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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 sarly 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-
ilnation 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,
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
is 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.,



PREFACE

A reviewer, commenting on a recent work on two colonial
Governors and intra-imperial relations in the nmid-pineteenth
- century, deemed it "unfashionable® and a "belated 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 War and

Politics in New Zealand, 1855-70, by B. J. Dalton; Journal of

New 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 developmemnt 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 deepeﬁed
substantially by looking at them from the perspective of &
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 in 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 asa 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-
ation 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 L4th Marquis at Mulgrave 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
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of the patience and kindness of the staffs of the many institut-

ions in which I gathered information for this study. The material

which I have used has been found in: the Public Record Cffice,
the British Museum, the Royal Commonwealth Society Library, the
libraries of the Universities of Nottingham and London; the

Oxley Library, the Public Library, and the University of Queens-

land Library in Brisbane; the Public Library of New South Wales,

the Mitchell Library, and the library of the University of Sydney
in Sydney; the Latrobe Library, the Public Library of Victoria,
and the library of the University of Melbourne in Melbourne; the

General Assembly Library, the Alexander Turnbull Library, the

Public Library of Auckland, and the libraries of the Universities

of Cantervury, Victoria, and Auckland in New Zealand; and in

Canada, the Public Archives of Canada, the Public Archives of

Nova Scotia, and the Mills Memorial Library at McMaster University.

Several matters of detail should be mentioned here:

1. Normanby is referred to by the title he actually held during
his life. Thus, from 1831 to August 1863, he is referred to
as the Earl of Mulgrave and as the Marquis of Normanby there-
after,

2. All letters from Governors originated from the seat of govern-
ment of the colony they administered and all letters fronm
Colonial Office officials originated from the Colonial Office
unless otherwise indicated.

3. In the main, the references to newspapers in the footnotes

signify that the editorial article has been used.
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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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1
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
treqtmenf has formed the ‘traditional' view of the broad sweep
0f British imperial history in the nineteenth cenfury - a century
divided into periods of imperialism and anti--imperialism.l In
recent years, that view has been subjected to/a gfeat deal of
decisive criticism and a new orthodoxy has almost been erected
on the ruins of the old.2
However persuasive this recent reassessment - the opin-
jon 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 to divide the Empire into its 'formal’
and 'informal' parts or make a distinction between the settlement
colonies, strategic outposts, penal settlements, tropical colonies,
and the Indian Empire but it does seem both justifiable and prof-

itable to this writer to see developments in the settlement col-

onies - the British North American provinces, Newfoundland, the
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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 relationshipsof 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.“3
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.k '

This notion, which they do not substantiate in any way and which
indeed would be difficult to justify, 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 st;tesmen 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."5 At best, that claim is an ex post



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-
1y 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 governmenﬁ] could have been much longer



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 apvpear simply to have receded before the press-
ure which they were not prepared to withstand.©
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 America) . . . . the imperial trans-
ition to responsible government was secondary and derivative."?
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

."8 That was the

the form of constitutional agitation o o »
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 facé
of colonial pressure.]o
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



indeed many politicians and commentators of mid=-century were
wont to do; and further that they can best ﬁe understood in that
way, unbound by concepts which are better suited to other areas
of imperial activity.

The years between the implementation of 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
of the 'settlement' Empire. It was characterized by the broaden-
ing of colonial.self-government both in its extent and its nature,
by the dévelopment of distinctive colonial *nationalisms!, and by
‘a changing relationship between the colonies and the Mother-
country in which the first tentative steps were taken towards é
new imperial partnership which would later beéome’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 resurgence of imperialism. That distinction
is largely irrelevant for the purposes of this essay 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,11 on



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,]2 there is little doubt
that it did undergo quitelspectacular change in the period.
There was far greater optimism about the future of 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 direét 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 of 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,‘q "which

may be defined as a system of government by party in which the



executive takes advice from ministers able to command the confid-
ence of the legislature."15 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 debendent 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 1865.]6 The process of relaxation
begun in the Canadas in 1840,17 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 thé British Empire., The common interest
should be the same throughout its numerous dependencies."]8
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 1395,
when the colonies were allowed to set differential tariffs with
Britain, other colonies and foreign power:s,l9

Although it had grown weaker since the 1830s, the con-
tinuing humanitarian concern for the welfare of native races was
the rationale behind the reservation of native affairs. But the
cost of administering that control far outweighed that concern
bx'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 1837, 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 . . ."Zowas 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 later, 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 government, 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 proFess 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

21 and it is scarcely necessary to retell it here. What

Elgin
must be emphasised, however, is the fact that despite the accept-
ance of the implication of party government, both Grey and wlgin
did not envisage the total abdication of the Governor from the
political system. Their correspondence while Elgin was in Canada22
is laced with observations on 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 thé

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 aécepting 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 thi; 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 questién 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

2 .
né2 Governors were a migratory

tasks an historian can undertake,
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 [boncentrating on his governor and[@s—
ing] each colony as a_setting against which to display his ideas
and characteristics,.<®

With that in mind, it may well appear strange and somewhat ambit-
ious to try to combine the two approaches in this study. However,
Normanby's career lends itself particularly well to a combined
treatment as it was exciusively 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 Governor has been set firmly in the context of colonial
politics.a8 However, by their very nature, they lack the wider
comparisons with developments in other colonies necessary for
a comprehensive overview,
The encyclopedical 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.BO 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
includedboth 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?‘Several 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



18

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 UNDER RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT: 1850-1890 !

Against such a background of a changing imperial relation-
ship and the growving nmaturity of the self-governing colonies, it
was practically certain that tae position of the Governor would
undergo considerable modification. It would be idle to suggest
that Lord Lanscdowne 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 developuent and
its scope from one colony to another. Those theorists of colonial
constitutional history like Todd and Keith2 who attemplted 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 colornies 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 government, and that they had become
little more than the titular heads of the colonies. The significant

change in the type of Governor appointe&sand the increasing
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importance of tﬁe 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 vlay. He was both an imperial officer, charged with
the responsibility of defending imperial interests, and the head
of the local colonial govermnent."P 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 pvproducts
of a gradual evolution which depended as much on convention,
improvisation, and adaptation to newcircumstances 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 Majesty's 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 powers and duties and while nany were duplicated
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in 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 1370s 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 seemingly little attempt made at a logical
arrangement of powers and functions in the Instruments6 which
together outiined 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 of 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. Finally,

he ves authorized, under certain couditiouns, to repricve 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 gtressed. that same
;point .. 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 grenting 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 circumspection in legislation and Government when they were
made to feel that they would not be rescued from the consequences
of any imprudence merely affecting theuselves ?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 [pf responsible governmenﬁ} 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 the‘express 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 Bannerian's observation to Newcastle in 1861 that:

The new system of government . . . instead of lessening, increases
a governor's responsibility. & 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
cologyzqunless I had the power to dispenge 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 létter, nost 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 traced. Nor was it ever 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
ﬁorking 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 Dovning 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 Xlgin'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
ees there is more room for the exercize of influence on the part
of the Governor under my system than under any that ever was
before devised; an influence, however, wnolly moral - an influence
of suasion, sympathy, and woderation which softens the temper
while it elevates the aims of local politics.!V
The best means, in Elgin's opinion, to increase that influence
was not by any great display of power but "by the frank acceptance
of the conditions of the Parliznentary syst(—:ama"]2 That entailed
the extension by the Governor of his full and frank support to
his ministry without in any way antagonizing the opnosition

parties and politicians 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 nmuch as possible, a situation in which he considered
that he had been more often than not successful:]3 "..o I find
a tendency constantly increasing to attach the utmost value to
my opinion on all gquestions, local or general, that arise.”lq
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 ne€ant of mock sovereignt¥ or on the other into
the dirt and confusions of local politics, 5

Elgin was not alone in these sentiments and nearly every

16

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

It must be remembered, however, that Elgin developed his views
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 espoused 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

Brunswick from 1661 to 1367 and in New Zealand from 1330 to 18%2;
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and Sir George Bowen in Queensland from 1859 to 18668 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.17 Late in 1852, he wrote that he had
at this moment more real power, without the show of it, than I
ever had, Nothing has done me so much good as the knowledge of
law which I picked up before I came out. By means of this I can
meet my council on-equal ternms in-almost all maEters & they a€§
very shy of proposing to me anything of a doubtful character.

On the other hand, his role in Canada was much less
conspicuous especially in the day-to-day functioning of tne
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 probably wielded much less power in Canada
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than Head had done in New Bfunswick, where a closer anzlogy
could be‘made with 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-
ﬁheless, he still was able to exert some influence on all matters
of government especially as he was in close personal rapoort 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 extenso to
speak for itself. Even though it must be remembered that Gordon
was certainly no friend of responsible government and due allow-
ance nust be made for the ravages of time upon 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 England, - reported to the Governor by the
Prime Minister., NHow, not the smallest hint of Cabinet pro-
ceedings is allowed to reach the Governor.

(2) One was allowed free intercourse with all the ministers,
All communications now pass through the Premier exclusively.

(3) Though the ultimate decision, of course, rested with lMinis-
ters, all questions were freely discussed with the Governor.
His opinion was listened to, and sometimes taken. Now, unless’
his signature is required, no matter is mentioned to him, and
then only in the shape of "advice" which must be taken.,

(4) No step requiring 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.

(5) The Governor was the sole medium of communication between the
local and home governments., lNow, all the larger Colcnies 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 were of course liable to be

published, and he mirht, if he chose, communicate them to

his wministers, 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 oaly see all, but
affect practically to dictate those written from hence.

(7) The Governor exercized a versonal command over the Militia
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 Minister', that
not even the Governor's formal approval is reguired for any
matter relating to it . « . &

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

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 mistaxe 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 faindant. As far as my
observation extends, nothing can be more opposecd 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 departnment
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.

)

He asserted later that "both the executive and legislature always

. . 2 s
cheerfully defer to 2y recommendations." 3 However, again it must



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.a#
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.22
Of all the Governors, Bowen was the least likely to under-
rate his own importance and 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 promote good government
and almost nothing 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 dismissal 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 because 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 Ministerial responsibility and it is better that
a Governor should be too tardy in relinquishing this palladium

of colonial liberty, thantoorash in resorting to acts of
personal interference.2

That stance was indeed a far cry from the sentiments which Bowen
had espoused earlier in Queensland: "It is (the Governor's]
undoubted right and duty to disallow ill-advised acts of the

w29 - ,

colonial logislature . . . Zowen's real cdefence boiled dcwn
to the admission that no Governor should be held responsible for
anything he did on the advice of his ministers regarding purely
local affairs,50 an ovpinion which again was very different to his
earlier convictions: "I have always fell that in wmatters of purely
colonial concern, a Governor should not desire to be released of
the personal responsibility . . . ."31

It is hoped that from these three examples the difficulty
of arriving at any precise definition of the influence of a
Governor can be gauged. Two general points do, however, stand out.
In the first place, the period from mid-century to about 13%0 saw

an overall decline in the positive aspects of the Goverunor's
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position which had become but a shadow of the early conception
of Elgin. Secondly, that decline did not move at the same pace fn
21l 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. VW. M. Whitelaw, in an
interesting article based primarily on the Governors' activities
in the Maritime colonies of British North America from 1850 to
Confederation,52 considered that:

It would be a mistake . . . to regard the governor as going down
to defeat with the scevtre snatched from his hands. He was far

from becoming the roi faindant thatzthe parallel with 3ritish
constitutional usage might suggest.J3

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 appezaled 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, 3?

Much also depended on the character and ability of the

Governor himself and the relationship which he had with 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 conduct than if they
were barely on speaking terms., Lord Grey's advice to Sir dJohn
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.'"56 That
advice was oft-repeated by succeeding Secretaries of State57 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 1380s 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.DS

Yet, despite the overall trend, there were sone 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 wheré Sir John
Harvey had practically abdicated his position by 1850. Herman
Merivale, the Permanent Under-Secretary of the Colonial Office,
remarked in 1852 that: "It 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."59 Later voth Lord lulgrave

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 ho way in the end of stopping it as
the colonies matured and became more confident in their exercize
of self-government., 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 between
them and their advisers, and that their ministers are only
carrying out the exact measures they themselves would have
adopted, or they make a great fuss and try to persuade themselves
that their "indirect influence" is considerable, and that they
are largely contributing to the progress of the coach, when in
fact, their poor 1little 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 1s assumed in advance and he learns the intentions
and policy of his Governuent 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 then forced upon
it of electing between a new Ministry or a new Parliament,4!

In fact, the private correspondence of tlhie Governors is stucded

with such lamentations 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

e 2
over its affairs, and I miss the stimulus of responsibility. . .";L+
Sir Thomas Gore Browne bewailed the fact that "Governors have
. « . been silently dropping into the positions of consuls. . .";}+3

and Sir Williawm 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 Governmenis one sees nmuch going on
which is most objectionable, yet one is powerless to do good or
prevent evil, One nay 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. . . .
Indeed, many Governors would have been surprised at one of Robert
Herbert's minutes in 13881 in which he noted that the duties of a
| 24

'responsible' Governor were "anything but }_:>e:z~func’cory."LU They
would have been much more likely to have agreed 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 po'-:.!erful,br

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 naster

fully the individual peculiarities of each colony, albeit they

might have many characteristics in cowmmon. 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.
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 & 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,L*9 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 tautochthonous 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 feally 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 choice which faced Bowen in Victoria in

1878. There was no possible alternative government to that of
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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 such.con-
ditions it was relatively easy for a Governor to find other
viable ministries.

The maintenance of the discretionary powers in the handsr
of the Governor depended, in the last resort, upon the willingness
of colonial politicians to accept it as bveing in the best interests
of colonial self-government. Those powers were certainly not
sacrosanct in colonial eyes and would be changed or removed when
circumstances dictated, By the end of the 1300s, both the
conditions ~ the political situation and that acceptance - which
buttressed the Governor's control of them were, indeed, steadily
changing.sl

In theory, a Governor was the representative of the
Imperial Government in the colonies but in practice he also had
become the spokesman representing 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 m5n0poly was starting to crack with the colonies‘
looking elsewhere forrepresentatives. As one newspaper put it:
The Governor of a colony in reality is constitutionally placed
§0 as not to be its representative and he is in a false one
when forced to occupy that position. He really is to us the
voice of the central governing power.2>
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 colconies' 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

0f course there had always been interested colonists in
the metropolis and many 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 parlianmentarians, activities which had often
raiscd the chagrin of colonial governments,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 commercial, immigration, and

56

financial interests in London. Despite the opposition and

27

scepticisu of the Colonial Office, 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 Mother-country.58

The Colonial Office files began to bulge with correspondence



52

with the Agents—General.59 In 1890, Sir John A, Macdonald, the
Prime Minister of Canada, noted the progress of that development:
By degrees the colonial ministers [ﬁhe Colonial Secretaries] have
begun to treat the colonial representatives as diplomatic agents,
rather than as subordinate executive officers and consult them as
such,

One Governor, Sir Henry Loch of Victoria, declaimed bitterly
against the effect of the process on "the legitimate influence

of the Governors. . . Jand 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 governmeiits. 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, [ﬁut 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:

« « o 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 dividing the members of the body
politic.éB ’

Colonial opinion also set a high premium on the Governor's ability
and willingness to ac¢t in that way. One colonial politician
phrased it thus:

It is his duty also to set a high social exawmple and to interest
himself not only in the general progress of the colony, but, as
far as vossible, in the general welfare and prosperity of the

colonists engaged in the great battle of colonial life.bh

The Brisbane Courier in December 13872 summed 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 initiating the necessity for the lead being taken.
He can direct the attention of the people outside the nere gather-
ing together of the means to live, and the means to accumulate.
A great deal hinged on the Governor himself a2s to the extent to
which he fulfilled that capacity, but most set considerable store
by it and exhibited a keen interest in the development of education,
voluantary 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
comnunity. 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

66 1.

his money on hospitality at Government House in Queensland.
vas felt that the colonies paid munificent salaries and that they
should be used to provide equal liberality. Esnecially in the Aust-

ralasian colonies, there was a distinct distrust of gubernatorial
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frugality. It seemed to imply that Governors were only there tq

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

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

stated:

Lord Norumanby 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 belore the

usual tern expired.67

What 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 loyalty. "Do your best always to keep up the pride in

the mother-country . . .", was Sir Edward Bulwer Lytton's advice

68

to Bowen in 1359. 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 recommendation for honours by the
Governors was also used to cement imperial ties. As on so many
other subjects, Klgin 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 emvnloyed, in so far as this can nroperly be done, as a means
of attaching the outlying parts of the emvire to the throne. 69

#hether or not it did accomnlish that hope is impossible to say,

but honours were lavishly zranted to many of the leading colonial
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political figures in the period. Indeed, it was difficult to
find a prominent politician without a knighthood in the 1380s.
However, beneficial or not, some Secretaries of State considered
that Y"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. M. G. would be scarcely dangerous as a mob~leader."7o

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 tne extension of self-
government to the colonies which by definition implied the
reduction of the Governor's role., Discussion and criticism 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 usuvally 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 uore

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

72

parties and their opinions followed the lines as outlined above.
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 beconing 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.’>

In 1879 Charles Gavan Duffy gave his friend, John Pope
Henessey, advice, the validity of which many Governors would have
recognized,

Stick to the legislature where you are Speaker, 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 then 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 triste anétier.’h

This is indeed an eloquent testimony to the diminished role of
the Governor and one starkly different from the picture which
Elgin had drawn some thirty years before.

Although the greatest changes took place in his 'domestic!
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capacity, a similar process-occurred 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. Moreover, 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 1350s, 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:

. . o 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 practicelly 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 interest, so
as to leave the local authority as free as possible.7'O



48

Those 'general instructions'77 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 ana he was
only broadly enjoined to reserve for the imperial approval

78

certain classes of legislation, 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 he inconceivable., 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 leglslation came under stern attack)and breaches
were made in them before 1890.79

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 meke imperial policy more palatable to the colonists,

Lord Carnarvon advised Sir Henry Barkly, the Governor of the Cape
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Colony, that it

is to the Governor . , . that the Minister in England must look
to remove misapprehensions, to smooth difficulties, to reassure
as to, the intentions of the Home Government and in fact to
prevent . . . a collision of opinion. . . ."

Generally, it could be said that a Governor who had
spent some time in a colony began to sympathize with colonial
problems and policies even though 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. kost 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 . . . ."61

Sir Edmund Hezd,
commenting on the Cayley tariffs in 1858 in Canada used the same
sentiments:
+ « o 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 agree with the opinions of others is a contradiction in
terms.ga

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 1360s, as were both Gordon and

MacDonnell in the Maritime colonies over the guestion of federation.
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The concerns set out in the 'instructiohs' 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-changing situation in the Empire which threw up
new and unforeseen problens 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 demands for expansion - Canada towards the
west and the Australasian colonies into the Pacific Ocean. t/hen
those demands ran counter to imperial nolicy, Governors were
'called upon to use their influence to counter thewm also. Thus
Sir James Fergusson was revyroached for lending support to New
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Zealand's expensionist designs in the Pacific in 10753 and his

successor, Normanby, was instructed to do his utmost to under-
mine them.84
Alongside that, there was develoning in many colonies
an understanding that some type of union was necessary to draw
neighbouring communities closer together 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 onrposition, in British North America, Aust-
ralasia and southern Africa pre=ented new challepnges and resnons-
ibilities to the Governors.
Again, further rcroblewus were nroduced by chanzing

imperial policies towards tne self-governing colonies. As the
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old controls vanished and power devolved to the colonies, the
Imperal Government 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 was
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 Dbecause 1t 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 developuent 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 persuasixe
and influential groups were the humanitarian and missionary
societies which kept a vigilant watch on the treatment of native
peOpies 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 it. Other bodies, the influence
of which was more difficult to trace, like the Imperial Federation
League, the British North American Association, and the Royal
Colonial Institute, did affect to some degree the wider assunmpt-
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 a2t home their own conceptions of current policy and the
direction towards which it should point in future.

There was 1it£le 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 being 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 disenchanted by the operation of responsible government.
The old concention of the Office as the arbiter of colonial
political strife died a long hard death.85 Furtheruore, many
Governors, emyhasising their total responsibility to imperial

authority, also had a penchant for referring disputes home for
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adjudication and thus inviting discord between Ehe Colonial
Office and 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 withk his ministers and with the other public
men of the Province and 1is 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 . . . . 6

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 State for directions instead of acting on their
own responsibility.9’

In 1361, 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 resvonsible to
the Crown, and as a constitutional head of an executive controlled
by his advisers. He has to watch and control, as best he nay,
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 comaunication

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, aithough the Colonial Office attempted
to keep éhe illusion alive. One need only to compare the part
played by the Governors during the 1860s in the union of British
North America with that of the 1880s and 1890s in Australian
confederation to recognize the force of that development,

In 1926, the Governor was defined formally as "the
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."89 But in all the self-~-governing

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

This chapter will concentrate almost exclusively on the broad
aspects of the changes in the Governor's role and to this end
specific examples will be kept to a bare minimum. To have
included all pertianent exanmples, achapter as long and as
detailed as the works of Todd and Keith would have been
required, Moreover, I have atteumpted to stay clear of the
strictly legalistic and rote constitutional material so
beloved by constitutional theorists.

Alpheus Todd, Parliamentary Government in the British Colonies
(Boston, 1880), Arthur B. Keith, Responsible Government in the
Dominions (2nd. ed., 2 Vols., Oxford 19238)

See Chapter III.

In the broadest sense, all his functions were essentially
imperial and he was responsible to the Colonial QOffice even
for his conduct as head of the local government.

In the method of reserving legislation, in the use of the
prerogative of mercy, and by the removal of anachronistic
functions.

Attention here is focussed on the Instruments to British
North America, 1850 to 1878, and to all others to about 1890,

Newcastle to Bowen, 23 lMarch 1862, quoted in George F. Bowen,
Thirty Years of Colonlal Government (ed. S. Lane Poole, 2 Vols.,
London, 1889), II, 142-5.

Head to Newcastle, 20 May 1854 (Separate), quoted in D, G. G.
Kegr Sir Edmund Head: A Scholarly Governor (Toronto, 1954), p.
10

Bannerman to Newcastle, March 13861, quoted in Todd, Parlia-
mentary Government, p. 449.
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III

NORMANBY AND HIS CONTEMPORARIES

The position of Governor of the self-governing colonies
was entrusted to a wide variety of men during the first half-
century of resvonsible 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 Normanby 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 1372 - 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 appointed at
that time. The 'old professionals', the Bowens, the Robinsons, ané
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 change was
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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,1 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 1890 for titled Governors. Whether that was due
to their 'snobbishness’' is a matter for debate, but they showed
little desire to have Governors of the traditional type.5 A

sugsestion made in The National Review in 1890 that Governors

should be men trained by long colonial service and experience

and which condemned the new departure of sending young peers to

L

the colonies’ was sharply rebuffed by a Melbourne newspaper:s
[The writeﬁ] is completely deceived when he persuades himself
that Australians are eager for more Colonial Office officiazls
as their Governors., These are precisely the persons to whom
they take strong objection. To them, the '0ffice' 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.~>

The success of Lord Carrington in New South Wales from 1883 to
1890 in both dispensing liberal social amenities and in accepting,

almost unfailingly, advice from his ministers endeared him to most
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Australian voliticians who came to see him as the prototype
for futurelappointments.

A somewhatksimilar change had occurred in Canada after
Confederation although there, as the senior colony, the new
Governor-Genercls were of much higher status. Lord Lisgar was
the last of the'old school' in the new Dominion, Lords Dufferin,
Lorne, and Lansdowne were 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 Engleand.
Underpinning those appointments, of course, was the awareness
of the Colonial Office that such a change had become necessary
to adapt to the new relationship between the Dominion and the
metrcpelis which Carnarvon charccterized in 1870 as "political
rather than coloniall,’ )

. The 'professionals' took some time to adjust to that new
situation, Both Hercules Robinson8 and Normenby 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 men
and appointing a young man who has not done anything to a Gov
like Canada is simply playing into the hands of men like Sir
George Grey and NMr Zerry 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 shoulc have some experience & have shown that he had

some qualification for the Government.

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."1o Sir
George Grey, Sir Bartle ¥rere, Sir Henry Barkly, and Sir Hercules
4 Robinson, who filled that post, all did have extensive experi-
ence with that problem,

With these limits in mind, the question of appointments
will now be examined. Although, as John Cell has indicated, ||
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-
fessionalization develooed in the Colonial Servicet“%enry Hall
has calculated that about a third of the Governors from the
1860s to the 1880s were 'professionals'12 while John Cell
further distinguished a group of thard-core professionals'
between 1330 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

0n1y14 and of these, threce 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 'préfessional' 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 & vacancy occurred.]6

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, éir Richard MacDonnell, Sir Anthony
Musgrave, and Sir Stephen Hill served out long and honourable
careers.17

Perhaps the most important reason for that develoopment
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 ny
practice when here before, though it had been begun in a smaller
degree by Grey, Colonial Governship has become a professjion, all
these men come back upon me with claims for employment.18
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 were other paths leading to employ-
ment, The old role of patronage - preferments for personal or
political reasons - still played its part in the Colonial

19

Service, 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 DuCane, and Sir James Fergusson all owed 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 "the 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 were given_to
me by Conservative Statesmen and two by Liberal Statesmen.
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 trenchant language

in The 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 Zpiscopal 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 aprointments. But let them show their aptitude by
running the same previous career with less-favoured competitors,
Until this becomes the condition of promotion, the world will
fain go on thinlking that the bect prizes of the Colonial Service
furnish a conveucient mode of jobbery, and that perit and proved
capacity may safely be left unrewarded , . . . 2

Parliamentary criticism was almost absent during the period
although one apnpnointment was admittedly overturned in 1854 after
a sharp debate on the appointee's fitness for the post.25 The
paucity of that criticism could have been perhaps the product
of the new policy followed by the Colonial Secretariecs and an
acknowledgment of the general acceptability of most of the
appointments in the service, It could also be, however, that
there was really no sreat degree of concern for colonial apsoint-
ments of that type, especially as their importance declined.
Moreover, except for the question of colonial defence in the
1860s and the state of imperjal relations in the early 1870s,
the Imperial Parlicment 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 debate in the House of Commons alluded to above,
there was some discussion about the selection of Governors which
dealt both with the general' ideals to be aimed at and the prob-
lems associated with their attainment. Sir John Pakington, a
former Secretary of State, and Jobhn Bright asserted that Gover-
nors should be anpointed with great care and that they should be
well-known, well-educated, and have had long experience in public

affairs‘zq On the other hand, Gladstone stressed the difficulty

of attracting that type of man to the service because of the



69

obstacles of low pay and the rude societies of the colonies.
He argued, moreover, that many of the earligr 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. I

In fhe 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
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upon the whole very encouraging for a repetition of.the experi-
ment."27 -~ 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 ¥illiam Colebrook, and
8ir Charles Hotham virtually saw the end of the o0ld gubernator-
ial 'élite'. Later appointrments 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 government: " , . . no one doubts for a
moment that if Responsible GOvernment & he were to fall out, he
would take his own course maugré'all which Responsible Govern-
ment might say . o . ."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-

31 < s 22 . 33
t, and others had been civil servants, diplomats, or

iamen
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 Gordon could be
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considered as full-fledged members of the Governors' fraternity.
As would be expected from such a group, it was a well-educated
body of men, many having attended University, and it included

34 35

several accomplished scholars, sclentists, 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

38

of employing prominent colonists as Governors” and, in fact,

Sir Frederick Weld and Sir Francis Hincks were both given appoint-
ments.39 Except for the campaign for elective 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 represenfative 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 Anthony Musgrave
served successively in the West Indies, Newfoundland, British
Columbia, Natal, South Australia, Jamaicg, and Queensland; Sir

Hercules Robinson in the West Indies, Hong Kong, Ceylon, New

South Wales, New Zealand, and South Africa; Sir Henry Barkly



72

in British Guiana, Jamaica, Victoria, Mauritius and South Africaj
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 owing to his wife's healthqo and Normanby refused to
consider positions in the West Indies or the Far East for sin-
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 men already in the service to provide suitable
men for the posts., Edward Cardwell, in explaining to Gordon why
he had preferred lanners Sutton for the Victorian Governorship
in 1866, emphasised the fact that the latter had far  reater
"experience in Parliament and in O:t‘fice."LH It was no coincid-
ence that many had served in the British Parliesment or had had
administrative experience beéause that background fitted them
well fordealing 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 precedents set in the Inmperial Parl-
iament°42 Moreover, he was likely to have a greater degree 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 coloﬁies. The Governors who had the most
difficulty with the system were significantly those who lacked
that parliamentary experience - MacDonnell in Hova Scotia,lJr3
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 interpretétion of his powers the progress of
self-government, It does 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,

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
longer 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.brl+
When 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 t0 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 disgualified 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.l1L5 The difficulty of
defining "the exact precedence of each colonial Governor unless
it be by the vulgar test of salary . . ." was acknowledged by
Newcastle in 1861.46 In the self-governing Empire, that, in fact,
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 with its salary of jaO,QOO had become "the great prize
of the Colonizl service".47 Before Confederation, the positions
in the small Maritime colonies with their relatively meagre
salaries served as starting-points for many careers and there
Governors like Normanby, Canterbury, Gordon, Sir Dominick Daly,
Head, and Sir Charles Fitzroy served their apprenticeships.

Although the Governors were a close-knit group who
corresponded regularly on colonial affairs and mutual interests
and met together occasionally, they showed themselves at times
to be inordinately concerned with their own prospects for pro-
motion, They were also very ready to criticize the actions and
even the characters of their fellow Governers, 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 cleim is made that his career was fully
representative of those of his fellow Governors. Any attempt
to find a 'typical' example would surely be frustrated by the
wide diversity of men in the service and their distinctive
personalities, attitudes, and interests, On more specific grouncs,
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.

48

Noruanby's early life reguires only a brief conmment,

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

50

1838, in which he served for two years in Canada. On his return
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home, he became actively involved in the militia organization
in Yorkshire, his native county, but he soon turned to political
life, entering the House of Coumons through the family seat in
Scarborough in 1847, He represented that constituency, except
for a short intervel 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.51For most of the 1850s, he
served as one of the government Whips, a position for which

The Illustrated London News considered he was admirably suited

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

Of his political attitudes at that stage, there is little
evidence, 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 assune
that he did not really relish the prospect of spending the rest
of his life in Parliament as it is clear that for some tinme
before 1857 he had been seeking employment in the colonies.53

His interest in a colonial appointment must remzin 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 it. His mother once suggested
that: "I suppose you have inherited a love of strange coun’cries."ﬁf

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 acknov-
ledged that it "makes me feel how fortunate I have been in
getting any appointment before it happened."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 énd, 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, Mulgrave almost bombarded
Newcastle with pleas and suggestions for another post. His
chances were limited, however, by his 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

59

vacancies in such areas. Mulgrave soon learnt that his prospects



of obtaining the posts he most. preferred were remote and by
early 1863, he had decided that New Bruanswick was his best
chance of continuing in the service, in spiteof the fact that
that would "be going downhill".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

while 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 'going downhill' with full justice to others I
will gladly do it , . . but I fear however you must reckon
upon this being the best I can do for you,°~

There the matter stood until August when kulgrave's
father died:
My father's death changes everything so much that it is imvposs-
ible for me to say what I may wish to do in future, but I think
it not unlikely that I mey still look for colcnial employment.
e « o 1 have asled Lewcastle to leave the guestion of future
employment in abeyance till I see him. If I could have got a
real good Govt I think it would have been the best thing for ne
. « o but I do not see much chance of this,®2
It is not known what hapnened to Norumandy's prospects in New
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 Scotisa
and his appointment to Queensland in 1371, Normanby retained an

active interest in colonial affairs. Although he was not over-
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active in debate in the House of Lords, he addressed himself

6l

to colonial policy and problems 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 was called to
consider the possibility of establishing such a society and he
pledged his full cooperation and support.65 To that end, he
served on the Provisional Committee, which drew up the rules
and recruited mewmbership, and as a Vice-President66 he attended
and spoke rejularly at its meetings, Trevor Reese, in his history
of the organization, is perhaps a 1little too cynical when he
implies that the zezl which Normanby brought to the Council was
"o be exwvected of someone seexing further employment as =&
colonial governor . . ."67 as there was little doubt that he
was sincerely interested in the welfare and the maintenance of
the Empire and genuinely concerned with the ,froubled relation-~
ship between the Colonial Office and some of the colonies in the
later 1860s.

However, it is true that by 1868 Normandby was again
seeking a return to colonial life. When he accernted 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 obtain further employment as a Colonial Covernor,
« « o Should he [&ranvillé]therefore see any immediate prospect
of employing me perhaps it misht be more convenient to you to
offer the Lordship in Waiting to somcone else , . ., Otherwise
I shall be very glad to accept till I get a chance of a Govern~
orship,®

He again mentioned the same proviso when he accepted another

post - the Captain of the Corps of Gentlemen at Arms - from



Gladstone in December 1869: "At the same time, I trust that nmy
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."69

In February 1871,'he was successful in obtaining the
Queensland position, made vacant by the death of Sir Samuel
Blackall, offered to him by Lorad Kimberley.7o Again, it was
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 New 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 decidea promotion and I can &assure you
that it was offered to you simply as & mark of strong approval
of the ability and good judgement which have marked your admin-
istration in Queensland. Lord Carnarvon and Lord Kimberley are
guite of the sime minc on this po}?t and so, I may say, are all
Queenslanders who come to see ne,
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 wes
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 dezlings and did

not even know by sight.73

He had on many occasions, however, suggested to Herbert

80
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and his old political associate, Lord Kimberley, (and later
Lord Derby) that 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
confinemeni‘.";7Lf in late 1877, he suggested to Herbert that he
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would like to succeed Robinson in New South Wales; 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 18843 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 =
founding member of the Imper;al Federation League,78 attending
the Colonial Conference in 1887, and revresenting New Zezland
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 Fclntyre
has stated,'79 that he used his seat in the House of Lords to
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defend colonial interests, at least not in debate. 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 “unimpressive presence seems to have
shielded from most his considerable abilities,"82 Part of that

unimpressiveness stemmcd from his physical appearance, He was a

stout man of medium height, his most distinctive feature being
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a spade beard which dominated his large 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
riding, hunting, and shooting. From most accounts, he was soft-
ly-spoken with an outwardly bland and easy-goinz manner, char-
acteristics which anpeared to mask an incisive intellect ana an
acerbity which revealed itself most clearly in his private
corresypondence and in informal conversation with friends. The
Governor that the avera e colonist saw and perhaps met was very
different to the man who defended his position most ably in
confrontations with colonial politicians.,

It is senseless to jud.e a Governor's success in a colony
from the valedictory newspaper articles on his departure. Each
journal jud,ed the Covernor according to its own politiczl view-
point. Those which supported his attitude and constitutional
decisions generally rated him a success whilst those which had
opposed him held a different opinion. Thus in Victoria, Th¢ Argus,

The Daily Telerraph, and The World were fulsome in their praise
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for Normanby while The Age was much less complimentary,
As & Governor, Normanby 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 summed him up tolerably well in
1882
He has never been a showy Governor. He has never justified a
belief in any couspicuous 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 hss succeeded admir-
ably . . . in discharging the duties entrusted to him.
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As had become customary with most Governors, he attached much
importance to freguent and comprehensive trips around the colonies
he administered85 during which he endeavoured to meet as many
colonists as possible and review the development and the potent-
ialities of sll sections of the community. 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
aamiration 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 private meanéxgnd perhaps his personal distaste for
display and ostentation, he did not entertain sumptuously in
the colonies. In Victoria, he earned the reputation in some

38

quarters for “"frigid parsimony" but there were few complaints
on that score in his other administrations.

On his speaking ability, the Brisbane Courier again

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 show himself un-
afraid to address himself in his speeches to important and some-
times controversial questions. In Queensland he spoke often on
the need for all classes to reach a compromise on the land and

90

immigration issues, and in New Zealand he warmly rebutted the
. . . 91
idea of an elective Governorshlp? The consensual attitude of the

colonial newspapers was typified by The Lyttelton Times' comment
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that "The liarquis of Normanby contrives whenever he speaks 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 lingering crisis there.95

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 uninhibitea, Moreover, he was also the confidant of Arthur
Blackwood, the long time Chief Clerk of the North Aumerican Dep-~
ment at the Colonial Office, while he administered Nova Scotia,
and later of Herbert and John Bramstogﬁ Those contacts were inval-
-uable to Normanby as he regularly gained inside information on
imperial policy, on reactions to his own conduct, and on the
possibilities of promotion, It was, in fact, through this private

correspondence that a Governor's most personal opinions and
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motives were mede clear to the Colonial O0ffice and it was also
the most important vehicle for confidential advice to the
Governor,

It has been pointed out above that Lormanby held Liberal
-Yhig political attitudes. The two most important influences on
his political development would appear to have been his father's
'progressive! Vhiggism and his own association with Russell,
Pzlwmerston, end the Peelites in the 1850s. But, as with many of
his contenmporaries like Lord Grey, he remained a man of mid-
century and could not subscribde to the rapidly accelerating
reformist nature of the Liberals in the 1870s. His profound
respect for the traditional values of English life so common
with members of the Whig aristocracy dictated that reform should
be approached slowly 2nd cautiously. Nevertheless he always
referred to himself as a Liberal and in 1885 when he resigned
from the party over Gladstone's Home Rule policy, he noted:
I hold my liberal opinion as strongly as ever and no one regret-
ted the divieion . ., . in the Liberal Party more than I do, but
the blame rests with those who are endeavouring to force on a
measure which never formed a portion of the Liberal programne
e o ¢ o« Anyhow, I consider the best interests of the country
should take precedence over Party interests.
Later, he reasserted that Gladstone's policy was
« o« o to my mind a cowardly abandonment of the duties and respon-
sihilities 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 would sooner support the strongest Conservative
than give any countenance to any Liberal cendidate who did not
-pledge himself 88 oppose to the utmost of his power Mr Gladstone's

measure . o

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
'intelligentsia'.97
There is little doubt that LKormanby 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 r»rotection in Victoria, which he considered to have

98

had a deleterious economic effect on that colony; and one of
the few occasions on which he supported Sir George Grey in New
Zealand was on his pronosal to reduce duties on foodstuffs. On
economic develooment general}y 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 revorted 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 long had a conviction . . . that many very serious evils
and many misunderstandings are caused by the combinations which
exist among labourers in this country. . . o I fully admit the
right of every man 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 working for the price which he 101
is willing and ready to take, and the employer willing to pay.
During the latter part of his colonial career, he spoke many
times on the dangers associated with 'socialistic views!'! which

102 and hoped that the Empire

he regarded as a 'plague-spot!
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 concern 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 Queensland, 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.‘oB'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 aveciding the hazards of
.'class' warfare,

Having been schooled in the British Parliament, Normanby

wes frequently appalledby: the 'party' violence and indiscipline
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of colonial politics, as indeed were most Governors who had had
similar experiences.104 This aspect will be.examined in much
greater detail below and it is sufficient to note 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 'montrosity'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 [ﬁhe 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. !0

But in Nova Scotia, he strongly backed Joseph Howe in his plan
to restrict the franchise, the liberality of which he c;edited
with ﬁuch of the violence and corruption there. That view was
strengthened during his later administrations. He did, however,
recognize that with education the danger could ﬁe 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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ana Victoria, he stated his personal opposition although he
did see greater reason for such measures in tne colonies than
in Britain.m7
One can but wonder what would have been Normanby's
politicazl path had he renained at home without his colonial
experience, 3ut it is clear that it did help take him far from
the trsil which Gladstone forged in Britain, especially on his
attitude to Ireland and the Empire, Normanby was disgusted at
Gladstone's opposition 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 war 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 placing "Governors of high standing and ability
in the Great Responsible Governments ., . ." as that was necessary
if those colonies werc “to continue satisfied with their present

relations . ."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, gualities

which perhaps suited the position even better,
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v
THE COLONIAL !ILIEU

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,
arnd experience, and an equally clear grasp of the political
realities of the particular colony in which he served, then it
becomes necessary, however briefly, to investigate the character
of that colony. Therefore, in this chapter, attention will be
focussed on tne four cclonies over which Lord Hormanby presided
to set the background for a subsequent examination of his relat-
ionships with colonial politicicns, Moreover, it is hoped that
sufficient evidence will be produced to demonstrate that despite
the differences in time and ;rea, 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
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the periods in question. At the end of the chapter, the threads
of these separate developments will be drawn together and some
estimate will be made of the necessxry adjustments a Governor
like Normanby hzd to make as he trausferred 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, achieve-
ments and ambitions, pride and confidence . . .".1 Yet, alongside
those positive characteristics, those years were also remarkable
for the rancour and bitterness of political strife both on party
and personal levels,

Nova Scotia, despite the smallness of its population
(c330,000) and its area, was indeed prosperous, a condition
which was marred only in 1861-2 with the dislocation of trade
caused by the outbreak of the American Civil Var. 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 rightc in 1857-82 did not eventuate. The manufactur-
ing industry that had developed was suall-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 89% 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

nk

strong as ever to the Federal States. 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 alternative employment haa 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 'Yankee! and Loyalist settlers and the
later ones of Scots, Irish, and Germans which gave the colony a
rich variety of social and economic patterns, Hzlifax, 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 their 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 Nova 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 unigue
sense of colonial 'nationalism', in terms of its own internzal
political processes, the local ana sectional interests still
rreserved an important degree of influence. In spite of its
century-old tradition of pariiamentary government, the political
character of liova Scotia did exhibit wmany of the symptoms of
political immaturity of the other younger and lasrger colonicsl
societies.,

The historiography of Nova Scotia, as indeed that of
British North America generally, at mid-century, hes been domin-
ated by the question of Confederation6 and 1little 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

7

strife and personal rivalry; the few historians’ who have treated
political life have limited themselves to a simple description

of that feature without explorin;: in any depth the reasons for it,
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Very little, in fact, is known of the local bases of party
support, the extent of extra-parlicmentary organization or even
the composition of the parliamentary parties themselves although

. g O
Murray Beck in his Government of lLova Scotis~ does make many

suggestive comments about these subjects. Again, the studies of
the leading colonial politicians, Joseph Howe and Charles Tupper,
have concentrated on their views on the gquestions of Confederation
and the Intercolonial Railway and have almost entirely neglected
their actions and attitudes as KHova Scotian politicians. As
political issues before 1365, Confederation and the railway were
of little importance and political life revolved around more
Ymundane' subjects such ws 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 "enimosities exhibit themselves at
least as keenly, in small, as in large societies, and . . . the
public necessities are as little effectual there as elsewhere, in
inducinéthose who are separated by personal and political repug-

Il9

nancies to unite their counsels for the common good . . ', was

certainly as relevant for the 1850s and 1860s. Both E. 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 alignmentis in those

two parties. As in most colonial societies, the predominance of
local interests and personal rivalries asserted their disinteg-
rating power in the e&rly.1850s. In fact, it might be arzued

that that party polarization was really a product not of any
fundamental cleavage of political principles but of ‘the importance
of the overriding but temporary issue of constitutional refornm
contingent on the coming of responsible government, Once both
parties hzd 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 apparént that social and economic issues
such as railway development and educational reform cut across the
0ld 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 1351; 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 1865,they@pposed strenucusly the reduction of the
franchise, which had enabled virtually the whole adult male
population to vote, and had passed & nore equitable redistrib-
ution act in 1859. But that was determined more by party exped-
iency than by principle and it is interecting 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 railvays effectively from party rivalry. Education-
al reform, after the railure 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 Romen Catholics, there was general agreement!3
Without any outstanding issue, party conflict inevitably
turned for sustenance to personal antagonism, to arguments over
the routine administration of colonial affairs; and to a struggle
for the perquisites of office, During the period, even the intense-~
1y partizan newspupers, 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 Hova Scotia into twe purties, re_ularly
organized for the annihilation of each other, in the halls of
ouf Legislature. /e are not aware of a single public question,

of the lezst consequence to any class, being in suspense , . T

By 1862 even the Liberzal press which had much longer stressed
the differences between the two parties had come to a similar

conclusion:
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Over and over cgain, we have heard it said by shrewd and thought-
ful men, thot party politics have been, and now &re, the curse

of our country., We were ot first slow to believe in the soundness
of an opinion so humiliating to us as & people, but every day's
experience convinces us that it is true. Unfortunately, the two
parties into which our population is divided, are so nearly
balanced, thaet a constont styggéle for office is going on between
the ins «nd the outs , . . .'-

But unlike the Victorian parties in the 1880s, that situation
did not end in cocalition, although both Howe =nd 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
& solution,

Elections in Nova Scotia were bitterly fought and because
of the open ballot there was plenty of scope for shady political
practices and thcre were many successful candidates who were
charged with bribery and other forms of corruption. The contro-
verted elections of 1859 were the most outstanding examples,
even though they were largely the product of unforeseen circum-
stances leading 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 and 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 Romen Cutholic vote., Before 1857 it appeared to
favour the Liberals but thet chansed radically in that year when

seven Assemblymen, either Roman Catholic themselves or represent-

ing constituencies which were predominantly of that persuasion,
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deserted the Liberal ranks.

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 was one of the sharpest
political rezalities of the period.

Apart from that, elections depended substantially on
the personzlity 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 Ascembly were responsible for the appropriation and alloc-
ation of government expenditure in their constitueneiesandit
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 systenm!
had become generally accepted by 1867 as the proper mode for the
disposition of government‘employmengff%rom 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 1360, 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 against 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 Lssembly 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 Comnservative 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 large, 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, impugning their honour, honesty, capability, and sanity .

oar
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Cf course, those thrusts were parried, although in generally
more temperate terms, by 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 " because much of their success as politicians
during this period wus derived from their ability to use those
forces to foster party ends and personal ambitions. Without then,
much of the colour of Hova Scotian politics would have been lost
but the chances of political peace and some type of coalition
would huave been greatly enhanced.

With this sharp clash of personal ambitions, the lack of
any definite principles to juide the actions of the parties, «nd
the absence of important issues on which they could divide, it
was almost inevitable that pérty progremmes turnea 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 1363,
therefore, was in essence sinply one of a struggle for office.
Only after 1864-5, 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, Normanby found a markedly different environmentalthou_h
he wes to encounter similar political problems., The éolony was

just twelve ycars old and those early years of its life, despite
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the economic crisis of 1866-8, had becn one of rapid developnment
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 slackening in the 1870s

- by 1881, the population was 218,000, an 85% increase, Settlers
had been drawn to the colony by the burgeoning economy and by the
deliberate immigration policy of the early Queensland governments.
However, the distribution of that flood of people had been very
uneven and most of the newcomers, especiully those from outside
Australia, flocked to the urban areas, mainly in the extreme
south of the huge coleny. The Moreton Bay area, the original
nucleus with its penal station and the site of the first free
immigrants, accounted for over a quarter ol the population,

The economic development of the colony alsc affected the
distribution. In the 1360s 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 areu. Moreover,
the discoveries of jold, copper, and tin had created other
nuclei, as hid the construction of roads and railways. The
consolidation and expansion of the original economic base, the
pastoral industry, and the graduul spread of small-sczle farming
in the more fertile areas in the south had created many small
towns like Ipswich, Toowoomba, and Warwick, 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 categories,

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 population; 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

18 mhat

newcomers in the more remote areasof the west and north,
disunity, of course, was reflected in the political 1life of the
colony.

The historiography of Queensland's political development
has followed closely that ofaother 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.
Most modern historians do not concede that there was, in fact,

a distinct division in political 1life 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,ao substantially demolished
the earlier views., It is to be hoped that this research will be
published in book form along the lines set out admirably by
Loveday and Martin in their treatment of similar parliamentary
conditions in Hew South Wales.21

When 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;gest
the contrary, For most of Normanby's four years in Queensland,
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
sroup 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
changing sides - from the Opposition to the Government, The
reason for that move is instructive as that particular memnber
came from Rockhampton 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.a.2
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 exigencies of either
retaining office or wresting it from the ministry in power.

That fact was probably more valid for the party in opposition,
the interncl divisions of which were papered over in itis
determination to turn the administrution out. Moreover, 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 loyzlties 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 lejislation, therefore, was
essentislly a series of compromises determined by the verious
interests in a particular governing group, the needs of the next
election, and the pressure which the Opposition could exert,

A good exanmple of thé&t process was the constitutional
crisis in the Assembly in 1871-2 over the changes 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 hwve 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 zeneral considerations out of the way, sone
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 lorgely 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 Kanzkas, 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
0of self-government, and théy 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 early 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."z3
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
sroup, except in opposition from 1870 to 1874 when " for once
[thei] became a single fighting force, accepting without question

2 . oa
.",5 was even less unified

the lezdership of one man, Lilley . .
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 Palmer'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, ard 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 immigratioﬁ, 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 1370s to develop some type of extra~parliamentary

organization and he would have been a member of The Queensland

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 neople', but it had little influ-
ence until the later 13/0s.

In the Queenslander, the political columnist 'The Bohemian!

in an amusing article on the eleétions 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 parties will shape in the new House.
That's the beauty of Queensland politics. At critical times the
public are kept in a most refreshing stete of uncertainty as to
who's who, and what'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;islitors are not
political bi,ots. 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 =zt any ;iven moment in the
future. They sre not p.rticular to a shade, but will change
sides on the slizhtest provocation, change back sgain in a Tew
days or weeks with philosophic composure, ana ca lmly take a
third course just as rapidly 'shoulad cufflClent inducement offer!
- as the zuctioneers' zdvertizeuents put it.?

Even the Brisbane Courier, long an enemy of Palmer's administ-

ration, admitted at the end of 1373 that "for all practical
purposes, old party distinctions are well-ni:zh obl:i.terat;ed."'2,7
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 Courier expressed it

2

in 1871:

As a rule the people here tske very little interest in politics,

The country has not been settled long enocugh for anything worthy

of the ncme of !public spiritt! to have been developeda, and except
on questions which directly affect their private interests, very

few versons can be found who will trouble themselves about polit-
ics. Outside . . . Parliament one set of ministers is considered

as good «s another, providing they commit no -ross blunaegs, and

are recsonzbly honest impartial and industrious . . .

The bulk of the population was too interested in meking its own
wvay, 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 stute., As Anthony Trollope noted in 1372:
At home, in Englond, we are inclined to regoard the institutions
of our Australian colonies as being essgentially democratic -

as showing aluwost reoublican propensities. In this, I think,

we sre mistoken ~ certainly s regards Queensland, Among the
working population outside the towns political feeling is not



115

strong in any direction., i.en care little about politics - not
connecting this or that set of ministers with the one important
subject of wages. . . . The opposition to the squatters comes
of course {rom the towns and chiefly from the metropolis., But 29
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 pressBO was so0lidly behind the Liberals

as was the Ipswich Observer., The other Ipswich journal, the

Queensland Times, was the mouthpiece of the 'Bunch' and invari-

ably gave editorial support to the group in power. In the north

31

and the Downs, the smaller local newspapers 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 fazmilies, 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 Brisbane 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 electorates 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 colonies 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 meet a somewhat similar situation in
New Zezland for that colony was slso experiencing a tremendous
surge in its economy and its population after a decade rent by
the Maori Wars which had inhibited economic expansion, especially
in the Worth Island. Moreover, he found an equally bitter polit-
ical struggle, complicated and magnified there by sweeping
constitutional change.

In economic terms, the cecade of the 1870s was dominated
by the philosophy and policy of Julius Vogel. In 1370, he had
launched tue colony on a development programme which entailed
large-scale vorrowin; to finance massive immigration and public
works schemes, The effects of that policy profoundly altered
New Zezland's economic, social and constitutional structure.
Population leapt in ten years from a guarter to a half a millicn
people, hundreds of miles of,reilways, roads, and telegraph lines
were constructed, industry was stimulated, new land wcs ope:uaed up
and a; ricultural output especially that of wheat expsnded. COf
course, that was accompanied by an astonishing increase in the
indebtedness of the colony - the national debt climbed froa=n 57.&
million in 1870 to 5%6.5 million in 1880 and in per capita terms
it more than doubled. '

As in Queensland, many of the new immigrants flocked
to the towns and by 1880, although rural pcpulation still pre-
dominated, there was a large urban group which was becoming
more conscious of its political power and its special problems
of unemployment, 'land hunger', and poor working conditions, and

which was willing to listen sympathetically to 'radical' politicians.
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But apain, as in the trans-Tasman colony, although there was

the beginning of organized labour, society 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 any
real sense. The dyanamics of political 1life in the 1870s lay in
other directions and forces,

Although the decade witnessed the destruction of the
provincial system and its rerplacement 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, rezionalism, provincialism, insularism, and finally,
but by far the weakest, ‘nat;onalism'. 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 doing so.
However, the rapid turnover of members in the 1870s and 1380s
attested to many failures. In the same way, votes on legislation
and appropriation concerning regional or provincial interests
were determined locrgely by sectional loyalties and above that
by the o0ld insular rivalry, developed in the 18605,34 which had
its impact on larger questions such as the use of iand 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 were 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 Whitaker, has been described as an
oligarchy and vilified as 'The Continuous Ministry'.55 Vogel
has usually escaped being included in that group although it is

36

difficult really to understand why. IMost 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 landownersor 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 lMale 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
fearyof 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 fron [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 and well-defined parties . . . &
Therefore I can only hope that we shull continue to govern the
country as we hazve done during the last few years making the best
of parties as they are until that géme zrrives when we sghall be
divided into two distinct parties.”

This view of the conservative nature of 'The Continuous
Ministry' is closely linked to the same historians' claim that
liberalism in Hew Zealand developed in the late 13870s and "was
largely the creation of Sir George Grey."j9 There is, however, a
body of recent scholarship, mainly in the form of theses, articles,
and reviews,qowhich dismisses this claim and sees Grey and most
of his supportcrs 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 appezal for
support in redical 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 came more from his
Vogelite economic policy than from his radicalism. ioreover, these
historians claim that the traditional appraisal of Grey as a
Liberal relies heavily on what he and his supporters said and
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wrote and not on what they did.

Too often the 1870s have been puinted in terms of a grow-

ing clash between the forces of liberalism «nd of the status quo

iy

when other interpretations fit the pattern of political events

rmuch better. Perhaps the most persuasive one is that which has
45

been argued by W. R. Armstrong, who has su;gested that the major

political groupings should be defined in relction to their attitude
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towards Vogelism. All politicians accepted that his policy of

" expaznsion was necessary but they differed as to the scale and

the speed of that expansion. Armstrong sees two divergent streams
- the 'bold' &nd the 'csutious', In the former category, he places
Vogel's ministry of 1874=5 and Grey's of 1377-9, both of which
favoured hewvy borrowing and increased public works developnrent.
In the Grey ministry, James Macandrew, the Minister of Public
Works, was the leuding 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 &t toning down the level

of borrowing and proceeding with public works at a more sedate
pace., ,
Armstrong's interpretation has been supplemented by recent
biographical warks $f several leading politicians5and by studies
of the elections of 1875-6 in Auckland46and of 1379 in Canterbury
which have concluded that 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 provincisl 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 Kew Zealand.

The years from 1374 to 1876 were dominated by the abolition issue
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and the question of the future of Vogel'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 was settled in Atkinscn's favour when he took over
the leadership of the ministry in late 1876 but his idecs 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 who had supported wbolition but who had becone
disenchanted with Atkinson's financial policy.

On the abolition question, the importance of prévincial
groupings was manifest. Support for the measure generally was
drawn from the smaller provinces which were over-represented in
the House and which had not latterly benefited from the system,
and from those members who sincerely believed that the system

49

was retarding the development of the colony. The main body of
opposition came from the Auckland and the Otago provinces led
by Grey and llacandrew.

The results of the elections of 1875, which were fought
ostensibly on that issue, turued largely on the economic policy
of the ministryBo 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 suificient support had been lost and the way
was paved for the overthrow of Atlhiinson and the institution of
a new administration which proumised c« return to the liberal
financial policy of the early 1870s.

As has already been indicated, many historians have
characterized the Grey ministry of 1377-9 primarily on its
liberal overtones, ignoring the substance of its economic policy.
The liberal rhetoric of CGrey, displayed so fulsomely in the House
znd 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 rezl business of government moved steadily below, with
Macandrew Gispensing with great liberality the fruits of the
intensified borrowing prograpme,5] the hallmark of that adminis-
tration and its most powerful trump card, ¥When one considers the
ccmposition of the ministry and its support in the House, one is
inmpressed by the thinness of the 'liberall! 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. Mecandrew, William J. M.
Larnach, Col, George Whitmore, John Sheehan and J. L., Fisher,
all basically provincialists and Vogelites, formed the dominant
core and represented the bulk of its parliamentary support, The
'liberal' wing weas often represented as including Grey himself
and later Rotert Stout and John Ballance but both the latter, at
that stage in their political development, were deeply involved

in land speculation with Vo:;el.52
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With the exception of a Land Tax Act which introduced
a very modest levy an land values and a Trade Union Act, 'liberal!
legislation was characterized by its luck of support in the
House «nd in the Cabinet., The electoral bill, a surprisingly
tame measure, and supported by the bulk of the House for that
reason, lapsed because of Grey's «nta_onism to one of its clauses.
Essential parts of the 'liberal'! financial progranmme, the Ccumpany
Tax and the Beer Tax, were beaten and withdrawn and the Land Act,
taken over from the previous administration, passed into law
despite Grey's attempt to veto it. Without doubt most of the
legislation and administrative action was concerned with the
econcmic condition of the colony.

Fortunately New Zealand was spared any gsreat dezgree of
sectarian unrest although there was some protest by both Roman
Catholics and Anglicans over, the zducation Act of 1877 which
introduced secular education. The obvious reason for that situation
was the fact that there had been much less Irish immigration to
the colony than to the others in Australia or British North
America and the Roman Catholic colonists, although vocal over
the iscsue, were quite insignificant 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 degree of intra-
or extra-parlizmentary organization,53by the great politicel
importance of the 'pork barrel', and by the paramountcy of the
individual member of the Assembly. Moreover, there was the saﬁe

passion and fire introduced into politics by the average
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politician and by the press. To speak of a division along the
lines of liberalism versus conservatism in this period seems to
be a distortion of rezlity as the most vital issues were undoubt-
edly those of Vogelism and abolition., In 1879, Vogel summed up
the political experience of the decade:
The Statesmen of Zew Zealand should remewmber that their work
is the heroic one of Colonization - Questions of \higs and Tories,
Liberals and Conservatives are comparatively of little moment
to them compared with the main question of how they can best
settle in the colony a large, happy and contented community,o 4
Queensland and New Zealand in the 1370s were experiencing
rapid developrment while Victoria, not much older in terms of
years, had already passed that initial stage and in social and
economic development was far more mature. In 1381 the population
had reached 862,000 and the colony was the most populous in
Australasia but, like Nova Scotia in the 1850s, its rate of
increase was low.55 The grea% 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 given
way to a more moderate development 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 eazsed by the land legislation of the 1860s and those
wreas suitable for small-holdings had been opened to genuine
settlers., Althouph wool remained by far the most important

ferming product ancd the pastoralists a powerful econouic force,

other crops, especially wheat, were increasing. That pastoral
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and agricultural output was supplemented by the products of the
mines and tne secondary indusiry in Melbourne,E? Geelong and the
western oulpvorts. The production from the gold creas had steadily
fallen in the 1870s but still contributed good returns to the
econony. Iﬁaustry had been encouraged by protective tarifis and
that had provided «n impetus for expansion which had secured
employment for the leter immigrants @«nd some of the ex-miners.
Public works construction in the 1870s had spurted zhead with a
four-fold incre.se in railways - in 1880, there were over 2,000
miles of track - which had linked together the mz jor centres of
population, The stage had been set for what Henry Giles Turner
called 'The Zra of Pe.ce, Progress and ProsPerity',g%he early
1830s. He saw the Melbourne International Exhibition of 1830
as symptomatic of the new economic confidence of the colony
and & milestone in the development of Victorian unity.59
In a political sense, Victoria had also been the lecder
of Australesian democracy. Within three years of the grant of
responsible government, abolition of property qualifications for
membership in the Asseubly, the male adult vote, the secret
ballot, and triennial purliements had been introduced while pay-
ment of members, albeit on a temporary basis, came along in 1870,
Free, secular, and compulsory education became law in 1872, despite
strong opposition from the Roman Catholice, and the reli:ious
subsidies paid to sectzrian bodies had been abolished in 1874, Of
course, that advanced legislation had its foundations in the egal-~

itarionism of the colony since its inception, when thousands of

miners and settlers poured into the colony, impetient of any
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restrictioneg on politicezl rights,.

The politiczl process in Victoria had been murked, even
more thun in other young colcnies, by turbuleince and crisis,
The Legiclative Council, an elective body with a hich property
qualification for votin:, was usually involved because, in the
absence of a strong coanservative party in the Assembly, it took
upon itself the role of ruardian of the status guo or at lecst
of slowinz down the advance of the 'democracy'. Its record of
opposing liberal legisluation was quite phenomenal, As Joyce

- .

- &0 . . .
v Serle have shown, ~the Legislative Council

Parnaby cud Geolire;
was dominated, throughout the period from 1856 to 1831, by large
land-ovners and pastoral tenunts while the Legislative Assenbly
was nore widely representative and included a majority oi busi-
nessmen amd professionel members, Thus, even with the payment cf
members, the Assembly was composed of men of middle~class status
although, towards the end of the 1370s, there was a significant
increase of the 'petty bourgeoisie!' - selectors and small manu=-
facturers. The basic conflict in Victoria was not really between
parties in the Assembly but between the two Houses with the
Council reprecsenting the landed and mercantile groups and the
Assenbly representing the séall selector and the manufacturer
and through them the bulk of the mining and urban population.

The period of the 1870s and 1880s is rather ill-~served
with adecuate historical treatments, the only full-scale history
being the diverting, hijhly readable, but hopelessly partial work

of Turner, However, there are several valuzsble articles and theses

on the political nature of the period61 and some useful contemporary
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[
°“ Except for the modern treat-

assessments of political issues,
ments of Alfred Dezkin, David Syme, and Charles Pearsoncé, there
is a lack of bioszraphical work on the major political figures on
the Victorian scene. Biographies of Grsham Berry, James Service,
Duncan Gillies, and the radicals, Francis Longmore and John
Woods, would add depth and clarity to a complex situation. The
only modern treatment 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 mewmbers, VWith the passing of Berry's Legislative
Council Reform Act in March 1381, which reduced the qualificat-
lons for voting for tke Council, shortened its term from ten to
six years, and reduced the property qualifications for membership
as well as enlarging the Council, the crisis receded. Secondly
- was the period from 1831 to 1883, which more than anything else
demonstrated the absence of parties in the Assembly, the yeurs of
the makeshift O'Loghlen ministry. Finally, from 13883 through to
the early 13890s, 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 1377 and 1883,
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each of which resulted in a change of povernment, a fact which
would indicate either the extreme fickleness of the electorate
or the absence of distinct party lines. In Dezkin's own retro-
spective account of the period from 13873 to 1881,&'r he discussed
his candidacy for the ‘/est Bourke constituency, for which he
stood four times in eighteen months. His account prcvides 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 opague., But two conclusions do seem clear. The first was
that, in elections, voters, even ii they could distinguish
separate political idéntitieé, 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 candidate, Secondly, with the general acceptance
by Victorian politicians of the established norms of protection,
democracy, and the expansion of the economy 2nd land settlement,
the distinctions between the parties were no longer relevant,

if indeed they had ever been relevant, except for propagsnda
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 is some justice in Turner's
observation that: “Zach little group, as it wrested power

from its opponents, sought to distinguish its own rééime by some



120

65

important sdvance in democratic princivles. ™

Some groups like the miners, the urban working population,
and the selectors which together made up the vast majority of the
voters were overwhelmingly liberzl and most obviously voted Ior
Berry in 1377 when he won a crushing victory. But the same voters
barely three yeurs later returned Service's Conservatives to
office and did so, by most accounts, again in 1883. The answer to
this seems to lie in the fact that the 1877 election was certain-
ly not & normal one and it is dangerous to generalize unduly fron
its result. The victory can be satisfactorily explcined by an
unusual concatenation of factors -~ the colony was Jjust recovering
from the economic cdepression of 1876-7 and the Berryites secured
the support of powerful pressure groups like the Selectors!

Acssociations, The Iational Reform Leac~ue, The lanufeciurers!

Association, and the Protection Lea;ues, which had been estebliched

in the mid 1870s. The charisma of Berry himself, "a popular orator
of great power",66 who like Grey in New Zealand could appeal
strongly to the pascions of the voters and acdorn his policy with
cloudy rnetoric and make use of largely unfair imputations against
his opponents, was another important asset. Yet another was the
strident support of The gag; the largest and most powerful news-
paper in the colony., Probably the most important factor was the
volatile issuc created by the opposition of the Legislative
Council and Berry's clear threat to declare outright warfare on
it. La Nouze has referred to the election as having "the semb-

67

lance of an open strugsle of economic classes, M But that was

true rather of the passion and exuberance occasioned by it than
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the underlying 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 together by the attack on the Council
which was to be Berry's chief device for maintaining unity. It
is interesting to note that Service and many other Conservatives
supported the principle of the payment of members and denounced
the Council's opposition to it, In terms of legislation, the
record of the administration was, in spite of its radical stance,
very meagre. The princirpal measures, the progressive land tax
and the stock tax, proved unacceptable to the more radical
section of the perty.

The period from 1881 to 1883 was most notable for the
weakness of the successive governments, the multiplicity of the
zroups in the Assembly, and the continuing bitterness of politics.
The political system had come to rest in whét 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. M. Inghan's assessment "that the Liberals and Conservatives
. « o were not divided by any fundamental differences of oplnions

68
e 'y

that neither party was "a homogeneous social, economic

or political grouping", and that identical interests were often

69

represented in both,

Apart from the residual bitterness of politics, those years
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also were merred by the resurgence of religious strife which,
because of the large Irish Catholic immigration, 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 Br,an O'Logzghlen,
would try to undermine it and give assistance to parcchial
schools., However, despite some rumblings in that direction,

those fears came to nothing - the system of state, secular ecuc-
ation was too deeply cmbedded in the Victorian liberal tracition
to be threatened,

Under such political conditions, if weak and unstable
administrations were to be avoided, it was almost inevitable
that coalition and compromise would become necessary &nd in fact
the colony was governed by such administretions until 1593, The

Sydney Bulletin, accustomed to a more lively political system,

commented caustically on the quiet years of the 13580s:

in . . . Melbourne it is only a question whether the old inccp-
ables shall shuffle alon; aimlessly as before, or whether the
new incapables shall shuffle along aimlessly in thelr 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:

. o o the old-fashioned terms Liberal and Conservative are now
meaningless . . . 2na really cuite unsuited to our young middle-
class community, where we hive no privileged classes and no

ancient ingstitutions demanding reforn.

Writing in 1886, J. A. Froude noted that, in Victoria, he could



133

find little "argressive radicalisnW: "There is no necd of it
where cveryone has enoush to live on.' He could discern no
natural divieions of party, no privilegec classes, nor any

. , s . - . 72 . -
inherited institutions to we reformed, Charles Dilke was of
the same mind. In comparing his izpressions of the colony in
1863 and in 1320, he observed:

That bitter sociul and political class feeling, that hatred
between the sguatter aristocracy and the farming and town

democracies, which was oze of singular intensity in Victoriez,
has all but disappeared.7)

It was left to the newspapers, notably The Arrus and The
Aze, long the fierce advocates of the Conservatives and the
Liberals respectively, to try to keep the party distinctions
alive althouzh they had to make many arbitrary decisions as to
where politiciaas stood in the political spectrun.

The Colonicl Cffice officials, long inured to the crises

h

in Victorian politics, were 2lso bemused by the developments
of the early 1880s cud especially by the coalition. 'hen the
news arrived that Berry and Service had teamed up, one official

noted: M"Australian colonies are accustomed to strange combinat-

ions of political parties, but a coalition between lMr Berry and

the Constitutional party is a monstrunm infame which one would

nt>

have thought an impossibility. Herbert tersely added: "Yes,

there are no really refined parties."76
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 developnment,



134

but their political lives,were still dominated by meny of the
characteristics of colonial immaturity.

A career Governor like Lord Normanby, who held several
positions during his colonial service, was able, despite the
comparative brevity of hié tenure, to come to terms reasonably
quickly with the salient feztures of the political system of
each colony, although he could never hope to master all the
coumplexities of political reality. Obviously, a career which
was limited to one general area, such as the Australian or the
Maritime 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 own, But few of the truly professional Governors of the

Fl

period from 1850 to 1890 spent their entire careers in one such
area.77

However, as should have been made evident above, there
were some basic similarities which did {ranscend 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 same reservoir although the mixture of English, Irish and
Scots varied from place to place, In the wain, these immigrants
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

rmore democratic during the early years of self-government,
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Althouzh the forms of the British constitution were
zenerally followed, the traditions and the moderation which
buttressed the system there were absent in the colonies. To
Normanby and to the other Governors who were familiar with the
vorking of the British parliament, the shell may have been the
same but the substaunce was vastly different despite the decided
tendency on their part to idealize political conditions at home.

Each colony did have a distinciive history of its own and
each had its unique economic and social development and special
problems but there was & definite unity to political life, which
owed much to the cowmmon British heritaze and the comparative
homogeneity of the people and of the political institutions
blended with the brashness and rawness of colonial society. The
bitterness of perty strife in parliament, at elections, in the
press and occasionally colon&-wide, the hollowness of party
labels and unity, the importance of local, sectional, znd sect-
arian particularism, the intense personal competition in politics
were &1l symptoms of an immature political system and an extension
of the social personality of the colonies,

In his tour of duty, thereiore, a Governor was coafronted
with conditions, types of politicians, violence and extravagance,
and abuses which were fundumentally the same and he had to endure
similar attacks on his constitutional actions and position., But
because of that similarity, an itinerant professional Goverrnor
did develop a deeper understanding of his position and the uses
and linits of his power and influence, and &« yreater political

expertise and capacity to cope with the volatility of colonial
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politics. In that way, ke was.able to move smoothly from one
edministration to another, to provice some de_ree of continuity
in the imperisl service, and to slow down the process which was
condemning the Governor to the position of a mefe political

cipher.
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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 above1
to show the importance attached to this idea by éonstitutional
experts, political commentators, colonial pundits and inaeed
the Governors themselves., In practice, however, although every
Governor 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 Goverrnor 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 Ixecutive Council or indirectly through
informal discussion with interested politicians but, if the
government's cecision 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 dissolutiona 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 withhexamples 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 Canadea; 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
were based not so0 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. When 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 13877 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 19st 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
cepposition which could turn the government from office.

As a general rule, kormanby lent his personal support
to those groups which he considered were tne 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 Serry. 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 colonists 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 m;de of the prerogative of dissolution,

3

a subject which is dealt with in some detail in a later chapter.

1. DNova Scotia, 1858—6"4

It was guite 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 wuncle:, 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 admiristration, 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 cdominant feature
of Nova Scotian politics since the inception of responsible
government in the late 18405.6 Moreover, he was decidedly crit-
ical of the festering religious division, 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.7 To him, the
guarrel was not basically a religious one but one which was
fostered for political reasons and he hoped that it would sub-
side guickly "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 édministration 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 honeymoon with colonial politics cane
abruptly to an end soon after the elections of May 1859, when
the Governor was drawn squarely into the party strife. Tprough—
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
helpea, first of all, to erase the early distrust which Mulgrave
had of the Liberals and of Howe in particular and a sincere
friendship grew up between the two, Secondly, as Murray Beck
has pointed out, "Mulgrave's continued subjection to abuse nay
have caused him to lose his objectivity, and to be less than
fair to his Conservative ministry in 1865."10 Indeed, it is
possible to go further than this tentative statement as there
can be little doubt that the Governor was sharply critical of
that ministry.

The correspondence relating to the whole scope of the
long controversy - the delayed session of 1459, the controverted
elections in 1859-61, the appointment of the new Chief Justice in
1860, the dismissals of government servants between 1360 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 wereadded
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

1

established in the official correspondence, The treatment

followed will concentrate on Mulgrave's own reactions to the tide

of events and will rely largely on his private correspondence,

The elections of 1859 registered a defeat for the
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Conservatives (29-26) vut those returns became subject to contro-
versy as the qualifications of a numper of successful candidates
were questiouned, Larly in June, Mulgrave 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, a.d that the Liberals had little coherence,
particularly on the religious cuestion. He concluded that there
would be little difficulty in his government being sustained in

the next sitting.13 T

0 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.15 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 righté of the people." It was siumply a
blatant attempt to gain the reins of power.16
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 an adverse electoral result.
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 1
consider equally indeed clinging to office. !
His own position was embarrassing as it was "almost impossible
. . « to take any course to which objections may not be taken.'" 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.ao
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 the steps taken by the Governor, noting the absence of colonial
precedents and deploring ''the party rancour and eagerness for

place . . ."2£

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."zl1L 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
the parties without violating responsible government.25
Obviously stung by that implied criticism, Mulgrave
defended his position: " ., . . had I done so I should at once
have placed myself in violent antagonism with my Govnt . o o ."26
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 unguestionable he should
have indeed called the extra session but that "legal majority

7

I still believe to be very doubtful."®’ 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 ., . . ."29

In predictable fashion, the Nova Scotian newspapers

assessed the Governor's actions from their party standpoint.

The British Colonist, the leading Conservative journal in

Halifax, defended HMulgrave.

Fortunately they [ﬁhe Liberals] had to deal with a British
statesmen 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 althouph it might suit them to ignore the very
essence of Colonial Responsible Government, his Excellency did
not forget that he was the representative of Her Majesty the
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Queen, and that he was determined to preserve his position
unsullied, azna respect the rights or all parties, without lend-
ing himself to promote the designs of any.>0

Z
The Liberal newspapers like the Novascotian’%nd the Morning

ChronicleLE took the opposite view, although they generally
refrained from attacking the Governor personally.55
In August, lulgrave, 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.Eq When 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 Kewcastle to submit the case to the British law-office:r‘s.EL’r
That opinion, which arrived early in 1360, 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 Cpposition 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
Februvary to move a direct vote of confidence. Immediately, the
Ixecutive Council approached Mulgrave to request a dissolution

which he in turn asked to be placed in writing.j7 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 . . . ignore 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 kxcellency would fail to use the means which
the constitution nlaces in your hands for protecting the people's
rights, and would thus adopt and aggravate the wrong.jo

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 usurping "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
e« « o o' 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 Conscrvative administration resigned.qo

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 h:i.mself.LH

Throughout the whole crisis, Mulgrave had acted with
42 ‘

impeccable constitutional propriety 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,qB the Governor was fully
supported by the Secretary of State.hu 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.L+5 To the Acadian Recorder, Young was

in power "thenks to the partiality and preposterocus timidity of
the Earl of Mulgrave . . . ."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 scense 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 Mr
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. "I have a will of my own and

that where I think it right to take a stand, I am not to be moved



154

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 therules by which each side is guided and
they are not particular as to the means by which they carry out
their views.”
He suggested that much of the trouble was caused by the ambitions
of both Young and Johnston to succeed to the position of Chief
Justice and "to receive this prize they will go to any lengths."51
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 guestion and the committees investigating thé
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, Mulgrave 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.55 His remonstrance against a similar
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proceeding in the case of the Attorney-General, A. G. Archibald,
was, however, unsuccessfu1.55But 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

56

the Conservative leaders in the Assembly 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 handling of a difficult situation.58
When the session ended, Mulgrave was very relieved., Le
was "very glad . . + to get rid of them as they have done nothing
except quarrel among themselves « o ."59 But if he expected
that his life would be any less complicated, he was sadly uis-
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 Johmnston to Newcastle6o 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 'political' preferments and
dismissals, and virtually everything connected with the disqual-
ification issue. The Governor, in short, had become "a party to

n61

acts [completely derogatory to British rule . 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 ou'toi‘off:i.ce,(ﬂ+

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."66
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

68

Tupper continued the attack with another letter to Newcastle,
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 extrasrdinary 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

70

Conservatives from government positions 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 1560, Mulgrave was thoroughly
estranged from the Conservative leaders although he continued
to insist that the bulk of the party in the Assembly and in the
colony respected his position and realized the correctness of

72

his decisions. On the other hand, he was beginning to develop
a greater degree of trust in the Liberals and 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 reconstruction of the ministry or an an appeal to the electofate

7

would becoae necessary.BIn his reply, Howe considered that a

majority of five would be sufficient for the despatch of public
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business but admitted that if the ministry was found to be too
weak, then he would attempt to reconstruct it or, if that failed,
to advisezadissolution?4 Mulgrave 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

77

assuage the party controversy.76 The Conservative press and
the party 1eader5%éeized 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 mea;s in the Assembly, mulgrave was
bombarded with pleas from the Opposition to exercize his pre-
rogative of dissolution. Every close division 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 vprinciple would avply whenever
an equal number of signatures could be obtained and in a Country
like this where parties are evenly balanced and where partyieel=-
ing runs 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-
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duced, the Country would be kept in a continual state of excite-
ment and anything %ike a strong or permanent Government would
become imvossible.

The only forum for testing the strength of a ministry was the
Assembly and "so long as I remain Her Majesty's representative
in Nova Scotia, I shall claim to be the judge of when that time
[for a dissolutioé] has arrived." That assured revly was rep-
resented by the Acadian Recorder as 'a rigmarole of petulant

32

nonsense and spiteful exultation."

The Conservative journals kept up their unremitting

attack with the Acadian Recorder referring to Mulgrave's des-

patches as

containing, not infreguent 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' mind the gravest
doubts as to his Lordship's ability and 1ntegr1ty.05

In the latter months of 1861, the British Colonist published

in its editorial columns a remarkable series of attacks on hinm,

entitled Lord liulgrave's Policy, which extended to fifteen episodes

and which plumbed the depths of personal and pelitical abuse-SL+
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

Mulgrave 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 rewmainder of the party treated him with resvect 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.06 But, by this time, the Colonial Office had becone
very wearied of tnat type of communication. Elliot accused Tupper

of "the great indecency" of sending such a letter to another

37

Newcastle thought that Tupper's appeal was “"fatuous

38

and improper'; and Blackwood, in a private letter, expressed

department;

his conviction that Tupper was "a madman' and that he was com-
posing a reply which would show him that if he éhose "to play
at war to the knife, I wd let him feel who can bite the hardest
0"90

Throughout 1362 Mulgrave made quite clear to his private
correspondents where his political sympathies lay, although from
time to time, Blacxwood cautioned him against 100 great a reli-
ance on Howe: "ije think Howe very wild. Be very wary with him."go
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,
n92
L}

"full of the most palpable lies and misrepresentations . .
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 again,

The precarious financial position of Kova Scotia, caused
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United States, offered the Opposition a potent weapon in its
attempt to regain the government benches. In March 1862, Tupper
introduced a retrenchment programme in which one of the main
economies was a proposed reduction in the Governor's salary.9q
Mulgrave was convinced that one of Tupper's real intentions was
to embarracss 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 agrcewments. Accordingly, he wrote to Newcastle suggesting
that he protest sharply the imperial displeasure with such a
proceeding. It was "absolutely necessary for the question to be
conclusively settled . . .Y as the 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'ls way of thinging, the reduction in his own salary
and allowances was not only illegal but totally unjustified., Al-
ready his sslary 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 Y“comparative
pauperism".g
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 March, 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

100

that such indeed was his plan, 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 carry on public
business with a majority of three; '"the Government having carried

the estimates . . . and redeemed all the pledges they had made

it was not their intention to advise His Excellency to dissolve."]o1

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

w102

"break up the curse of the colony . . - 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 Judgment on all matters . . ., without being tram-
melled by party ties, 103
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For his own comfort, however,
I own I should prefer having a dissolution as it would put an
end one way or the other to the constant bickering . . . and
though it would undoubtedly be disagreeable to have the oppos-~
ition bhack in nower, 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 attractions, he would ftry
to avoid a dissolution if at all possible,

Wwith Mulgrave's nrowpting, 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

05

from Johnston and Tupper.1 As the session of 1363 neared, the
party strengths remained the same. On hearing of Howe's approaches
to opposition meabers, the Conservative journals redoubled their

abuse of the Governor and th? sritish Colonist fumed that UYno

Governor in a British Colony ever sided with any party to the
same extent . . ."106

Howe's long search for imperial employment was consu-
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%. Without Howe, he reasoned,
the administration could not stand for long and his presence
would greatly enhance its chances in the elections. His removél

from the political scene would "throw everything into the hands

of Tupver's and Johnston's party . . .", which he considered
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would be an unmitigated tragedy to the colony and tohimself.]
In the long run, however, it would be, in his view, & 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.m8 Newcastle commiserated with him but suggest-
ed that Howe's retirement could well iead 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 fronm politics.]o9 That was
indeed what did happen and 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 wost important measure was
Howe's electoral reforms - a frenchise bill which tied the vote
again to a property assessment, and a redistribution b»ill., 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 legislation was popular with most of the
intelligent colonists and that it would 1ift the standards in
the Assembly and attract a better class of politicizn. At the

present time, to his mind, the Assembly was chiefly composed of
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men from inferior cliusses who were nearly illiterute or lawyers
who wanted to advance their professional position by political
influence.HO
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 glad if &« contest occurred every month
provided they had the power of basely trading away their indeyen-
dence for lucre, will be, as they should be, disfranchised, !}
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 taxation, that procedure would not have had
the desired effect as it still would have enabled many undesir-

able elements to vote.”2

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 Oppcsit-
ion would vote Mon their own honest convictions", the measure
would be passed by acclamation.,]13 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 behaviourand of sacrificing itsprinciples to varty
:i.nf:erest.s.”5
Looking forward to the elections, he believed that the
Liberals! chances, despite the franchise setback, were improving,”6
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



166

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
would be returned.}18
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

119 He was

campaigning effort may have contributed its part.
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.lzo

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.‘Z]

Although
the Conservatives were very strong in numbers, the new ministry,
in the Governor's opinion, had elements of weakness in it - the
large Roman Catholic contingent could well alienate its Protest-
ant majority; 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 Assewbly., Until then he recognized that there would
be great pressure on himself and his successor and it could
prove difficult to control the ministry.m4

Given the antagonism between the Governor and his nev
administration, it was fortunate in a way, despite the personal
tragedy, that lulgrave's term was cut short in July 13863 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 positiocns.

Many times before, Mulgrave had expressed his repugnance
towards such dismissals on political grounds,125 but by 1363,
owing to the intense politigal strife in Nova Scotia, he had
come to believe that many dismissals were "almost justified at
times by the conduct of the officers themgelves who very often
seem to forget that the grounds on which they can alone expect
to be retained . . . 1is by abstaining from active political

12 . .
M 6 Moreover, it was almost
3

opposition to the Government . .
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 18586 to 1863, the Governor had done

very little to stop them except to warn of the dangers inherent in

the practice. Indeed, he had fully supported many dismissals,



1638

the most notable case being that of the Editor of the Acadian
Recorder, P 8. Hauwilton, At first, Haamilton had refused to
accept the dismissal and had sent a series of indignant appeals
to Mulgrave]BSand finally, when the Governor failed to satisfy
him, he memorialized the Colonial Office to redress the situat-
ion.129 In his covering letter, Mulgrave defended the action of
the administration and his own conduct as being fully in line
with precedents and justifiea by Hamilton's politic«l partizan-
ship.130
Normanby was prevared, 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 iﬁ
the elections, he had made &p his mind to oppose any "'vinaictive"

dismissal]31

and in August 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 . ."132

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.133 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 thofough contempt I have of their principles."134

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. 52 The memorandum was a bitter criticism of
the administrationt's policy, induced by "the determination of
the Government to make sweeping changes in subordinate officers

z
for political purposes."1’6

Although he admitted that it was a
local matter, he considerea that it was his moral duty to bring
"the 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 certainly be reconsidered carefully.157 The
Colonial Office staff concurred in his views completely ana a
strongly-worded endorsement was sent to Nova Scotia.138
0f 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 ilormanby'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! for
then,
The mode in which Lord lormwnby administered the Government
. « o since 1859, and the prececdents which he has established,
have rendered it impossible for any party to govern this
country upon the principle avowed and the practicemaintained
up to that period by the party then and now in power, . . . .
[Normanby] possessed a controlling irnfluence over the adminis-
tration oI public affairs, which the interests of the country
forbid ever to be enjoyed by any Lieutenant Governor. . . .

The Executive Council regret that Lord Jormanby allowed his
feelings to become identified with the party lately in power

The Conservative newspapers, as to be expected, berated the

ex~Governor in savage terms, The Acadian Recorder commented:

If «ny doubted the impartiality of Lord iformanby, while he was
the Earl of Mulgrave, this memorandum of his . . . will disabuse
the most skeptical and induce the people of this country to
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doubt whether we are not more likely to secure an independent
Covernor under thae cosnomen of plolin ister, than in one who
has descended throunih a Long line until the blood of & Lord is
only cap.dle of stimulating the brain to the duties of a 'whip'.
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Gn the Governor's departure from the colony, the leaders

of the Conservotives disassociatud themselves entirely from the

farewell festivities and even claimed that the signatures on tue

sddress from the City of Halifax were obtained under false pre-

tences HHand wus an underhand party 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 party did not share their leaders' sentiments.

Nevertheless, he wished that he "could have partec 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 ny fault."]qé

With the exception of Saunders who took a hostile view

143 the few

towards Mulgrave's Governorship of Nova Scotia,
scholars who have studied this period in any detail do not

blame the Governor but rather the political conditions , partic-
ularly the tumultuous party ana 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, liulgrave perhaps approached
nearest to fulfilling tlhe [ﬁolonial Office's] conception of the
functions of a Governor under the new system."]45 Moreover, they

give him due credit for his sincerity, firmness, and wide exper-

ience with parlicmentary precedents and procedures., But, as this
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study has attempted to demonstrate, he did develop a deep
antipathy towards some politicians and his treatment of thenm
in office and in opposition was certainly less favourable than

that which he extended to others.146

2. Ouneensland, 1371-4

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 suggested 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 adnministration, especially John
Bramston and William Walsh. iioreover, he was distressed with the
behaviour of the Opprosition ~ 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 f}om the first, he deplored the
political divisions in the colony:
s+ + . the country must eventually prosper if the peonle them-
selves will only permit it to do so, but at present it seens
to me that all the different interests . . . are trying to cut
each otherts throats. One would have thought the country was
large enough for them all.

Much of the biame for that circumstance, lormanby laid at the

door of the Liberals.147
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The parliamentary session had become bogged down in a
tdeadlock', a tactic which was fast becoming the favourite
device of the Liberals for opposing controversial government
measuregfﬁ%rom November 1871 to June 1372, the Legislative
Assembly was almost continuously in that state. The bone of
contention was the proposed electoral reforms of the adminis-
tration about which 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."]49 It saw the measure as "obviously

.”]50 The Palmer govern-

and burefacedly a party project . .
ment had a clear majority of seats in the Assembly of six (19-
13) but it could not progress 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 majority“]511n its view, an Oppos-
ition must have "a real ana active part in legislation.152

Normanby's reaction to tiis procedure was one almost of
horror, To him the Opposition was "“very violent and hungry for

office . . ."153

and they would not be satisfied unless they
succeeded in getting into power. The bill, which he supported,
would not satisfy the Opposition which wented a measure which

would greatly ilncrease the representation of Brisbane: "The

Brisbane party . . . will not be satisfied unless they have
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everything entirely their own way. What worried the Governor

even more was that he considered that "Mr Lilley is doing all he

155

can to set class against class . . ., and in doing so, he was

acting quite recklessly.156
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 I have ever seen anything to beat

what they are doing here, 120

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."mQ 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

161

that a further ‘'deadlock' had occurred. The Opposition this
time refused 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 Ya

measure which contains so small an instalment of the popular
demands that it will satisfy nobody, but only postpone and

)
n102 pother

compel the immediate reopening of the guestion.
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 was warmly supported by the Governor who
considerec that the new bill met "with general approval® and
that Ythe Government honorably fulfilled their part of the

16k

compromise . . 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 menbers
of the Opposition, one had been convicted three times for felony,
another was always arunk and there were two or three more 'whose

166 In the

conduct will not bear too.close an investigation,®
Colonial Office, Normanby's views were endorsed; Henry Holland
considering that the Opposition was acting shamefully167and
Kimberley expressing the hope that Palmer's majority would hold
together and have the courage to persevere until the bill was
passed.m8

/

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 docunment, in whichithe 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. Lowever,
they did include meany 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. 4s the aduinistration was squatter-dominated, its
policy was not progressive and was retarding the development

of the colony. As examples of this, the land settleuwent and
electoral policies were cited as meusures 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 memorizlists addressed themselves to the handling
of the 'deadlock'crisis and accused the government of tyrannical

behaviour. Commenting on the memorial, the Brisbane Courier

n
insisted that it was presented "with moderation and explicitness,
that it was "an appeal to the proper quarter", and that it would
be "difficult to understand how tihnere can be any doubt about the

170 1ye Governor, it was hoped, would act by the constit-

issue,"
ution and 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 Normanby to effect an immecdiate dissolution.

As the Brisbane Courier observed later, the Opposition

had misjudged their men. After the Governor's reply, there could
be no further doubt as to whether he had Yany decided opinions",
He was

e « o & nobleman by birth and evidently possessing the traditions
of his class respecting Democratic institutions . . . and his
feelings and sympathies [%rqj naturally on the other side. 17}

In prescribed counstitutional fashion, the memorials were

submitted to the ministry for comment., Palmer denied the charges



levelled against his administration anc 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 arrogate to themselves
the power of dictating to a Ministry, supported by a large
majority of the House, how the public business is to be con-
ducted . . , .17¢
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Normanby's long retort to the memorialists 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 come to the colony.

He could find nothing to substantiate the charges on the
elections or on the government's policy:
e o« « that is a question which exists between titem and the House
of Assembly; but so long as they command a majority in that House,
I cannot admit the right of a minority to dictate to them ths
mode in which the business of the House shall be conducted,!’&
Defending himself against thé implication that he had treatfed
the Opposition unfairly, he expressed the hope
that after an experience extending over a period of nearly eight-
een years in the British Parliument, andsix years as a Governor
of a colony, I shall ever be found ready to uphold to the utmost
the dignity and 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 . . . 75

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 knowledge of
constitutional theory and practice. The memorizal, in his opinion,

was "founded on a total misapprehension of the British constitution,
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uvon which the constitution of ttis colony has been founded.,"
£quality of electorates was , in no way, recognized by the
British constitution, nor did it give anyone the inherent right
tc vote, which, of course, depended on the electoral law. "The
argument, therefore, that the Opposition represents a majority
of the population, does not appear to me to bear any force."177
As to the further contention that the administration was sinmply
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 tue voters consid-
ered were best able to advocate their interests, Finally, he
bluntly declared that
e + o 1f, there is one principle more firmly establishea than
another, in the British Constitution, it is that the majority,
and not the minority . . .[which]shall uirect the conduct of
public affairg, and it is . perversion of the first rules of
any Constitutional Government, to say that the minority heas the
right, by the ovstruction of public business, through the forms
of the House, to coerce the majority. Such a rule, once acnmitted,
must effectively render Responsible Government impossible.17
Turning to the specific question of the administration's
handling of the House 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 ih the ordinary manner, To his mind,
there was no question of suspecting the intentions of the gavern—
ment in regard to the electoral legislation. No government could
be expected to acguiescein such demands as it would be " agrceeing
to their own condemnation without the slightest security that the
_n179

same course might not be renewed on other grounds .

Normanby even attucked sharply the Cppasition'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 Goverwnment you profess to have no confid-
ence_in;is,in myopinion, to abdicate not your own rights, but
those of your constituents as well"]SO

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 terms in which he had
couched his rejoinder, he asserted that the question was
one of such vital importance te the working of Constitutioanal
Government, that much as I deplore this interruption of public
business and the delay which it causes in the nassing of thre
Redistribution 8ill, and many other useful neasures . . . 1
feel that I should not be Jjustified in withholding from ay
Government my entire approval of the stand they are making.15]

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 stable majority in the As<embly. In fact, the memorial wus
very similar to the tactics used by Tupper and Johnston in Nova
Scotia some years before, and both at the caonstitutional and
personal levels, lhormanby 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 Brisbare

Courier's comment that the reply "lecturesrather sharply . . .",162
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for that was certainly *he Governor's intention.
Colonial opinion was as to be expected, The opposition

press, led by the Brisbane Courier, lampooned the Governor.

NHormanby s views were not "correct and comprehensive' and were
products of " the most superficial and partial view of the pol-
itical situation", the effects of which would be "to widen the
existing breach and render reconciliation less easy."]83 In
leader after leader until early August, the opposition journals
argued against the validity oi the constitutional propositions
put forward by Lormanby and stoutly defended the Opposition's
course of action. About the only support Xormanby received from

the Brisbane press was from the colunnist, '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 memorial . . . . The Marquis was not
to be caught . . . . He nipped the thing in the dud, by giving
Lilley and the memorialists a good hearty lecture on their mis-
conduct. I don't think His kxcellency will be troubled with any
more documents of the kind while he stays here, | Ok

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
185 '

the Governor.

Notwithstanding the prediction of the Brisbane Courier,

Normanby's decisive reply did seem to have a positive effect.
The Opposition had played its last card and had lost, In early
June, Normanby was able to report that the 'deadlock' had ended
and that rupid progress had been made both on the redistribution

186

bill and the estimates, which, by way of compromise, were
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beiung token through the Asseumbly together, He credited his reply
with having been a material cause in that develOpment.]S7 This
assessment was also shared by the Colonial 0fifice. Herbert noted
that the answer "probably was of material weight in bringing
about a resumption of business in the Ascembly." Both he and
Kimberley praised the Governor for his firmness in opposing the

188

demands of the Opposition. In private letters, they described
the advice given by Normanby as being well-reasoned and fair,]89
and Herbert almost gleefully added: "It must have enlightened
my friend Lilley and Co as to the hopelessness of their game."190

This rather detailed exposition of the political events
at the beginning of Normanby's Queensland administration is in-
structive 1n two ways. In the first place, it was evident that,
in a young colony like Queensland, the Governor was still con-
sidered a vital part of the horking constitution ~ he was
looked to as the guardian of theconstitution and as an ark-
iter between the contending political groups in the colony.
Secondly, it was clearly apparent that a Governor's own perscnal
inclinations could dictate to some degree his hwndling of such
a duty.

To complement this account, it is enlightening to
consider briefly Normanby's later opinions on the developments
on the political scene, He continued to approve of the policy
of the Palmer ministry and, both in his official capacity 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, and he was repl:ced by
Arthur Macalister. Kormanby ascribed the victory not to the
Liberals' policy or ability but to the loss of able ministersl91
the determination of Palmer himself to retire from office, and
most importantly "to one of the worst disasters a Government can
have . . .", the fact that it had been so long in power.192
As could have been anticipated, the Governor was very
aisappointed with the electoral results but, because the parties
were so closely divided, he hoped that the new ministry would uot
do too much damage to the colony.193 The course of events during
his finsal 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
e ¢ o« « 1t lacked both a leader of strong conviction and a well
thought-out policy."194 The ﬁnity and strength it had maintained
in opposition was shown to have been dependent on the negative
guality of opposition to the 'squatter' party. Once in office,
it sundered badly with wide divisions appearing in its ranks
on the crucizl guestions of educution 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 develdp any con-

o
structive pol:'u’;y.]’7

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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of the late ministry were being adopted almost completely;]96 in

May, the collapse of the Liberals' intention to pass a measure

for the payment of members of the Assembly and also the failure

to agree on a policy to ensure closer settlement of the land;197

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 themselves and even among their own supporters thneir

popularity is decidedly on the decline ana I shall be much . 108

surprised if there is not a change when Parliament meets again.," '~

However, despite thatl complacency, he frequently was at pains

to point out that the ministry was untrustworthy and that he

had "to watch every move they make."199 On the Premier himself,

Hormanby described Macalister later as '"drunken and unprincipled"%oO
As in Nova Scotia, Normanby had to endure only a relat-

ively short period of working with a government he disliked

because he was moved to New Zealand 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 himselfl, as he prepared to leave the colony, also con-

sidered that he had secured the confidence of all the political

groups in Queensland.202

%. New Zealand, 1874-9

Taken overall, this last study furnishes without doubt
the clearest illustration in Kormanby's career of personal con-
flict between the 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 the abolition of the provinces and later

as Prime Minister. That confrontation, from Normanby's point of
view, was tre 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, outcide the use of his prerogative, to his own convictions
and to affect the course of colonial politics.

Normanby's appointment to New Zealand came at a critical
period in the colony's develovment., 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
consummate that policy, There were, moreover, the lingering scars
of the Maori Wars and the attendant hostility of the two races.

As was common with the Governors of neighbouring colonies,
Normanby hed corresponded frequently with his two predecessors
in Kew Zealand, Sir George Bowen and Sir James Fergusson, and
from that he did have some first-hand knowledge of New Zealand
affairs. There were also the colonial newspapers whichcarried
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,ao3 he was sceptical of Vogel's schenes

and Vogel himself:
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I do not know that I would be very sorry to hear that he has
found some profitable emplogment elsewhere, He seems to me to
be a great weal too clever,<Yh

On the issue of abolition, aud perhaps reflecting his change of
heart on Canadian federation,205his early assessment was that

206 myat conviction

it was a wise &and much—désired gecision.
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 and
that public works schemes were greatly benefiting the colony.ao7

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 arrival, 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

208

complaining implicitly about the proposals for abolition. This

petitioning became one of Grey's favourite devices in the next
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two years of his campaign.a'o9 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 and it
does not appear that he is likely to conduct the controversy
in a very amiable spirit.<10

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 McLean 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 ¢f 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.2ll

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 Office. That was Grey's thorough-geing
attack on the position of the Governor as 2 simple tool of the
Imperial Government, "a mere machine'", and one who was appointed
solely for politiczl reasons. In place of that, Grey advocated
a new constitution which would enable Hew 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 seat 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 thkis 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.Z]2

Although Normanby admitted tnat 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 ideas. Grey's speeches
exhibited a spirit of egotism and self-laudation . . . . The
grievances he comvlains of are either without foundation or
greatly exazgerated 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 thinxing
of his cudieace.
Normanby was confident, however, that such ideas would not enjoy

. _ . 213
any large following.
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Carnarvon aund the Colonial Office oificials were
equally annoyed when they received the reports: ialcolm dwelt

214

on Grey's antagonism towards the Colonial Office; Herbert

gquipped that "when Grey makes a stateament there is a strong
probabilit;, that he knows it to be false ."215; and Carnarvon
could think of no speech which was more discreditable to the
speaker.2]6 They, like the Governor, expressed the hope that
Grey's appeal would be limited to the 1ess—educated.217
During the remazinder of his administration, Kormanby's
private correspondence was dominated by his growing dislike of
Grey which, as time 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 o0ld servant of the Crown muddy
the waters of the Empire but a&lso 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
hié 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 & negative and

216

obstructive nature. But there can be no doubt that Hormanby 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 it."2‘9 To Grey's comment that he would
fight the abolition to the death, Normanby remarked that “he

certainly may die if he likes . . M 220

In August, he suggest-
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 sane & I believe that it is an opinion which is
becoming more general every day . o« . o Judging by many of his
speeches it really looks as if his object is to create dis-
affection & discontent towards England & disunion and class
divisions in tne colony. Jhat his object may be is best known
to himself but it comes badly from a man who held the positions
he has done.2<!
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, Macazndrew and Rolleston in the House. "The whole
policy of the opposition seems to have been obstruction and
delay."222
Grey, of course, had not let up on his earlier attack on
the Governor and 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 circumstances I should be cz utlouz,

but the Governor has allied

himself to a faction . . . .2<

The elections of January 1876, although they returned

many new members, seemed to
measures passed in the last
the opposition had palpably
campaign.224 To Herbert, he

was "as good or better than

in by S8ir George & lMir Macandrew . . . are dreadful ruffians."

pronounce favourably on the abolition
session and Hormanby was content that
failed in spite of a very bitter
later remarked that the new House

the last but some of the tail brought
225

Looking forward to the approaching session, the Governor relt

confident that the existing

would do well if they could

ministry, however reconstituted,

provide the colony with a sensible

and workable local gzovernment system to replace the provinces:

If the Government bring forward a bill considered liberal . . .

I think tney will be pretty
show tnat their substitutes

safee o « o They must be avle to
. . . are equal or more complete.226

Relations between Kormanby and Grey deteriorated further

during the recess. From February to April, a long telegravhic

correspondence had taxen place between Grey and Vogel on the

political situation, in which Grey had reiterated his earlier

views on the status of the Governor, adding significantly that

his opinion was now swinging towards the colonial election of

Governors.227 Later in May, Grey again protested to Normsnby

about the policies pursued by the ministry and suggested 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-

228

tecting themn, Normanby, however, was not to be drawn and he
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curtly refused to enter into an argument on constitutional
guestions with Grey, “"differing as we do entirely on most of

them."229

Perhaps the most furious exchange between the two in
1876 occurred in June, the repercussions of which came to a
climax in October., In the first week of June, Grey addressed &
long letter to the Secretary of State, once more protesting
azainst abolition., As part of his argument, he ex@pessed his
anger and amazement at the rumoured reports that the Imperial
Navy and sarines were to be used to enforce the measure in
Auckland.aBo-ﬂormanby‘s reaction to that charge was one of
incredulitycoupled with amusement:
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
piven the same assurances [of it being groundless). . . . If
[the reporté] have been circulated they can only have emanated
from his own 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

234

and

235

expressed in the ordinary explanation of the circumstances
Herbert thought that the official reply was Y“able and sensiblel,
When that despatch was published in October at Grey's own insist~
ence,236 he and his supporters in the press and in the House
attacked it vehemently,

The parliamentary attack continued intermittently during
most of the month of QOctober with the Greyites objecting stren-
uously to Normanby's conduct in defending the aduinistration's

237

handling of the abolition issue, Grey Jjustified his actions
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passicnately in language which, as Hormanby observed later,

was “pretty stormy":ZBO

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 0Object to
its style, to the language 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 iajesty has always
desired that such an orficial should hold to her subjects =

a position of impartiality, a position of fairness to all parties,
and especially to_all public men . . . . It emanated from a pol-
itical partizan.2>?

He denied emphatically all of the charges that the Governor had
made about the rumours and that rebuttal was echoed by his

supporters, J. W. Thomson, Robert Sheehan, W. L. Rees, and H., H.
40

Lusk.2 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."241

It was voted down. Speaking
to the motion, Grey agein 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 this wrong upon a fellow~
countryman.“242
For the first time, the major colonial newspapers were
able to gauge the mettle of the Governor and all carried leaders
referring to Koruanby's attitude towards Grey and the abolition
guestion., The positions assumed, of course, followed those which

they had alreacdy taken on the merits of ebolition itself, lMost of

the Auckland and Otago journals and the Lyttelton Times were
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-
45 while the press which supported

24

critical oi thne fovernor
the adwministration understandably took the opposite view.

There was some truth in the criticism levelled against
Normanby as he was, by that time, an unashaumed vartizan although,
with his ascured ard 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
give the impression that his views came from an entirely dis-
passionate grasp of the issues. In strictly constitutional
fashion, he always referred Grey's letters to his ministers for
comment and he could arsgue that his observations were based on
their advice. Indeed, 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 most impracticable man it has
been my micfortune to have anything to do with . . . . He has
kept the House in a continual state of hot water . . . making
accusations againzt all who ovpose him and the tone and temper
in which he makes them has done more to damage the character of
the New Zealand Parliament than any one before him.

The worst feature of his behaviour, to the Governor, was his
attempt to foment unrest among the natives and "the lower

orders', " , ., . where there are a large number of low Irish

with strong ¥Fenian tendencies, all of whom suprort him to the
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nan, !

lie is too clever and cunniang to commit himself but . . . [he ha%]
more than once ainted .t actual resistence. . . . I have no
hesitation in saying that I consider him a dangerous and unscrup-
ulous -man who would flinch at nothing which would udvance his

own ¢nds provided that he could do it with safety to himself. I
have however zot wmy eye upon him &nd you mey depend upon it if

I can catch him tripwning it shall not be my fault if he slips
through my fingers but he is clever ond very careful not to
commit himself in a wey that can be taken hold of, . . . He is

I believe a Sncialist at heart in everything that does not cfiect
himself . . .(:ndj expects to be the dictator of whatever conmun-
ity he may live in.

He concludea with the rather hollow explanation that if the
Secretary of State should infer that he was prejudiced tow:.rds
Grey, "I can assure you that my opinion of him has been forced
- . . . . 2
upon me by his own conduct and against my inclination.” 4o
That outburst was triggered 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 were repeating the same abuse of the
constitution as had the Liberals in Gueensland some years before:
There can be nc doubt that free discussion and the right to
criticize or opvose 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 legitimete limits by a .inority, however small.
« o o However ., ., . one nmust not forget that it is the first and

vital principle of parlicmentary and constitutional Government

SE A
that it is tne majority and not the minority which must rule.h

o]

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
247

modification in practice, would give the colony an effective
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local administration and it would now enjoy the substance '"while
fornerly [it] only enjoyed the shadow of local self-government.“248
However, a constant thread running through his correspondence
during the session was his concern at the weckness of the govern-
ment and his fecr that once the abolition crisis was over, it
might crumble, a fear which was alsc shared 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 weckening
opposition of the anti-abolitionists, especially in Otago.aso
It was there that the last barrage against abolition had
been fired. In Dunedin a convention had been called together to
discuss the situation and one of its decisions had been to
petition for the recall of the Governor, "Lord Normanby's offence
of course", as a pro-abolitionist's assessment of the move put it,
"was telling the lHome Government some uncomplimentary truths

about Grey . o . ."2>1 Hormanby dismissed the petition as harm-

252

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 flato >

the New Zealand Herald considered it "the largest and most influ-

_n25h

ential public meeting that ever assembled in Auckland . .
The 1377 session opened in mid~-July and Normanby's fear

that the ministry's position would deteriorate soon appeared

justified. Grey, to his great regret, had returned, "I hear

-
as bitter and full of mischief as ever ., . .“2)5 but he hoped
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that the administration would survive even if it remained in

office owing to the disunity and weakness of its opponents. but

the House was far too disorganized and "“no good will be done

as long as it lasts."™ Thus, he lamented that he could not find

a reasonable excuse to dissolve it - there were no issues which

would consolidate the parties and provide "a good wholesonme

s 256

opposition". ’

He was not really prepared, however, for the suddenness

. R . . .257

of the ministry's fall in October nor the outcome of the crisis

which elevated Grey to the Prime Ministership:

As you may suppose this has not been a very agreeable change for

me but there was no help for it, and the only thing is to maie

the best of it. The lHouse seemed determined to have a change

and there was nothing else to be done. I rejret it as anyone

can do aund my only consolation is that I beéieve they cannot

possibly stand to the end of the session,<?

He was astounded at the composition of the new ministry: “A weaker
. nt . . .

& in some respects a Gov ~ more discreditable to the countryIthink

1 "259(1 3

could hardly bve formed, To Herbert, he offered succinct pen-

portraits of the ministers =~ of Grey, "you have your own opinions

~%s of Larnach, the finance minister, Y“a wild veculator'; of

Sheehan, the native affairs minister, "“a pettifogging lawyer,

the son of a Public House keeper in Auckland . . ."; 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 ,ears ago . . . & common labourer and

about as fit to be made & minister as he is to be made POpe."26o

To put it mildly, Normanby had little confidence in the group

and suggested that they would reguire "“a g reat deal of watching.“261
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He vicrea the whole crisis.es asinple scroamble for office, the
Crey ministry having no single unifying principle ewxcept tle
desire to turn out the late ministry. Apart from their geuneral
ineptness, the most obvious danger, to the Governor's mnind,
was that the new goverpment might exascerbate native unrest and
even renew intcceracial conflict.

He did =e¢e, however, some ray of heope in their initisl
pelicy statemsnt which, although couched in bitter terns,
secemed to contradict everything which Grey had been urging for
years on avcliitlion and iu ne way ceemed to herald any radical
aepartnres, Tho Grey could do very litcle harm while he was
in oifice, lite len,th of which Lormanby was confident woula be

very short. Tnaeed, such a shori-lived government would be a ::00d

lesson to ihe colony as it would undoubtedly exhibit trns inent-
ness ol the Greyites irn adminictering the colony.262

Short-iived the Grey ministry was not to be and dormanby
had to contend with it for the remainder of his tenure. During
that period, 2luost @ state oi war existed between the Goveraor
and the Prime inister. Despite the numerous incidents which were
a feoture of that relationship and Normanby'!s efforts to embarrass
the ministry, it survived. Hore than anything else, that fact
emphasized the inability of a constitutional Governor to rid
himself of & ministry he disliked. Normanby, despite his oft-
repeated approval of colonial self- overnment, must have often
envied, during that period, the wider powers of the Governor
in the dependent colonies. Check the most flagraat zbuser and

unconstitutional acts he could do, use his prerogative to the
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detriment of the ministry he did de, but he could not disnmiss

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 the election consequent on a
dissolution. Those reasons never presented themselves and the
Governor could only watch with mounting frustration and hopeless-
ness the gradual strengthening of‘the Grey government, His nis=
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 situaiion. 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 nis velief 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 Governort's early treatment
of Grey but these guestions are dealt with elsewhere.a63

Although most of Normanby's venom was directed against
the Greyites, he was also bitterly 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 Opposition was supported by the majority of the House and
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the country but it wes not able to topple Grey beccuse it was
too engrossed 'in petty party differences and personal Vj.e-'.r.f.e"26l1L
It was ironic that he had welcomed the same situation in the last
session. His despair and disgust with New Zealand politics had
reached their peak. He comsidered that politics there "“had fallen
to the level as low if not lower than Victoria."2 > To Herbert,
he declared that he ™would rejoice if I was moved to another
Government."266

By late November, it had become obvious that Grey would
last out the session, a situation which Hormanby attributed not
only to the weaxness of fie Opposition but also to the connivance
of the Speaker end to corruption, deceit, bribery, ana trickery.
The Governor, looking realistically at the situation, decided
that he must keep on speaking terms with the Prime Minister as
without which "I should lose the little power I have to keep
them straight, but it is hard and disagreeable Work."267

Even that role was difficult and there were two further
clashes before the House was prorogued. The first concerned the
proposed visit to the colony by Colonel William Jervois to report

on the defences of New Zezland, Jervois requested Normanby to ask

Grey to send the government steamship, the Hinemoa, to Hobart to
. 5 . 268 . 2

transport him to New Zealand, % Grey refused the request,C69a

step which Normenby supported vrivately as he thought it unreas-

270 . . . . .
7 Jervois then asked for the use of the steamer while he

271

onable.,

was in the colony but apain that was refused by Grey on the

272

ground that it was too expensive,” This time, Normanby berated

the ministry for its refusal, accusing it of wanting to sabotage
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the mission znd of rross discourtesy in view of the fact that
the previous administration had cspecially requested Jervois!
services., He therefore took it upon himself to cancel the mis.ion

althougn will. great recret as the action was "little calculated

a7

N

to raise the credit of the Colony abroad.M He also insisted

that all the relevant correspoundence should be laid before the

Fouse because, =s he intimateu to Herbert later, he wanted to

278 . s . ve 2 N
embarrocs 4rey. & in fact, the publication did have some of the

desired efiect os normelly pro-Grey jour:ials like the Lyttelton

Times and the liew Ze.land Herald described the incident as "shebby
275

ano inJjudicioush,
The second incident involved Grey's attempt to make the
Governor veto a land bill after it had been adopted by Grey froa

the previous eaministration and passed through 11 legislutive

£
stages, Lormenby sti_metized that act as "an attenpt at comaitti-
ing the greatest fraud upon Parlizment that was ever committed ,
n 276
9

and he refused to sanciicn such a proposal, declining

to sign the appropriztion bill or the prorogation until the

277

land bill nasced into law. Grey pave way as it was evident
that other ministers had not been privy to Grey's =zciion and hed
repudiated 1it, Defending his action later,Grey insisted that the
Governor shouid have taken his advice: "In acting upon my zdvice,
the noble HMarguis would have been doing his duty, and I say the
Governor was faithless to his duty in not taking my :dvice."c78
: ] s o . , 279
It was noted as significent in the press™®~ that the

Governor did not make a cpeech at the closing of the session,

preferring rather to prorogue by Commission and thus _etting



201

cround the cobvious nuisance of heving to deliver Crey's speech.

3
wa

One observers, loolting v=ck on the session, thought that Grey's
mein objcet wos "to be rid of the sovernor and to throw «ll the
represente tion of the country into the honds of the people regard-

1 200

]

ss entirely of property.m

An interesting and revealing commentary on NHormanby's
attitude «t thet time was given in « letter to Harry Atkinson
late in Deceuder:

We wte our Xursg vinner at Covernment House, The Governor is
naturelly very full of 3ir Georye and his sayings. dhen & Priume
lilnister openly «ttacits the Governor in svpeeches to the Populace,
it secnms only fuir thnet His Zxcellency should be alloved to spezak
to his friencds in private, I cuan see he is figpety unaer the
apprehension that the Opposition will not teke up Sir G's points
with sufficient vigour . . . . I see the {overnor is pxrticularly
anxious taut the noncense zbout elective Governors should be
exposed, He thinks that if the pcople saw that it means . . .
separation froun the Mother-~Couniry, they would &ll be a_ainst

it. . . . lle scems to me, the more I see of him, a wuen of
excellent political judjment, and of very sreat political exner-
ience, I like his Surmlhhu—Lorw;rd waye. Lt cannot signify to hin
one pin, personslly, how things go with us, but he is, I can see,
cenuinely enxious that we should not mike fools of ourselves in
the eyes of Eng,lond - and moreover o little afraid that the
sensible pe0ple amon st us are too easy-going in politics, and
are «boul to let this political lunatic . . . et the better of
them for a time, and do irreparable mischier before the stupid
gullible populsce finds him out.20!

During the recess urey undertook an extensive stumping
tour of the colony to arum up support for his administration and
met with a great deal ol success. Normanby constantly underrated
that success and attributed the supvort which Grey was attracting
to the "unthinking masses" who were drawn by the glittering
promises of land and electoral reform, “"the most extreme radical
measures".282 He was particularly critical of Grey's '"quite un-
constitutional' conduct in stumping the country inveighing ageainst

the Governor's actions in the last session with respect to the
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dissolution, the land bill, and.the refusal to appoint Wilgon

tc the Legisletive Council, accusing the Prime Minister of

283

"always dressing up his facts to suit his own purposes.,"
Moreover, Grey was being totally impractical and extravagant
by making lavish promises of public works schemes which would

ultimately mcan ruin to the colony, given the deteriorating

. . 264
economic climate,

As HNHormenby saw the strength of the government increase

- it won five by-elections in the recess - and that of the

285

Opposition crunble, his hopes for cortrolling the ministry

began to rest more and nore on the disunity of the Cabinet, in
which he was sure thet many ministers had not wholly accepted
Grey's dictatorial rule. He was encouraged by the response he

received from several ministers who wanted Urey's attacks on the

0
Governor to be toned down, if not stopped.ab6 On his part,

Normanby had bejun to see some guality in certain of the ministers,

87

especially Sheeh‘mn2

283

. [
in January.

and John Ballance, who had joined the Cabinet
One of the leading members of the Opposition, C., C.
Bowen, noted the success of that tactic: "The Governor will hold
his own with Grey, und the rest of the Cabinet seem inclined to
take his side, so far as thé Grey-quarrelling goes."z89

To the Governor, certainly the most objectionable part
of Grey's programme wxs his nmuch-reiterated opinion that future
SGovernors of lew Ze.land should ve elected, That, indeed, had
almost become 2 part of the government policy and Robert Stout,

who had joined the wministry in Murch, and Grey were its main

oracles, Stout, in fact, had, in August 1877, moved in the House,



"That o o o the Covernor of the Colony should be elected by the
people of the Colony.”ago
Grey's guerrilla war with the Governor resumed again

in June 18783 and on that occasion Normanby really initiated the
incident by deaanding that Grey lay before the House several
despatches on the dissolution and ilson cases of the last sessian,
His intention was to try to discomfit the Prime liinister and
wean some of his parliamentary and Cabinet support from him,
Thus his commert to Heroert that he alwuys hud triec hard to
avoid arguments with Grey falls a little flat.292 urey proceeded
to use the publication for his own purposes and another series

of memoranda flowed between the two prota_onists. In his first
sally, Crey &argued the view, which was slways implicit in his
opinions on constitutional issues, that the Secretary of State
had no authority to interfere with proceedings in the Hew Zesland
Parliament or to determine the rights znd privileses or the House,
Furthermore, he repeated the old arzuments about the Colonisl
Office Dbein: dominated by the permanent officiale, who could
alter relationshins in the Enpire without the slightest recpon-

Q
sibility to anyone‘,a’3

Following the sume line, he also attscked
the lobbies of influential colonists in Britain and complained
that there wis 1little consultetion with the colonies on the
formulation of impericl policy. Finally, he criticized ..ormanby
Tor initiating the corrzspondence without advice and thus meking
. . . e . 2oL

his ministers in effect his servants.

In his re»ly, Lormanby declined to enter into any argument

on the powers of the Secretary of State and expresced surprise
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that “rey should argue that way, sccing thet he haa often asked

he icterposition of the Colonial Office in colonial arfairs,
He vehewe. tly denied, however, Grey's conccption of the power
gtructure oi tue Colonial Office, pointing out tunat the Secretary
of Stiete w.s solely responsible for &ll decisions wnd tiat most

of the holders of that post had becowme masters ol coloniezl
subjects. He statcd emphaticully his understanding of a Governor's
role. ‘The Governor wus responsible to the Secretary of State and:
Ee hes certain righte and duties to periorn, end, while he has no
wigsh to frernch in the slightest degree uvpen the ri his end priv-
ileges of the other branches of the Constitution, he is bound to

preserve int&cEOQHOEe which have been entrustea to his cire by
his Sovereign.,<v~

e
If it was thou,ht thot he had exceeded those powers, an appenl
could be made to the Secretary of State.
irey, ol course, coul§ not let the nmatter rest there cnd
a5 «lways he responded with further wmemoranda whicn Normanby
declined to follow up, realizing no doubt that Grey could well
make use of ris rebuttcls for further politicul ca););'Ltal.,F96 lie
appreciated how Crey could twist everything in his "“subtle and
insidious manner“°297
Although he approved of Normanby's opinions, Sir HMichael
Hicks Beach, Carnarvon's successor, mildly ana tactfully repri-
manded the Covernor in his answering despatch:
It may, of course, become & gquestion of consideravle delicacy
whether a Covernor should, without the advice of his Linisters,
publish & correspoundence between himself and the Secretery of
State; and thore cre cases in which it is obviously undesirable
that Her Hajesty's Covernment should appear to interfere.299
It was apparent thet the Colonial Ofrice officials had decided

that there was little to be jained in conducting constitutionul
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debates vith Crey ond they hoped thut Normanby would soon learn
the same 1e¢son.299

When the House reassembled in late-July, the Governor
was rather pleased with the moderation or tGrey's electoral and
financizl refornm proposals and saw little reason to be alarmed
es they bore only a pale resemblance to whet Grey had been

promising on his stump-tour. He reasoned that the differences

of opinion in the Cabinet were primarily responsible for that

P

0
S . . N . . o .
moderation. Indeed, from his own free trade point of view,
some of the policies on the lowerin:; of indirect taxes were
guite welcome and he consiaered that the land tax pro renue
pointed in the right direction. As the session lengthened, he
crew more and more coniident that Grey's popularity in the
country had peaked end was now on the decline. In the House,
the Liberals were becoming even more disunited and he happily
reported on the failure o1 many of the uministry's schemes, If
, - . . , . 201
Grey asked for a dissolution now, he would gladly obli.e,
Commenting on the session, he opined: "I do not think I ever
nt | cm e e 20

knew a Gov ' ° in so humiliating a position . . . Al 2
The Parliament of New Zealand formerly held a high place zmong
Colonial Parlizuments but I am sorry to say that it has little
to boast of now &nd I think the sooner the present House is
dissolved the petter for the credit of the colony as I do not
think it would be possible to get a worse one,>03

The session of 1878 was the quietest that Normanby had
experienced in Hew Zealand and despite Grey's occasional needling
- .7)01‘{’ 43 -4 . "
in the House, there wus no open conflict. In f{fact, Normanby
admitted that in the whole of the year, he had seen Grey person-

-
21ly only five times.-07
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In Decenmber, lNormanby learnt of his transfer to Victoria
about which hc expressed his _reteful thanks and his sense of
relief in leaving Grey behind. But his feud with the Prime
Minister was 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 again used the Governor's alleged partizan-
ship as one of the stock ingredients in his speeches, 4 conmon
complaint was: "I say it is in the power of any Governor to ruin
any ministry by allying himself with the party oprosed to the
ministry . . . .'" He promised that he would bring the 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 & number of speeches in Otago and
Southland against that policy and stressed what he saw as the
necessary consequences of such a procedure, It would :ean auto-
matic separation from Britain and, with Governors selected for
party purposes, complete chaos in the internal administration

of the colonyoio?

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 gis passage to Melbourne, In December,
Normanby had asked the Executive Council for the use of the
steamer, olfering to pay for the cost of the coul and sugpesting
that it could continue on to Sydney to pick wup Sir Hercules
Robinson, his successor. An unstated reason at the time wos his

concern with the deteriorating condition of his wife's health

and he preferred the relative comfort of the Hinemoa to the other



trans-Tasman snips. Five of the reven ministers present agreed
to the request but delayed muking & final decision until the
Prime Minister wos consulted. A month later, he had still not
received a reply in spite of repected assurances that it would
not be delayed. By that time, Lormenby was furious and when he
met Grey at « later Council meeting in mid-Jdanuary he brushed
Grey's explunction of the refusal aside in what Grey considered
Man angry manner®, cad lectured the Council on its (ross dis=-
courtesy. That stotewent he had incorporated in the Council
minutes, @ procedure which Grey roundly denounced, indicating

.

that he would not 2gain cttena the Council except for urgent

208

affairs as he would not tolerate such treatment.” Normenby
accepted the risht of the Council to refuse him the use of the

vessel, which Grey had based on the imminence of native disturb-

509

ances, implyin,,, however, that he was aware that the real reason

lay elsewhere, (rey attempted to justify the refusal by offering

. . N . %10
evidence of native unrcst”

but the Governor promotly countered
by accusing tbe Prime ilinister of withholding inmportent inform-
egtion from hinm #s he haa seen the Notive Minister recently wnd

he hed given zno hint of the trouble. e curtly sug_.ested thet in

[SERN]

%11
future he should be proyerly informed about such ur;_ent matte;r‘s.’1

There the dispute ended although in tracditional fashion several
Turther ancsry nesseges were exzchanged,

Without doubt, the real reason for the refusal was Grey's
dislike of the (overnor and his justification was very brittle,
On almost 1l other occosions when Kormanby had wished to use

the Hincuoa, similar objections hud been raised sad the ship wes
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used, whilc lormenby was on hig wiy to ilielbourne, to ferry

ninisters «bout the colony on speakin;, tours. The Ley Zealand

Times, in criticizing Grey for trne reiusul, pointed out that
before Grey had come to power, he hcd been outspoken in his w«ttack
on the use o1 the Hinemos, "a profli;.te luxury'", «nd he had

Lo . 212 -
suggested thot 1t should be sold immediately. In that last
battle beitween the two men, Lormandby had decidedly the better of
the verbal croument and even the pro-Grey newspapers considerea
the Priume Minister's conduct indeflensible aud discourteous,

Grey's yporting shot wgainst the Covernor was left to the

final moment when he ostentatiously wbscnted hincelf Irom the

&

fficial farewell to NHormanby even to the extent of not allowing

o]

214 .
the usuzl militory salutes to « departing Governor.~” ki On that

note, lormanby left the colony but he did keep his interest in
s
New Zealand affairs ard he was Jubilant at Crey's declining fort-

unes in 1879,

My old friend, Sir George Grey, seems to have made a pretty mess
of 1t in New Zeuland., It 1s however only what I expected and I
al delighte. that he hes got his deserts. I hope thut his apnesl
to the countr, will . ive him the goup de , race and that his pol-
itical career hes come to ¢n end for ever, He is, without any
exception, the man least to be trusted that I have ever met, 212

Normanby's daeparture gave occasion to the newspupers of
the colony to essess his overall political and constitutional
conduct in New Zealand. Generally, there were three distinct
lines taken. Those journals which etrongly supported Grecy like

Z
the Otaro Guordicn- ©

could find very little good to say about

the Governor and attacked him as a pclitical partizan and a

9]

disruptive force in the colonial political scene; the opposition
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- T - 1 s 1 :
Journcls such ¢s the Press and the wew Zezland T1m~83 7 puid

warm tribute to his abilities, credited him with protecting the
constitution <yzinst the radical cxcesses of the Greyites, ond
of discnarging his duties with confidecance and expertise; and the

more moderate newspupers like the New Zeelend Hereld and the

Lyttelton Times which, although they supported Grey editorislly,

acknowledyed that Hormanby had done his best in very trying cir-

cumstunces, albeit he had been injudicious in some 0f his deal-

. X C 318
ings with Siry George Grey.)

Contumporary commentators and l.ter historians have also

9,

MV ET

-

generally followed tnis third assessment of Normanby.
those who were sympathetic to trey ana his policies have recog~
nized that much of the responsibility for the personal and
constitutional conflict between the two stemmed from Grey's

background and character.BaO
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2 00tnotes

See Chapter II1.
See Chanter VI.
havpter vI.

£lthougn his oificial title was Lieutecnant-Governor, it has
been found more converieut to refer to hulgrave as Governor
of lova Scotia.

lmlgrave to Sir Charles Phipns, 25 Feb. 1858, LP.
Mulgrave to Sir Charles Phirps, 7 Aonril 1558, WP,

The CGovernor's =rivete letters for this period are not in the
Formanby Fazrers but it was oulte obvious rrom Arthur lac.-
wood's letters what kulirave's .eneral attitude was., Perha- s
his orvinions were reinforced by 3lachkwood's bitter anste_onicn
for Howe and Young. See, for examnle, glacikwood to hul:rave,
22 hpril 18%0 - M. . . neware of that fox Young.'; sSlaclwooc
to julsrave, ¢ July 1659 - "“ihen Young and wmany other jiova
Scotiens encak - distrust them."; Blackwood to mulgrave, Y
Sept. 1659 - “Young is a -reak nitiful fi;ure - a tool in
Howe's dangerous hands.® All letters in P,

J. li. Beck, The Governnent of hova Scotia (Toronto, 1957), n.

The fullest treatwent of the controversy is in H. . macFhee,
The fcduinistration of parl lul;rave in Nova Scotia, 1050-UL5%
(Unpublished . A. thesis, Ualhousie, 1949). Other valuable
accounts are J, i, 3eck, "“rhe [jova Scotia 'Disnutea -lcction!
of 1859 and its Aftermath', CFR, ¥X.IXVI (1955), 29%-%15 and

E. P. Ray, Yransition to Res»onsiple Government in ova Scotisa,

1035-64 (Unpublished Ph. D. thesis, Toronto, 1945). ALll, however,

are baced exclusively on published materials.
Under the terms of Annand's law (1359).
Johnston to hulgrave, 9 June 1059, JHA 1ob0, App., dp. 11-2,

Young and 25 others in ownosition to lMulgrave, 20 June 1359,
JHA 1060, Avp., »p. 12,

Howe to Lulgrave, n. d. (Draft), Howe Paners, Vol 7. 639-53,
PAC,
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16 rvecutive Council to Hulpgrave, 20 July 1859, JHA 13860, ApD.,
7:‘p. 1_‘/:_‘“-0

[

17  Youne to hewcastle, 25 July 1059, JHA 1360, Apv., vp. 15=7.
Johnston had refused to recall the Assembly until the usual
time in the new year,

1% Mulgrave to sewcastle, 20 July 1859, Copy in KP.

19 Ibid.

20 Ibid.

21 Hulgreve to hewcastle, No. 78, 23 July 1859, JEA 1360, Apv.,
pp. 13=21.

22 ldnute by Yortescue (15 August 1854) on iulgrave to Levcastle,
No. Y0, 20 July 145¢, CO a217/223%.

2% Ikid, Sec also similar comments by Blacxwood (10 Auvgust),
lserivale (11 August), and iewcastle (1u Ausust).
2L Hewcastle to rulgrave, 1 Sent. 145%, JHA 10060, App., D. <3.

3

5 Newcastle to nwulgrave, 22 Sept. 1059, LP.

26 linlgrave to Hewcastle, 14 Oct. 1359, lLewcastle Papers, iieC
11, 158.

27 Irid.

28 liulgrave to kewcastle, Zt Jan. 1560 (Confidential), CO 217/226.

29 llulgrave to lewcastle, 14 Oct. 1359, Newcastle Parvers, neC

11, 155,

30 British Colonist, 3 Sent., 1855. Sce also similar views in
the editions of Au_ust 16, 13, 20, 25 and Oct. o.

31 Hovascotisn, ¢, 19 Aupust, 105%.

%2 Morning Chronicle, 21 July, 1359.

2., Not so the TYoronto Clohe., o it, nulgrave was "evidently a

second edition of Sir .dmund Head . . . . so0th are alike in
their endeavours to trawnle uson constitutionel princirlec,
while bandying constitutional phraves . . . ." ( Aucust 12,
1859)

%L, HMulgrsve to Johnston, z6 August 1059, JHA 1360, Apv., p. 2h4.

AN
ANGal

Mulgrave to Lewcastle, o Sept. 1359 (Sevarate), CO 217/224.
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30 pAdvice of Sir Richsrd Setnell and Sir Henry Keatin:, encl.
in Jewcastle to .uljrave, 23 Lec. 1659, JiA 1o00, Avp.,
pPD. 57-0.

%7  Executive Council to Hulprave, 4 Feb, 1060, JHA 1300, Apn.,
Pr. Z9-4i.

43 Ibid.

%9 liulgrave to Lxecutive Council, 6 reb. 1360, JHA 18u0, Apn.,

I)pn L}Zf"'é .

LO lExecutive Council to nulgrave, 7 Feb. 1560, JHA 1060, App.,
v, 4o,

41 Hulgrave to iiewcastle, Lo. 15, 9 Feb. 1660, JHA 1861, Anp.
Z-A’ _Ulwo ] "';‘r’u

L2 Yhe sawe conclusion is reached by Beck, "“The ilova Scotia
'Dicnuted slection'y, p. 2145 liacPhec, Yhe Aduinistration,
p. 14633 Ray, 7ransition, ». 261.

L% idnute (24 Feb., 1060) on liulrrave to hewcastle, ko, 15, 9
Feb, 10560, CO 217/220.

4l Kewcastle to liulrrave, 9 liarch 1660, HP.

45 See British Colenist, 14, 106, 18, 21 Feb.; 24, 28 April; 3,
10, 17 kay 1060 and Acadian Recorder, 11, 10, 25 Feb.,, 1650.

46 Acedian Recorder, 17 larch, 13860.

L7 Mulgrave to kewcastle, Lo. 15, § Feb. 1500, JEA 1861, Anp.
2=A, 1. 3.

43 HMulgrave to Sir Charles Phinns, 6~8 March 13500, LP.

9  Ibid,

50  Ibid.

>t Ibid.

5
52 Ibid.

Full accounts of the guestion are to be found in Beck, "The

Nova Scotia 'Disvutec clection' and in MackPhee, "ihe Con-

stitutional Controversy of KNova Scotia, 1059-60", llova

Sg?tia Hictorical Society Collections, Vol. 32 (1959), 18%
e

7
N

24 ilulgrave to Kewcastle, 2 May 1860, CO 217/226.
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imlgorave to ..ewcastle, G March 1360 (Separate), CO 21//2z0.

3ee Tunrer's sneech in the Ac:cudly, 10 May, 13c0, reported
in Jritish Colonist, 15 lay, 1000,

Acadien Recorder, 17 liarch, 1560,
Novescotien, -0 Anril, 1060,

Mulgrave to Sir Charles Phipps, 10 may 13860, NP.

Johnston to Newcastle, 1% Junc 1360, JHA 1861, Arp. 2, DPp.
y=13; Johnston to The Friends of Law aud Constitutional

Rule in Lova Scotia, 21 June 1000, JUh 1001, Avn. 2, DPH. ah=
0. Me also rewncatea the same . rounds for complaint in yet
arother letter, Johnston to hewcastle, ¢ Jan. 1061, JilA 1661,
Aop. 2, vp. H1=5.

Johnston to Newcastle, 13 June 1500, JEA 1061, App. 2, ». 12.

llulgrave to Newcastle, 22 June 1300, JhRA 10661, Anp. 2, pb.
2-3; eulgreve to idewcastle, 26 June 1600, JHA 1ool, App. Z,

po E)]o
Mulgrave to Newcastle, 10 Jan. 1dol, JHA 1361, Aop. 2, ©». 47.
hulgrave to Wewcastle, 23 June 1360, JHA 1861, A»nn. 2, o. L.

Vinute (11 July 1.560) on Mulgrave to Newastle, 23% June 1860,
CO z1/7/e20.

dnute (17 July 1500) on Mulgrave to Newcastle, 23% June 1060,
CO 217/220.

Minute (2 Dec. 1000) on Mulsrave to Newcastle, No. 935, 1 Nov.
1860, CO 217/227.

Tupper to liewcastle, 29 Oct. 1500, JHA 1001, App. 2, Dp. 2=8.

Minute (1 Dec. 1000) on Kulgrave to KNewcastle, No. 935, 1 Hov.

1360, CO z217/227.

The most imrortant one was the dismissal of the kditor of the

Acadian Recorder, P. S. Heamilton, from a position of Registrar

of Deeds in ilalifax,

Johnston to liewcastle, 6 August 13860, JHA 1361, Apn. 3, pD.
o=l

lulgrave to Newcastle, 21 Feb. 1561, Newcastle Pa=mers, ieC
1,1:

-
—-—
NS;
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liulprave to newcascle, wWo. 1, 3 Jan. lodbl, CO 217/220.
Howe to hulgrave, 4 Jan. 1sul, JrA 1061, App. 2, »n. 35.
Mulgrave to wewcastle, Lo. 1, ¢ Jan. tobl, CO 217/22

Howe to wulgrave, b Jan. 1061, JHA 1361, Apn. 2, Dp. 39.

British Colonist, 24, 29 Jan., 1001; Acadian Recorder, 5,
12, dan., lobl,

5 -

See Johnston to Lewcastle, ¢ Jan. lo61l, JHA 1801, Apnp. 2,
"p. Ll1-2,

Jonnston to rulsrave, 28 harch 1otl, JHA 1061, Ano. 2, ». 45,
Other petitions were also received from Argyle Yoweshin and
Dirby Countyr protesting cooilnst thelr revresentatives votin
with Howe Jeswite their belng elected as Conservatives, anc
rroum Guysborough County.

ulgrave to .ewcastle, o, 23, 3 Avnril 1¢61, CO 217/224.
lulgrave to Johnston, 30 March 1861, JHA 1361, Apn. 2, p. 49.

fcadian kecorder, o Anril, 1ool.

Acadien Recorder, 2 warch, 1561.

Sritish Colonist, 16 June to 26 Nov., 1501,

A Letter to the Rt. Hon., harl Russell etc. (Helifax, 1oube),
Tupner Parzers, wmo, 295-200, PAC.

Mulgrave to wewcastle, lo. Sb, b bec. 13561, CO 2172/229.

hinute (9 Jan. 1462) on lulgrave to Newcastle, No. &6, 26
Dec. 1461, CO 217/229,

Minute (10 Jean. 15ts) on Mulgrave to Hewcastle, No. &b, 26
Dec. 1061, CO 217/229.

Blackwood to MHulgsrave, 10 Jan. 1802 (Barleythorne),
3lackwood to Mulgrave, 21 Jan. lobz, uP.

Inid.

Mulgrave to Blackwood, 21 Jan. 1dvz, LB.

liulgrave to Hewcastle, 24 Jan., lov2, LB.

His salary was to be reauced irom »15,000 to )12,000 and his
Private Secretary's stirend was to be his responsibility.
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nulorave to slackwood, % Anril 1362, LB.

sulereve to iewcastle, £6 liarch 1062 (Sevnarate), JhA 1063,

Ann, 11, nn, 1=7,
Howe to newcastle, 24 Karch 1562, JHA 1303, Ann. 11, o. k4.

lulgrave to ilewcastle, 26 larch louve (Separate), JHA 1562,
Ape. 11, o, 5.

hulrrave to ilowe, 2. liarch 1ot2, Howe Papers, Vol. >, .
39, FAC. uhe Acedian iecor:er accused hulgrave ‘of exert-
ing Lis own whirvine-in wover to hel» the Goverament _ain

recruits.". (31 lay, 1362).

Referred to in mul;rsve to lLiewcastle, wo. 30, 3 April 1502,

JE& 1oor, Apo. 11, ne ©.

o.orning Chreonicle, 12 April, 1obZ.

vulirave to Blacwwood, 3 Anril 1362, L.

iwlgrave to iiewcastle, 3 Aoril 1302, JHA 13863, Ann. 11, op.

5=7.
Mulgrave to slacxvwood, 3 April i1ob2, L3.

Ile approached thc two Roman Catholic meambers for Antigonish,
Fugh Macbonzld and John f.ackinnon.

British Colonist, z9 July, 1562. See alco the editions of Y,
20 Augpust; 11 Lov., lobZ2 and Acadian Recorder, 2 Au ust, 1.0

Mulgrave to Newcastle, 9 Dec. 1062, LB.
Tbhic.
Newcestle to Hulgrave, n. d. (Jan., 1463), LP.

Mulgrave to liewcestle, n. d. (Jan., 1563), LB.

J. A, Chigholn, ed., ibe Sneeches and Fublic Letters of
Jorevh liowe (Helirvax, 1909), II, 412.

Mulgrave to newcastle, 1 Arnril 1663, L3.

Mulgrave to sewcastle, n, d. (Jan., 1363), L3.
Hulgrave to Newcastlc, 16 April 1563, LB.

fiulgrave to lewcastle, 1 April 1863, LB; Mulgrave to Black-
wood, *0 April 1564, LB,
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25 June 1303, L2,

0=10 June 1063, LB,

11 July 13863%, LB.

1562,

Yewcastle, Ko, 5%, 6 August 1¢61, CO 217/229.

iulgrave, 17, 23 Feb.; 6 Larch 1560, encl. in
Newecastle, No. 50, 26 lay 1000, CO 217/226.

Kewcastle, 15 May 1860, CO 217/22¢.

Newcastle,
hiewcastle,

necwcastle,

kxecutive Council,
lhewcastle, No. &2,

ewcastle, lo. 82,

Lvececutive Council,

17 Sept.

15 Sept.

Newcastle to Acting-Governor, lio. 59, 6
NP. See 21lso miautes by Blacxwwod (23 8
(30 Sept.), CO 217/:32.

No. 58, 26 Hay 1860, CO 217/2:z6.
o=10 June 1563, L3.

20 August 1563, LB3.

encl, in
JHA 1304,

1563,
1863,
1862, JEA 1664,
1303, JHA 1064,

Oct. 1303, Cony in
ept.) and Lewcastle

Irwccutive Council of liova Scotia to Colonial Office, 2%
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Nov. toU., encl. in soyle to wewcastle, Wo. 100, co lov,
jobr, Cozy in NP,

\cadian wocorder, 135 Feb., 1664,
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141 Acadian wxccorder, 12 Sevt., 1063,

horwanby to Howe, 16 Sept. 1805, liowe Papers, Vol. 3, pn.
797-G07%, VAC.

4% %. ii, Saunders, ""hrec Premiers of lova Scotia (Toronto, 1909),
po. 7o=7, off.

144 Ray, Yransition, v. 261; Beck, "ihe kova sScotia 'Disnuted
Election'ity =, 31L; i.acPhee, Une Administration, »p. 154fTL,

145 D. P, Clarke, The Colonial Office 4Lttitude towards the Jork-
ing of Aesponuible covernment, 1554=-65 (Unpublished Ph., D.
thesis, London, 1953), ». S9,

146 The ex-Governor iept u» his interest in lLiova Scotia, corres-
nonding witih Lowe re.ularly to 1gbb. In his letters, he
continued his attack on the Tupner administration. See the
Howe Papers, Vol., o, »p. 218=-62, PLC.

147 Normanby to Bowen, & Nov, 1671, LB

148 They had used it to fructrate the railway policy of the
Paluwer administration in 1¢70-1.

149 Brisbane Courier, 29 [Hov., 1071.

150 BSrisbane Courier, ¢ Dec., 1871.

151 Brisbane Courier, 1o Dec., 1871.

122 Brisbane Courier, 12 Jan.,, 1372,

153 DNormanby to Kimberley, 24 Nov. 1371,
154 HNormanoy to Kimberley, 24 Nov. 1071, LB.

15 Ibid.

156 Koruanby to Herbert, n., d., LB.

157 Yormanby to Kiwberley, 25 Dec. 1571, LB.

153 Ibid.
159 Minutes hy Heroert (1 dMarch, 1072) and kiwmberley (5 biarch,

672) on soruenby to Kimberley, 2v bec. 1371 (Conivdentlal),
CO 25L/27.
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160 Normanby to Kimberley, 18 Jen. 1072 (Confidential), CO
2uh/29,

161 sormanby tn Kimberley, 15 day 1372 (Confidential), CO 234/29.

162 Brisbane Uourier, 13 Arril, 1572.

16% Normanby to Kiwverle,s, 15 May 157z (Confidential), CO 234/29.

Normanby to Kimberley, 4 May 1672, Li.

165 Normanby to Kimberley, 15 May 1072 (Confidential), CO 234/29.
166 Morwanby to Kimberley, 1o May 1872, LE.
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T8 Minute (18 July, 1372) on Normanby to Kimberley, 15 liay 1072
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170 Brispane Cowrier, 15 Hay, love.
171 3Brisncac Courier, 21 hay, 1072,

Polmer to kormanvy, 16 MHay 1672, GQVP 1072, »p. 494-500.

Hormanby to lieworialists, 18 May 1872, GVP 1372, op. 500-2.

178 Ibid.

179 Ibid.

130  Ibid., ». 502.

181 Normanby to Kiwberley, No. %9, % June 10672, QVP 187%, vp. 153-i.
162 3Brisbane Courier, &5 hay, 1o72.

105 2rispane Couvrier, 21 lay, 1472.

Vou  Gueensiander, 22 Hay, 1o72.
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iiilens, hing, Feumeant to Hornandby, n. d., Cony in ¥P. Yhey
protested a ainst Felmer rowsining in ofrice on the casting
vote of the Snezker.

Normenby to Kiaberley, 1% June 1872 (Confidential), CO 234/%0.
Korm:nby tec Kimberley, 25 June 1072, LB.

Minutes by Herbhert (6 August, 1592) end Kimberley (8 Aurust,
1372 on Normanby to Kimberley, 13 June 1872 (Confidential),

CO 23L/-0.

Kimberley to Wormanby, 9 August 1372, NP; Herbert to Normanby,
18 sutust 1,72, Uy,

Herbert to sorusnby, 16 Aucust 1872, NP.
drameton, sell, and Hamsey.

Jormanby to Ximberley, 19 Jan. 1874, LB.

J. C. Vockler, Sir Samuel Jalker Criffith (Unpubliched M. A.

thesis, Universzity of Queensland, 1U63), p. Ov.
See Brisopane Courier, 24 April; 16 June, 107k,
tlormanby to Cernarvon, Zé Harch 1074, LS.
dormanby to Carnarvon, 31 ilay - 1 June 10674, CP.

Kormenby (Lo Carnarvon, 20 July 1574, CP.

Rormanby to (arnarvon, 31 kay - 1 June 1874, CP. See also
Normanby to Herbert, 20 lay; 22 Aoril; 9 Aucust 1674, L3.

Normanby to Herbert, 10 April 1076, LB.
Sce the editorials in the Daily Telerranh, 12 iov., 13574,
and in prichace Couricr, 12 ljov., 1074 which commented on

Normanby's deporture from the colony.

Normanby to Carnervon, 9 August 1574, CP; Normanby to Herbert,
5 August 1070, L3. .

Carnarvon to sormanby, 26 August 1874, WP; Herbert to Nor-
manby, ¢ Dec. 1074, HP. :

Normanby to Lerbert, 16-17 Oct. 1874, LB.

See Chapter VII, Section 2, esp. pp. 281-2.
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arnervon, no. 42, 7 June 14675, CO 209/234.
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213 Rormanwn, to cCarnarvon, 6 April 1375 (Confidential), CO z09/22%L.
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(Confidential), CO 209/23L4.
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example, Robinson to Lormanby, 12 Jan. 1076, uP.

213 J. Ruthertord, Sir Georse Grey, 1612-98: A Study in Coloniszl
Governnent (Auckland, 1950), Chavter 33.
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222 Horwuanby to Carnarvon, 27-8 August 1375, LB.

22% NZPD XVII, 152 (3 Auzust, 1075)

22l lormanby to Carnarvon, 12 Jan. 1376, CP.

22% Normanby to Herbert, 27-8 June 1576, LB.

226 Normanby to Carnarvon, 12 Jan. 1876, CP.

227 The whole exchange is in CO 209/255. The specific letter was

Grey to Vogzel, 31 Farch 1876, See also the arusing, rejoinder,

Vogel to brey, 26 Hay 187b, in Letters to Sir Qeo.kg grey, Al'L.
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Provinci l Lavqugfnt<j§giggﬁ,wh d.

), APL.

Normanby to Grey, 24 Hay 1.76 (Auckland), in ibid.

230~1 Grey to Carnarvon, 5 June 107c, AJUR 187c, A-1B, D. 4.
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Wormanby to Carnarvon, 5 June 1876 (Auckland), CP.
lior:ianhy to Carnarvon, 27-3 June 1376, L3.

ormanbhy to Cernarvon, No. 27, 21 June 1076, AJHR 1576, A-1B,
np 1=,

Hinute (5 Sent., 1376) on Hormanby to Carnarvon, Ho, 27, 21
June 1576, €O 209/235.

NZPD XAIII, 26, #83.

Ibid., o»H. 26~3L, 101=-117.

Hormenby to Carnarvon, 16 Oct. 1876, CP.
NZPD ALL11, 283,

Inid., »n. 292
rees Ya to=ay!

, 295=7, 291, Z94L. ormanby wrivately Qalled
; normanhy, to Herbert, 13-21 Sent. 1076, L3,

LZPD XXIYI, 21v.

Ibic., ». 310. Grey returned to the subjecct on the 23rd Oct-
ober when hs accusec nornandy of writins Ywith a nen o1 walice®,
and declared that vhic course was a wanton aand unfair abuse

of power . . .i@ud] a deliherate attemmt to injure me,"; ZPD
AXITI, 5E0~g, lie also wrote another long letter to Normanby
defendirg his conduct - Grey to iormanpy, 17 Oct. 1676, AJ:HR
A-1C, 1. 1=3,

For cxamnle, see Qtoro Guardian, 20 Oct., 18763 New Zealand
lferala, 14, 17 Oct,, Y. .oveuber, 10763 Lyttelton Yinmes, 25
Oct., 1u70.

See, for exemnle, krese, 16 Oct., 18/6; iew zealand Pinmcs, 1o
Oct., 1075,

Normanby to Carnarvon, 2% August 1876, CP.
Normanby to Carnarvon, 20 AuLust 1676 (Confidential), CO 209/235.

Normanby to Carnsrvon, No. 54, 15 Nov. 1676, AJEHR 1077, A1, 1. 5.
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or.anb~ to Cernarvon, 27 A»ril 1377 (Invercar ill), Li.
S@e #1z0 utoraanby to Carnarvon, <0 lay 1877 - “?eonln nre

hecowinr every day more convincod tnat under the new srstem
local celf-government is a reslity while under Frovincielisn
it was & shaw,"

See J. D, Orwond to D. McLean, 14 Au_ ust 1376, lMMcLean kSS.,
3720, WAL . Four to J. Lall, 9 Jan. 1577, Hall Papcrs, GLL.

Wormanvy to Carnarvon, 27 April 1677 (Invercargill), L3.

E. Yoz ccamcnted to Vo ‘el tnat "Lord Horsanby scems to have
done very well in face of the few Dunedin fools who tricd to
punish him by a dcuonstration and wretched psrade zbout his
partizaenczhip re Grey.' Fox to Vogel, 5 lLay 1877, vozel Pawers,
GLL.,

A. S. Atkinron to . E, Richmond, 15 Lov. 1875, Atkinson
Papers, ATL.

Roruanhy to Cernarvon, 15 Wov. 1376, CP. K, Fox called the
convention "a very tade aifair, 1n”@ :d,. Yox to Vogel, 1o iov,
1576, vo. ¢l Pzrers, viLl.

Ibid
llew Zezlind lLerald, § Nov., 1376.

Normanby toc Carnarvon, &7 July 1577, CP.

wormanby to Carnarvon, 24 August 177, CP.

Nornanby to derbert, 11-18 Oct., 1877, L3

Wormanby to Cernarvon, 16-19 Oct. 1377, LB.

Normanby to Herbert, 11-15 Oct., 1077, LB.

Ibid. Coua_are Ssunders! view from a liberal standnoint. Grey!
Wiive collcarues, who had never willingly coamitted an sct of
self-denial in their whole lives, and who had, each in his own

way, vroved hiamself to be remarkably untrustrorthy.! 4.
Saunders, liictory of sew Zealand, 1L, >05.

See Lhapter VI.
Kormanby to nerbert, 29 Oct. - 16 lov, 1877, LB. For a sin-

ilar view, see F. D, 3ell to John Hall, 21 Decc. 1077, Hall
Papers, GAl.
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The Colonial Office firmly bhacked the Governcors in pre-
serving their control of the prerogative. Even Frederic Rogers,
usually so realistic about the implications of colonial self-
government, considered that the discretion should be retained
as long as ;possj_ble.}5 Lord Kimberley summed up the Colonial
Office attitude in 13872:

It is better excent in extreme cases to express no official
opinion, as no two cases are alike and the exercize of the
prerogative of dissolution is eminently a power . . . which
can only be satisfactorily dealt with by a man who is on the
spot, and familiar with all the detailed circumstances of the
moment, 14

In those circumstances, the Governor had almost a free hand but
such support was appreciated because it enabled him to rebuff
attacks nade on him, especially in the Australasian colonies
where Professcr Hearn rightly observed: “So far as I have becn
able to judge, it [fhe prerogative of dissolutiod] appears the
great stumbling block . . ."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 from 1880
to 1833 will be given belowl 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 attenpts
to force him tou dissolve tle assemblies, details of which are

. 16 . 4 ‘ . .
siven elsewhere, He did, however, refuse to grant a dissolution

to J. W. Johnston after the disputeu election in Nova Scotia imn
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varticulerly Atkinson. "hs _ood as he 1s in other recpects,
he is worth notnins as a lesuer o . . o If the opposition
had & leacder worth his sal thins o would never have ot into
the state they are in . . . " MNormanby to Herbert, 20 iay

1878, LB.

Norimanby to Carnarvon, 20 Jan. 1374, LB.

Norwanby to Carnarvon, 11 Dec. 1077 (Confidential), CO 209/2%0
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enccs with the pome Government." NZPD ONIT, »72 (21 Aucust,
1873) .



20
200

201

(SN
o
o

203

301,

300

514

Torwash to Herbert, 17-13 ouly 1373, L.

ept., v Oct. 187.; dormanhr to

Jdorwerd . to Lerocert, 20 S
16733 woruenby to sremston, -~9 Oct.

Hickr seech, 12 3sot.
\)/(5, LJ)’-

ormanby Lo Herbert, *0 Oct. 13575, LB.

wormauby to sramston, 2 wov., 1073, L3.

For exaumle, nZPD XZ¥, (Oct. 30, 1078) = Wie had a Governor
hostile to uz . . . . Let enyone look at the publizhea Parl-
jaumentary Peners froum the uoment I canz into the rouse, and
gee vhether zuch is not the cacse,

Normanby to Branston, 2 iov. 1573, LB.

Crey's smeech at vrahamston, 21 Dee. 15738, revorted in kress,
Dec., 1.70.

vee roports of smesches in Press, 22 Feb., 1679; Southland
Tinco, 21 Fob., 15775 Ctero Dodily @imes, 21 Feb., 10775 aad
Mormonby to iicks .wseach, 20 wmarch 1079, CO 209/2_5.

Grey to Hormanby, 21 Jan. 167G, AJHR 1579(ii), Heb (Herein-
after cited as hzo), Lo. 1.

Normanhy to Grey, 24 Janyery 1379, HZo, ino. 2.
Grey to ilormanby, 20 Jan. 1079, HZ6, Ho. 5.
liormanby to Grey, 29 Jan., 1579, Heet, Ho. 6.
New Zealand Times, 6 Dec. 1377.

See, for exemple, Lyttelton Wimes, £1 Jan., 1379. Grey did
attempt later to justify his conauct when taxed about it in
the Louse. "ir'o me the 1life or the nuunplest child of the noor-

gt settler on the .est Coast was of wore imnortance than the
life of a eicl: ¥arcuioness." Ye also insisted trat :orwnanby
wvanted to meke a nrorfit hy using the shio (i.e. The ciffer-
ence between the cost of the coal and the amount given to
worriarby by the Immerial Government for the vassage.) LZPD
XAXI, 315 (29 July, 1579).

New Zeslend Pduaes, 1o, 21 Feb., 1379.

Normanby to izxlsh (?), n., d., Parkes Fapers, A70, HL.

ttego Guvarxdian, n. d., 0 209/279.

Preco, 14, 16, 20 i'eb., 127¢; lLew zealend Tines, 1o, 20

e e

I‘(,)., ()“_79‘,




sew Zenlm.d tereld, Sumaary for .urope, Feb., 137Y;
Lyttelton Times, 24, 27 ¥eb., 1679,

Rusden, wao was violently anti-tUrey, of course, cunported
the Governor wholly. G. U, Rusden, history of llew seale.d

(3 Vole., Loudon, 14863%=9v), 1Il, 119, 152,

Saunders, Listory, II 2363 J. Co ollier, Sir Ceorre trey,
Govcrmnor, pi-h Cowwdssioner, snd premicr. an Wiyorw;iL
Bio. rdnn¢ Cl flCLChulbh 1609, ». 1oo, T, G 11Jon, the

Grey Governrent, ». 21; Rutherford, Sir Geor.z Grey, »n. 60L4;
B. J. Dzlton, The dovernors of wsew Zealand, Tovo=-92 (Unnub-

lished li. A, thesls, Centerbury University, 1951), »n. 272.
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VI

NORMANBY AND THE DISCRETIONARY POWERS

In Chapter two, some consideratiocn 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-governing 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 Hormanby's actions, the way in which two facets of that
nower could be used,

Simply expressed, the Governor's discretionary power
was his ability to act without or contrary to the advice of his
ministers. The most extreme exercize of that discretion included
the dismissal of ministers —Jin 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 abovej however, the use 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 new administrations, the Governor's control over
the dissclution 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 Normanby

227
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ficured in seveial controversiel incidents involviung them bute

¢
b

[}

e

ecause they drew the Governor wost scuarely into the toils of

g

colonial wolitics.

In wany colonies, the prerogative of mercy had, from an
early stage ol responsible government, been conducted largely on
ministerial advice. Indced, in the Dowminion of Canada, that fact
had becn registered in 2 change in the Governor-General's Incstruct-
ions in 1673 when, except for matters of direct imperial interest,
he was enjoined to accept advice. That change was extended to the
Australasian colonies in 1592, Generally, only those Governors with
& special dinterest in the ouestion such as Sir John Young, who had
extensive exnerience with the treatment of crimirals, concerncd
themselves with the prerogative. lMost seemed to be content to follow

the convention of non-interference which had been developeca. It was

6]

significant elro that it was in llew South Jales where Young had
gervec that much of the controversy over the use of the prerogative
toox place. the action of Governor husgrave in Queensland in 108
when he overruled advice in a colony in which such a convention
of non-interierence had been established was the most important
single factor leading to the change in 1692.2
In part, the right of selecting the politician to form
a new administretion was a corollary of the control of dissol-
ution by the Governor. If a discolution was refused and in con-
sequence the ninistry which advised that step resigned, he had
to find a man capable of forming a new government which could

command stable support in the legislature or at least make a

reasonanle case for a dissolution itself., Other circumstances
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usually less difficult, necessiteting sclection were the resi n-
ation of a =risne winister ac an individual or the resi;nations

of ministers «g a result of electoral or parliamentary defeat.

Where tolerzbly stanle party groupings with acknowvledged leaders
had become established, the selection was relatively siuole, the
party leader beins aprproached to form a new government, It could
be much more aiflficult, however, where those factors were ecbseat
and where there were meny noliticians irom whom to choose. nven
with the nossible advice of the retiring orime minister or other

3

interested neonle,” the selection in those circumstances could

occacsion some criticism of a CGovernor's choice., Such a case, de-

teiled below, was the cihoice of Sir Bryan O'Loghlen as the Prerider
. . . P

of Victoria in 1341.

Before exemining Normanby's exercize of his aigcretion
vertainings to dissolution, some general conmesnts should be meade
about that aspect of the prerogative. By studyipz woruanby's
ectiongs, it arpears to this writer that the authorities on the

Governor's discretionary powers such as Todd, Keith, Lvatt or

5
Forsey-

have nerslected one essential element., In their arguments
on the validity of other zuthorities aund in their search for
seneral rules in a Jjungle of precedents, they have shunted the
personal factor comnletely into the bockground., A Governor wes

not a robot sifting through precedents and the works of ilay,
Bagehot, Hearn or Tod-.'r.6 in order to arrive at the optimum solut-
ion for a given circumstance., He could and usually aid, especially

if he was well~-versed in cuch matters, use them to dress his

decision with zsuthority but that decision could be arrived at



initially on personal grounds. One must, in fact, learn some-
thing of &« Governor's private motives, an understanding of which
is very difficult if public documents only are consulted. Of
course, this is not to imply that all Governors used their dis-
cretion in that way - only & completely detailed study of cach
case supplemented 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 ignored,

In 1853, 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

7

government, is that of dissolution."' The discretionexercized by
the Governor in granting or refusing requests for dissolution
frequently came under attack: especially from those politicilans
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
prediction made in 1373 that vit will come to be accepted in the
colonies before long as good constitutional doctrine that, in
this matter, as in &ll other matters of political practice, the

"9
.

governor should be gJuided by his responsible advisers . . was
proved rather premature. Why 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 feeling on the part of many

colonists that it countered unfair political tactics were
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contibuting factors in its survival, Yurthermore, political
conditions in many colonies were such that they enabled that
control to be used with success, an essential basis for its
continuance,

8y the 1830s, there had been maay exaaples of granting
or refusing advice for dissolutions before the =rescribed length
of colonial parlisments had been expended and a host of general
grounds for a Governor's conduct had been established, So many
indeed that in 1878 Rovert Herbert could comment: “There is now
a precedent which will fit almost any conceivable combination
of circumstances under which a dissolution may be asked and

.”10 In the same vein, he had noted earlier the

refused .
wide latitude a Governor had:

There being of unecessity no rule on the subject, a minister has
always soume good argument in favour of being allowed a dissolut-
ion, and a Goveraor can not, elcept in a very extreme case, be
proved to be wrong in refusing a dissolution; because under the
constitution he is alone responsible for doing what in his own
view of all the civcumstances, he tiiinks right.1!

A Governor coula take into consideration factors like the age

of the existing parliament, whether supply had been secured or
not, whether there was any chance of finding an alternative
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 &ll these was the necessity, in Herbert's wsords,

to act Mifairly to all parties and in the best interests of the



The refusal by Sormanby to grant Sir George Grey a dis-
solution in late 13577 has a double interest., In the first place,
Normanby set out most fully his opinions as to a Governor's use
of the prerovgative in wefending hic retfusal in the face of an
eloquent and persistent attack by Grey. Secondly, it was the
weightiest exauple in his career ol how a Governor could use
his constitutional powers to influence colonial politics and to
give some force to his own personal g.r‘e,judices.]Cj

Grey had assumed office on October 13th, 1877 and had
been met on the 24th by a wmotion of waat of confidence by the
former Prime kinister, Harry Atiiinson., Two days later, Grey
approached kormanby informally to ask about the possibility of
an immediate dissolu’cion.]9 What transpired at that meeting is
largely unknown but it was evident that Grey was rebuffed on
the grounds that no assurance had been given 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 place, if granted, whether or not he could secure
supply.ao

The confidence motion was defeated on November 6th oy
the casting vote of tae Speuker but, on the following day,
Atkinson again moved o confiidence resolution21 which gave rise
to another reonsst frum Grey for a aissolution, Normarnby asked
for that advice to be subuwitted in writing. That, given on
November 14th,22 was the beginesing of a lengthy exchange of

$

menmorands which, topgether with the correspondence on the Milson
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23

L2 . e, 2l
affair, has cecome known as the Second emorandumiad.”’ One

of Sir Julius Vogel's corresponuents referred to the exchange

as "very well worth reading as colonial essaying on a nice

. . ‘ s ned

constitutional question.
In his submission, Grey listed the grounds on which

he based his advice, the most important being 'that upon the

single ground that they were not in power at the time of the

General Election, they have a claim to a Dissolution . . . ."20

Other reasons were the unsatisfactory state of parties in the
House consequent on the settlement of the abolition issue, the
parlous position of public business, and the expressions of rub-
lic support for his minictry by the 2lectorate. He cited as
issues proper to be put before the people, the intended legis-
lation on financial affairs and the franchise. In Grey's opinion,
"an appeal to the constituencies appears, therefore, constitut-
ional, as well as Jjust and necessary."a? Finally, he listed a
series of precedents and opinions to support his case -~ an
impressive case on paper.

However, he was again rebuffed. hormanby 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 nmajority in the House, as the recent vote could
hardly be construea as an expression of confidence. Thus, there
was a distinct posoibility that there could be other combinat-
ions which could secure that confidence. To bolster that view,

fiormanby turned to the cther arguuents put forward by trey. le

could not perceive any important measure or principle which



could serve as an issue in the election nor, in his view, had
Grey producea any evidence to substantiate his claim as to the
eventual outcome of the election. Aaditional factors militated
against a dissclution at that time. If, as both Grey and Atkin-
son had proposed, it was their intention to reform the electoral
system, then another dissolution would become necessary and it
would be unde:sirable that the colony should be inconvenienced
by the trouble and expense of two elections in so short a time.
Moreover, he znoted that the season of the year was unsuitable
for an election. £is final and mwost emphatic point was that no
supply had been granted and therefore he could not take the
responsioility of sanctioning public expenditure without a
parliumneantary vote nor of disturbing the colonial iinauces and
perhnaps causing individual distress by withholding paymeats
“Yuntil at any rate he had exhausted every other expedient."29
If Grey, however, could satisfy him that Parliament had granted
three months' suprly then he would reconsider his refusal.

In the menorandum, Normanby also took the opportunity
to emphasise
that the prercgative of the Crown to dissolve Parliament at any
time is undouvted, and it is a prerogative which requires to ve

exercized with jreat Jjudgment, asd it is an act in which the
Crown is called upon to uze, to some e:xteut at any rate, its own
discretion; @and if such is the case with the Sovereign who is
not responsible to anyone, 0ore especially aust it be so0 in the
case of a Governror, who is directly responsible to the Crown for
his exercize of tle prerogative.jo

#riting the same day to Herbert, he félt himself well-
pleased with his reply. He believed that it had been cautious

and phrased in such a way that Grey could not possibly criticize
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i‘c.)1 But he was very wrong arnd over the following three weeks,

a copious exchange of notes took place with Grey persisting in
his advice and arguing over the use of the prerogative. Grey

made his position abundantly clear:

. . o the right of a colonial statesman to a Dissolution was the
same as that of an LYnglish statesman . . . that he could not ad-
mwit that there was any inferiority either in ability or _ atriot-
ism . . . [anal ir a vissolution was given in this countr,, it
should be as unfettered &s it was when granted in Great Britain.-¢
He believed that Mormanby was mistaxen in maintaining that the
power of dissolution was a prerogative of the Crown. In reality,
he was convincec that the power was derivea from the Constitution
Act of hew Zealand, that the Governor was responsible to the law
of the colony, and that dissolution was one of those questions

on which he should act on the advice of his ministers.”

24

Naturally, Normanby rejected that reasoning completely
and when Grey continued to press his arguments,i5 he rather
curtly attempted to cut off the exchange. He felt
bound respectfully, but at the same time distinctly, to inform
ministers tret, he nmust, for the future, decline to enter into
any controversy or discussion with them, of a generzl or abstract
character, re,arding his counstitutional position, his responsib-
ilities, or nis duties.ob
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 perned et another message which, as was promised,

. 77
elicited no reply.~

Normanpy, in fact, did submit his refusals to the Colon-

5z
ial Office, in which he justified his actions. As he had
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exnlained to Grey earlier, there was little comparison between
New Zealand and sSritain over the conduct of dissolutiocons. In
Britain, he considered that the question of dissolution was not
brought before tie public as a subject for controversy as it
often was in the colonies. British ministers did not have an
unrestricted right to deuwand a dissolution at any time ana they
showed great moderation and consideration in advising such a
step as well as an extreme reluctaance to bring the undoubted
prerogative of the Crown into any controversy. The Colonial
Office fully supported the Governor's theoretical position.

W. R. lalcolm, though averse to expressing any decisive approv-
al, felt that the Secretary was bound to reply that Grey's
ideas could not be supported,59 but Herbert was not so reserved,
suggesting that a strong reply be sent stating that dissolution
must be controlled by the Go%ernor, enpowered as he was by law

40

That opinion was incorporated into the official

41

and practice.
reply by the Secretary of State.
A second major theme which ran though the correspondence
between Grey and Normanby was the debate over the guestion of
supply. Grey argued that the Governor should not take supply
into consideration:
The Governor is simply to do his duty as a Constitutional Ruler,
He has no power to take from the people their rights., If they
injure theuselves, the fault is theirs: he is not to blame. . . .
[Thel people understand their own rights andﬁinterests and are
guite capable of taking care of themselves., %<

Therefore, he insisted that the ministry was entitled to a dis-

-
solution "unfettered by any conditions of supplies being grantod."*j
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ilorwanby refused to be convinced and stood by his init-
ial position, lie 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 Parliument, to induce thea to take a step which tiaey
otherwise would be unwilling to take; and pesides, I should
have been placing the exercize of the Royal prerogative openly
and entirely in the hands of the ﬁouse.qﬁ

The long exchange revealed the wide grasp of constitut-
ional usages and precedents at the command of the protagonists.
There was, indeed, some force in several of Grey's argumeatis
especially his criticism of Wormanby's contention that 'the
only desire of the Governor is to secure a Governnent, no matter
how constituted, which can command the confidence of the majority
of the represcutatives of the people of New Zealand.”t1L5 That
might have been constitutionally impeccable but its result, as
Grey pointed out, would inhi%it the growth of two well-defincd
parties, would reduce nolitics to a shapeless character, aud
would effectively deprive the electorate of its power to decide
on any great issues.46

Thug, Normanby successfully barred Grey's demands for
a dissolution although he did intimate that future conditions

47

might necessitate one. ut, at uo time, would he give an
unconditional one. Any dissolution must be followed by an early
election and recall of parliament. Lor would he give Grey a
promise of a cecrtain dissolution in the future.qg On the other

hand, Grey refused to resign nor did he give any indication

that he was exrected to do so.
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This account of the basic course of the debate, however,
does not make apparent the underl,ing and more personal motives
of the Governor and his Prime Minister. One must place it in

49

the context of the long antipathy between the two, Kutherford,

his protege, ¥ilson, and Fieldhouse all agree that Grey did
have amprle grounds for his advice.DO Even Herbert, certainly no
admirer of Grey, observed:

I am not sure that in this case, as far as I understend it, I
should not have given Sir G. Grey a dissolution at once, It
mizht have been well to preclude the possibility of any such
complaint that he had not had the iairest possible chance of
showing whether he coulu form a stable administration.- '

Before Grey had come to power, .lormanbdy had admitted
that, although it could be difficult to Justify, he "should be
very glad if I see any way to any fair or legitimate grounds for
a dissolution . . . ."52 Rather more explicitly, immediately
after Grey had become Prime linister, he lamented to Carnarvon
that "had the Government [i.g. Atkineon's administratioé] even
had a majority of one I had thought of a dissolution but . . .
a government which goes to the country simply because it is
weak seldom does much good , ."53 Thus i1t appears as if he
was willing, in fact eager, to give Atkinson another chance.
Yhy then did he refuse Grey? The answer lies without doubt in
his dislike of Grey and his supporters.

On October 1oth, Normanby wrote to Herbert assuring him
that he would not give Grey a dissolution vefore he secured
supply and he doubted, almost gleefully, that he would be able

to do s0 as he preuicted that the governmeant would collapse in

51
the near future.”’ A month later, he reiterated the same course
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to Carnarvon,

To give him a dissolution now would pe a fatal mistake . . . but
I shall hove to be extreaely guarded in the way 1 refuse it and
my present intcntion is to vlace the chieif stress uwvon the fact
of supply not having been granted.22

Again he was confident that Grey would fail and, if he resigned,
he e<pected that he had & good chance of forming a new, more
satisiactory ministry.

He waes less confident by the end of Hovember. A dissol-
ution then had to be avoided at all costs as he was convinced
that Grey wes likely to benefit substantially from a new election
although he howec that public opinion would change in the new
ycar.56 His pessluism deepened in the weeks which followed. ie
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 where he felt
that many ministers were, unlike Grey and himself, unconvinced
ol the government's prospects of success in an election. 1o
foster that snlit, he prompted Grey into publishing their
correspondence and, when the Prime Minister delayed fthat public-
ation until the end of the session, he accused Grey of avoiding,
by that deception, any discussion on the exchanges.57

D. K, Fieldhouse was ocbviously only vartially correct,
therefore, when he stated tnat Hormanby had miscalculated and had
failed to force Gtrey to resign.58 Hormanby knew his man well by
that stage and he certainiy must have doubted whether Grey was

sincere in wanting a dissolution but rather was using the incicd-

ent as a further irritant. His early hope was for a parliawentary
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reversal for Grey and perhaps a dissolution to his successor
rather than the expectation that Grey would resign. As that
hope dissipated, he began to sece the refusal of a dissolution
as the only wmeans of stopping Grey from strengthening his hold
on the House and thus gaining time to enable Grey to make him-
self unpopular in parliawent and in the country. After ilovember
19th, he seemed to sense that Grey was becoming more confident
and by December, after supplies had been voted, he was firuly
convinced that Grey did not want an immedizte dissolution but
one which he could hold over the head of the House. Thus lor-
manby's coancern that any dissolution, if granted, would have to
be an iamediate one,

A similar pattern of personal motives was evident in
dormanby's administration of Victoria where, although 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 wuween given above.60 It was a decade character-
ized by growing democracy, political instability, and, above all,
by conflict between the two houses of purliament. A tradition
had almost been established there of discord between the Govern-
or and soue section of the political body. Hormanby's predecess-
ors, Darling, Cantervbury, and gowen had each in turn veen drawn

into the turmoil usually over the exercize of the discretionary

powers.61 During the decade, there had already been three
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elections, seven ninistries, and three resignations contingent
ona refusal to dissolve the Assembly62 That pattern was to con-
tinue well into llormanby's administration.
While he was in New Zealand, Normanby had revealea a
keen intercst in the course of Victorian politics ana had made
his preconceptions very clear to his private correspondents. He
deplored the political violence and was fond of comparing Graham
Berry and his supporters in Victoria to Sir George Grey and his
cohorts in wew Zealand.65 His sympathies 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 h‘(-:r‘r>eJ."t.6L+ After he arrived in Lkielbourne, that
attitude was strengtheued although he, by no means, approved of
&1l the actions and opinions.of the conservative forces in the
colony.65
In December 1879, on the third reading, Berry's Legis-

lative Council reform bill, which Normanby considered to be "ill-
considered, hastily drawn-up and framed in & spirit of antagonisn

. ."96 obtained a small majority (43-33) but because it failed
to reach the statutory absolute majority it lansed and was apand-
oned. Jderry i.uamediately requested Normanby to dissolve the Assenm-
bly as soon as the necessary monetary measures were approved.b7
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, Normanby 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 ausnices of a previous admin-

istration, that the reform measure had never peen subaitted to

the people, that it had achieved & small majority, and that he

could see little possibility of finding an alternative ministry

in the Assembly if Serry did resign as a consequence ofezrefusal.68
The informal nature of the exchange drew out some adverse

€9

comment in the Assembly aud in the press.7o Both the Opposition
and the Argus wvere concerned to discover the exact edvice given
and the Covernor's reply as Serry had implied that the acceptance
had peen uunconditional. A leader-writer in the Argus hoped that
"a statesan of His fizcellency's judgment and experience Eﬁoulé]

not assume undefined c¢bligations ., . ., or give his advisers

carte blanche . . . without taking precautions against an improp-

71

er use of Her Hajesty's prerogative.m In the Assembly, Normanby
came under guite fierce criticism and many opposition and 'corner!
members suggested that if the session had continued, an accepnt-

7

able reform measure could well have been passed. 2 One nmember
even went as far as giving notice of his intention to move that
an address be presented to the Governor urging him to reconsider
his decision?iﬁowever, berry refused to allow time for it to be
debated.

Patently prompted by the criticism and dismayed by
Berry's implication, Normanby sent a biting memorandum to the
Premier,w+ demanding that no unnecessary delay take place before
the meeting of the next varliament and that a specific date be

set for the next session and an approximate one for the new

Asseuvly., sSerry conceded to those demands75 and when they were
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pﬁblished in the Assembly, 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-
ment and that Berry had been discomfited.78'Hé 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=-
fronted with another request for a dissolution. Service's reform
proposals, the temperate nature of which Normanby obviously |

80had been

favoured and which he thought met with wide approval,
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.

82

When the request was made on June 25th, Normanby con-
sidered it "“one of considerable difficulty and anxiety" which
would require strong reasons to justify acceptan'ce.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 advice was zccepted. Wormanby emphasised the over-~
riding importaunce of a rapid solution to the reform issue and
deplored the '"want of mutual moderation and forebearance" shown
by members of voih chambers which, in his opinion, compared
very unfavouratly with the situation in Britain. .Jith the

recent Derry case in mind no doubt, he took pains to urge that

85 Indeed, the whole memorand-

the Asseably be.dissolved at once.
um, which was extremely detailed and immediately published, bore
evidence to the fact that he wanted no repetition of the critic-
ism which he had received in December and that he realized that
such an early dissolution would require ample justification.

A confidential despatch early in July throws further
light on his decision and his personal, aside from the strictly
constitutiocnal, views. The only alternative to a dissolution
would have bcen the reiustatement of Berry, If that had been
resorted to, he would have regretifed the step immensely as
Berry had, in the Governor's view, presided over the ruination
of the coclonial finances as well as fostering Jjobbery and
corruption, without doubt, 3erry 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 frankly that "this attitude did to a considerable
extent influence the decision I arrived at."86

As was to be expected, the Age, the organ of the Liberals,
87

was aghast at tue decision while the Argus ana the Daily Tele-

graph spoke warmly of Normanby's "wisdom and propriety".88Perhaps
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fortunately for the Governor, the immediate prorogation 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 Hormanby, overturning entirely his
purpose in granting the dissolution. In reply to one of the
Governor's rrivate letters, Lord Kimberley commented: "It is
very provoking that you have got Berry and his party back
again . . . .”89 Normanby frankly conceded that his predictions
were wrong but he considered that it would not be long before
the new aduinistration would crumble fronm within.go It was a
year, however, before that happened.91 By June 1831, the dis=-
unity of the winistry had become so evident that even the Age
had begun to suggest that a further dicssolution was necessary
in a situation where "partieg « « » are so split up by factious
rwotive 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 Noruanby
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 Berry.

In his written advice, Berry cited as the most iuportant
reason for a discolution the fact that the Assembly had been
elected under the auspices of Service on the distinct issue of

Legislative Council reform. That question had been recently
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settled95 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-
ment could deal effectively with pressing economic troubles. As
a final sally, he echoed Sir George Grey in asserting the un-
guestioned right of ministers to control dissolutions, using as
his major precedent the Service dissolution of June 1880.94 In
many ways, indeed, the request was very similar to that made by
Grey in New Zealand in 1877. Both were refused but, unlike Grey,
Berry immediately resigned,

As he had done with Grey, Normanby firmly refuted Berry's
assunptions about the prerogative. He declined to discuss the
motives of the members who 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 given 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 scemed
no evidence that Berry would be strengthened. As the Assenbly
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 mastery of constitutional niceties.95

He did succeed in finding an alternative ministry but it
wvas a woefully weak one and its period in office until January
1883 was one of inaction and a constant struggle to ward oif
repeated confidence motions. In fact, Normanby himself often

96

lamented its weaikness. It is difficult to escave 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 Premier. There was some force in the Age's allegation
that "the present situation is a direct contradiction to the
Governor's hope of a sirong government."97

The end of the undistinguished C'Loghlen ministry came
in early 13063 when, in his turn, the Premier requested a dissol-
ution. Since late December 1832, he had been discussing the

98 put he did not

possibilities of an election with Normanby
gubmit his formal advice until January 26th. O'Loghlen blasted

the evident intention of many members of the Assembly to impede
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rovernaent measvres in Ya carefully cloakxed policy of obstruction.”
A discolution at that time would expedite business and supply had
already been cranted. Finally, he trotted out the familiar grounds
that the Assembly had been elected under a different adminictrat-
ion, that it was to end in July, that the policy of his government
was well-received, that there were no genuine party croupings but
only factions in the Assenbly, and that vublic opinion definitely
sunported an imnediate dissolution.99
In his brief renly, the Governor accented the Premier's
reasoning ond made clear his satisfaction that the malingering
of the Assembly was to end. He felt that he was acting on '"the
principles of reswonsible povernment! by accepting advice from
a ninistry in full nossession of the suvwort of the legislature.1oo
WWhen he renorted his action to the Colonial Office, he stressed
that the wmost telling argumehts for the dissolution were the
coming end of the parliament and its patent inability to do any
constructive work.m1
Although a2 mojority of the colony was quite content to
see the end of the nministry, there was heated criticism of the
manner in which it had been‘brought about. The three leading
Melbourne newspavers exhibited uncommon unanimity in describing
the dissolution as a 'coup'102 and assailed Normanby's accept-
ance of it., Not unnaturally, the Ace hit hardest, accusing the
Governor of gross partiality in his handling of dissolutions in
the colony since 1880.105

To be Tair, Normanby, in his desire to rid the colony

of the O'Loghlen ministry, wade light of the peculiar asvects
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surrounding the request. The Premier had given no indication

to the Lssembly 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 ¥ebruary. In the interim,
O'Loghlen had realized that his hope of raising a substantial
loan to shore up the colonial finances haa failed and his
chances of remaining in office had drastically fallen. Thet
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 Daily Telegraph's blunt assertion that Lord or-

nanby's acceptance enabled "ministers to consummate a gross

breach of faith . . ."104

was 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
Kormanby'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, he was unwilling to limit its scope by deiining any
of the conditions of its exercize. 1Y

Such a conclusion disregards two basic considerations. 70 remain
an unfettered prerogative, it was essential that there be uo
limitation 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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nominated bodies106 was a part of his wider responsibility to

preserve the constitution. It was not generally detailed in his

107 but was an accepted convention of

Prerogative Instruments
the British parliamentary systemn,

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 chamber as a bulwark against the excesses
of colonial democracy and did attempt to preserve it as an
efficient part of the constitution.108 In effect, that involved
lipiting the size of the chambers to a reasonable number, checlk-
ing the propensities of the ministries~of~the-~day to appoint
additional members in order to give them a numerical superiority,
and insuring that well-gualified 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 NNew
South VWales, where the whole question of the discretion had been
debated since the 18%0s, 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
1893, the same process took place.”O
Judging from the experiences of Lormanby, 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, Hormanby 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 pﬁrpose of embarrassing a government and
perhaps forcing it to resign 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

1 . . . .
[ an action which was to be of some interest in ass-

Assenbly,
essing similar decisions by Normanby in Queensland in 1873-4
and in New Zealand in 13877. That refusal was attacked as uncon-
stitutional by the Comnservative press in the colony.112 A simil-
ar reaction greeted his accebtance 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 Gueensland's size and population, To that end, he
received from Palmer an assurance that any future vacancies would

not be filled until there were 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, vormanby also advised

that he had accented seven nominations to the Legislative Council,

115

put forward by Palmer in December 1873. As justification, he

pointed to the growth 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 one political party especially at a time when he

had been defeated at the polls; "I regret that Lord Normanby

16

should have yielded so easily to Mr Palmer. That opinion was

seconded by Lord Carnarvon, who added:

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 proceeding as the simultaneous addition of about # 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, 117

The course "of very questionable precedent"118

followed
by Hormanby can only be explained in terms of his views on the
Queensland political situation.”9 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-

d‘120

mer had resigne His fundamental motive was to strengthen



the conservative forces in the Legislative Council to counter
any radical measures of the new government, an expectation which
was borne out during the next few years in Queensland. As the

Daily Telegravh stated, his formal reasons were !"'singularly
121

delusive and almost ludicrously inadequate," But, on the whole,
he was to escape the volume of bitter criticism which Onslow had
to endure when he made appointments in similar circumstances in
New “ealand in 1391.
0f equal interest was Normanby's refusal to appoint J. N.
Wilson to the Lepislative Council in New Zealand in October 18'77.]22
Grey approached the Governor informally on the 26th of that month,
armed with @& memorandum from five Cabinet colleagues, to sumnon
Wilson on the grounds that he would strengthen the legal content
of the Council.123 The advice was rejected., The next day, Grey
repeated the reguest in \\rrii‘,g_ngml+ but again it was rejected.
The Governor gave as his reasons for doing so the claim that the
matter was o0f no pressing urgency and that he would make the
appointment only after the gquestion 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.‘25
As he admitted to Herbert later, Normanby had no personal
reservations about Vilson's fitness. He was 'a thoroughly honest
and upright man, very tough in his manner and very pig;headed."lz6
If he was in the Cabinet, Hormanby suspectéd 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 bitter 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-

127 It is likely, however, that,

ence of his fellow ministers.,
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 Louse 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

120 - and he welcomed

pick a quarrel with him - "to pay me off"
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."131 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 defeat,

Looking back over the whole incident later, Normanby
rather ruefully admitted the error of that judgment:
. « «» had I secen 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 hin
a hanale of it, as_the appointment itself would have done no
real harm . . . .12
After Grey had survived the crucial confidence vote, Normanby
duly made the appointment.135

The refusal had an interesting sequel and,although it
was not strictly relevant to the main question, some brief
comuent should be made on it. Normanby had observed to Herbert
on October =z9th 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 agaiyst him.154 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
noting the confidence motion in the House in his refusal.135 A
Select Committee was appointed and reported on November >th
that the Governor had indeed been guilty of that offence, al-
though it had been an inadvertent one. A motion to that effect
was carried.156

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 & matter or perfect indifference to me whether they
pass the recolution or not as I have got tne whole thing cut «nd
dried and 1 can turn the tables on Sir George. The fact is that
he is so utterly ignorant of all Farliamentary rules and proced-

ures that whe§§§er he «ttempts to do anything he is sure to make
a mess of it.'”

His plan of action was already formed. For making the reasons
of his refusal public and for failing to defend him in the House,139
he would accuse the ministry of a gross breach of loyalty. Further-
nore, he would argue that the ministry itself was guilty of a
breach of privilege by advising him to lay the correspondence
before the House. vhen 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 stratagem in the flurry of memoranda

141 Twice he refused to

that ensued between Grey and himself,
accept advice tendered by Grey as to the reply he should make
to the House's 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 ad;judica’cion.”*2 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, which he without doubt thoroughly enjoyed,144 but

Grey remained in vower.

As a concluding footnote, some comment should be made
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on Normanby's use of the discretion during the remainder of his
tenure in Hew 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.”i5 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

146

until a vacancy occurred. Grey however pressed his advice and
the Governor accepted it reluctantly, entering his protest at
"an unnecessary and inexpedient' appointment which would “per-
haps swamp the independence of that branch of the Legislature."
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‘.“*r’7
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 problems caused by an elective Legislative Council!
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NORMANBY AS AN INMPERIAL OFFICER

t. Normanby and the Self-Governing Empire

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 1life 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,1 there could be significant changes between a position
taken when he was in the colonies and when he was addressing his
fellow parliamentarians. Moréeover, 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 kmpire, Nor-
manby did maintaln a reasonably stable position. furturedin the
colonial developments of thé 1850s 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
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lines of opinion held by his colleagues in the Liberal Party:

In all the larger colonies, self-government is the rule and I
know no system of f{jovernwment more free, more indevpendent, than
exists in our colonies. They 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.

To Normanby, however, self-government was not an open-
ended concept although, 1like many of his contemporaries, he
could not precisely locate the optimum limits. There is no doubt
that he becanme unhappy with the trends of self-government partic-
ularly in fiscal policy and his experience with colonial politics
convinced him of the need for continucd imperial control. He
once coumented to Herbert that Britain should let the colonies
know decisively how far self-government extended: "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 arise."5 True, 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 resoonsible 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 parent; but as he advances in years, that
system ceases; the child grown to mature age is left to umanage
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 ug to the last few years, the en-
tire responsibility of defence,

Therefore, he supported the withdrawal of imperial troops from

New Zealand during the Maori Wars 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 cone
to some terms of peace with the natives . . . or they will soon
get rid of their antagonists, fighting 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”.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 satisfacto;y local defence system. In spite
of his plcas 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

7

their counterparts 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 was
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 ueasures to prevent them if
the colonies expressed a decisive wish to sever the connection
with the metrOpolis.9 With the policy of self-government, he
considered that it was unlikely that the colonies would ever
wiliingly subscribe to separation.

I believe the union is advantageous both to this country and to
the colonies, and . . . the wise legislation and the wise policy
which have been adopted towards the colonies have so cemented
the union which exists between us, and so bound together the
colonies with this country, that there is little fear of such

a time [for separation| arriving.10

Normanby himself had raised the spectre of separation in his
oprosition to British North American union when he was in Nova
Scotia but it would seem that he used it mainly as rhetoric to
bolster his case.

To Normanby's way of thinking, those who argued that the
colonies were only a useless expense and burden to the lother-
country were very mistaken, Without them, she would lose her
unigue and powerful position in the world: "I 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."H
Moreover, they were valuable as naval bases and sources of re-
cruits and assistance 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 emvhases on the economic value
and the prestige value of the self-governing Empire, one could

describe Normnanby as a liberal-imperialist in the double sense
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that he had accepted the economic assumptions of the Colonial
Reformers of the 1830s and 1640513 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 ivakefieldian conceptions of colonial
settlement was the colonies! ability to provide an outlet for an
overcrowded land: "In this country, hemmed in as we are on all
gides, and unable in any way to extend our natural boundaries,
we must look to the coclonies for the relief of our surplus pop-

ulation."14

But he had learnt from his years in British NHorth
America that it was a great mistake to use the colonies as a
dumping~ground for paupers and undesirables. What was needed was
a steady flow of immigrants with some capital or with the habits

15

of skill and industry. Latér, 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 t‘radicals' like Grey and Berry.

Throughout his 1life, 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 centreof 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 cruwmbling 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 CGreat 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?7

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 Bngland entirely forget the great responsibility
and expense that they are asking Her Majesty's Government to
undertake with the view of relieving them Irom a possible and
future evil that may never arise., It seews to uwe also, that in
the event of war the necessity of defending an area so greatly
extended would rather diminish _than increase the power of Lng-
land to protect the colonies,

With these general considerations out of the way, attent-
ion can now be directed to a:study of certain aspects of Horman-
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. No 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 wut also in kind

from others.

2, The Union of British liorth America

Although the Colonial Office did not throw its full
weight behind the movement towards colonial union in British
North America until 1864, it had been vitally interested in the
course of that movement for more than a decade, The Office ex-
pected to receive full information on it from its representatives
in the colonies =~ egpecially full and frank assessments of the
schemes for unicn which were proposed, the extent of colonial
support for them, and their possible results. As the concept
of Maritime union pvegan to be favoured by the 0ffice in the late
18508, it looked to the Governors to use their influence and
persuasion to further it. Thgt expectation was always cautious-~
1y expressed, however, and the Governors were enjoined not to
form too hasty conclusions or to act too precipitously.zo Gener-
ally, the imperial attitude was that any scheme for union must
originate in the colonies themselves and that that process should
not be forced.21

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 MacDonnell 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 sclutions.to them.22 By the
time Mulzrave arrived in Nova Scotia, a tradition had already

besn established of gubernatorial correspondence and involve-

ment in those subjects. Mulgrave carried on the tradition although
perhaps not with the earlier dedication shown by Head and Manners
Sutton,

The first intimaztion of his attitude towards union was
disclosed in his confidential reply to Sir Edward Bulwer Lytton's
circular despatch of late 1858 requesting information on Maritime
opinion concerning the Canadian proposal on federation.25 The
Governor had reported in an unadorned despatch that the Nova
Scotian government had simply decided to table the pronosal in
the Assembly when it next met,24 but two days later he made “at
great length"?5 a personal appraisal of the scheme, setting cut
his assessment of its practiéality and the possible consequeunces
leading from it.26 As far as he could ascertain, there was little
support for it in Nova Scotia, except from those few who wished
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 schene
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 govermnuents., Thus, he considered that it was patently

undesirable for the Imperial Government to lend any encouragement



to the pronosal,

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 jJealousies between the
colonies. loreover, Canada would again predominate in such a
union to the detriment of the Maritime colonies. The chance of
viable political groupnings 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 hova
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 would 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 thalt 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 M"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 would remain, for the time being, "a

topic for hustings declamations and an occasional oratorical
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display in the House of Assembly."27

His assessment of Nova Scotian opinion in 1353 was indeed
accurate, Except for periodic expressions of support for sone
type of colonial union from J. W. Johnston, William Young, P. S.
Hamilton and Joseph Howe in the 1850528 aund 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.

Mulgrave's despatch was well-received at the Colonial
Office. Herman Merivale thought that his views were "put with
considerable force."29 That opinion was seconded by Carnarvoen,
the Parliamentary Under-Secretary, who suggested that they were
well worth reading.BO Although Lytton could not suvport Mulgrave's
conclusion as to the consequéences 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 gquest-~
ion is opened in our Parliament , ."51

There had been no mention of the possibility of a local
Maritime union in the despatch which had concerned itself only
with the question of a union with Canada. By early 1860, in an-
other lengthy despatch, he revealed hinmself as a cautious sup-
porter of that more limited scheme.32 He made c¢lear, 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 50, he conceded that there were many
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disadvantages 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, Moreover, 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 mzde 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 both in an Impérial 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 c¢ivil war in the United States,
he did become more and more convinced of its necessity. And in
spite of his continuing fear of Canadian dom:i_nation,ﬂ’r he also
came to realize that some degree of colperation, short of actual
union, was called for with that colony and he worked to encour=-
age common railway and defence policies, ‘When Gordon arrived in
British North America, he could report to KNewcastle that he
"found Mulgrave & myself well agreed on all points relating to
the Provinces especially as to the railroad and the gg;gg."35
Jo K. Chapman considers that Gordon, in fact, formed his first
opinions on Maritime union from reading Mulgrave's despatches on
the subject.36 |

It is interesting to note in passing that on the subject
of the Inter-Cclonial Railway Mulgrave 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.37 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.B?

For the final two years of his administration, there was
little further expression of lMulgrave's attitude to colonial
union but it sceus safe to assume that he retained his earlier
assumptions, It was only after he had returned to kngland that
he again deal*t 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 oninion on this subject & I hope that the lower
provinces will ponder well before they agree to it. A Legislative
Union of the 3 lower nrovinces is what they should try for as I
believe that such a union would add to their prosverity % happi-
ness in every way but any Union with Capnada would I think have
exactly the opposite tendency. Canada would not be likely to
suffer by it & the contending parties there have adopted it as a
clumsy expedient for pgetting out of their present difficulties
but why the lLower Provinces should sacrifice themselves for the
sake of gettiag Canada out of a difficulty which does not affect
them I do not see.

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. ¥While he still favoured a
legislative union, more varticularly a local Haritime one, he
recognized that such schemes had secured little favour with the
colonists. Circumstances had 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 ivil ¥ar had become openly aggressive, and

of providing adeguate defence now that imperial troops were being

withdrawn: "The 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 o0ld friend defending
his course of action. Normanby refused to support Howe's cam-
paign:
« o o I do not pin myself to all of the details of the Quebec
scheme & the mistake which I think you and those who act with
you have made has been roing against the whole question instead
of trying to improve and modify the proposed schemes,
Significantly he added:
No one would regret more than I would any atiempt to separate
England from her colonies & did I think that & Union 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 thenes, 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
« « o 80 much depends on the unanimity 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 endeavouriag to frame a measure . . . which shall overcone the
objections which are now, I believe, conscientiously entertained
by the opponents of the scheme, I do net concur with their views,
for I think the Union . . . is essential; but, at the same tine,

there are details which it will be well to consider with a view
to removing objections that do exist.44



He was obviously satisfied in 1867 that those objections
had been removed because he spoke warunly in favour of the meas-
ure and criticized the opposition to it in Nova Scotia. Although
he respected Howe for his talents,; Normanby considered that he
had proved himself in his opposition to be urreliable and "his
arguments would not be counted of much worth." To Normanby's
ruind, Nova Scotian interests would not be sacrificed for the
benefit of Canada and the smaller provinces cculd secure Jjustice

40

for themselves inside the federation. In any case, he suggested
that the Imperial Parliament was "“bound to consider the matter
not in a local but an Iwmperial point of view, . . . The Bill
would promote the general good of the British North American
provinces."46 He returned to the same theme when he opposed in
1866 a move to instigate a parliamentary enquiry into Nova
Scotian dissatisfaction,*’

It is difficult to resist the conclusion that on his
return home Normanby 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. Colonial Defence in Hova 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 imperaal 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 1853, 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 wnich
it was singularly unprepared and very reluctant to undertake,
The militia of Nova Scotia existed on paper only and
little had been done to make it an effective force. Mulgrave's
predecessor, Sir Gaspard Le ﬁarchant, a soldier with an impress-
ive record, had evidently made little attemnt to rectify the
situation apart from noting the glaring imperfections of the

43

system. The Militia Acts placed the organization, discipline,
and ofricer selection in the hands of the Governor but it was
understood that the use of those powers under responsible gove
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, the
more s0 in a colony like Nova Scotia where the Assembly cared
little for military matters except the cost of financing ex-

pansion or reforms.

The organization of local defence undoubtedly became a



*labour of love! for Mulgrave and he devoted a great dezal 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 rngland
and a compelling conviction that the spirit of self-reliance
should be one of the hallmarks of a British colony. HNo other
Governor in British Horth America during that period matched

his energy in pursuing that end nor achieved the same results,
although it must be admitted that Mulgrave 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 imperial defe;ce. In a depatch to Lytton reporting
on the local forces, he stated his concern and his objectives:

. . .[I] am anxious to devise, if possible, some means by which
this province may be relieved from the iwmputation, to which it
is undoubtedly liable, of neglecting, in time of peace, the prep-
aration necessary for its defence against aggression . . . and
of thus becoming a souﬁge of weakness instead of strength to the
mother-country . . . .

In his opinion, it was not feasible to re-establish the militia
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, incidentally,which had been crowned

with some success in Canada in the 18503.50 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 Hova Scotia.
Although the Assembly would meet 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
first refused,52 but he continued to press for aid,55 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 War 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

22 .

forces in British North America. ‘hrough 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

56

assist and instruct the volunteers, 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 question was "happily removed from
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the action of party spirit.'" That support was exhibited most
manifestly by a large public meeting in Halifax which most of

58

the notables of the colony had attended. The whole movement
was institutionalized in May by the passing of an act for the
organization of the volunteer forces.59 Hitherto Mulgrave had
acted on the authority of an earlier actéo but he had lobbied
intensively for a further measure which would allow him the
same latitude of initiative and a parliamentary grant of fé,OOO
a year to finance instruction and purchases of arms and equip-
ment, Although the means were so limited, he considered that
"gso far the movement has far exceeded my most sanguine expect-
ation . . . by the end of the Summer I shall have a very effect-
ive force.”61

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 November 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 legislatures the
urgency of militia reform and to make every personal endeavour

consonant with their position to bring that about.65 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 difficult-
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 "the .
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.”64 However, loyalty in the colony
ran very deep and with the indignation expressed over the Irent
incident, he considered that he should be able to make some
progress.65 The volunteers could be used, as he had earlier

66

foreseen, as the nucleus for reform. His suggestion’ that the
Imperial Governuent should péy 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 1562 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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retlected 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
amalgamate 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

63

induce them to vote what will be required." In a letter to

Newcastle in larch, he set out the frustration he felt about the
reluctance to furnish adequate finance:

You have no ides 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. They 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 nmoney. They think if the wmilitis
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.?Y

However, in the end he did get 55,000 and he was thank-
ful for even that, although as Newcastle commented, it was Ya

70

very small sum to organize the defence of a provincel" Gener-
ally, Newcastle supported Mulgrave's "slow and sure mode of
proceeding. . . . You have done quite well already . . . the
best might wait for the moment of danger where it would follow
with speed & without confusion."71

Under the Governor's guidance, the militia was gradually

reorganized and rejuvenated. Blackwood observed quite rightly
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that: "Lord ilulgrave 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 1ists,75 the drilling and examination of militia
officers proceeded satisfactorily and Mulgrave expressed gratif-
ication with the codperation of the Assembly and the colonists:
"There is in this province at present a very laudable desire to
improve local defences . . . . The inhabitants themselves have
shewn an equal readiness to qualify theumselves 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 my 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 accom‘plj.shed!!'./0

The volunteer movement, although the rapid advance of

77

its early development slowed markedly, continued to be the
basis of Mulgrave's reorganization., Aiter 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 departure. As N, J. Mackinnon concluded: "The Father

of the movement had gone . . . and with him had gone the motiv-

ation, the attention, and the drive he had given it."78
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Hormanby keont an active interest in his handiwork for
wome time after he had returned home, He corresponded with his
0ld adjutant~General, Colonel R, H, Sinclair and with General
Charles Hastings Doyle and he was appalled at the Tupper gov-
ernment's taking the control of the militia into its own hands.
In hie view, if the militia became the subject of party rivalry,
"the whole fabric [ would | fall to the ground", as it had done in
Canada and Hew Brunswick.79

While he was chiefly concerned with the defence of :ova
Scotia, lulgrave did correspond regularly with the other Govern-
ors on develonments in their militia systems. Indeed, it apveared
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! conference at Quebec in
September 1862. The proposalfwas 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. IFurthermore, the administrative problems of such
a scheme would have been insurmountable.81

Finally some consideration should be given to Mulgrave's
attitude to the gecneral 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 life, loyalty, and
problems. To his nind, the danger posed by the United States was
a very real one and he anticipated that when the Civil var was

over British North America would become the target of American

expansionism. To Lord Lyons, he admitted that he feared that



291

"when their difficulties in the sSouth are over we may expect
ocurs to begin."BZ That fear which he thought was borne out in
1865 explains partially why he belatedly suprorteca federation in
1866.,52

He was firmly convinced that any war in which British
North Americe 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 they should be
given protection: "“The colonies are loyal and anxious to pre-
serve their connection with the Mother- Country & are certainly

84

guite unfit at present to stand alcne.V 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 "as much the fault of England as the Colonies,"
They should have been encouraged much earlier to undertake that
responsibility and given much more help.{9
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 Awmerica at that time:
If it is the deliberate wish of lngland 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 aad greatness of England. It is all very well
saying that she does not derive advantages from the Colonies but
i1f she were divested of them how long would Great Britain remain
the power it is,©0

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 Regts
of half-trained Militia., S¢o long as the U. S. had no standing
army, the Kilitia, as long as it was organized 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. a7
The future imperial role, he now believed, must be the retention
53
of naval supremacy on the Atlantic Ocean.08 Britain "had no longer
the power, even if she had the will, to provide defence."89 Those

sentiments were rather different to those which he had entertain-

ed some years before in hova Scotia.

4, %The 'Polynesian'! Labour Guestion

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

90

his best to free us from complicity." That assessment, from a
journal which was not particularly favourable to Normanby during
his years in Queensland, was indeed a very fair one. One need
only glance through his correspondence at that time to discover
that the question did occupy a great deal of his attention and
that he was very fastidious in not only answering charges against
the treatment of native labour in the colony and the methods of

its recruitment but also in reporting meticulously to the Colonial

Cffice all that he could discover by rumour and first-hand



experience on the subject.

As Owen 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 government although the 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 supply. Parnaby also considerea 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 guestion was not merely a Queensland one but invol-
ved the honour of the British name. The Governor, as the repre-
sentative of the Crown, was under "the most serious responsibility
« « o« to use his utmost influence to secure that these emigrants
receive that special protvection which imwmigrant labour [heedé]in
Queensland and in other colonies . . . and without which they

t."93 When Herbert succeeded

must be at the mercy of those abou
Rogers, Parnaby concluded that there was no one left at the Colon-
ial Office who would give the same compassion and attention to

the condition of native labour.9lJr On the face of it that was to

be expected from Herbert who, 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 resyonsibility seriously as their corres-

pondence with Hormanby amply illuctrates. One of the Governor's
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ma jor tasks was to report on cases which had been brought to

the Colonial Office's attention by missionary societies or by

those colonists who were opposed to the system of native 1abour.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 thedir

terms the first regulatory acts covering both the recruiting

and treatment of natives were passed. Normanby was to follow

their example both in seeing the trade as an economic necessity

96

to Queensland and defending its continuance, 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 possible 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 Maurice 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 also recelivcd a deputation from the Anti-Slavery Society

which no doubt informed him of the missionary and humanitarian
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attitude to the question. Therefore, with the briefing at the
Colonial Office, he did have some conception of the problen
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 complaints of native mal-
treatment, that many labourers were re-snlisting for further
contracts, and that "all seemed happy and contented."98 That
continued to be the position which he maintained until he de-
parted and it was reinforced by observations made during later
tours through north Queensland.99 In 1373 he stressed that he
had "no hesitation in stating, that considering their reguire-
ments, they are better off than the agricultural labourers in
England."’oo :

To his mind the campaign against the trade was raised by
the working classes in the towns and their representatives in
the Assembly. Their charges were, in the main, '"trumped-up",

101 and he advised

The opposition was basically an economic one
the Colonial Office to pay little attention to the colonists!
conmplaints as their desire was not to protect the natives but
to maintain their own employment security and high rates of

:102 ", » it is a political game by the people of the towns

pay
who dislike cheap labour of any sort and anything in the shape
of capitalism."m3 As to the two leading oppositionists in

Queensland, W. Brookes and A. Davidson, Normanby was quite brutal,

stigmatizing them as '"most unreliable" and motivated by narrcw
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. 16!
class interest. ~°

The Governor always defended the conduct of the Queens-~
land recruiters in the trade, making, as the basis of his reports,
many insvections of their vessels. The charges which were con-
stantly being levelled against them were, in his opinion, largely
erroneous and he was surprised at the gullibility of the cocmplain-

05 One such case was that of tke Jason.106 To Belnmore,

ing parties.1
he commented: "I own to you privately that I think there is some
reason to doubt whether the case of the Jason . . . is not a case

07 In

in point & whether the whole story is not a conspiracy."1
September 1373 he had occasion to pardon the Captain of the Jason,
Coath, and in doing so0 he again complained that the charge had
indeed been fabricated., Moreover, he accused Charles Lilley, the
Liberal leader in the Assemb;y who had defended Coath, with not
attempting to clear his client: . . , I much fear that kr Lilley
sacrificed the interests of his clients to political considerat-
ions."108
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 fear that the state of
these seas will soon become a disgrace to the civilized world."]o9
He laid the largest share of the blame at the door of the Fiji
recruiters and frequently advised the Colonial Office to urge
the Admiraltiy to reinforce the Australian naval station with a
man~of-war and several fast schooners to police the islands.11o

When the imperial act tec control the trade wac passed in 1872,

he was delighted znd thought that il would have a beneficial
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1
effect."11

During 1872 and 1373, Normanby's attention was also
attracted by the situation in the off-shore islands in the north
of the colony, where pearl-fishing was developing and where the
plight of native labourers was becoming serious. His advice and
pleas to the Colonial Office were instrumental in getting those
areas policed by the navy and finally in extending Queensland's
control through annexing them to the colony.Ha Those measures,
bowever, proved ineffective and the problem remained a sore
point to the Governor for the rest of his tenure.113

An interesting 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 sallors. de was furiéus 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 thomselves but the same theory applies both ways %
if England wanis a permanent settlement . . . she should at any
rate contribute a small portion of the expenses & not expect the
colony to keew it up for he?.]lh

That advocacy did succeed in postponing the Treasury's decision
and in inducing contributions from other Australian colonies for
thie support of the station.

If Normanby was sceptical of the motives of the colonists
who opposed the labour trade, his attitude to the missionaries

and the humanitorian societies was doubly so. ‘hey were his b8te

noir and he ezhibited little patience with their campaign to
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denigrate the ¢olonial treatment of the natives and to criticize
Queensland's role in the recruiting trade. His attitude, no doubt,
was hardened by their charges that he was acting in a partial

115

nanner and was a party to the abuses. The missionaries in the
field and the anti-labour trade forces in the colony would relay
their comvlaints 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 tihem to the Colonial Office. The charges
would usually be forwarded to the Governor for comment, both his
own and that of his uministers.

The chief complaint of the Governor was that the mission~
aries' and their supporters' UWzeal outran their discretion'; that
their charges were completely unfounded and based entirely on
hearsay; and that their well-known opinions on the trade rendered
them most prejudiced and unreliable witnesses. He suggested that
statements are not always to be taken for Gospel vecause they
were from a missionary. If I were half as inclined to take hear-
say evidence as tihey are, I tanink I could send home some very
curious stories about their friends in the Islands, '}

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 they assume tc 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 wy ears but I really cannot stand the ,
way in which they present facts to suit their own purposes.
Moreover, he alleged that the Society took the testimony of the

natives as unimpeachable '"when given in favour of their own views

or against white men but uvterly worthless when given in their
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favour . . ."119

In replying to charges Normanby took a stock course in
defending his imvartiality: "I will yield to no man, not even the
Anti-Slavery Society in my abhorrence of anything in the shape of

.“120 But to him the trade was not slavery, it was

slavery .
beneficial both to the colony and to the labourers themselves,
and the Queensland government had effectively protected the nat-
ives from abuse and exploitation.121
The reaction of the Governor to the proposal of the gov-
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 ground that this is a desirable stewn.
. « o the demand for coloured labour . . . is greatly increased
and must continue to increase ., . . 1if sugar cultivation is to
increase. The natives have done their job well and it was imposs-~
ible to desire hetter labourers but because there was great
prejudice against it in England and it required a most constant
and anxious watiching . . . I should myself rejoice were it found
possible to procure the labour from some quarter where GQueens- S
land would be rvrelieved from the responsibilities of recruitment. 142
No attempt has been made here to justify Normanby'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 pericd 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 iupressions of Anth-
ony Trollope, who visited the colony in 1872. They in fact agreed
substantially with Normanby's assessments of the situation.‘aq
What 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 the prcoblem. The
Colonial Office was generally weil-satisfied with his handling
of the question although, of course, it should be realized that
many of the officials agreed insubstance with the Governor's
v:i_ews.m5 By 1874, they were thoroughly fed up with the bombard-
ment of the Office by correspondence from the humanitarian soc-
ieties. In May, Carnarvon had regretted the sending to hormanby
of s0 many letters which "were often very unreasonable as well
as inaccurate in their facts."126 Furthermore, he suggested to
the Secretary of the Anti-Slavery Society that it was a great
mistake to suppose "“that there is any want of interest or auth-
ority on the part of the Governor and the high officers of Queens-
land in desiring to suppress the abuses to which the labour

127 with relation

traffic, unless carefully watched, is liable,"
to Normanby's activities, th;t 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, Hormanby's views on the gquestion 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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See, for example, Normanby to Kimberley, 24 Nov. 1871, LB.
Normanby to Kimberley, 13 April 1872, LB.
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1372; No. 72, 30 Oct. 1372, €O 234/29; 26 Dec. 1872, LB. See
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127 Cernarvoa to the Secretary of the Anti-Slavery Society, 18
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VIII

COLCLUSION

This essay has had a double focus, In tae first nlace,
by assessing his personal attitudes to volitics, to colonial life
end proplens, and to the wider ramifications of fmpire and also
by analysing his conduct during his administrations in the col-
onies, an attempt has been made to throw light on Lord Normanby,
the man and the Governor. Secondly, his career has been used to
illustrate soue of the salient developments in the role of the
Governor in the self-governing colonies and pari passu the
growth of colonial emancipation in the second half of the anine-
teenth cerxtury. While 1t is hoped that the first element has
been surficiently exrlored ip the above chapters, sowme additional
observations do scem necessary, in this brief closing section, to
round off the second.

A generalized account of the changing role and imwortance
of the wovernor has been set out in Chapter II. Although the
trends there have been iuplied in the treatment of Normanby's
career, more definite conclusions are warranted.

It has been suggested that the most noticeuble develop-
went in the period was tne declining influence of the Governor
on the positive day~to-~day functioning of colonizl governmeut,
The degree of that influence undoubtedly depended on factors

such as the ability of the Governor, his relationship with the

309
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ministry in power, and the volitical maturity of the colony but
a precise evaluation 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 rarely the subject of much publicity.
Wevertheless, liormanby's opinions and advice did seem to
carry more weight in Nova Scotia and Quecnsland than they did
later in Vew %ealand and more particularly in Victoria. Judged
by the tone of his correspondence, Lormanby himself obviously
considered that such was the case, In Nova Scotia, he had the
distinct advantages of inheriting a lingering tradition of gub-
ernatorial leadership, of serving there in the early days of
responsible government when there was no clear-cut divisioan
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-

manby's administration, commented with some perception:
As a Governor, Lord Normanby unquestionably exercized a consider-
able amount of influence, Lis parliszmentary exrerience, his high
rank, the interest he took in anything which was po0ing on around
him, secured for him an active share in the direction of affairs.
Lord Normanby in reslity governed a great deal,!

There is little evidence to suggest that lormanby exer-
cized much influence in either New Zealand or Victoria. Both
colonies had a quarter of a century of responsible government

behind them and also a tradition, perhaps more marked in Victoria,

of allowing the Governor little say in the affairs of governuent
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except, of course, when he supported the nministry. Combined with
these factors was the sitrong democratic character, well-establish-
ed in Victoria, incivient in ivew Zealand, which would brook little
interference in internal affairs, particulariy from a Governor

of aristocratic birth.

Along with that decline in influence, a second character-
istic of the period pointed to was the retention in the Governor's
hands of the discretionary powers., Referring to New Zealand, one
historian has commented that tne ycars from 1871 to 1892 were
distinguished by the “combination of comparative impotence in the
ordinary affairs of government with 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 exercize those powers in a particular colony was
determined by factors other %han the simple authority orf the Pre-~
rogative Instruments of his office. This point has been dealt
with in somc 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 amply 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 that prerogative went
virtually unqguestioned althnugh his failure to use it when re-
quested to by opposition parties came under attack. Those situ-

ations served to illustrate that, in the early stages of colonial

self-government when the wolitical and counstitutional 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 acquilescence in his
control of the discretionary powers.

Similar factors were present during sormanby's adminis-—
trations in Kew Zealand and Victoria, but there they were not
sufficicent to avert considerable criticism of the Governor's
unfettercd control. In both colonies, however, other circumstances
existed to shore it up. The absence of compact, well-defined nol-
itical parties, the desire of most politicians for the rewards
of office, aund the consecuent instability of the political systenm
enabled the Governor to preserve his discretion. If ministerial
advice was refused and a resignation resulted, he could be toler-
ably confident of finding an alternative ministry.

A third feature of the period, also outlined in Chapter
IT, the decreasing importance of the Governor as the agent repre-
senting imperial interests in the colonies, again finds some
cxemplification in Normanby's career. In that respect, however,
the example was not as clear-cut as it was in the other two devel-
opments., Nor indeed cculd any career be expected to provide that
clarity as so much depended on the v»osts 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 had been moved later in his career to the Cape Colony
where Britain was vitally concerned with native disorders and
the Boer presence in the area or to Hewfcundland where the ‘French

shore' was a continuing imperial problem, a different pattern
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might have avppeared. In actual fact, during his last two admia-
istrations, Normanby was not confronted with the promotion or
defence of any major imperial issue, The Colonial Office refused
to become involved in the politicel questions of abolition in

New Zealand and constitutional conflict in Victoria and thus they
did not become imperial issues. Moreover, the annexation of
Fiji and the Australian demands for the incorporation of New
Gulnea into the Empire never became problems for Hormanby in his
official capacity. That was in marked contrast with his activit-
ies in Nove Scotia and, to a lesser degree, in Queensland earlier

in his career where he had to wrestle with the problems of colon-

}_l.
»

1 defence, colonial union, and native labour. Thus, in that way,
despite tue Lurgely foituitous non-involvement in lew Zealand and
Victoria, liormanby's experience did reflect the change in the
Governor's imperial role which was dictated by the devolution of
rower to the colonies, the changing relationship between the
coionies and the ilother-country, and the development of other
forms of intra-imperial communication,

The threc vpointc discussed above not only are the most
imvortant areas in which Normanby's career helps to exvlain the
overall changes in the Governor's position but also provide
sufficient ratiorale for this detailed study of his colonial
experiences. There are, moreover, several additionzl ways in
which he can be seen as representative of his preofession. All
have been dealt with elsewhere but a brief recapitulation seeﬁs
necesgary here,

Noruwavby 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 doecs point to the continuing importance
of political patronage but his acceptance 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 constitutionél and adminis-
trative procedures, Lhormanby also provides some clue as to the
type of man generally preferred for service in the self-governing
colonies,

His ccnception of the Governor's role as vital and nec-
essary to maintain inperial unity, to preserve some degree of
imperial supervision in the colonies, and to shape and control
the develomment of colonial political life was widely shared by
his colleagues as indeed was his deep frustration, later in his
career, when he realized that the weavons at nis command were
inacdequate 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 Governors of Normarby'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

success ol colonial democracy. Nor were his feuds with colonial

[y
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noiiticions lixe Jonnston and Tupver in Nova Scotia and the Grey-
ites in lHew cealaand uncommon occurcences during the period. Given
the politicsl convictions of most Governors, their sometimes
active part in the wolitical 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 agree
with the principle of colonial self-government although, as with
Norwanby, thney did not seem to be sure how far it shoula extend.

The helf-century from the 1840s onwards was essentially
a transitional period in the Governorship of the settlement col-
onies. It bricged the gap between a period in which the Governor
was armed with extensive powers under the systeuns of Crown Colony
government and representative government and one in which he had
virtually become, in most caées, a titular f{igure. Normanby was
eninently a man of that middle phase and it seems doubtful to
this writer that he would have been as successful in the earlicr
or the later cones. He perhaps lacked the decisiveness and inde~
rendence needed to cope with the wider control of the rre-respon-
sible government years and his temperament could well have caused
severe friction wihen conviction could be backed up by action. By
the same token, his frugality, his unimpressive tresence, his
conception of Governorship, and his impatience with colonial
democracy would not have fitted him well for the later role.

It iz difficult indeed to attempt to comyare ithe cogpesity
and the success 0f the Governors in th2 seclf-governing colonies

as there is very little basis on which to make that comparison,



Jwo factors could perhaps be.noted as contributing to that
position. In the first place, little iz known about many of the
Gevernore. As has been pointed out, there are few scholarly
works which dstaill their careers and analyse their actions.
Without these, no reasonable assessménts can be made., There does
seem a distirct need for such studies - especially of the more
important Governors such as Bowen, dercules Robinson, Lisgar and
Barxly - eitber biographical treatuwents or along the lines set
out in this ecsay. A comparison, secondly, is technically
hazardous because o0f the variety of conditions under which
Governors served. Superficially, it may seem relatively simple
tc use the self-governisng colonies as a background upon which to
develop a compari:zon but desvite their obvious similarities the
colonies had individual characters and special problems which

presented the Governors with Jdifferent challenges and difficulte-

e

ies., In such circumstances, a Governor could be a success in one

colony and a fzilure in another, Cver a period of half a century,
moreover, in which the colonies developed rapidly, even in one
colony conditions changed from one adminisitiration to another.
Thus, to compare a bowen in. Queenslaand with a iulgrave in Nova
Scotia or a Head in Canada in the 13860z is no easy task. Lven
hsrder would be a comparison between Governors who served not
only in different colonies but at ¢ifferent times.

In theory, two crifteria seemed to be necessary to make

a successful Governor. From the colonial point of view, he was
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To the Colonial Office, success involved the defence of imperial
interests, the maintenance of sound and prudent government, and
the strengthening of the imperial tie. Yet sometimes they could
become irreconcilable and a Governor drawn between the two could
achieve neither 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 veriod., In the Iinal
analysis, however, it was the approval of the Colonial Office
which counted most and a long career was a mark of success in
the profession,

In that sense, Lord Normanby must be deemed a successful
Governor. Although he sympathized with colonial problems and
sometimes opposed imperial policies, his first allegiance was to
the Colecnial Office, He was never very popular in the colonies
and he was certainly not accéptable to all sections of the »pol-
itical communities over which he presided. Nor was he for the
most part varticularly impartial in his constitutional actions,
But he did csecure the confidence and sunport of the Colonial
Office and that ensured him a long and on the whole an honour-

able career,
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Footnotes

1 Brisbane Courier, 24 March, 1882.

2 B. J. Dalton, ‘The Governors of liew Zealand, 1568-~92 (Unpub~-
lished M. A. thesis, Canterbury, 13951), p. 237.
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