmnl!by to Carnarvon, 5 June 1S7G (Auckland), CF.

233 For:.lanhy to Carnarvon, 27-8 June 1376, LB.

234 Normanby to Carnarvon, No. 27, 21 June 1~76, AJHR 1676, A-1B,
:S-P 1-~/.

235 Einute (5 Se~,t., 1,376) on Hormanb:r to CD.J'narvon, Ho. 27, 21
June 1~'16, CO 209/23~.

236 NZPD XXIII, 26, 283.

238 ~or~aliliy to Carnnrvon, 16 Oct. 1376, CPo

239 NZPD LGII I

2lj,O J--,':J:i.(L, ~:)l). 292, .~95-7, 291) 2':Jl~. l:orinar.b~r ~)r:Lvately cplled
lie-es lla. to"'.ci~;Il; ~';Ori'l[\ilh'y, to Herbert, 13-21 0e~,)t. 1076, L3.

241 liZPD XXIII, 51).

242 IbiC:.,:9. 31 n. Grey returned to tJ18 Bubjoct on the 23rd Oct­
ol,er \'Illen ho:: ~lccuseci l"oruanby of r!ri tin:': "'.'li th a ~)en 01' :.Jo.lice",
o nd declC:lred tta t "hi.':' courEYe \1b s u ':la~l ton a nLi unfed.r abuse
of rower • • • l?l:d] a deliberate e. t tem:!Jt to ill jure me. II; ;',Z}JJ)

XXIII, 55~-d. lie also wrote another lons letter to Normanby
defcndir.8 hiG conduct - Grey to Kor;nanoy, 17 Oct. 1076, AJ,dR
A-1 C, I'p. 1-3.

243 For oxample, see QJ~2 P'O (;u~rdJ2l~1 20 Oct., 1876; l~ ~ ,?-;ec\18.!ld
Herald, 1Lf, 1'1 Oct.; 11 .:ovenber, 10'76; l:.1ttclton 'l':i.r~~~, C.)

Oct., h)'!ll.

244 ,see, for eX81,l:?le, l-'r cs,£ , 16 Oct., 1816; i\ew iJ6alan~ 1.':i.l,10S, 16
Oct.) 1u'?6.

245 Normanby to Carnarvon, 23 AUGust 1876, CP.

246 liormanby to Carnarvon, 20 AUEust 1876 (Confidential), CO 209/235.

21f7 Norr:ianby to Carnarvon, 1\0. 5~·, 15 Hov. 1(3'7b, A<..TlJ:H 1077, Al, r. 5.
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21t.:) lior_,<:1.llb u to (;-'?r nf1.rVO 11 , ?? Lnr-il 1 :,'?'7 (Tnvercar:;ill), l.,_co,.
0""0 ,--L30 ~:vr"lal1bJ to C",:~'lnrvOnl <; Lay 13'7'7 - IIPeo:"lo ;:,re
-beco;'l:i -:j,' avery d::>y )nore convinced tnat under the new ;:;:,.-c;tel:i
local r.:::elf-~;o'Jermleilt is Cl realit:." while under Frovincielislil
it rr:16 a [-;hD.!::. II

2Lt9 See J. 1). Clr::;onci to D. i':cLean, 111- Au,_wc-t 13'16, hcLeRn hSS.,
330, (,AI,; \!. Fo'.: to J'. tall, '-) Jan. 18'17, Hall Papers, G!.L.

250 ;jorj:lan'oJ to C:~rnarvon, 27 April 1077 (Invercarsill), L.8.
E. }<'ox cc.,Jl:uonted to ';02:el that "Lord Hor::allby f.3CelilS to have
done very ~ell in foes of the few Dunedin fools ~ho tried to
puniGh h:Lrn bJ a QGlllonstration a.lid ':,retched :parade about his
Darti zan;~hiI) re Grey." Fox to Vocel, 5 Lay 1877, 'v 0-:01 PC',-perG,
GLL.

2~)1 A. S. _Ul-dnf'O)l to }~. E. ~Uchmond, 15 hov. 1876, Atkinson
PajlerS, A'rL.

252 l~or:.lculb./ to CCJr:nc~rvon, 15 :-Jov. 1076, CPo I:. Fox C2.11ed the
convontj_ol' net vcr~r t:-~'.le affair, in(~ee~l." Fox to VoCel, lb l{ov.
L;7G, vo ,~l P2~'ers, ~:AL.

255 Kormanby to Carnarvon, 27 JUly 1077, CPo

257 Horoanby to ~8rbert, 11-18 Oct. 1377, 1a.

259 h-orlilailby to J-:::erbert, 11-10 Oct. 1677, 113.

260 Ibid. CO::l are So.undcrl3 t view from a liberal standDoi:lt. C1rev IS---- _. - ...
"five collcCl:.."ue[~, ',!bo had never willinGly cO;,1L1itted Cd1 8.ct or
self-denie.l in tbeir nhole lives, and who hacl, each in his own
':,ray, ~)rove.j, hiHlself to De remarl\:ab1y untrust::orthy.1l A.
,saunders, U2.;:tor~L ?f ~ Zeala3!2:., Ii, j6).

261 Ibhl.----
262 Ibid.

2b~ See Chapter VI.

2611- I;orl1lanoy to Ler:)ert, 29 Oct. - 16 lrov. 1877, LB. For a sim­
ilar vier" Gee F. D. 3811 to John Hall, 21 Dec. 1u77, 11all
PaI)erS, (,AI..
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'1.'he Colonial Office firmly backed the Governorf; in ~)r8-

serving their control of the preroGative. Even Frederic Rogers,

usually so realistic about the im~lications of colonial self-

government, considered that the discretion should be retained

as long as possiDle. 13 Lord Kimberley summed up the Colonial

Office attitude in 1872:

It is better exce~t in extreme cases to express no official
oplnlon, as no two cases are alike and the exercize of the
prerogative of ~issolution is eminently a power • • • which
can only be 6atisf~ctorily dealt with by a man who is on the
spot, and faffiiliar with all the d6tailed circumstances of the
moment. 1Lj

In those circumstances, the Governor had alwost a free hand but

such support was appreciated because it enabled him to rebuff

attacks uade on him, especially in the Australasian colonies

where Professor Hearn rightly observed: "So far as I have been

able to judee) it [the prerogative of dissolution] ap?ears the

great stumbling block •• •• 11
15

During his career, Normanby had occasion several times

to wrestle with the problem of dissolution; detailed accounts

of his conduct in New Zealand in 1877 and in Victoria frow 1880

to 1833 will be given below. In Nova Scotia and Queensland, all

the dissolutions durinG his administrations were caused by the

normal expiration of time or occasioned by a change in electoral

laws, although in both he had to withstand determined attempts

to force him tu dissolve tl.e assemblies, details of which are

. 1 1 1G H d"SJ.ven e seWlere. e J.a, however, refuse to grant a dissolution

to J. J. Johnston after the disputeu election in ~ova Scotia in
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2GG Norroanby to ~erbert, 22 ~ov. - 12 Dec. lC77, LB.

268 tJervoi.':' to ;jor'!!anb~l, 15 Oct. 1u?7 Uldelaide), AJHR 1877,.AG
(llerGin[~ftcr cited as Ab), :';0. 1.

269 Grey to J.ol'):;&nby, 20 Nov. 1077, AG, :':0. 2.

270 l;orLlanby to liJlrbert, 22 Nov. - 1.? Dec. 1Cs'17, LB.

271

272
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J crvoj.8 to l~orm[,d1by, ;.:.. CJ l~OV • 1CJ77 , Ab, 1\0. l~ •

Grey to iJorll1an-b~l, 3 Doc. 1G'17, 11.6, l~ o. G.

Norl;lan1,y to ("'re-·.' , :; Dec. 1i.377, Ab, 1)0. '7.

~Iorl j::.rlo~l to herbert, 22 l'~ ov . - 12 Dec. 1877, LB.

27') kL!-_t.g1tc1l}, ~l):J~.~8, 10 Dec., 1,/17. See 1'1.130 ~\rew .0ee1a!'d Ii'2rI~lsi,

S' DGc., 1,>'/'(.

276 .l':ori'lG.n'by tu Heroert, 22 Nov. - 12 Dec. 10'77, L3.

277 l,or;;w.llby to GrGJ', 10 Dec. 1377, l';L:JliA G1'1/7.
,

278 I;ZPD XX:CI, 72 (G July, 10'19). 'l'hat rms also the vie\'f of tho
i\ew ;(8<110'1(' Jlerc:,lc, 12 Dec., 1077. Grey defended his action
;;n-hiG--8(u~:)=-to~ur3'durinG the recess • .:lut ~\:o:cr:lanoy was sup-
:;orted by t '1 e J.:.::Ltt~)._'!:.S?J~ 'l1ir:~, 9 Jan., 1 ;)78 - "'l'he im!lo:-3it­
ion of 'cj,e ,,('to UlJOn the Land .Jill would nave cl.]'lv'unted to a
~ §.:.',~.l!'.' <' r(;~.rolution in Fd,1/JUscade. 1l I"atc:r, i,orr:12.nby
C01L;i(lerel, t h:Ls sta.:ld had done Grey :reat hc).rYJ. i;or,dailby
to Harbert, Dec. - 4 Jan. 1877-3, LJ •

279 Spe, for c .ple, Press, 17 Dec., 1377.

200 J.~a,"da.ll t1(;I111son to Colonel Russell, 16 Dec. 1077, Russell
P8pers, C',I....

231 C. ,f. rtichmoncl to h. A. At;d.nson, 27 Dec. 1·.)77 (Pr:i..vc,te), in
c • .scholef~.elcl, '.L'he E:i.cluond. - Atl~inson Pa ne1's (;lellil1t'ton,
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282 Horrianby to Hicks 13each, 20 June 1378, L3.

283 hormanb,i to nerbcrt, ~1 Dec. - 4 Jan. 1377-8, LB.

234 Hor:I1anby to Carnarvon, ;SO Jan. 1J'I8, L:3.

285 He '.'ras 8Epecially critical of the leadership of the Opposition,
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particuli"rly Atldnson. II}IS, 0')1:; c.,s h" is in other reGpects,
he :Ls worth {lotl1iw~ as a lc~(;,":e1' •••• If the 0:9Dosition
hRd c1 lcaG.or \'forth hi~; solt, tlJin~:: ·;Joule. never hel.ve ~ot into
tte stnte they ':.re i.n ••.• " :':ormanby to herbert, 30 U"y
1878, LTL

286 NorlrlC'.nby to Carnarvon, 30 Jan. 13'10, L13.

287 NOrlt1an1).~1 to Ca.rnarvon, 11 Dec. 1077 (Confidential), CO 209/236.

288 Noruanby to Herl)ert, :51 )Jec. - 4 Jan. H;T?-o, L'3.

289 ;-;lowen to h. A. Atkinson, 15 Feb. 1076 (Christchurch), Atkj.n­
son P~Ders, A~L.

290

291

292

294

The EJ.otion '::';J8 lost after a de1Jate "/hicL dehe.'1erated ijlto
an attack all the Governor's Rction~ in 1375-G. NZPD X~lV,

Lr16-27.

'l'his V:;:>'o sU":8sted by Hicks 13e3ch in a minute; (1 1+ Au!,ust,
16'76) 0;" J:ori.1D.l1by to hicks beach, 110. 25, 22June 1'.)'76, CO
209/25'1.

?<for:'1Emby to b erbert, 20 June 1J'?8, 11:.

Eeruert IS COl1Wellt "/9..S IIThis must be contrad.icted." Comment ill
Hi e i.iarciic. 01' ~Jor;,;,:-,n'DY to Hicks i:.icach, l~-O. 25, 22 June 107,3,
CO 20')/2:;/1.

Grey to i~Orl,i:1..nb;y, () June 1373, eYlcl. in ~;onnanby to Licks
Beach, Ho. ~~, 22 June 137J, CO 209/23'1.

295 liorulan'oy to (1re:;', 17 June 137<3, AJllR 1078, A1, 1'10.15, y. lSi.

296 The com~lete corres~ondence is in AJHR 1373, A1.

297 Korl11anb~r to lIor')ert, 20 June 1~70, LB.

290 Ilic~s Jcc,ch to l';on12,nby, Ho. 34, 1 SOl)t. 18'78, AJI-m 1880, A2,
.i.'~o. 2.

299 1a. ter, in th e }louse, Grey expr'Ssscd sirailar ideas. "I re"'.lly
thinl: that the thw has come in whic~l we, [lS indsl)Sndent men,
miGht deter;nine not to ~)ay ar:y attention wh0-tGoever to Dn~;

correspondence thE, t Lla~r !Jo se; bet\'!een the Governor c1),d the
Sccret:::.ry ot' ,sta to - not to elilLC'rrass onrr.~elV813 \':i th thp, t
subject, but to ~o qUietly about our o~n bu~ineGS ••• and
simply corr82~ond ~ith the Secret~ry of state, 2S an assembly

when the Constitution Act COr::1I'el:::: us to •••• 'Chen I
th:Lnl~ there '.'Iill be j';1Uch 1(:,r;6 ch[uce of cettin.:-; into c1iJ'f8r­
enee.s vlith the 1JO]I)8 C:fOVOrlllllent." l;ZPD ,0:\11 I , ~)72 (21 Au(~.ue;t,

18'/0).
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lJi,c\.c: Dec'ell, 12 Se;,Jt. 1070; ~,or,.i()llbJ to .Jr8LJGtoll, >-9 Oct.
1,.>(8, L.I).

302 J;orJ;18n1J.] to herbert, 30 Oct. 1J78, LB.

''::01, L' 1 '--')D x'rx (0"- "0 lu"'7o"') - II",'/e 'hpr1 ~ l",o'Tcr"'.or./ J:'or exa:.:" .. e, 1\ L:.l I "d.• , Cl-. :; , 0._, ~., L

hos t:Lle to W:: • • • • Lc t o.nJone look at the flubli2h8C1 Parl­
ia1ne"",tDry P'-';::Jers frOt1 'the l,loment I CDlil3 into the r"Ouse, onci
2c-e ':,hether .,:ucll is not tIle eDGe. II

305 ~ormanby to Branston, 2 iov. 1378, LB •

.30c, Crey' 8 sreee;} at t,orahc1.lJ1ston, 21 Dec. 1073, re})orted in fross,
23 Dec., L'7o.

30c) lll'e;; to ;;ol'l:l9.nby, 21 Jc'cn. 1079, AJHR 1(579(ii), H26 (Eel'ein­
a.fter cited e.s h2b), i.o. 1.

:'09 l;orulanhy to Grey, 2L~ Je..nl,l2,ry 1379, H2b, 1~0. 2.

510 Grey to :ior:'nanb~r, 20 Jan. 1079, Re6, iTo. 5 .

.3 1 1 =i0 r lDo. n1J y toG r ey, 2 9 Jan. 1d79, H2 (:" 11o. 6.

;',12 NeVI :6ea1und--- ----~-_.---

(l' iraes G----,._-, Dec. 13'17.

31j See, for e:c31ilTile, k:.:..ttelton '1'ig.§',§., 21 Jan., 10'19. Grey dici

attOJ<1pt later to justify his coY:!o.uct wlJen tDXe(). 3bout it in
the houDe. 11'1'0 me the life 01 tIle 11uiJolest child of the poor­
est settler on the ,;8St COD.,st was of ",are imnortD.l1ce tjwn tho
life of a sick L3.rcllior.ess. 1I :.'~e also insisted tr-w t ;:orl,:D:lby
1,'lC:mted to iilal.\:8 a profit l,y usinC trie shi:p (Le. '1'ho cl.iffer­
ence bet\'reeCl the cos t of the coal uHd the aillount given to
~;orr10~h'y ~y the Im:'.>eric.l Government for the :r;>assaL;o.) r;ZPD
XXXI, 315 (2~ July, 1~?9).

315 Norm::mby to '!:-o,18h (1), n. d., Park'.:R Papers, A70, HIJo



51d :;ew y~n~!i_:d ~c:...r.?J-.9-., ~)Ull;1.10.r1 for O"uroT)c, Feb., 10'/<;;;
LyttOJ.tOll 'l'i;:11.;3, 24, 27 Feb., 10'79.

~~19 I~1J6'::en, "''hiO ':2,6 violently aLti-Urey, of course, cu')porteci
".:,he "OVGl'nOr \7holl,,/. G.',i. }\w: c"c en , Listor'f 01~ lle\'l IJ~8)c"::d

(3 Vole., l,OllQOn, lJ33-9lJ), .ill, 11S:-;Tf2:"

j20 SaunrJers, ~;JDt?}~y, II, 336; J. Collier, Sir:: ~l-~:r...:..~ ~~£..o2,
GOV[~E';':SJY', ~.J .:J1. .9":-:.!!l;:J:-;~si onex:, ~':l~i t.X:9Y~t2E.. ~\.n ~J:."C:..\or\~~'i 1
Bio;•.r'aD~~ (Cllrietchul'ch, 1909, p. 100; (.r. (~. './il:::;on, 'hs
Grey (';OV(J..!J.::::.~_nt, ~. 21; Hutheri'orcJ., Si..£ G0.2,£0. c.~r~y', ~). 60L,;

B. J. D(Jlton, 'rho (Jovernors of J':ew ZeiJlan(, l'')lJo-92 (UnTmb­
lished H. A. thesis, Canterbury University, 1951), p. 2~2.



VI

In Chapter tw~, some consideration has been given to

the bases and general nature of the discretionary power of the

Governor in the context of the local constitutional system in a

self-eoverning colony and only a brief review is necessary here.

The primary purpose of this chapter is to examine, at first in a

general sense and sUbsequently with special reference to certain

of Lord liorLlanby's actions, the way in which two facets of that

~ower could be used.

Simply expressed, the Governor's discretionary power

was his aoility to act without or contrary to the advice of his

ministers. The most extreme exercize of that discretion included

the dismissal of ministers - in essence, a refusal by the Governor

to accept any of their advice -, the disallowance or suspension

of colonial legislation, and the refusal of advice which was

considered to be contrary to law or subversive to the constitut­

ion. As has been pointed out above,' however, the UDe of discretion

for those purposes was very, infrequent. ~uch more common were the

special cases afforded by the prerogative of mercy, the selection

of the leader of llew administrations, the Governor's control over

the dissolution of the legislatures, and the appointment of

members to the upper chambers. The emphasis placed here on the

latter two was not dictated merely by the fact that l;ormanby

227
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fi':"':Hrcc~. in Ejc,ve~·[tl controvcrc:i.21 inci "1t:nts involvillC them but

beer,.Uf·H.' they l~rl:1,'[ the Governor j,lO;,:t sc~unrely into the toils of

colonial Dolitics.

In ),]:3,:1y colonier", the preroe-:a tiva of mercy had, from an

enrly stage or responsible i;OVernYilent, been conducted larGely on

ministerial advice. Indeed, in the Dominion of Canada, that fact

had been re£iatered in ~ change in the Governor-GeneralIs Inetruct-

ions in lJ78 when, except for lIIatters of direct imperial interest,

he VIaG enjoined to accent advice. 'l'hat chanbe was extended to the

Australasian colonies in 1j92. Generally, only those Governors with

a special interest in the 0uestion such as Sir John Younc, ~ho had

extensive ox~eri0nce with the treatment of criminals, concerned

theJilselves yat:, the prerocative. Host seomed to be content to follow

the convention of non-interference which had been developeci.. It v:as

signifi.cant 21f~0 that it was 'in ::ew Sou thJa les where YounG had

served that much of the controversy over the use of the prerocative

too~<:: place. 'i'he a~tion of Governor Lusfr,we in Queensland in 1608

when he overruled c;dvice in a colony in ,;{hich Euch a conventJon

of non-illterfel:ence hDd b8en established was the most important

, 2
single factor leading to the change in 1092.

In part, the rif,ht of selectin~ the politician to form

a new adwinictration was a corollary of the control of dissol-

ution by the Governor. If D. discolution ~as refused and in con-

seouence the l!linistry vlhich acivised that step resiCned, he had

to find a man ca9ahle of forming a new government which could

cor:ll:iD.nd stable support in the leGislature or at least make a

reasolJc.,ble C8,se fo1' a dis:301ution itself. Other circulllstances



229

upualJy less difficult, necessitating selection were the resion-

ation of a ~ri~e ~inlster Be on t~dividual or the resi~nations

of ministers ;:'.[;3 a result of electoral or parlial!lentary defeat.

\lhere toler8.bl;y sta;)le party croupinss ,'lith aclmo',/ledged leaders

haJ become established, the s~lection was relatively sim9le, the

party leader bein~ approached to form a new ~overnment. It could

be wuch l'lOre 6~Lfficlll t, however, where those factors were E.bs8nt

and where ther(~ nere mc: ny ~101itici(;tn:~ i'rom whom to choose. J,;ven

with the ~oRsible advice of the retiring prime minister or other

,interested ;)eo-;;;lo, 3 the selection in tho,se circurru::; l:ances could

occasion some critici8~ of a Covernor1s choico. Such a case, de-

tailed bolo's, 'c'jas t!:le cllOice of Sir Bryan 0 I LObhlen es the Prc:iier

f V · t . . 1 )cJ) 1 • Ijo lc-orl~ lD u

Before &xominins Nor~anbyls exercize of his ciiscretion

!;lertaininc to d:'lssolution, sowe cene:cal cor:ments should be llJC?c\e

about tlwt aspect of the prero;ative. By studyin.:: ~{or':l[;nbyls

actions, it appears to this writer that the authorities on the

Governor's discretionary powers such as Todd, Keith, Evatt or

Forsey5 hreve ne.c.~lectGd one essential element. In their arcuments

on the validity of other authorities and in their search for

ceneral rules in a jungle of precedents, they have shunted the

personal factor com~lctely into the b2ckZround. A Governor was

not a robot ~iftinc through precedents and the works of Hay,

BCl.:;ehot, BearE or 'Jod,.:. C' in order to arrive at the optimum solu t-

ion for (Ol cS1. ven circums tance. Ire could and u2,uall./ aid, ecpecially

if he was well-vorsed in Euch catters, use them to dress his

decision with &uthority but that decision could be arrived at
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initl~lly on personal Grounds. One must, in fact, learn some-

thing of ~ Governor's private motives, an understandin~ of which

is very difficult if public documents only are consulted. Of

course, this is Dot to imply that all Governors used their dis-

cretion iL that way - only a completely detailed study of each

case supplemeuted by a knowledge of the Governor's prior conduct

and political sympathies could establish that. But, in the case

of Normanby, it does seem clear that the personal factor can

not be it,nored.

In 1858, Herman Merivale accurately assessed the role of

the prerogative of dissolution: "By far the most important

discretionary power now vested in a Governor, under responsible

government, is tha t of dissolution. ,,7 'l'he discretion exercized by

the Governor in [ranting or refusing requests for dissolution

frequently came under attack, especially from those politicians

who felt themselves adversely affected by it. Some delegates at

the 1887 Colonial Conference sugGested its removal,8 but it

survived intact well into the twentieth century. Trollope's

LJrediction made in 1873 that "it will come to be accepted in the

colonies before long as good constitutional doctrine that, in

this matter, as in all other matters of political practice, the

governor should be ~uided by his responsible advisers ••• ,,9was

proved rather premature. ~hy it did not follow the direction of

the preroGative of mercy is not altogether certain but the trad-

ition of the Governor's unfettered control, the Colonial Office's

backinG of that position and the feelil1[:; on the part of many

colonists that it countered unfair political tactics were
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contitutin~ factors in its survival. ¥urthermore, political

conditions in many colonies ~ere such that they enabled that

control to be used with success, on essential basis for its

continuance.

by the 1880s, there had been many exat:lples of granting

or refusing advice for dissolutions before the ~rescribcd leneth

of colonic,l pc:,:cliajJJellts had. been e::r>ended and a host of General

grounds for a Governor's conduct h&d been established. So many

indeed that in 1878 !=(obert Herbert could comment: llThere is nOl'I

a precedent which will fit almost any conceivable combination

of circumstances under which a dissolution may be asked and

refused ••.• 11
10 In the same vein, he had noted earlier the

wide latitude a Governor had:

There being of Lecessity no rule on the subject, a minister has
always GOllie Good c\rgUjjlent in favour of beine; allowed a dissolut­
ion, and a Go',-ernor can not,' e;:cept in a very extreme case, be
proved to be vrong in refusing a dissolution; because under the
constitution h0 is alone responsible f.)r doing what in his own
view of all the CirCUJilstances, he tlLinks right.. 11

A Governor could take into consideration factors li1<:e the age

of the existing parliament, whether supply had been secured or

not, whether there VIaE, any chance of findirlg an al ternative

ministry in the assembly, which group had controlled the last

dissolution, whether the grounds advanced were valid ones, the

possible outcome of the election to follow, whether there were

definite is. ues on which an appeal to the electorate could be

made, and the problems caused by the timing of the new election.

Under-scoring &11 these was the necessity, in Herbert's Nords,

to act "fairly to all parties and in the best interests of the
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The refusal by Normanby to crant Sir GeorGe Grey a dis-

solution in l~te 1377 has u doublo int6rest. In the first place,

Normanby set out !Tlost fully his opinions aG to a Governor's use

of the prerotative in ~efending hie refusal in the face of an

eloquent and persistent attack b;'l Grey. Secondly, it was the

Vleightiest exa;J1ple ii'l his c:J.reer of how a Governor could use

his constitutional powers to influence colonial politics and to

. f t h' l' d' 13glve some 'orce 0 1S own persona ~reJu ~ces.

Grey had assumea office on October 13th, 1877 and had

been met on the 24th by a illation of want of confidence by the

former Prime hinis ter, Harry AtLinson. 'l'wo days later, Grey

approached ~ormanby informally to ask about the possibility of

an immediate dissOlutio~.19 \fuat transpired at that meeting i6

largely unknown but it was eVid.ent that Grey was rebuffed on

the grounds that no assurance had been e;iven that supplies

would be securea to tide the colony over the period of the

elections. Grey, it seemed, had suggested that a dissolution

would take l:Jlace, if granted, whethf::r or not he could secure

20supply.

The confi<lulco ;flotion was defeated on November 6th Dy

the casting vote of the Speaker but, on the following d&y,

At 1 • • d ." ' 1 t· 21 "h .Klnson aga~n mOV8 0 con11dence reso u lon Wh~C gave r1se

to another r·.-<';,j·,,!:::d, r:r:'Ui'l Grey for a ciissolution. Horm8.rlby asked

for that adv~cc tu be submitted in writing. That, biven on
, ~

November 1/tth, ,~c:' ,':as U'lG beCinr,:Lnc of a lengthy exchange of

"lenOre.: nc,~ \,,11 tel:, to!~,ethe:r wi, th tiLE; correspondenc e on the l.:iilson
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23 t'-' " ,., 21+ 0affair, - has oecome known as ue Seconq i"emorana.um1.aa. ne

of Sir Julius Vogel's correspon~Gnts referred to the exchange

as livery well worth reading as colonial essaying on a nice

constitutional question. 1I25

In his submission, Grey listed the grounds on which

he based his advice, the I;10St important being litho. t upon the

single ground that they were not in power at the time of the

General Election, they have a claim to a Dissolution • •

Other reasons were the unsatisfactory state of parties in the

House consequent on the settlement of the abolition issue, the

parlous position of public busi1l8SS, :1. nO. t11e e::pressions of rub-

1 ic support for his mil1i::::try by the ·)lectorate. He cited as

issues proper to be put before the people, the intended le8is-

lation on financial affairs ~nd the franchise. In Grey's opinion,

lIan appeal to the constituencies appears, therefore, constitut­

ional, as v/ell as just and necessary. 11
27 Einally, he listed a

series of precedents and o~inions to support his case - an

impressive case on paper.

However, he was a5ain rebuffed. ~ormanby asserted, in

his rePly,28 that Grey's government was "hardly in a position

at present to press for a dissolution •• •• " It never had

commanded a najority in the House, as the recent vote could

hardly be construeQ as an expression of confidence. Thus, there

was a distinct pos0ibility that there could be other combinat-

ions which could secure tha~ confidence. To bolster that view,

l'iormanby turned to the other arZUlL1ents put forward by Grey. He

C 0uld not perceivo any ill1portant measure or principle which
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could serve as an iS3ue in the election nor, in his view, had

Grey produceQ any evidence to subbtantiate his claim as to the

eventual outeoue of the election. A~ditional factors militated

against a dis~olution at that time. If, as both Grey and Atkin-

son had proposod, it was their intention to reform the electoral

system, tlien another dissolution ':lould become necessary and it

would be unde,:,irable that the colony should be inconvenienced

by the trouble and expense of two elections in so short a time.

Moreover, he Doted that the season of the year was unsuitable

for an election. riis final and lliost emph&tic point was that no

supply had been br~nted and therefore he could not take the

responsioility of sanctioning public expenditure without a

parli~mentary vote nor of disturbing the colonial finances and

perhaps cauoinG indiVidual distress by Withholding payments

lluntil at any rate he lwd exhausted every other expedient. 11
29

If Grey, however, could satisfy him that Parliament had granted

three months' supply then he would reconc>ider his refusal.

In tlie mClrlora[Jdum, l~ormanby also took the opportunity

to emphasise

that the prerogative of the Crown to dissolve Parliament at any
til!le is undouoted, Ewd it is a preroGCl tive I'ihich requires to J8

exercized wi tL L;rea t jUdGment, a:ld it is al. act in which the
Crown is called upon to uEe, to some e;:tent at any rate, its own
discretion; 2Alld if such is the case vlith the ;Sovereigil who is
not responsible to anyone, ~ore especially clUst it be so in the
case of a Gover~or, ~ho is directly responsible to the Crown for
his exercize of the prerogative. 3D

Writine the same day to Herbert, he felt himself well-

pleased ~ith his reply. He believed that it had been cautious

and phr~sed in such a way that Grey could not possibly criticize
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'z 1
it • ...! But he was very wrong ar.d over the following three weeks,

a copious e~change of notes took ~lace with Grey persistinS in

his advice and arguing over the use of the prerogative. Grey

made his position abundantly clear:

•• the right of a colonial statesman to a Dissolution was the
same as that of an En6lish statesman • • • that he coulti not ad­
wi t the t tllere_ was any inf,)riori ty ei ther in a bilitj or ~:atriot­
ism •.. ~ncd 11" a lJissolution Vias c;iven in this countr,/, it :.~
should be us unfettered as it was when granted in Great Britain.J~

He believed that ~'!ormanby was mistai-;:en in maintainint:;, that the

power of dissolution was a prerogative of the Crown. In reality,

he was convinced that the power was derived from the Constitution

Act of ~ew Zealand, that the Governor was responsible to the law

of the colon.}', Clnd that dissolution vias one of those questions

on which he should act on the advice of his ministers.~3

Naturally, Normanby ~ejected that reasoning completely34

and when Grey continued to press his arguments,35 he rather

curtly attempted to cut off the exchange. He felt

bound recpectfully, but at the same time distinctly, to inform
minibters t~at, he ~ust, for the future, decline to enter into
any controversy or discussion with them, of a general or abstract
character, rewardinE; hi§ cOllstitutional position, his rcsponsib­
ilitiecl, or his duties.)b

If any action of his was cohsidered to be "illegal, unconstitut-

ional, or wrong", recourse could be obtained throuGh an appeal

to the Secretary of State. As was inevitable, however, Grey

would let no one, particularly a Governor, have the last word

and he penned ~,-et another message which, as was promised,

elicited no reply.37

NormanDy, in fact, did submit his refusals to the Colon-

38ial Office, in which he justified his actions. As he had
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ex~laincd to Grey earlier, there was little comparison between

l'~ew Zealand and l)ri tain over the conduct of dissolutions. In

Britain, he considered that the question of dissolution ITas not

brought before t~c public as a subject for controversy as it

often was in the colonies. British ministers did not have an

unrestricted right to demand a dissolution at any time and they

showed great moderation and consideration in advisinG such a

step as well as a~ extreme reluctance to bring the undoubted

prerogative of the Crown into any controversy. The Colonial

Office fully supported the Governor's theoretical position.

~v. R. Halc olm, though a verse to expressing any decisive approv-

al, felt that the SecretarJ was bound to reply that Grey's

ideas could not be sU:Jported, 39 but Herbert was not SO reserved,

suggesting that a strong reply be sent stating that dissolution
,

must be controlled by the Governor, eDpowered as he was by law

and practice. 40 That opinion was incorporated into the official

reply by the Secretary of state. 41

A second major theme which ran though the correspondence

between Grey and Norlllanby was the debate over the question of

supply. Grey argued that the Governor should not take supply

into consideration:

The Governor is simply to do his duty as a Constitutional ~uler.

He has no power to take from the people their rights. If they
injure themselves, the fault is the~rs: he is not to blame ••••
['1'heJ people understand their own rights and interests and are
quite capable of taking care of themselves. 42

Therefore, he insisted that the min~stry was entitled to a dis-
I. :t

solution "unfettered by any conditions of supplies being Granted."'<-"'!
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ial position. He stated his opinion clearly in a despatch to

Lord Carnarvon:

If I had granted a dissolution conditionally upon supply being
voted, I felt that I should be putting a pressure upon the
action of ParJ.ii..lment, to induce thew. to te.ke a step which tiley
otherwise would be un~lllinb to take; bnd besides, I should
have been placing the exercize of the Ro~al prerogative o~enly

and entirely in the h&uds of the House. 4

The lon~ exchange revealed the wide grasp of constitut-

ional usa2::es and precedents at the command of the protagonists.

There was, indeed, some force in several of Grey's arguments

especiall~l his criticism of Normanby's contention that "the

only desire of the Governor is to secure a Govern~ent, no matter

how constituted, which can command the confidence of the majority

of the represG11tati ves of the people of New :6ealand. ,,45 ':;.'hat

might have been constitutionally impeccable but its result, as
,.

Grey pointed out, would inhibit the Gro\"th of two well-defiuod

parties, would reduce ~)olitics to a shapeless charac ter, alld

would effectively deprive the electorate of its power to decide

on any great iGGUes. 46

Thur:;, l~ormanby successfully barred Grey's demands for

a dissolution although he did intimate that future conditions

mi~ht necessitate one. 47 But, at 110 time, would he give an

unconditional one. Any Jissolution must be followed by an early

election and recall of parliament. i;or would he give Grey a

promise of a certain dissolution in the future. 48 On the other

hand, Grey refused to r8siGll nor did he give any indication

that he was eX1_·ected to do so.
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This account of the basic course of the debate, however,

does not wake apparent the underlJinc and more personal motives

of the Governor and his Prime Minister. One must place it in

the context of the long antipathy between the two. 49 Huth6rford,

his protegi, lilson, and Fieldhouse all agree that Grey did
r,o

have ample Grounds for his advice./ Even Herbert, certainly no

admirer of Grey, observed:

I am not sure that in this case, as far as I understand it, I
should not have siven Sir G. Grey a dissolution ~t once. It
mitht have been well to preclude the possibility of any such
complaint that te had not had the i~irest possible cha~ce of
sho'~Jing whether he coulll form a st&ble administration. j 1

Defore Grey had come to power, ~!ormanoy had admitted

that, al thou~;h it could be difficul t to jUs tify, he "should be

very glb-d if I see any way to any fair or leGitimate grounds for

a dissolution •••• ,,52 Eather more explicitly, immediately

after Grey had become Prime ~inister, he lamented to Carnarvon

that "had the Goverllll1ent [!.£. Atkinson's administratiorJ even

had a majority of one I had thought of a dissolution but

a government which e;oes to the country simply because it is

weak seldom does lnuch good ,,53 'l'hus it appears as if he. . . .
was Willing, in fact ea,::;er, to give Atkinson another che.nce.

\'lhy then did he refuse Grey? 'l'he answer lies without doubt in

his dislike of Grey and his supporters.

On October 16th, Normanby wrote to Herbert assuring him

that he would not Give Grey a dissolution ~efore he secured

supply and he dOUbted, almost gleefully, that he would be able

to do so as he preQicteJ that the government would collapse in

the near future?llA month later, he reiterated the same course
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to CarDa.rvon.

To give him a dissolution now would ~e a fatal mistake • • • but
I shall h~ve to be extre~ely guaraed in the way I refuse it and
my present intention is to }-jlace th~ chici' stress u~)on the fact
of supply not havinG been granted. 5)

Again he was confident that Grey would fail and, if he resigned,

he e":pected that he had a good chance of forming a new, more

sa tisfactorj ministr;y.

He was less confident by the end of November. A dissol-

ution then had to be avoided at all costs as he was convinced

that Grey was likely to benefit substantially from a new election

although he ho~ed that public opinion would change in the new
f~G

year.-' Hio pesshlism deepened in the weeks which follo'.'ied. lie

knew that he would have no sufficient grounds to refuse another

request for a dissolution and he pinned his hopes for stavinG

off an election on the disunity in Grey's Cabinet vhere he felt

that many ministers were, unlike Grey and himself, unconvinced

of the government's prospects of success in an election. To

foster that s~lit, he pr0upted Grey into publishing their

correspondence and, wlle,: the Prime Hinister delayed that pUblic-

ation until the end of the session, he accused Grey of avoiding,

ty that deception, any discussion on the exchanges. 57

D. K. F:Leldhouse ';raE obviously only partially correct,

therefore, vihen he stated tIlat l~ormanby had lniscalculated and hod

failed to force Grey to reSign. 58 Normanby knew his man well by

that stage and he certainly must have doubted whether Grey was

sincere in wantilJg a dissolution but rather was using the incid.-

ant as a further irritant. His early hope was for a parliall1entary
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rather than the expectation that Grey would resign. As that

hope dissipated, he beban to see the refusal of a dissolution

as the only means of stopping Grey from str8nGtheninc his hold

on the House aud thus gaining time to enable Grey to make him-

self unpopule,r in parlialJ1ent and in the country. After llovember

19th, he seemed to sense that Grey was becoming more confident

and by December, after supplies had been voted, he was firlJ11y

convinced that Grey did not want an immediate dissolution but

one \'Ihich he could hold over the head of the House. Thus Eor-

manby's COllcern that any dissolution, if Granted, vlould have to

be an iillmedlate one.

A siniliAr pattern of personal motives was evident in

li ormanby , s adminis tra tion of Victoria ':Ihere, al though it was

his most uneventful, he continued his policy of defending his

full control of the preroGative and where again he was the

SUbject of criticism by politicians and the press over the con­

duct of his discretion. 59

Some account of the turbulence of Victorian politics

in the 1870s has been given above. GO It ~as a decade character-

ized by growing democracy, political instability, and, above all,

by conflict between the two houses of purlialnent. A tradition

had allliost been established there of discord between the Goverl1-

or and SOHle section of the political body. Normanby's predecess-

ors, DarlinG) CallterJury, and Bowen had each in turn been drawn

into the turmoil usually over the exercize of the discretionary

powers. G1 During the decade, there had already been three
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elections, SGven ministries, and three resisnations contin2 ent

62ona refusal to dissolve the Assembly fhat pattern was to con-

tinue well into ~Ior;'1anby's administration.

While he was in New Zealand, Kormanby had reveale6 a

keen interest in the course of Victorian politics and had made

his preconceptions very clear to his private correspond~nts. He

dei-llored. the :f)olitical violence and was fond of comparing Graham

Berry and his supporters in Victoria to 0ir George Grey and his

cohorts in ]{e-,,/ :6ealand. 63 His symlJathies obviously lay with the

conservative elements, an attitude which could only be reinforced

by the contemptuous opinion of the Victorian Liberals held by

Bramston and Herbert. 64 After he arrived in ~elbourne, that

attitude was strenGthelled although he, by no means, approved of

all the actions and opinions. of the conservative forces in the

colony. G5

In December 1879, on the third readine, Derry's Legis-

lative Council reform bill, which Normanby considered to be "ill-

considered, hastily drawn-up and framed in a spirit of antagonism

••• 1I~6 obti:,ilied a Gmall majority (43-38) but because it failed

to reach the statutory absolute majority it la?sed and was aoand-

oned. Derry i.ilmediately requested Norrnanby to dissolve the Assem­

bly as soon as the necessary monetary measures were approved. L7

He asserted that the vote on the reform bill did not fully repre-

sent the real feeling of the colony and thus he was anxious to

submit it to the electorate. When he accepted that advice with-

out demur) Normauby stressed the facts that the existing parlia-

ment was almost over and ordinarily would not have met again,
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that it had been elected under the aus:,ices of a previous admin-

istration, that the reform measure had never Deen subwitted to

the people, that it had achieved a small majority, and that he

could see little possibility of finding an alternative ministry

in the Assembly if Derry did resign as a consequence of a refusal. 68

The informal nature of the exchange drew out some adverse

comment in the ASSelIlbly69 al1d in the press. 70 Both the Opposition

and the Argus liere concerned to discover the exact a.dvice given

and the Governor's reply as jerry had implied that the accept&nce

had ·oeen ULcondi tional. A leader-writer in the Argus hoped that

"a sta tesl:,an of His E~cellencyls judGment and experience GVOUld]

not assume undefined obligations • • 0' or give his advisers

carte blanche 0 0 • without taking precautions against an improp­

er use of Her i-lajesty's prerogative. n71 In the Assembly, Normanby

came under quite fierce criticism and many opposition and Icorner'

members sugcested that if the session had continued, an accept­

able reform measure could well have been passed. 72 One member

even went as far as giving notice of his intention to move that

an address be presented to the Governor urging hil~ to reconsider

his decision~3IIowever, Berry refused to allow time for it to be

debated.

Patently prompted by the criticism and liis;ilayed by

Berry's implication, Normanby sent a biting memorandum to the

premier,74 demanding that no unnecessary delay take place before

the meEting of the next parliament and that a specific date be

set for the next session and an approximate one for the new

Assembly. 3erry conceded to those demands75 and when they were
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published in the ASsembly,76 the Opposition and the Argus were

jUbilant, censuring Berry severely for his insinuation of an

unconditional dissolution. 77

Normanby was clearly satisfied that he had extricated

himself from a difficult situation without too much embarrass­
78 'ment and that Berry had been discomfited. 'He was equally

delighted when the election resulted in a narrow victory for

James Service, the Conservative leader whose long support for

free trade, whose political moderation, and whose businesslike

manner were more to Normanby's taste. 79 But he was soon con-

front~d with another request for a dissolution. Service's reform

proposals, the temperate nature of which Normanby obviously

favoured and which he thought met with wide appro~al,80had been

beaten by, two votes (43-41) in late May. The erosion of Service's

small majority had already been noted by the Governor and he

seemed to have come to the conclusion at an early stage that

another dissolution would be necessary if Service's bill failed.

Another election would be costly and inexpedient but, to his

mind, valuable because it "will be unmistakably in favour of

the present Government ...81 ,

When the request was made on June 25th,82 Normanby con­

sidered it "one of considerable difficulty and anxiety" which

would require strong reasons to justify acceptance. 83 Service's

advice was based on the necessity to settle the Legislative

Council problem as soon as possible. He was confident that his

scheme would find favour with the majority of the electors who

would return his administration with a good plurality.84 Once
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again, the 2.J.v:Lce was e.ccepted. l'Jormanby emphasised the over-

riding importJllCe of a rapid solution to the reform issue and

deplored the \lria:lt of mutual moderation and forebearance" shown

by members of ootjl chambers which, ill his opinion, compared

verJ unfavouratly with the situntion in Britain. '..fith the

recent Derry case in mind no doubt, he took pains to uree that

8"the Assembly be dissolved at once. 7 Indeed, the whole memorand-

~lm, which '.Y0-8 extremely detailed and immediately published, bore

evidence to the fact th~t he wanted no repetition of the critic-

ism ~hich he had received in December and that he realized that

such an early d:issolution would require ample justification.

A confidential despatch early in July throws further

light on his decision and his personal, aside from the strictly

cOllstitutional, views. The only alternative to a dissolution

would have been the reinstatement of Berry. If that had been

resorted to, he would have regretted the step immensely as

Berry had, in the Governor's View, presided over the ruination

of the colonial finances as well as fostering jobbery and

corruption. ~ithout doubt, Berry would have accepted an offer

to form a government with alacrity, hoping for luck to assist

his stay in power. That course was entirely rejected by Norman-

by as being detrimental to the well-being of the colony. He

admitted fr&nld.y that "this attitude did to a considerable

extent influence the decision I arrived at. 1I86

As l'iaS to be expected, the A6e., the organ of the Liberals,

°7was aGhast at tile decision\) \':.I1i1e the ArGUS ano. the Daily 'r'ele-

graph spoke warmly of Normanby I s "wisdom and propriety" .88 Perhaps
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fortullately for the Governor, the immediate prorotjation of the

Assembly precluded the Berryites from launching a bitter attack

in the House.

The elections, which returned Berry to power, were a

profound disappointment to Normanby, overturning entirely his

purpose in grantinG the dissolution. In reply to one of the

Governor's private letters, Lord Kimberley commented: "It is

very provoking that you have got Berry and his party back

again • • • • ,,89 Normanby franldy conceded that his predic tions

were wrong but he considered that it would not be long before

the new 8.dwinistra tion would crumble from wi thin. SO It was a

year, however, before that happened. 91 By June 1881, the dis-

unity of the ministry had become so evident that even the Age

had begun to Gugbest tllat a further diG solution was necessary

in a situation Vlhere "parties ••• are so split up by factious

motive that no party is sufficiently strong to assert its super­

iority over the others.,,92 That observation was borne out in

July when Berry, after being defeated on a confidence vote, did

advise a dissolution, a request which was refused as Norlllanby

considered that he could find another ministry in the existing

Assembly. He did, however, ask for a written submission from

Berry, again recalling no doubt the difficulties of the previous

request by Derry.

In his written advice, Berry cited as the most important

reason for a disLolution the fact that the Assembly had been

elected under the auspices of Service on the distinct issue of

Legislati7e Council reform. That question had been recently
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settled93 aud the voters should be given an opportunity to ex­

press a verdict on that settlement. Although the Assembly was

divided into three or four groups, the Premier maintained that

he commanded by far the largest support and it would be imposs-

ible to find a viable alternative. In any case, his ministry

enjoyed the massive support of public opinion. The Opposition

had no unity, no policy in common and only a strong new govern­

m-eJJt could deal effectively with pressing economic troubles. As

a final sally, he echoed Sir George Grey in asserting the un-

questioned right of ministers to control dissolutions, using as

his major precedent the Service dissolution of June 1880. 94 In

man:i ways, indeed, the request was very similar to that made by

Grey in New Zealand in 1077. Both were refused but, unlike Grey,

Berry immediately resigned.

As he had done with Grey, Normanby firmly refuted Berry's

assumptions about the preroEative. He declined to discuss the

motives of the members v/ho had voted against Berry or the way

in which the Assembly was constituted and focussed his attention

on the general nature of dissolutions. They must not be "frequent

and sudden" as that would tend to weaken the independence of

parliament and place unnatural power in the hands of the minis­

ters. Moreover, he discounted Berry's use of British examples

and authorities, explaining that there was no true parallel

between British and colonial situations. In Britain, there was

not the same pUblicity biven to communications with the Crown,

all requests for dissolution, in his opinion, were of undoubted

validity and no minister there would have tendered such advice
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under the same circumstances.

Turning to specific reasons, he pointed out that there

was no important issue before the electorate and insisted that

a dissolution should never be used for the simple purpose of

trying to strengthen the ministry in power. Anyway, there seemed

no evidence that Berry would be strengthened. As the Assembly

was still in its early stages, he therefore considered that he

had a reasonable chance of locating another Government. All in

all, it was an eloquent rebuttal in which Normanby again dis­

played his InceS tery of constitutional niceties. 95

He did succeed in finding an alternative ministry but it

was a woefully weak one and its period in office until January

1883 was one of inaction and a constant struggle to ward off

repeated confidence motions., In fact, Normanby himself often

lamented its wealmess. 96 It is difficult to escape the conclus-

ion that he refused Berry's application in order to force the

Liberal leader from power. He certainly had no liking for weak

governments or any special endearment for Sir Bryan O'Loghlen,

the new Pre~ier. There was some force in the Age's allegation

that "the present situation is a direct contradiction to the

Governor's hope of a strone; government. 1I97

The end of the undistinguished U'Loghlen ministry came

in early 1853 when, in his turn, the Premier requested a dissol-

ution. Since late December 1862, he had been discussinG the

possibilities of an election with Normanby98 but he did not

submit his formal advice until January 26th. O'Loghlen blasted

the evident intention of many members of the Assembly to impede
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coverYll.ient :n8:::U::;l1res in "::t carefully clo",~\:Gd policy of obstructio!l.1I

A dissolution at that time would GX~Gdite business and supply hud

C'.lreRdy been .~;rallted. E'im~lly, he trotted out the familiar Grounds

that the ASGembly had been elected under a different administrat-

ion, that it was to end in July, that the policy of his Government

was well-received, that there were no genuine party [roupincs but

onl~ factions in the Assenbly, and that public opinion definitely

supportod an imBediate dissolution. 99

In his brief reply, the Governor accepted the Premier's

reasonins C'.nd made clear his satisfaction that the malingerinG

of the ASf;embly was to end. He felt the. t he was actins on "the

princi}Jles of re;Flonsible covernmentll by acceptinc; advice from

a ministry in full Dossession of the supDort of the leGislature. lOO

~hen he re~orted llis action to the Colonial Office, he stressed
,

that the most telling arguments for the dissolution v:ere the

coming end of the parliament and its patent inability to do any

constructive work. 101

Althou[h a majority of the colony was qUite content to

see the end of the ministry, there was heated cri ticiSYJ of the

manner in which it had been brought about. The three leading

Belbourne newspapers exhibited uncommon unanimity in describing

102the dissolution as a 'coup' and assailed Normanby's accept-

ance of it. T{ot unna tur&lly, the !>Ce hit hardest, accusins the

Governor of gross partiality in his handling of dissolutions in

the colony since 1880. 103

'1'0 be :Lcdr, Hormanby, in hi s desire to rid the colony

of the 0' LOGhl en l!linistry, Jllade light of the }leculiar aspects



250

surrounding the request. The Premier had given no indication

to the Assembly of his intention to dissolve and in December

had even asked for an adjournment, secured supplies and set a

date for the resumption of business in February. In the interim,

O'Loghlen had realized that his hope of raising a substantial

loan to shore up the colonial finances had failed and his

chances of remaining in office had drastically fallen. That

factor would appear to have been the fundamental reason for his

request and, in that light, the dissolution was a somewhat un-

usual one. The paily Telegraph's blunt assertion th~t Lord ~or-

J:lanby's acceptance enabled "ministers to consummate a gross

breach of faith ••• ,,104was a telling one and contained an

element of truth.

One final comment seems relevant. G. P. McCormack, in

his study of the Governors of Victoria, concluded that, in

Normanby's use of the prerogative:

It is not easy to read any pattern of consistency into his act­
ions • • • • Although he readily affirmed the existence of the
discretion, lie was unwilling to limit its scope by defining any
of the conditions of its exercize. 105

Such a conclusion disregards two basic considerations. ~o remain

an unfettered prerogative, it was essential that there be HO

liuutation of scope by its practitioners. Nor can any 'pattern

of consistency' be expected when one not only has to take into

account a bewildering variety of constitutional precedents and

authorities but also the vagaries of personal motive.

In the broadest sense, the Governor's control over appoint-

ments to the upper houses of the colonial parliaments which had
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preserve the constitution. It was not generally detailed in his

PreroEative Inatrullients 107 but was an accepted convention of

the British parliamentary system.

The propriety of a bicameral system in the context of

colonial politics will not be examined here but most Governors,

with their background of British experience, did favour the

retention of an upper chal!lber as a bulwark against the excesses

of colonial democracy and did attem~t to preserve it as an

efficient part of the constitution. 108 In effect, that involved

limiting the size of the chambers to a reasonable number, check-

ing the propensities of the ministries-of-the-day to appoint

additional m~Dbers in order to give them a numerical superiority,

and insuring that well-qualified men were appointed. With the

support of the Colonial Office and buttressed by local convent­

ions as to the acceptable size of upper houses,109 the discretion,

although never unchallenged by colonial politicians, remained

fairly securely in the Governor's hands until the 1880s. In Hew

South ITales, ~here the whole question of the discretion had been

debated since the 1850s, effective control passed to the ministries

in the late 1880s and in New Zealand, where Governors Onslow and

Glasgow had figured in crises over appointments between 1891 and

189~, th t k 1 110/ . e same process 00 pace.

Judging from the experiences of ~ormanby, the discretion

could be used for other purposes than those outlined above, al-

though again the Governor could use conventional arguments to

justify his actions. Normanby appeared far more ready to appoint
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members of those political groups he personally favoured and

there is no doubt that, on one occasion, he refused to appoint

a man solely for the purpose of emb~rrassing a government and

perhaps forcing it to resibn office.

He was introduced in Nova Scotia to the political abuse

which a Governor could attract over the discretion although there

is no evidence to suggest that he used it unfairly. During the

last days of the Johnston administration in 1859, Normanby

refused to appoint three nominees to the Legislative Council as

he was uncertain that the ministry had the confidence of the

ASSembly,lll an action which was to be of some inte~est in ass­

essing similar decisions by Normanby in Queensland in 1873-4

and in New Zealand in 1877. That refusal was attacked as uncon­

stitutional by the Conservative press in the colony. 112 A simil-

ar reaction Greeted his acceptance of several nominations by the

Liberal ministry from 1860 to 1862, in which the calibre of the

appointees, the areas from which they were drawn, and the undue

'cramming' of the Council were criticized. 113 However, there had

been vacancies in the Council in 1860 and a preponderance of

Johnston's supporters there and, as much as Normanby supported

the Liberal government personally, he was certainly not acting

entirely in a partizan manner in accepting such advice.

The same can not be said for his actions in Queensland.

Soon after he arrived, he had occasion to approve the appoint­

ment of three men nominated by Palmer. Even though there were

several members absent in England, he did so reluctantly as that

addition increased the total membership above twenty, a fiGure
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that seemed to him to be reasonable and tailored for efficiency

in a colony of Queensland's size and population. To that end, he

received from Palmer an assurance that any future vacancies would

not be filled lll1til there Viere again twenty members who were

resident in the colony.114

On the same day as he informed the Colonial Office of

the resignation of the Palmer ministry, J.~ormanby also advised

that he had accepted seven nominations to the Legislative Council,

put forward by Palmer in December 1873. 115 As justification, he

pointed to the erowth of the wealth and population of the colony

and the large recent increase in the lower House. That enlarge-

ment of the Council to twenty-eight members drew severe criticism

from the Colonial Office. Herbert thought it far too large for

the leader of Olle political party especially at a time when he

had been defeated at the polls: "I ret;ret that Lord Normanby

should have yielded so easily to Hr palmer. 1l116 That opinion

seconded by Lord Carnarvon, who added:

was

The difficulty of maintaining two legislative chambers in a colony
is great enough of itself but it is wholly aggravated by so reck­
less a proceeuins as the simultaneous addition of about t of the
entire body of the Council all with one exception being taken
from one political party. It seems to me that unless in a nomin­
ated Council a fair balance is maintained, disturbance is sure to
ensue. 11 7

The course "of very questionable precedenttl118 followed

by Normanby can only be explained in terms of his views on the

Queensland political situation. 119 He could well have refused

the nominations as it was evident at that stage that he could

have found a Viable alternative ministry if, in consequence,Pal­

mer had resigned. 120 His fundamental motive was to strengthen
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the conservative forces in the Legislative Council to counter

aay radical weasures of the new government, an expectation which

wus borne o~t during the next few years in Queensland. As the

Daily rr81e[2ra:oh stated, his formal reasons were "singularly

delusive and. almost ludicrously inadequate. 1l121 But, on the whole,

he was to escape the volume of bitter criticism which Onslow had

to endure when he mad-e appointments in similar circumstances in

New ~ealand in 1391.

Of equal interest vIas Normanby's refusal to appoint J. N.

Wilson to the LeGislative Council in New zealand in October 1877. 122

Grey approached the Governor informally on the 26th of that month,

ar~ed with a memorandum from five Cabinet colleagues, to summon

Wilson on tho grounds that he would strengthen the legal content

of the Council. 123 The advice was rejected. The next day, Grey
,.

t d th t ··t . 124 b t .. t . t drepea e e reques ~n wr~ ~ng u aga~n ~ was reJec e .

The Governor gave as his reasons for doing so the claim that the

matter was of no pressing urgency and that he would make the

appointment only after the question of no-confidence then in

debate in the House was settled. However, if Grey wished to make

Wilson a minister, then he would agree to the appointment at once.125

As he admitted to Herbert later, Normanby had no personal

reservations about \'Iilson's fitness. He was "a thoroughly honest

and upright man, very tough in his manner and very pigheaded. 1I126

If he was in the Cabinet, Normanby suspected that he could even

prove difficult for Grey to handle. There was a better reason for

the refusal.

As with the dissolution incident, the Wilson case must be
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placed in the context of the long and bitte~ feud between Grey

and Normanby. Grey's motives for advising the appointment must

remain unknown, although he did point out later that he had done

his best to prevent the request and only made it at the insist­

ence of his fellow ~inisters.127 It is likely, however, that,

considering his opinions and earlier attitude towards the Gov-

ernor, Grey planned to use the advice for his own political

advantage, especially after the first refusal. Had he definitely

needed Wilson, he could well have attached him to the ministry.

If the advice had been accepted, he could have advertised it as

a gesture of confidence by the Governor in his administration;

if, as he must have expected, it was rejected he could use that

as an issue to sway the House in his direction during the no-

confidence debate.

Faced with that choice, Normanby took the line consist-

ent with his attitude towards Grey and his reading of the polit­

ical situation. 128 He knew Grey would not resign over the refusal

and he did not wish to give any solace to the ministry even

though he was supremely confident at that stage that Grey would

be defeated and that he could find a stronger alternative minist­

ry. 129 Moreover, he was convinced that Grey was determined to

pick a quarrel ',vi th him - lito pay me off ll130 - and he welcomed

the prospect: " ••• if he thinks he is going to bully me he will

find that he is much mistaken • • •• I will defend myself and if

he gets the worst of it, he must not blame me. 1I131 Indeed, one

gets the impression that he considered that the refusal and any

subsequent argument would materially weaken Grey's position in the
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House and contribute to his defe&t.

Looking back over the whole incident later, Normanby

rather ruefully admitted the error of that judgment:

• • • had I seen through him, a little sooner, as well as I do
now, I should certainly have appointed Mr ~ilson to the Legis­
lative Council without making my remarks rather than giving him
a hanci.le of it, as

1
_. t he appointment itself would have done no

real harm • . • • ~~

After Grey had survived the crucial confidence vote, Normanby
1-3duly made the appointment. )

The refusal had an interesting sequel and,although it

was not strictly relevant to the main question, some brief

comment should be made on it. Normanby had observed to Herbert

on October 29th that Grey had acted questionably in asking for

written reasons for the refusal and he suspected that Grey miGht

use it to create a case against him. 134 That suspicion was

proved accurate when three days later a motion was introduced

in the House by Robert stout, one of Grey·s closest supporters,

criticizing Normanby for committing a breach of priVilege by

13'­noting the confidence motion in the House in his refusal. 7 A

Select Commi.ttee was appointed and reported on November 5th

that the Governor had indeed been gUilty of that offence, al-

though it had been an inadvertent one. A illotion to that effect

1 -'6was carried. ~

Normanby considered the ploy as "clearly a premeditated

plan ••• to take the House by surprise • •• " and intended to

delay the confidence debate then in progress in the hope that

the government would gain some support by it. 137 But again he

welcomed the opportunity to cross swords with Grey:
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• • • it is a ~atter or perfect indifference to me whether they
pass the reEolution or not as I h&vc ~ot the whole thing cut ~nd

dried and 1 can turn the tables on Sir GeorE,e. '1'he fact is that
he is SO utterly iGnorant of all Farliament.J.l'Y rules and proced­
ures that whene~er he ~ttempts to do anythiug he is sure to make
a mess of it. 1)b -

His plan of action was already formed. For making the reasons

of his refusal public and for failing to defend him in the House,1 39

he would accuse the ministry of a gross breach of loyalty. Further-

more, he would argue that the ministry itself was gUilty of a

breach of privilege by advising him to lay the correspondence

before the House. ~hen he received the resolution, he would simply

send it to his ministers for advice on a reply to be made. The

Governor relished that prospect: "It will be a devilish difficult

matter to get themselves out of the difficulty they have got

into~,,140

He carried out that ~tratagem in the flurry of memoranda

that ensued between Grey and himself. 141 Twice he refused to

accept advice tendered by Grey as to the reply he should make

to the Housels resolution and finally sent a message to the

House with the advice that he would place the whole question

before the Secretary of State for adjudication. 142 That proced­

ure predictably raised severe opposition from the GreYites. 143

The trap laid by Grey failed owing to the astute conduct

of Normanby although he did succeed in delaying the confidence

vote for a full week. The Governor may have got the better of

the argument, whicb he without doubt thoroughly enjoyed, 144 but

Grey remained in power.

As a concluding footnote, some comment should be made
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on Normanby1s U.3e of the discretion during the remainder of his

tenure in New Zealand, in which time he created seven more

councillors on the advice of Grey. On only one did he attempt

to resist although he had expressed his contempt of several of

the earlier nominees. 1~5 In January 1879, he remonstrated with

Grey about the increase in the size of the Legislative Council

and suggested that he defer the appointment of Patrick Dignan

until a vacancy occurred~46 Grey however pressed his advice and

the Governor accepted it reluctantly, entering his protest at

"an unnecessary and inexpedient" appointment which would "per-

haps s\'/amp the irldependence of that branch of the Legislature. II

He added, almost defiantly, that a Governor was not bound to

accept unlImited increases even though the law did not limit

the size of the chamber. 147

It was probable that Normanby gave a sigh of relief that

he was soon going to Victoria where he had merely to contend

with the problemu caused by an elective Legislative Council!
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NOHHANBY AS AN IEPEHIAL OFFICER

1. Normanby ~~ the Self-Governing Emnire

There is a special difficulty in coming to terms with

the imperial attitudes of a Governor, particularly with those

of a man like Lord Normanby who spent some of his life in the

Imperial Parliament. One must consider carefully the context in

which his observations were made and the audience he wanted to

reach. As will be eVident from Normanby's attitude to the with­

drawal of imperial troops and to the union of British North

America,' there could be significant changes between a position

taken when he was in the colonies and when he was addressing his

fellow parliamentarians. Moreover, an attitude formed in London

on an issue such as the value of colonial self-government or its

extension could be modified by exposure to the realities of col­

onial life.

Yet, in his attitude to the self-governing Bmpire, Nor­

manby did maintain a reasonably stable position. Xurturedin the

colonial developments of the ,850s and associated with politic­

ians like Russell and Grey, he early accepted the wisdom and

necessity of self-Government for the settlement colonies. During

the 1860s, when the future and the value of the self-governing

Empire was being debated in Britain, he had the opportunity to

set out his views clearly and they closely paralleled the main

268
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lines of opin:l.uD held by his C0] leaEues in the Liberal Party:

In all the larGsr colonies, self-[0vernment is the rule and I
know no syste~ of Government more free, more independent, than
exists in our c oloniea. 'fhey have the entire management of their
own affairs, they have the entire direction as to the spending
of their own money and the levying of their own taxes. 2

To Normanby, however, self-government was not an open-

ended concept although, like iilany of hi s contemporaries, he

could not precisely locate the optimum limits. There is no doubt

that he becane unhappy with the trends of self-goverl~ent partic-

ularly in fiscal policy and his experience with colonial politics

convinced him of the need for continuod im~eria1 control. He

once commented to Herbert that Britain should let the colonies

know decisively how far self-government 8xtE:nded: "It is hard to

say how would be the best way of doing it but unless some stand

is taken I fear that mischief will ari8e. u3 'rrue, in 1878, Nor-

manby was obsessed with the dangers he saw raised by the Greyites,

but nevertheless that opinion reflected a very real conviction.

He recognized that the system of resyonsible government

.entailed great changes in the relationship between the colonies

and the metropolis:

A child requires the protection, the direction, and sometimes,
the correction of the p3rent; but as he advances in years, that
system ceases; the child Brown to mature age is left to manage
his own affairs, but at the same time he is expected to work for
his own living, and to supply to a large extent his own necess­
ities. So in our colonies, ••• it is hardly just that we should
be called to take, as we have up to the last few years, the en­
tire responslbility of dcfence. 4

Therefore, he supported the withdrawal of imperial troops from

New Zealand during the Haori '/lars because it was

the duty of the colonists themselves in such a war to protect
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themselves •••• If left to themselves they will either come
to some terms of peace with the na b_ves • • • or they will soon
get rid of their antal';onists, fie,h ting them in their own way
upon their own ground.)

In the same manner, referring to the native wars in southern

Africa, he opined that the situation would have been much diff-

erent if the colonists had been left to fight the wars in their

own fashion with "not qUite such conscientious scruples" as had

been used in the "civilized warfare of the British ll •
6 There is

some doubt whether Gladstone would have agreed with that partic-

ular sentiment.

Although Normanby expressed rather different views of

the imperial obligation when he was most concerned with the

problems of colonial defence in Nova Scotia, he frequently

criticized the reluctance of the other colonies which he administ-

ered to prOVide a satisfactory local defence system. In spite,

of his pleas to his ministers, however, he could not convince

them of that need and he admitted himself that there was not the

same urgency in the Australasian colonies as there had been in

their counterp~rts in British North America.? But in general he

limited the colonial responsibility to the sphere of internal

defence and he agreed that it was the duty of the Imperial Govern-

ment to defend the colonies in wars in which they were involved

by being part of the Empire. 8

He acknowledged that the idea of colonial separation vIas

entertained by some in Britain in the 1860s but he stoutly denied

that it was the policy of the Liberal Party or of the vast major-

ity of the people of Great Britain and the colonies. In his View,
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it would be folly to use coercive measures to prevent them if

the colonies expres8ed a decisive wish to sever the connection

with the metropulis. 9 With the policy of self-government, he

considered that it was unlikely that the colonies would ever

willingly subscribe to separation.

I believe the union is advantageous both to this country and to
the colonies, and ••• the ~ise legislation and the wise policy
which hRve been adopted towards the colonies have so cemented
the union IThich exists between us, and so bound together the
colonies with this country, that there is little fear of such
a time [for separa tioIi} arriving. 10

Normanby himself had raised the spectre of separation in his

opposition to British North American union when he was in Nova

Scotia but it ~ould seem that he used it mainly as rhetoric to

bolster his case.

To Normanby's way of thinkine, those who argued that the

colonies were only a useless, expense and burden to the hother­

country were very mistaken. rilthout them, she would lose her

unique and powerful position in the world: "l believe that the

colonies are a most important element of this country. I believe

that it is to the vast colonial possessions ••• we owe a great

deal of the position which we hold in the civilized world. It is

true we receive no pecuniary interest but we receive prestige.,,11

Moreover, they were valuable as naval bases and sources of re-

cruits and assistancB in times of war, and they were still import-

ant and likely to grow more important as markets and areas of

capital investment. 12 With these emnhases on the economic value

and the prestige value of the self-governing Empire, one could

describe Nor~anby as a liberal-imperialist in the double sense
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that he had accepted the economic assumptions of the Colonial
_ 1 '2

Reformers of the 1830s and 1640s J and anticipated the Liberal-

Imperialist of the post-1880 period who saw Empire as a necessity

of international power.

One particular asset which he stressed and which again

reminds one of some of the \"lakefieldian conceptions of colonial

settlement was the colonies' ability to provide an outlet for an

overcrowded land: llIn this country, hemmed in as we are on all

sides, and unable in any way to extend our natural boundaries,

we must look to the colonies for the relief of our surplus pop­

ulation. 1l14 nut he had learnt from his yea.rs in British Horth

America that it was a great mistake to use the colonies as a

dumping-ground for paupers and undesirables. ~hat was needed was

a steady flow of immiGrants with SOll1e capital or with the habits

of skill and inductry. 15 Lat~r, he lamented the consequences of

uncontrolled emigration to the Australasian colonies, a factor

which he considered had led to political instability and the

rise of 'radicals' like Grey and Berry.

Throughout his life, Normanby never abandoned his belief

in limited self-government, ,although even that was sorely tried

in the colonies. As with his political attitude, his conception

was that of mid-century - a group of settlement colonies, the

spiritual and political centre of which remained in London. He

did embellish it later, however, with a conviction that some

type of imperial federation would serve to draw the Empire

closer together and perhaps reinforce the crumbling central con-

trol. But there is no evidence to suggest that he had settled on
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any particular scheme. In the colonies, he took every possible

opportunity to speak out on the values and the merits of the

links with Great Britain. 16

Normanby never became an advocate for the unchecked

expansion of the Empire. In 1874 he most reluctantly accepted

the need for the annexation of Fiji'? and he set his face against

the Australian demand for the annexation of New Guinea in the

1880s:

It appears to me • • • that those who now advocate the immediate
annexation by England entirely forget the great responsibility
and expense that they are asking Her Eajesty's Government to
undertake with the view of relievinG them from a possible and
future evil that may never arise. It seems to ille also, that in
the event of Vlar the necesf;ity of defencling an area so Greatly
extended would rather diminish than increase the power of Eng­
land to protect the colonies. 13

With these beneral considerations out of the way, attent-

ion can now be directed to a study of certain aspects of Norman-

by's career which illustrate both his imperial attitude and the

role of the Governor in his capacity as an imperial officer, as

it has been oulined in an earlier chapter. 19 The three sections

which follow, all drawn from the early years of his career when

the imperial role of the Governor was most wide and complex,

deal with his attitude and actions concerning the questions of

colonial union and colonial defence when he administered Nova

Scotia and the question of native labour when he was in Queens-

land. Ho claim is made that these studies represent the totality

of his imperial role or that he was representative of every Gov-

ernor in that period. Each interpreted imperial policy and. devel-

opments in his own individual manner and each colony provided
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problems which differed not only in degree but also in kind

from others.

2. The Union of British Horth America

Although the Colonial Office did not throw its full

weight behind tbe movement towards colonial union in British

North America until 1864, it had been vitally interested in the

course of tha t movement for more than a decade. The Office ex-

pected to receive full information on it from its representatives

in the colonies - especially full and frank assessments of the

schemes for unicD which were proposed, the extent of colonial

support for them, and their possible results. As the concept

of Maritime union began to be favoured by the Office in the late

1850s, it looked to the Governors to use their influence and

persuasion to further it. Th~t expectation was always cautious­

ly expressed, however, and the Governors were enjoined not to

f t h t 1 · t t t . . t 1 20 Gorm 00 as y cone US10ns or 0 ac 00 prec1p1 ous y. -ener-

ally, the imperial attitude was that any scheme for union must

originate in the colonies themselves and that that process should

21not be forced.

The question of union and the related issues of railway

development, economic union, and defence not unnaturally attract-

ed the attention of many of the Governors of the Maritime colonies

(and later, of course, of Canada). Sir Edmund Head, Sir Henry

Manners Sutton, and Sir Arthur Gordon in New Brunswick, and

MUlgrave and Sir Richard HacDonnell in Nova Scotia all addressed

themselves to those concerns and each developed his own conception
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of their nature and the appropriate solutions.to them.
22

By the

time Hulgrave arrived in Nova Scotia, a tradition had already

been established of gubernatorial correspondence and involve-

ment in those subjects. Mulgrave carried on the tradition although

perhaps not ~ith the earlier dedication shown by Head and Manners

Sutton.

The first intim~tion of his attitude towards union was

disclosed in his confidential reply to Sir ~dward Bulwer Lytton's

circular despatch of late 1858 requesting information on Maritime

opinion concerning the Canadian proposal on federation. 23 The

Governor had reported in an unadorned d.esp8. tch that the Hova

Scotian government had simply decided to table the pro~)osal in

the Assembly when it next met, 24 but two days later he made 118. t
2r:

great length",/' a personal appraisal of the scheme, setting out

his assessment of its practicality and the possible consequences

leading from it. 26 As far as he could ascertain, there was little

sllpport for it in Nova Scotia, except from those few Vlho wiE:hed

for a wider field for their personal ambition. The proposal was

clearly made, in his View, to solve Canada's own internal prob-

lems and in the hope that Canada would dominate the proposed

federation. The advantages for the Maritime colonies were at most

dubious and the practical difficulties in setting up such a scheme

were insurmountable. Mulgrave, for his part, emphasised the imposs-

ibility of defining a workable division of powers and the almost

inevitable disagreements which would occur between the local and

federal govel'm.ents. Thus, he considered that it was patently

undesirable for the Imperial Government to lend any encouragement
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to the pro:?osal.

From what he had seen, the opinion of most Nova Scotians

who had considered the possibility of union favoured a legis­

lative union of the colonies, a concept which would remove some

of the difficulties of a federal union. But, to Mulgrave, that

entailed almost as many problems as the other scheme. The country

was too large and too diverse for its successful working and it

would serve only to increase existing Jealousies between the

colonies. l'~oreover, Canada would again predominate in such a

union to the detriment of the Maritime colonies. The chance of

Viable political grou9incS developing in such diverse areas was

inconceivable and the French in Canada would undoubtedly feel

threatened by the combination of the English in Canada and the

Maritime provinces. JUdged by earlier attempts made in Kava

Scotia, the task of creating appropriate local organs of govern­

ment which would be necessary in so large a unit would also prove

very difficult. His most severe criticism, however, was that a

legislative union ITould inevitably lead to the separation of the

new colony from Great Britain. Although he failed to give any

clear reason for that consequence, it seems that he considered

such a large and potentially powerful union to be incompatible

with a colonial status. In fact, he did admit that eventually

British North America would become "a great and independent

country" but, in his opinion,the time had not yet arrived when

the colonies could unite and stand alone. In short, he hoped

that any proposal for union Vlould remain, for the time being, "a

topic for hustings declamations and an occasional oratorical
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2?7

display in thE; House of ASSembly.1I2?

His assessment of Nova Scotian opinion in 1858 was indeed

accurate. Except for periodic expressions of support for some

type of colonial union from J. \i. Johnston, William Young, P. S.

Hamilton and Joseph Howe in the 1850s28 and two resolutions in

the Assembly in 1854 and 1857, there was very little discussion

of the issue and even less desire to consummate any form of union.

The sentiment of imperial loyalty and Nova Scotia's lively pro-

vincialism were too firmly embedded.

I1ulgrave's despatch was well-received at the Colonial

Office. Herman Herivale thought that his views were "put with

considerable force. 1I29 That opinion was seconded by Carnarvon,

the Parliamentary Under-Secretary, who suggested that they were
30

well worth reading. Although Lytton could not sU9Port Mulgrave's

conclusion as to the consequences of legislative union, he prais-

ed the despatch as "Perhaps the cleverest ••• we have had on

the subject - I should be glad to have it before me if the quest­

1131. . .
There had been no mention of the possibility of a local

Naritime union in the despatch which had concerned itself only

with the question of a union with Canada. By early 1860, ill an-

other lengthy despatch, he revealed himself as a cautious sup­

porter of that more limited scheme. 32 He made clear, however,

that his earlier views had not changed and that the status guo

was "the one most calculated to promote the prosperity and

advance the interests of the community and to cement the feelings

of loyalty •• •• " Even so, he conceded that there were many
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disadvanta5es to disunity in the Maritime provinces which might

be mitigated by a local union. From his experience with Nova

Scotian politics, he had become sadly disillusioned with the

tone of political life and he was convinced that it could be

made healthier and more economical by such a union. It might even

produce stimulating economic effects. Horeover, a smaller union

would be less likely to endanger imperial ties or to submerge

local interests.

As with Manners sutton and later Gordon in New Brunswick,

Mulgrave saw the union as desirable since it would forestall

union with Canada. If a link was to be made in the future with

the larger colony, it was necessary that Maritime union should

already have been in effect so that it could treat with Canada

on "something like equal terms". But one of the chief virtues of

the smaller union was that if it succeeded there would be, in

the Governor's opinion, little inclination on the part of the

Maritimers to press for a link with Canada. To him, such a link

would have serious implications for the future of the Empire:

"I have a strong objection to a proposal for a Union of the

Lower PrOVinces with Canada •••• such a Union would be dis­

advantageous oath in an Imperial and Colonial point of view • • •• " 33

There is little doubt that Mulgrave in the abstract wished

the colonies to remain as they were and that he lent his support

to Maritime union not primarily as an end in itself but as a means

of preventing or at least postponing the wider British North

American union. With that point of View, it was not surprising

that he never became the strident advocate of Maritime union as
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Manners Sutton had become or as Gordon was to become. However,

for the remainder of his tenure, confronted as he was with

continuing political unrest, and wrestling with the threat

posed by defence problems and the civil war in the United States,

he did become more and more convinced of its necessity. And in

spite of his continuing fear of Canadian domination,54 he also

came to realize that some degree of cooperation, short of actual

union, was called for with that colony and he worked to encour-

age common rail~ay and defence policies. \fuen Gordon arrived in

British North America, he could report to Newcastle that he

"found Mulgrave & myself well agreed on all points relating to

the Provinces especially as to the railroad and the Union. 1I35

J. K. Chapman considers that Gordon, in fact, formed his first

opinions on Maritime union from reading Mulgrave1s despatches on

the sUbject. 56

It is interesting to note in passing that on the sUbject

of the Inter-Colonial Railway hulgrave assumed a typically Nova

Scotian attitude. He early approved of the idea of a railway

for defence and economic purposes and frequently commended it to

the Colonial Office. 57 In September 1862, he attended the Inter-

colonial Conference at Quebec on the railway question and it

would seem, by his correspondence with the other Governors and

with the Colonial Office, that he considered himself the inspir­

ation behind it. 38 During the following year he wrote a series

of letters to Lord Monck urging upon him his concern that Canada

should pay more of the cost of the railway and he shared the

disgust which most Maritime politicians felt for Canada's
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repudiation of the scheme agreed upon <~t Quebec.3~

For the final two years of his administration, there was

little further expression of Eulgrave's attitude to colonial

union but it seems safe to assume that he retained his earlier

assumptions. It was only after he had returned to Bngland that

he again de3.1-l; with the subject in his correspondence with

Howe. In August 1864, when he noticed that Canada was once more

broaching the subject of federation, he wrote:

You know my o~inion on this subject & I hope that the lower
provinces will ponder well before they agree to it. A Legislative
Union of the 3 lower provinces is what they should try for as I
believe that such a union would add to their prosperity & happi­
ness in every way but any Union wi.th Canada would I think have
exactly the opposite te::ldency. Canada would not be likely to
suffer by it & the contendine parties there have adopted it as a
clumsy expedient for Betting out of their present difficulties
but why the Lower Provinces should sacrifice themselves for the
sake of gettiDg Canada out of a difficulty which does not affect
them I do not see. 40

However, in later letters to Howe and in the debates in

the House of Lords on British North American questions, he mod-

ified that position substantially. ~~~ile he still favoured a

legislative union, more particularly a local l1aritime one, he

recognized that such schemes had secured little favour with the

colonists. Circumstances ha~ also changed considerably since he

had left Nova Scotia and he considered that federation of the

colonies had become imperative. Federation seemed, in his view,

the only means of avoiding annexation by the United states which

since the end of the Civil ~ar had become openly aggressive, and

of providing adequate defence now that imperial troops were being

withdrawn: liThe only safety for the whole is Union, the Intercol-

onial Railroad, & the erection of certain strong fortifications
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together with a thorough organization of the local forces • • •

When Howe was in England opposing the federation scheme

in 1866, he wrote several letters to his old friend defending

his course of action. Nor~anby refused to support Howe's cam-

paign:

• • • I do not pin myr;elf to all of the details of the Quebec
scheme & the mistake ',-fhieh I think you and those who act with
you have made has been ~oing against the whole question instead
of tryine to improve and modify the proposed schemes. 42

Significantly he added:

No one would regret more than I would any attempt to separate
England from her colonies &- did I think that a Unior~ would have
such a tendency • • • I would oppose it to the utmost of my
power.4)

That view was very different to his first stand on the subject

in 1858. It is important to note, however, that both the posit-

ions he assumed were aimed at the maintenance of imperial unity.

Full union in 1858 appeared to him to presage separation but in

1866 it had become necessary to maintain the imperial connection.

He restated the themes, which he had argued to Howe, in

speaking on Canadian affairs in the Lords between 1866 and 1868.

In July, 1866 he fully supported the postponement of the feder-

ation legislation so as to give further opportunity for consider-

ation of the objections to the scheme especially from Nova Scotia.

He pointed out that

• • • so much depends on the un~&imity and the cordiality with
which it is received by the people, that I trust Her Majesty's
Government will use the time they will now have at their disposal
in endeavouring to frame a measure • • • which shall overCOI1e the
objections which are now, I believe, conscientiously entertained
by the opponents of the scheme. I do not concur with their views,
for I think the Union ••• is essential; but 1 at the saMe ti~e,

there are details which it will be well to consider with a view
to removing objections that do eXist.44
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He was obviously satisfied in 1867 that those objections

had been removed because he spoke warmly in favour of the meas-

ure and critj.cized the opposition to it in Nova Scotia. Although

he respected Howe for his talents $ ~ormanby considered that he

had proved himself in his opposition to be unreliable and '~is

areuments would not be counted of much worth." To Normanby's

mind, Nova Scotian interests would not be sacrificed for the

benefit of Canada and the smaller provinces cculd secure justice

for themselves inside the federation.~D In any case, he suggested

that the Imperial Parliament was "bound to consider the matter

not in a local but an Imperial point of view. • • • The Bill

would promote the general good of the British Korth American

provinces. 1I46 He returned to the same theme when he opposed in

1868 a move to instigate a parliamentary enquiry into Nova

Scotian dissatisfaction. 47

It is difficult to resist the conclusion that on his

return home Hormanby returned to the mainstream of imperial

thinking and particularly to that of the politicians with whom

he was associated. He had lost that sense of involvement in

colonial affairs which was so natural for a colonial Governor.

Perhaps also that was the most reasonable course open to an ex-

Governor urgently seeking another colonial appointment.

3. Coloni-al DefeT.i.~ in Nova Scotia

Probably the single most important imperial concern of

the Governors of the British North American colonies in the late

1850s and 1860s was the question of defence. Not only were they
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expected to defend the imperlal policy of the withdrawal of

troops but also to expedite the establishment of an efficient

and viable local force to replace them. Both tasks were to

prove extremely difficult especially in the climate of fear

and uncertainty caused by the civil war in the United States

and Fenianism. Along with the other colonies in 18)8, Nova

Scotia depended for its protection upon imperial troops and the

Royal Navy. Although from Britain's standpoint it was the most

easily defensible and had the added advantage of being of vital

strategic value, Nova Scotia also faced the problem of providing

for its own defence from its own resources, a labour for which

it was singularly unprepared and very reluctant to undertake.

The militia of i'lova Scotia existed on paper only and

little had been done to make it an effective force. Mulgrave's

predecessor, Sir Gaspard Le Marchant, a soldier with an impress-

ive record, had eVidently made little attempt to rectify the

situation apart from noting the glaring imperfections of the

system. 48 The Militia Acts placed the organization, discipline,

and officer selection in the hands of the Governor but it was

understood that the use of those powers under responsible gov-

ernment would rest upon the advice of the Executive Council.

However, for a determined Governor with a military background,

there was reasonable scope for the use of his initiative, tho

more so in a colony like Nova Scotia where the Assembly cared

little for military matters except the cost of financing ex-

pansion or reforms.

The or6anization of local defence undoubtedly became a
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'labour of love' for HUlgrave and he devot.ed a great decll of

time and effort to that end, corresponding regularly and pro-

fusely with the Colonial Office and his fellow Governors on the

subject. Part of that zeal was prompted by his desire to further

imperial policy and to obey instructions but that was buttressed

by his own experiences in the army and in the militia in i:ngland

and a compelling conviction that the spirit of self-reliance

should be one of the hallmarks of a British colony. No other

Governor in British North America during that period matched

his energy in pursuing that end nor achieved the same results,

although it must be admitted that Mulbrave did not have to face

the political impediments of others.

Early in 1859, he turned his attention to the problem,

perhaps sensing the growing resentment in some quarters at home

at the cost of imgerial defence. In a depatch to Lytton reporting

on the local forces, he stated his concern and his objectives:

••• [IJ am anxious to devise, if possible, some means by which
this :province may be relieved from the ilf,puta tion, to which it
is undoubtedly liable, of neglecting, in time of peace, the prep­
aration necessary for its defence against aggression ••• anu
of thus becoming a sou4se of weakness instead of strength to the
mother-country • • • • ~

,
In his opinion, it was not feasible to re-establish the milltia

on its old footing and therefore it was desirable to enlist the

services of a smaller body of volunteers to form a nucleus of

well-trained men around which a larger force could be created

in any emergency, a scheme, incident2.11y, which had been crowned

50with some success in Canada in the 1850s. He proposed to build

up in the first instance a force of about 3,000 men and considered
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that the volunteer idea would be popular in loyal Nova Scotia.

Although the Assembly would illeet the operating costs, he pleaded

with the Colonial Office to use its influence with the War Office

to secure a supply of weapons for the volunteers. 51

For the remainder of 1859 Mulgrave concerned hinself

with the groundwork of his plan. His request for weapons was at

'2 53first refused,/ but he continued to press for aid, pleading

the inability of the colony to cope with the expense,already

committed as it was to heavy railway expenditures. With the

advent of Newcastle to the Colonial Office, it did make stren-

uous attempts to persuade the ~lar Office to accede to MUlgrave's

requests. 54 The Governor also enlisted the valuable aid of Gener-

al Fenwick Williams, the new commanCing officer of the imperial

forces in British North Amer~ca.55 Through him, Nova Scotia was

able to secure 3,000 rifles which had been sent to Canada after

the Crimean War, and the services of artillery detachments to

assist and instruct the volunteers. 56 MUlgrave travelled extens-

ively throughout the colony to encourage the volunteer movement

and he was able to report by the end of the year satisfactory

progress. 57

The following year saw much the same pattern of actiVity

with Mulgrave, supported by the Colonial Office, requesting

imperial aid to further the movement and stumping the colony to

arouse greater enthusiasm for it. In April, he reported that

thirty-two companies of volunteers had been formed comprising

about 2,250 men, some of whom were thoroughly efficient. Public

support had increased and the questionw&s "happily removed from
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the action of party spirit. 1I That support was exhibited most

manifestly by a large public meeting in Halifai which most of

the notables of the colony had attended. 58 The whole movement

was institutionalized in May by the passing of an act f~r the

organization of the volunteer forces. 59 Hitherto Mulgrave had

acted on the authority of an earlier act60 but he had lobbied

intensively for a further measure which would allow him the

same latitude of initiative and a parliamentary grant of 52,000

a year to finance instruction and purchases of arms and equip-

ment. Although the means were so limited, he considered that

"so far the movement has far exceeded my most sanguine expect-

a tiOll • . . by the end of the Summer I shall have a very effect-

ive force. II61

With the outbreak of the civil war in the United states

an additional impulse was provided to make Nova Scotia more

prepared to undertake part of its own defence, particularly after

the Trent crisis of lJovember 1361. Attention was now directed

by the Imperial Government to the state of the colonial militias,

the services of which would be necessary to supplement imperial

troops in case of hostilities with the United States. From the

reports of the Governors and the military commanders,62 it was

clearly evident that the militias were in dire need of reorgan-

ization. Therefore the Governors were instructed to do everything

in their power to press upon the colonial leeislatures the

ureency of militia reform and to make every personal endeavour

consonant with their position to bring that about. 63 Moreover,

considerable assistance was to be given to the colonies in the
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form of further stocks of arms and equipment and more instruct-

ors.

Even with that help, Mulgrave could see many diffic~lt-

ies, most of which he had emphasised before in organizing the

volunteers. There was the parlous financial position of Nova

Scotia, the reluctance of the Assembly to raise taxes to meet

defence expenditure, and the difficulty of persuading lithe

people of the necessity of making any extra exertion in time

of peace, for the purchase of arms which they believe will

probably never be required. 11
64 However, loyalty in the colony

ran very deep and with the indignation expressed over the Trent

incident, he considered that he should be able to make some

progress. 65 The volunteers could be used, as he had earlier

f th 1 f ~ H' t· 66 th toreseen, as e nuc eus or re!orm. ~s susges ~on a the

Imperial Government should pay for a part of the upkeep of the

Militia, a step which, to his mind, would greatly facilitate

success, was understandably quickly quashed by the Colonial

Office. 67

Until he left the colony Mulgrave was, therefore, vitally

concerned with both the reconstruction of the militia and the

further development of the volunteer movement. During the early

months of '862 he lobbied energetically to get the Assembly to

pass a suitable militia bill. His letters home testify to both

the hard work and care he put into that task and to the impedi-

ments he had to overcome. It was a tribute to the earlier success

of the volunteers that the ministry left the details for reorgan-

ization almost entirely in his hands and the final legislation
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reflected his ideas.

Mulgrave's methods of reforming the militia were relat-

ively simple. A thorough enrolment of all those eligible for duty

was undertaken and gUidelines were established for the training

of the officers and men. He planned to expand the volunteers and

arr.algamate them into the militia, in which they would form the

efficient and active portion. The major difficulty he faced was,

of course, the financing of those plans: "Without money it is

impossible to do much & I have great fear about being able to

induce them to vote what will be required. 1l68 In a letter to

Newcastle in i'larch, he set out the frustration he felt about the

reluctance to furnish adequate finance:

You have no idea of the difficulties I have to contend with to
get anything done in the way of organizing our local forces.
Everyone admits that something must be done but they will not
pay for it. ~hey have no practical knowledge of the subject and
they will not understand that to get up anything in the shape
of a military force must cost money. They think if the Inilitia
is enrolled as long as there are plenty of men on the list it
is quite unnecessary to go to any expense about their drill. I
own that I am almost out of heart about it & begin to despair
of doing much. 69

However, in the end he did get §5,OOO and he was thank-

ful for even that, although as Newcastle commented, it was "a

very small sum to organize the defence of a proVinCeJ,,70 Gener-

ally, Newcastle supported }fulgrave's "slow and sure mode of

proceeding. • • • You have done quite well alre&dy • • • the

best might wait for the moment of danger where it would follow

with speed & without confusion. 1I71

Under the Governor's gUidance, the militia was gradually

reorganized and rejuvenated. Blackwood observed qUite rightly
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tha t: "Lord jiulerave has infused a spirit and rigor in the mil­

itia ••• such as has not been known there for very many years.,,72

Enrolment went forward rapidly - by July 1863, over 46,000 men

were on the lists,73 the drilling and examination of militia

officers proceeded satisfactorily and Mulgrave expressed gratif-

ication with the cooperation of the Assembly and the colonists:

tlThere is in this province at present a very laudable desire to

improve local defences •••• The inhabitants themselves have

shewn an equal readiness to qualify themselves for their militia

duties.,,74 Although there was much left to be done, by June he

was convinced that "things will be in such a position that there

will be but little difficulty in future provided ~ successor

takes a personal interest in it. Everything depends on that.,,75

Just before his departure from the colony, he complimented him-
,

self on the job he had done. The organization of the militia

may now be considered a 'fait accompli' & there should be no
fear of its relapsing into its former state •••• The system
is not perfect but it is effective & it is I am convinced the
best and only one that can be made to work in these proyinces
& I know I am very proud of what I have accomplished!!!/~

The volunteer movement, although the rapid advance of

its early development slowed markedly,7? continued to be the

basis of Mulgrave's reorganization. After he had left the colony,

however, a gradual decline set in and by 1865 there was little

left to suggest the Vitality of its early years. There can be

little doubt that the major reason for that can be traced to

Mulgrave's dl;;}).;arture. As N. J. Hackinnon concluded: liThe ],<'ather

of tho movement had gone • • • and with him had gone the motiv­

ation, the c:ttention, and the drive he had given it. tl78
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Norwanby ke!,Jt an active interest in his handiwork for

80rn~ tjme after he had returned home. Be corresponded with his

old Adjutclnt-Ueneral, Golonel R. H. Sinclair and with General

Charles Hastings Doyle and he was appalled at the Tupper gov-

ernmont 1 S taking the control of the militia into its ovm hands.

In his view, if the militia became the subject of party rivalry,

II the whole fabric [WOUld] fall to the ground", as it had done in

Canada and New Brunswick. 79

While he was chiefly concerned wi tb. the defence of ::o'1a

Scotia, Eulgrave did corresl'ond regularly with the other 00".rern-

ors on develo~n:ents in their militia systems. Indeed, it appeF.tred

as if he was responsible for directing the Colonial Office's

attention to the prospect of an inter-colonial defence union,80

which was discussed at the Governors I conference at Quebec in

September 1862. The proposal was abortive and MUlgrave admitted

that such a union would have retarded the militia movement in

Nova Scotia by linking it to the less developed systems in the

other colonies. ~urthermore, the administrative problems of such

a scheme would have been insurmountable. 81

Finally some consideration should be given to MulGrave's

attitude to the general policy of imperial withdrawal. here again

the fact of colonial involvement dictated his stand while he was

in Nova Scotia, exposed as he was to colonial lifo, loyalty, and

problems. To his mind, the danger posed by the United States was

a very real one and he anticipated that when the Civil'.'iar rlE:..S

over British Korth America would become the target of American

expansio~ism. To Lord Lyons) he admitted that he feared that
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"when their difficulties in the South are over \ye may ex:pec t

ours to begin. 1l82 That fear which he thought was borne out in

1865 explains partially why he bela.tedly supporteo. federation in

1866. 83

He was firmly conVinced that any war in wlich British

North America was involved would be an imperial war and the

colonies, although he was sure that they would do their utmost,

would not be able to defend themselves. Thus tney should be

given protection: "'l'he colonies are loyal and anxious to pre-

serve their connection with the Mother- Country & are certainly

quite unfit at present to stand alone. ,;84 In fact, withdrawal

would be a short-sighted policy and perhaps would encourage the

outbreak of war with the United states. The colonies should do

more for their own defence but he considered that the neglect

they had shown was lias much the fault of England as the Colonies. 1I

They should have been encouraged much earlier to undertake that

responsibility and given much more help.79

Looking at the tone of the debates on imperial defence

in the Imperial Parliament in the early 1860s, he was distressed

at the suggestions that imperial troops should be withdrawn from

British North America at that time:

If it is the deliberate wish of Bngland to give up the Colonies
it would be far better to say so & to make arrangements for part­
ing on the most friendly & advantageous terms but then what would
become of the power and greatness of EnglaLd. It is all very well
saying that she does not derive advantages from the Colonies but
if she were dive~ted of them how long would Great Britain remain
the power it io. 66

When he returned to England those Views underwent some

change and his later attitude fell more in line with imperial
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policy. In 1865, he pointed out to Howe that Britain was physic-

ally unable to defend the colonies and that they must make every

sacrifice to provide sUitable forces for defence:

It is no longer enough for each Province to keep up a few Reg ts
of half-trained Militia. So long as the U. S. had no standing
army, the Militia, as long as it was orcanizr;d and partly trained,
could be made efficient as quickly as on one side of the frontier
as the other but now the state of things has entirely changed.~7

The future imperial role, he now believed, must be the retention

of naval supremacy on the Atlantic Ocean. 88 Britain "had no longer

the power, even if she had the Vlill, to provide defence. 1I89 Those

sentiments were rather different to those which he had entertain-

ed some years before in Nova Scotia.

4. ~he 'Polynesian' Labour Question

When Normanby returned to Queensland on a visit in early

1882, the Brisbane Courier in a leading article reviewing his

administration of the colony, commented that one of his conspic-

uous successes was in defending Queensland on the native labour

question: "He fought our battles with Downing st ••• [and] did

his best to free us from complicity.1I90 That assessment, from a

journal which was not particularly favourable to Normanby during

his years in Queensland, was indeed a very fclir one. One lleed

only glance through his correspondence at that time to disco7er

that the question did occupy a great deal of his attention and

that he was very fastidious in not only answering charges abainst

the treatment of native labour in the colony and the methods of

its recrui tr.lent but also in repor t:i.llz, meticulously to the Colonial

Office all that he could discover by rumour and. first-hand
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ex~erience on the subject.

As O~en Parnaby, in his study of the labour trade,91 has

pOinted out, the control over Queensland vessels plying the trade

and the treatment of the natives within the colony resided with

the colonial covernment although tbe imperial authorities did

have a negative control in that they could threaten to halt the

recruitment of labourers, thus interfering with the Queensland

source of supp]y. Parnaby also considereo that, although the

Colonial Office was loath to restrict the colony's rights, while

Frederic Rogers was Permanent Under-Secretary there was a deter-

mined effort made to force the Queensland government to make

suitable regulations for the control of the trade. 92 In Rogers'

opinion, the question was not merely a Queensland one but invol-

ved the honour of the British name. The Governor, as the repre-
f

sentative of the Crown, was under "the most serious responsibility

• • • to use his utmost influence to secure that these emigrants

receive that special pro~ection which immigrant labour [need~1in

Queensland and in other colonies • • • and without which they

must be at the mercy of those about.,,93 When Herbert succeeded

Rogers, Parnaby concluded that there was no one left at the Colon-

ial Office ~lO would give the same compassion and attention to

the condition of native labour. 94 On the face of it that was to

be expected from Herbert ~ho, as the first Colonial Secretary of

Queensland, had championed the initial immigration of native

labourers. However, both Kimberley and Carnarvon did seem to

have taken that imperial res?onsibility seriously as their corres-

pondence with Normanby amply illustrates. One of the Governor's
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major taslm was to report on cases wbich had been brought to

the Colonial Office's attention by missionary societies or by

those colonists who were opposed to the system of native labour. 95

Normanby's predecessors, Sir George Bowen and Sir Samuel

Blackall, both lent their support to the immigrant trade although

they endeavoured to secure its proper regulation. During their

terms the first regulatory acts covering both the recruiting

and treatment of nativec were passed. ?~ormanby was to follow

their example both in seeing the trade as an economic necessity

to Queenslanu and defending its continuance,96 and also in keep-

ing a vigilant eye on the administration of the regulations.

It was obvious, from the tone of his first communications

with the Colonial Office, that one of his early specific duties

was to visit as soon as poss~ble the areas of the colony where

native labour was employed and to report on his experiences.

That task was necessitated by two factors. First of all,the Col-

onial Office was again trying to outflank Treasury opposition

and bring in an imperial bill to control the recruitment of

island labour and needed consequently all the reliable informat-

ion on the subject which it could obtain. Allied to that was the

fact that the colony had been administered, since early 1871

when Blackall had died, by Sir M'3.urtce O'Connell who was thought

to be too much under the control of his ministers to submit

impartial reports.

Before he had left to take up his position, Normanby

had alBo received a deputatio~ from the Anti-Sla~ery Society

which no doubt informed him of the ~issionary and humanitarian
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a ttitude to the question. 'l'herefore, with the bri~fing at the

Colonial Office, he did have some conception of the problem

before he arrived in the colony, although there is no evidence

to show if he had developed any preconceived opinions.

Once in the colony, however, he established decided

opinions. On the northern tour which he undertook in late 1871,

he reported that he had received no com,laints of native mal-

treatment, that many labourers were r&<mlisting for further

contracts, and that "all seemed happy and contented. 1l98 That

continued to be the position which he maintained until he de-

parted and it ~as reinforced by observations made during later

tours through north Queensland. 99 In 18'13 he stressed that he

had "no hesitation in stating, that considering their require-

ments, they are better off than the agricultural labourers in

100England."

To his mind the campaign against the trade was raised by

the working classes in the towns and their representatives in

the Assembly. '£heir charges were, in the lliain, "trumped-up".

The opposition was basically an economic one lOl and he advised

the Colonial Office to pay little attention to the colonists'

complaints as their desire was not to protect the natives but

to maintain their own employment security and high rates of

pay: 102 "••• it is a political game by the people of the towns

who dislike cheap labour of any sort and anything in the shape

of capitalism.,,103 As to the two leading oppositionists in

Queensland, W. Brookes and A. Davidson, Normanby was qUite brutal,

stigmatiz,ing theul as "most unreliable" and motivated by narrow
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1 . t 1 104c ass In eres.:.

The Governor always defended the conduct of the Queens-

land recruiters in the trade, making, as the basis of his reports,

mallY inSIJections of their vessels. The charges which were con-

stantly beins levelled against them were, in his opinion, largely

erroneous and he was surprised at the f,ullibility of the co~pl&in­

ing parties. 105 One such case was that of tLe Jason. lOG To Belmore,

he commented: III o\'m to you privatel~i that I think there is some

reason to doubt ·.'lhether the case of the Jaso~ • • • is not a case

in point & whether the \'lhole story is not a conspiracy. ,,107 In

September 1873 he had occasion to pardon the Captain of the Jason,

Coath, and in doing so he again complained that the charge had

indeed be~n fabricated. Moreover, he accused Charles Lilley, the

Liberal leader in the Assembly who had defended Coath, with not

attempting to clear his client: tI. . . I much fear that hr Lilley

sacrificed the in~erests of his clients to polj.tical considerat­

ions. 1I108

On the other hand, the conditions in the recruiting

trade in the islands attracted Normanby's growing apprehension.

To Kimberley, in early 1872~ he noted: "I fE:ar that the state of

109these seas will soon become a dlsgrace to t~le civilized world. II

He laid the largest share of the blame at the door of the Fiji

recruiters and frequently adVised the Colonial Office to urge

the Admiralty to reinforce the Australian naval station with a

man-of-war and several fast schooners to police the islands. 110

When the imperial act to control the trade was passed in 1872,

he was delighted &nd thought that it would have a beneficial
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1 11effect. "

Durin£:; 1872 and 1373, Normallby's attention was also

attracted by the situation in the off-shore islands in the north

of the colony, \'ihere pearl-fishing was developing and where the

pligh t of ne. ti.ve labourers Vias becoming serious. His advice and

pleas to the. Colonial Office were instrumental in getting those

areas policed by the navy and finally in extending Queensland1s

112control throUf;h annexing them to the colony. Those measures,

however, proved ineffective and the problem remained a sore

point to the Governor for the rest of his tenure. '13

An ip.teresting aspect of that concern was Normanby's long

campaign to make the Imperial Government support, in some meas-

ure, the establishment on Somerset Island as a means of policing

the pearl-fisheries as well as providing a sanctuary for ship-
,.

wrecked sailors. ae was furious at the parsimony of the Treasury

when 'it contemplated stopping its partial support for the settle-

ment:

It is a very proper theory that the colonies should pay for what
they want for themselves but the same theory applies both ways &
if EnBland wants a permanent settlement • • • she should at any
rate contribute a small portion of the expenses & not expect the
colony to keeJ it up for he:. 114

That advocacy did succeed in postponing ~he Treasury's decision

and in inducing contributions from other Australian colonies for

tte support of the station.

If Normanby was sceptical of the motives of the colonists

"'/ho 0r.90Bcd the labour trade, his attitude to the missionaries

and the l1uman.Lt3rian societies was dOUbly so. 'l'hey were his bete

E~ and he ex~ibited little patience w~ththeir campaign to
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d.enigrate t-he colonial treatment of the natives and to criticize

Queensland'cl role in the recruiting trade. His attitude, no doubt,

was hardened by their charges that he was acting in a partial

manner and was a party to the abuses. 115 The missionaries in the

field and the anti-labour trade forces in the colony would relay

their com91aints to the parent societies and the Anti-Slavery and

Aborigine Protection groups in England which in turn referred

them to interested politicians who would raise the matter in

the Commons, or direct them to the Colonial Office. The charges

would usually be forwarded to the Governor for comment, both his

own and that of his ministers.

The chief complaint of the Governor was that the mission-

aries' and their supporters' "zeal outran their discretion"; that

their charges WAre completely unfounded and based entirely on

hearsay; and ~hat their well~known opinions on the trade rendered

them most prejudiced and unreliable ~itnesses. He suggested that

statements are not always to be taken for Gospel because they
were from a missionary. If I were half as inclined to take hear­
say evidence as they are, I think I could send home some very
curious stori8s about their friends in the Islands. 117

On the Anti-Slavery Society's reaction to his pardon of Captain

Coath, his retort was:

I think it high time that some notice should be taken of the way
in which the;)' Rssume to be the only persons who can give a correct
or honest judgment in cases of that kind. I suppose I shall bring
a 'hornets' nest' about my ears but I really cannot stand the
way in which they present facts to suit their own purposes. 116

Moreover, he alleged that the Society took the testimony of the

natives as unimpeachable "when given in favour of their own views

or against whit.e men but u-cterly worthless when given in their
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In replying to charges Normanby took a stock course in

defending his impartiality: "l wi.ll yield to no man, not even the

Anti-Slavery Society in my abhorrence of anything in the shape of

1 II 120 B t t h' th t d t 1 ver J.' t "assavery • • • • u 0 lin e ra e was no s 8. y, ,~

beneficial both to the colony and to the labourers themselves,

and the Queensland government had effectively protected the nat-

. f b d l't t' 121lves rom a U3e an exp 01 a lon.

The reaction of the Governor to the proposal of the bOV-

ernment in 1874 that Chinese labourers be brought into the colony

was indicative of his deep frustration with the difficulties

which the native labour question had raised:

It appears to me on every ~round that this is a desirable ste~.

• • • the demand for coloured labour ••• is greatly increased
and must continue to increase ••• if sugar cultivation is to
increase. The na tives heAve done their job well an-d it 1;.ras imposs­
ible to desire better labourers but because there was ~reat

prejudice against it in En~land and it required a most constant
and anxious watching ••• I should myself rejoice were it found
possible to procure the labour from some quarter where Queens-
land would be relieved from the responsibilities of recruitment. 122

No attempt has been made here to justify l~ormanby's attit-

ude or to show that it was based upon indisputable facts. Even

Parnaby comes to no definite conclusion on the charges made during

the period although he does take a far less favourable view of the

Queensland reGulatory acts and the Queensland recruiting trade. 123

It is interesting to note in this regard the impressions of Anth-

ony Trollope, who visited the colony in 18'72. They in fact agreed

substantially with Normanby's assessments of the situation. 124

Vfuat should be evident, however, was Kormanby's concern

for and the attention he did give to both the administration of
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the local regulations and the wider context of tne problem. The

Colonial Office waf:, 6enerally we:]].-sa tisfied VIi th his handling

of the question although, of course, it should be realized that

many of the officials agree~insubstancewith the Governor's

views. 125 By 1874, they were thoroughly fed up with the bombard-

ment of the Office by correspondence from the humanitarian soc-

ieties. In MaJ, Carnarvon had regr0tted the sending to ~ormanby

of so many letters which "\'/ere often very unreasonable as well

as inaccurate in their facts. n126 Furthermore, he suggested to

the Secretary of the Anti-Slavery Society that it waG a grEat

mistake to sUPTlose "that there is any Ylant of interest or a~th-

ority on the part of the Governor and the high officers of Queens-

land in desiring to suppress the abuses to which the labour

traffic, unless carefully watched, is liable. 1I127 '.'lith relation
..-

to Normanby's activities, that indeed was a fair defence.

One could argue that~as a long-time Liberal and as the

son of the man who oversaw the emancipation of the slaves in

Jamaica, Normanby's views on the question of coloured labour in

Queensland could well have been more idealistic and moralistic.

But his attitude, in some ways, reflected the weakening hold of

moral zeal and humanitarian concern on imperial authority and

the smaller degree of influence of philanthropic pressure groups,

both of which had been so pervasive earlier in the century. It

did, moreover, underscore again the importance of colonial in-

volvement in the fashioning of a Governor's conception of matters

of imperial interest.
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VIII

C0NCLUSI01~

This essay has had a double focus. In t~e first place,

by assessing his personal attitudes to 90litics, to colonial life

&.rld prot'lelils, and to the wider ramifications of L:Ifipire and also

by analysing his conduct during his administrations in the col­

onies, an attempt ~as been made to throw light on Lord Normanby,

the man and the Governor. Secondly, his career has been used to

illustrate sowe of the salient developments in the role of the

Governor in the self-governing colonies and pari passu. the

growth of colonial eoancipation in the second half of the nine­

teenth cAntury. While it is hoped that the first element has

been sufficiently ex~;lored 1p the above chapters, sonG addi tione.l

observations do soem necessary, in this brief closing section, to

round off the second.

A ~enerali~ed account of the changin~ role and importance

of the Governor has been set out in Chapter II. Although the

trends there have been implied in the treatment of ~ormanby's

career, more definite conclusions are warranted.

It has been sug~p.sted that the most noticebble develop­

ment in the period was tne declinins influence of the Governor

on the positive day-to-day functioning of colonial government.

The degree of that infllumce undou:-)tl~d.ly dE';pend.ed on factors

such as the a~ility of the Governor. hJ.s relationship with the

309
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ministry in power, and the ~ol~tical maturity of the colony but

a precise cvaluar.ion of it at one particular time is rendered

more difficult by the very nature of such influence. To allay

adverse criticism and to avoid the appearance of meddling in

colonial affairs, it had to be exerted in a quiet and judicious

manner and thus was rar8ly the subject of much publicity.

Nevertheless, Normanby's opinions and advice did seem to

carry more weight in iIova Scotia and Queen::;land than they did

later in New ~ealand and more particularly in Victoria. Judged

by the tone of his correspondence, Rormanby himself obviously

considered that such was the case. In Nova Scotia, he had the

distinct advJntages of inheriting a linGering tradition of gub-

ernatorial leadership, of serving there in the early days of

responsible covernment when ~here was no clear-cut division

between local and imperial affairs, and of being, for most of

his tenure, on close personal terms with his ministers. Likewise

in Queensland where, even though it was much younger, similar

conditions existed. The Brisbane Courier, looking back over Nor-

ma.nby's administration, commented with some perception:

As a Governor, Lord Nornanby unquestionably exercized a consider­
able amount of influence. his parliamentary ex~erience, his hiGh
rank, th~ interest he took in anything which was boing on around
him, secured for him an active share in the direction of affairs.
Lord Normanby in reelity governed a great deal. 1

There is little evidence to sug£;est tho. t .i~ormanb'y exer-

cized much influence in either New Zealand or Victoria. Both

calonies had a quarter of a century of reslJonsible government

behind them and also a tradition, perhaps more marked in Victoria,

of alloViine; tho Governor little Ea"J' in the aff&.irs of c;overmnent
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except 1 of course, when he supported the ministry. Combined with

these factors was the stron~ democratic character, well-establish-

ed in Victoria, inci9ient in ~ew Zeal&nd, which would brook little

inter~erence in internal affairs, particularly from a Governor

of aristocratic birth.

Along with that decline j.n influence, a second character-

istic of the period pointed to was the retention in the Governor's

hands of the discretionary powers. ReferrinG to Kew Zealand, one

historian has co~mented that the years from 1871 to 1892 were

distinGuished by the Ilcombination of comparative impotence in the

ordinary affairs of government \'lith extensive discretionary author­

ity in s?ecial fields •• •• ,,2 To some degree, that was applic-

able to all the self-governinG colonies. The extent to which a

Governor could 8xercize those powers in a particular colony was
,

determined by factors other than the simple authority of the Pre-

rogative Instruments of his office. This point has been dealt

with in soma detail above but it bears repeating here because it

is the key to an understanding of the use of the discretionary

powers.

Normanby's career a~ply illustrates the validity of such

a conclusion especially as it applies to the most important dis-

cretion of a Governor - the prerogative of dissolution. In Nova

Scotia and in Queensland, his control of chat preroGative ~ent

Virtually unquestioned alth0ugh his failure to use it when re-

quested to by opposition p2rties C&ille under attack. Those situ-

ations served to illustrate that, in the early stages of colonial

self-government when the ~iolitical and constitutional systems
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were slowly adapting to the new conditions and where local

conventions had not yet been developed to take the place of the

Governor's discretion, there was general acqaiescence in his

control of the discretionary powers.

Siwilar factors were present during r~ormanby's adminis­

tra tions in l:e'.,/ Zealand and Vic toria, but there they were not

sufficiGr.t to avert considerable criticism of the Governor's

unfettered control. In both colonies, ho~ever, other circumstances

existed to shore it up. The absence of compact, well-defined pol­

itical parties, the desire of most politicians for the rewards

of office, auJ the consequent instability of the political system

enabled the Governor to preserve his discretion. If ministerial

advice was refused and a resignation resulted, he could be toler­

ably confirlent of finding an alternative ministry.

A third feature of the period, also outlined in Chapter

II, the decreasing importance of the Governor as the agent repre­

senting imperial interests in the colonies, again finds some

exemplification in Normanby's career. In that respect, however,

the example was not as clear-cut as it was in the other two devel­

opments. HoI' indeed CGuld any career be expected to provide that

clarity as so much depended on the posts to which a Governor was

appointed and the special imperial interests associated with them

or which cropped up during his administration. If, for example,

Normanby h8d been moved later in his career to the Cape Colony

where Britain wa.s Vitally concerned with native disorders and

the Boer presence in the area or to Newfoundland where the 'French

ShOl'S' w~s a continuing imperial ~roblem, a different pattern



31'3

miGht have appeared. In actual fact, during his last two admin­

istra tions, Norrnanby ,,'laS not confronted VIi th the promotion or

uefence of allY major imperial iSf;u0. The Colonial Office refused

to became involved in the political questions of abolition in

New Zealand and constitutional conflict in Victoria and thus they

did not become lmperial issues. Moreover, the annexation of

Fiji and thR Australian demands for the incorporation of New

Guinea into the Bmpire never became problems for Normanby in his

official cap3.city. 'l'hat was in marked contrast 'Nith his activit­

ies in Nova Scotia and, to a lesser decree, in Queensland earlier

in his career where he 11ad to wrestle with the problems of colon­

ial dt:dence, Coh>l1ial union, and na tive lnbour. Thus, in that way,

despite tll (7) ~.::;..l'G8.LY TOl tuitous non-involvement in Hew Ze~lalld and

Victoria, 110rina.nbyl s eXl)erience did reflect the change in the

Governor's imp8rial role IThich was dictated by the devolution of

fower to the colonies, the changinG relationship between the

colonies and the Hother-country, and the development of other

forms of intra-imperial communication.

The three ~ointc discussed above not only are the most

im~ortant areas in which Normanby's career helps to ex~lain the

overall changes in the Governor's position but also provide

sufficient r~tionale for this detailed study of his colonial

experiences. ~here are, moreover, several additional ways in

which he can be seen as repres~ntative of his profession. All

have been dealt with elsewhere but a brief l'ecapi tula tion seems

neceseary her~.

NOrlfi3..r,b:i furnishes a good example of the professional-
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ization of the Colonial Service in the second half of the century.

His entry to the service docs point to the continuing importance

of political patronage but his ~cceptance as a 'professional'

and his later promotions based on experience and merit were much

more significant factors and they illustrate the basic direction

of Colonial Office policy. With his background of parliamentary

experience and his familiarity with constitutional and adminis­

trative procedures, i~ormanby also provides some clue as to the

type of man eenerally preferred for service in the self-governing

colonies.

His conception of the Governor's role as vital and nec­

essary to maintain iuperial unity, to preserve some degree of

imperial superVision in the colonies, and to shape and control

the development of colonial political life was widely shared by

hiG collea[;ues as indeed was his deep frustration, later in his

career, when he realized that the weapons at his command were

inadequate for that purpose. Still, without unduly emphasising

their contributions, Governors like Normanby did assist in estab­

lishing responsible government on sound lines. Their powers in

the colonial constitutions, although sometimes employed for

private reasons, were on the whole beneficial and necessary until

local conventions became strong enough to enable smooth and

efficient government without check.

Many of the GovernorG of Normanby's generation held

similar views on the nature of colonial society and politics and

he was certainly not alone in his distaste for the growth and

succe~s of colonial democracy. Nor were his f~uds with colonial
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[Jol:Ltie-L,-'i;;': Ij.~:9 JOi:1~lStOll and Tup~)er in Nova Scotia and the Grey-

2. ';;(>8 in ]fc'i! ",:,c:"J.UW:1. uncommon occurrences during the period. CUven

the politlC01 convictionG of illOSt Governors, their sometimes

active part in the political process, and the susceptibilities

of many colonial politicians, such conflicts were almost inevit-

able. On the other hand, it cannot be gainsaid that most, however

much they disliked certain policies and politicians, did acree

with the principle of colonial self-government although, as with

Norillanby, they did not seem to be sure how far it shoulti extend.

'llhe he'lf-century from the 1840s onwards was es,c;ent:Lally

a transitional period in the Governorship of the settlement col·-

onies. It bridged the gap between a period in which the Governor

was armed with extensive powers under the systems of Crown Colony

government and representative government and one in which he had
,

virtually become, in most cases, a titular figure. Normanby was

eminently a man of that middle phas9 and it seems doubtful to

this writer that he would have been as successful in the earli~r

or the 18 tel' ones. He perhaps lacked the decisiveness and i:1<:,e-

pendence needed to cope with the wider control of the ~re-respon-

sible government years and his temperament could well have caused

severe frictio~l \V~1en conviction could be backed up by act:Lon. By

the same token, his frugality, his unimpressive ~resence, his

conception of Governorship, and his impa t:i.ence with colonial

democracy would not h~ve fitted him well for the late~ role.

It i::: difficult indeed to a tterLlpt to cOIDrare. t.he c.~:~(;-.',~~.ty

and the success of the Governors in the sclf-Bove~nin; colonies

as tIlers is very little basis on which to make tha.t comp2rison.
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Jwo factors could psrhaps bA-noted ~s contributing to that

position. In the first place, little iG known about many of the

Governors. AE has been pointed out, there dre few scholarly

works which detail their careers Bhd analyse their actions.

Wi thout these, no reason;:) ble assessm6nt8 can be made. There does

seem a distinct need for such studies - esvecially of the more

important Gover11ors such as Bowen, liercul0s Robinson, Lisgar and

Barkly - eitber bioLraphical treatfuents or along the lines set

out in this eesay. A comparison, secondly, is technically

hazardous because of t1Jc variety of conditions under which

Gove~nors seried. Superficially, it may seem relatively simple

to use the self-governins coloniee as a background upon whi.ch to

develop a compari20n but despite their obvious similarities the

colonies had individual chcl.racteI'E ,lnd special problem~, w}Lich

presented the Governors ·,Arj.th ,-Uffe}'cnt challenees and diffjcul t­

ies. In such circullistances, a GOV8rnor could be a success in one

colony and a failure in another. Over a period of half a century,

moreover, in which the colonies developed rapidly, even in one

colony conditions chanGed from onE administration to another.

Thus, to compnre a bowen in. Queensland with a ~ulgrave in Nova

Scotia or a Head in Canada in the 1360.::; is no easy task. :Sven

horder would be a comparison betweun Governors who served not

only in different colonies but at 6ifferent times.

In theory, two criteria seemed to be neceusary to make

8. successful Governor. FroT'l the col·:)uial point of 'l:Lew, !:,\': VlP."!.o

one who WcH3 popular and a ccer table t :II};O Gyn~pathi~ec. \'li tll GC,~I.O;lj ::...1

interests, and who was strictly impartial in political affairs.
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To the Coloni~l Offico, success involved the defence of imgerial

interests, the maintenance of sound and prudent government, and

the strensthening of the imperial tie. Yet sometimes they could

become irreconcilable and a Governor drawn between the two could

achieve neith~r end. The difficulty of combining the two loyal-

ties was a significant factor in accounting for the absence of

any completely successful career in the ~eriod. In the final

analysis, however, it was the approval of the Colonial Office

which counted. mont and a long career was a mark of success in

the :rrofessiol1.

In that sensG, Lord Normanby must be deemed a successful

Governor. Although he sympathized with colonial problems and

sometimes orposed imperial policj.es, his first allegiance was to

the Colonial Office. He was never very popular in the colonies
,-

and he was certainly not acceptable to all sections of the pol-

i tical commu:1i ties over which he presided. Nor was he for the

most part uarticularly impartial in his constitutional actions.

But he did [;e~ure the confidence and support of the Colonial

Office and that ensured him a long and on the whole an honour-

able career.



Footnotes

Brisbane Courier, 24 March, 1882.

2 B. J. Dalton, The Governors of iiew Zealand, 1868-92 (Unpub­
lished M. A. thesis, Canterbury, 1951), p. 237.
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