Queen Victoria, Gladstone and
the Viceroyalty of India,
1893-1894
It is a well-known fact that the victory of the Liberals in the elections
of 1892 and the formation of the new administration under William
Gladstone was a most disagreeable event for Queen Victoria. The
relations between Queen and Prime Minister never rose above the cold
formality that officialdom necessitated and, on more than one occasion,
sharp exchanges of views between the two were to take place.1 Surprisingly little is known, however, of the last major disagreement which
occurred just before Gladstone resigned the premiership in March 1894.
It concerned a subject which had been the cause of the Queen's displeasure in the previous year and had involved the Foreign Secretary,
Lord Rosebery, and the Secretary of State for India, Lord Kimberley,
as well.2
When the Conservative government of Lord Salisbury dissolved
Parliament in June 1892, the Viceroy of India, Lord Lansdowne, who
had been the Conservative appointee in 1889, was still due to serve
almost another year before his term of office would end. At the first
signs of the impending change of government at home, therefore,
Lansdowne, whose political sympathies lay with the Conservatives,
sounded the India Office about his desire to complete the full term even
if the Liberals came into office.3 When it was quite certain, in mid-July,
that there would be a Liberal government under Gladstone, Lansdowne
expressed his profound regret to the out-going Secretary of State for
India, Lord Cross, at what he described as 'a very serious misfortune'
1 The subject has been most recently treated by P. Stansky,
Ambitions
and Strategies. The struggle for leadership of the Liberal Party in the 1890's
Oxford, 1964, and R. R. James, Lord Rosebery, London, 1962.
2 There is a fleeting reference to the problem of finding a successor to
Lansdowne in most of the biographies and memoirs of the time, but only in
G. E. Buckle's Letters of Queen Victoria, Third Series, London, 1926-32, is
there any appreciation at all of the entire question.
3 Landsdowne to Arthur Godley (Permanent Under-Secretary at the India
Office), 17 July 1892, Copy L[ansdowne] P[apers], MSS. Eur. D . 5 5 8 / V I I I / I V ,
India Office Library, Commonwealth Relations Office, London.
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India.4

for
But, although Cross's resignation was a 'most painful subject'
to him, Lansdowne was much relieved to find that he was to be succeeded by Kimberley with whom he had 'always been on good terms'.5
The new government did not, of course, make any attempt to recall
Lansdowne in order to send one of its own men, and relations between
the Viceroy and Kimberley were established on a fairly cordial footing.
However, as early as October 1892, the new Secretary of State for India
was deeply disturbed by the apparently energetic frontier policy of the
Indian government and took the first opportunity to deprive it of one of
its more expansionist supporters. The term of office of the Commanderin-Chief in India, General Roberts, had come to an end and Lansdowne
had asked for it to be renewed; but Kimberley was determined that
Roberts should not remain any longer in India as he was 'the powerful
representative of a forward policy which has gone very far already and
if it goes on, may involve us in serious dangers'. Kimberley suspected
that Roberts had 'got command of the Indian frontier policy and
carries the F.O. (Indian) and Lansdowne too much with him' and
quietly asked the Secretary for War, Henry Campbell-Bannerman, to
find 'some good military reason . . . for not complying with his
[Lansdowne's] request'.6 Later in the year, Kimberley again expressed
his fears of the Indian government's frontier policy privately to
Campbell-Bannerman and hoped that 'if we are in office when Lansdowne's term is over we can select a Viceroy, who is not a Jingo' and
would be 'strong enough to counteract' the advocates of a forward policy
at Calcutta.7
By mid-1893, there appears to have been some discussion among the
leading members of the Cabinet about a possible successor to Lansdowne and on 3 August Gladstone wrote to Rosebery, who was about
to go away to Homburg for a much needed rest after the troublesome
Siam crisis had cooled down, that Lord Cromer, the British ConsulGeneral in Egypt, was 'in the prospective' for the Indian appointment.
As Gladstone put it, there seemed to be 'real difficulties about anybody
else'.8 There is no evidence as to how Cromer's name came to be
considered but, if he was Gladstone's own choice, it is quite likely that
moving Cromer from Egypt to India was viewed by the veteran leader
as a first step in reaching a settlement of the Egyptian question between
Britain and France. However, even at this early stage, the Queen had
already been in touch with the only member of the Cabinet who found
favour with her, Rosebery, in order to urge the appointment of the

4 Lansdowne to Cross, 19 July 1892, Cfross] P[apers], MSS. Eur. E . 2 4 3 / 3 2 ,
India Office Library, Commonwealth Relations Office, London.
5 Lansdowne to Cross, 16 August 1892, CP, MSS. Eur. E . 2 4 3 / 3 2 .
6 Kimberley to Campbell-Bannerman, Private, 7 October 1892, C[ampbell]B[annerman] P[apers], Add. MSS. 4 1 2 2 1 , British Museum, London.
7 Kimberley to Campbell-Bannerman, undated, (probably December
1892),
C-B P, Add. MSS. 4 1 2 2 1 .
8 Gladstone to Rosebery, 3 August 1893, Copy G[ladstone] P[apers], Add.
MSS. 4 4 2 9 0 , British Museum, London.
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First Lord of the Admiralty, Lord Spencer. Indeed, on 4 August,
Rosebery reported to the Queen that he had had a confidential conversation with Spencer who would 'in all probability refuse the Viceroyalty'. While Rosebery admitted that Spencer 'would be incomparably
the best Viceroy available' his going away would be 'irreparable to
his colleagues'. Apparently, Rosebery and the Queen had also discussed the possible appointment of the Lord Chancellor, Lord Herschell,
for Rosebery stated in the same letter that there was no hope of his
accepting.9
On 8 August the Cabinet had a preliminary discussion of the subject
at the invitation of Kimberley and various names were presumably
mentioned as possible successors to Lansdowne.10 It was at this point
that the Queen, obviously disturbed by the difficulty of finding a suitable
candidate, appears to have made the somewhat startling proposal to
Rosebery that he might himself consider taking up the attractive and
prestigious post in India.11 The Foreign Secretary, who had reluctantly
joined the Cabinet after being persuaded by, among others, the Prince
of Wales, replied from Homburg, however, that although he was 'gratified' by the royal suggestion it was 'not difficult for him to abandon
any idea of relinquishing his present post'. He declared that he took 'the
strongest possible dislike to the office of Viceroy when he perceived its
character in India' and, in any event, it 'was not likely' that he would
have been offered the post.12
Kimberley had, in the meantime, made some progress in finding a
candidate for, on 9 August, he informed Gladstone that both Godley
and Sir Donald Stewart, a member of the India Council and former
Commander-in-Chief of India, spoke well of Sir Henry Norman, the
Governor of Queensland.13 Most of Norman's experience had been in
the army in India, where he had risen to become the military member
of the council of the Governor-General but had resigned in 1877
because of his disagreement with Lord Lytton's forward policy. He
returned to England and became a member of the Council of India
until 1883. Then he was appointed Governor of Jamaica where he
served for five years before accepting the Governorship of Queensland.14
9 Rosebery to the Queen, 4 August 1893, [G. E. Buckle, ed., The L]etters of]
Q[ueen] Victoria, Third Series, Vol. Ill, London, 1932], p. 294.
Gladstone to the Queen, 4 August 1893, R[oyal] A[rchives], Windsor
Castle, D . 4 2 / 1 2 2 . Material from the Royal Archives is quoted by gracious permission of Her Majesty the Queen. I would also like to acknowledge my gratitude to
the Registrar and her staff for their assistance.
1 1 The evidence is not altogether conclusive in this respect as the Queen's
letter to Rosebery could not be traced. The following is, however, suggestive:
'Kimberley came in something like despair about a Viceroy. I said, " Y o u know,
if I am fit and if there is no one else, I would go rather than see the place jobbed
away". K. "Nonsense, if you go, the Government will go too." I. "Then let us
all take cabins".' Cited in The marquess of Crewe, Lord Rosebery,
London,
1931, II, 434.
12 Rosebery (Homburg) to the Queen, 9 August 1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 3 2 .
1 3 Kimberley to Gladstone, 9 August 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 4 4 2 2 9 .
14
Dictionary of National Biography, Supplement, January 1901-December
1911, ed. Sir Sydney Lee, London, 1951, p. 23.
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His name had obviously been raised at the Cabinet on 8 August and
was not Kimberley's own choice as he told Gladstone that he would
have preferred some eminent politician from home.13 Consequently,
Rosebery, who had missed the Cabinet, did not have any real cause for
concern though he had written to Gladstone on 10 August that he would
'earnestly deprecate any idea of appointing Lord Cromer' as it would
'be scarcely possible to continue any policy in Egypt' without him.
Knowing the Prime Minister's own interest in Egypt, Rosebery added
that if Cromer was removed 'it would make instant evacuation necessary,
and instant evacuation at the point of the Khedive's toe'. In a sarcastic
allusion to Gladstone's feelings on Egypt, Rosebery remarked that 'the
first perhaps you would not greatly mind, but the second you could
not stomach'. Rosebery also declared that Spencer could not 'be spared'
and urged Gladstone to think seriously of the ninth Earl of Elgin, a
leading Scottish Liberal peer and the descendant of an illustrious
family,16 or else 'to consider the possibility of asking Lansdowne to
remain a few months longer'. Remembering the coming debate on the
Home Rule Bill in Parliament, Rosebery explained that the last suggestion was made 'not so as to lose the nomination [of the new Viceroy]
in case of the worst, but so as to give more time to turn round'.17
Following Rosebery's appeal on behalf of Elgin, Gladstone must
have passed the suggestion on to Kimberley for the latter wrote to him
on 10 August that Norman could not be reconsidered without a fresh
Cabinet. At the same time, Kimberley thought that Edward Marjoribanks,
the Chief Whip, whose name had presumably been proposed at the
Cabinet, would not be a popular choice for neither the Indian nor the
outside world knew much of him. On the other hand, he felt that the
Cabinet had rejected the name of Lord Carrington18 too hastily as
his appointment would give much satisfaction to the Liberal party.19
In the midst of these doubts it is no wonder that Kimberley readily
agreed to Rosebery's suggestion and, possibly after consulting his leading Cabinet colleagues, Gladstone formally recommended Elgin's name
to the Queen on 11 August.20 The Cabinet, after much difficulty, having
finally agreed on Elgin's name, it was now the Queen's turn to raise
further difficulties. On the 12th the Queen replied that, notwithstanding
Kimberley to Gladstone, 9 August 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
It was a strange suggestion for Elgin was untried and had not been prominent in Liberal politics outside Scotland. However, he was only 4 4 in 1893
and, more important to the prestige attached to the Indian post, his father, the
eighth Earl, had been Viceroy of India from 1862 to 1863 when he died suddenly in office. The eighth Earl had also been Governor of Jamaica (18421 8 4 6 ) ; Governor-General of Canada ( 1 8 4 7 - 1 8 5 3 ) ; and Special Envoy to China
in 1857-1860.
1 7 Rosebery
(Homburg) to Gladstone, 10 August 1893, GP, Add. MSS.
44290.
1 8 The 3rd Baron Carrington
(later 1st Marquess of Lincolnshire) was
Lord Chamberlain of the Household at that time. He had been Governor of
New South Wales from 1885 to 1890.
1 9 Kimberley to Gladstone, 10 August 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
2 0 Gladstone to the Queen, 11 August 1893, LQV, p. 300.
18

VICTORIA, GLADSTONE & THE INDIAN VICEROY ALTY,

1893-4

179

his family background, she 'hardly thinks him well suited for this
important post' as he was 'very shy, and most painfully silent, has no
presence, no experience in administration . . . [and] would not command the respect which is necessary in that office'. She suggested that
Lord Carrington would be a more suitable candidate and urged Gladstone to 'enquire further before offering the office of Viceroy of India
to Lord Elgin'.21 To this, Gladstone, after having consulted Kimberley
'and others of his leading colleagues (whom he thinks to be in this
matter fair representatives of the Cabinet)', admitted that Elgin's
political service had been short and that he was 'both small and taciturn'.
But 'the case is one of difficulty' and the testimonies to Elgin's character
and ability, particularly from Rosebery, Campbell-Bannerman and
Marjoribanks, were 'very strong'. The Cabinet was 'very sensible of
Lord Carrington's many excellent qualities' but 'he is not the person
whom their judgment would prefer, were Lord Elgin out of the way'.
In these circumstances, therefore, he had to report with Kimberley's full
concurrence that the recommendation of Elgin's name was 'that which
best discharges the duty of Your Majesty's advisers to Your Majesty
and India'.22
Having been unable to have her way with the Cabinet, the Queen
next turned to the Prince of Wales who was holidaying in Homburg
and to whom she addressed an appeal to speak to Rosebery in favour
of Carrington as the former was said to be against him. But if Carrington was not to be chosen and, as was possible, Elgin turned down the
offer, then the Queen was determined that Spencer 'must go' and she
asked her private secretary, Sir Henry Ponsonby, to 'mention that to the
G.O.M'. 23 Ponsonby had already been in touch with Spencer and he
told the Queen on 17 August that the First Lord of the Admiralty
considered himself 'too old to go to India which required a young man
full of vigour'.24 At the same time Rosebery himself wrote to the Queen
that he was still eager for Elgin,25 and the Prince of Wales reported
back that Rosebery did not consider Carrington to be 'up to so important a post'.28 In a letter to Ponsonby the Prince of Wales elaborated
on his telegram to the Queen saying that, although Rosebery was personally very fond of Carrington who was, after all, a cousin of his, there
were 'most grave and important questions' in India which Carrington
did not have the ability to cope with.27 Finally, the Queen resignedly
21

p. 300.

The Queen to Gladstone,

Confidential, Copy,

12 August

1893,

LQV

Gladstone to the Queen, 16 August 1893, LQV, p. 304. One of the
objections against Carrington was that he was not a very serious Liberal and that
his speeches in the Lords were too flippant. This was not, of course, made
known to the Queen.
2 3 The Queen to Ponsonby, 17 August 1893, RA, Add. A / 1 2 / 2 1 0 0 .
2 4 Ponsonby to the Queen, 17 August 1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 0 and 261.
2 5 Ponsonby to the Queen, 18 August 1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 2 .
2 8 The Prince of Wales (Homburg) to the Queen, cypher tel., 19 August
1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 2 ( a ) .
2 7 The Prince of Wales (Homburg)
to Ponsonby, 20 August 1893, R A ,
Add. A . / 1 2 / 2 1 0 1 .
22
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authorised Kimberley to make the offer to Elgin on 22 August but
Kimberley was by then extremely doubtful that he would accept it 'on
account of his wife's health and his numerous children'.28
The whole process of selection was brought back to where it started
when Elgin, as anticipated, turned down the offer and, as the time
was running short, Gladstone proposed Sir Henry Norman for the
post.29 In order to strengthen his hand, Gladstone not only mentioned
the fact that the Cabinet had been very favourable to Norman's name
being proposed but also enclosed a memorandum by Kimberley enumerating his qualifications for the high office. After listing his various
previous appointments, Kimberley declared that he was 'a man of excellent address, good presence, and socially popular' and that the only
thing that could be held against him was his age (he was born in
1826). 3 0 Ponsonby, whose advice the Queen sought, admitted that '67
is rather old to begin as Viceroy of India' and also reported that Spencer
had again declined to consider the post both on the grounds of his age
and because 'he knew very little of Indian ways'.31 Despite her failure
to persuade Spencer, the Queen maintained her objections to Norman
because 'his wife's want of social rank and . . . his having served in
the Army in wars in India [were] rather a disadvantage and his age
the greatest of all'.32 The Queen was still adamant that Spencer 'must
go' if Norman refused the offer but this does not appear to have been
communicated to Gladstone.33
Norman was formally offered the appointment on 1 September 1893
and he telegraphed his acceptance on the 3rd. The Times, in announcing
the news on the 5th, noted that although several names had been freely
talked about as possible successors to Lansdowne, 'nobody predicted
or even suggested the name of Sir Henry Norman'.34 From the tone of
The Times's report it was clear that the appointment was not regarded
favourably and this feeling was reflected in the information that reached
the Queen. The Prince of Wales passed on to the Queen one of the
letters which he had received on the subject in which the writer expressed his astonishment at the appointment and declared that he did not
believe 'the man has ever yet be born who in his 68th year could
possibly make a good Viceroy of India'. The writer of the letter, Sir
Dighton Probyn, also pointed out that 'the fact of Norman having held
subordinate appointments in India must go against him in the eyes of the
natives' and concluded that it did not 'say much for this Government

2 8 Kimberley to Rosebery, 2 4 August 1893, R[osebery] P[apers], Kimberley
S o x , National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh.
2 9 Gladstone to the Queen, 28 August 1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 6 .
3« Memorandum by Kimberley, 28 August 1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 5 .
s i Ponsonby to the Queen, 30 August 1893, RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 7 .
32 Ponsonby to the Queen, undated (probably 30 August 1 8 9 3 ) , RA, Add.
A/12/2103.
33 Memorandum by the Queen, 30 August 1893, RA, Ad. A / 1 2 / 2 1 0 2 .
34 'New Viceroy of India', The Times, 5 September 1893.
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Norman being their best man!'35 Even Lansdowne, who had been
anxiously enquiring when he would be relieved, wrote to Kimberley
that it was a pity Norman was not younger as '67 is rather a formidable
total to start with in this climate'.36 Ponsonby, too, told the Queen that
'everyone, especially those connected with India, dislike the appointment' and that the newspapers had already begun to speculate as to
whether Norman would reverse Lansdowne's frontier policy.37
It is incredible that, in view of the great difficulty with which the
Cabinet had managed to find a Viceroy acceptable to the Queen, no
effort was made to ensure that Norman was absolutely certain before
the public announcement of his appointment. But this was precisely
the case for, on 19 September, Kimberley informed the Queen that
Norman had reconsidered his original acceptance and had asked to be
allowed to withdraw because he did not think that his 'strength and
power of work' were 'equal to the strain of a new term of office in a
most arduous post'.38 To Gladstone, Kimberley described Norman's
withdrawal as 'a blow' because he would have been the best person
to cope with the serious situation that Lansdowne had reported was
rapidly developing in India owing to the activities of various secret
sects. Kimberley was particularly anxious about the agitation that was
being mounted in India against the killing of cows, for he suspected
that it was a political campaign 'aimed at weakening our hold over
India'. In these circumstances, he proposed that Lansdowne should be
asked to stay for another year or that Spencer should be forced to take
up the appointment.39 Gladstone merely asked Kimberley to consult
his other colleagues before they all left for the country during the
recess,40 but the Queen, in the meantime, declared that as the situation
in India was grave Lansdowne should be asked to 'remain a year or
even six months'.41
Norman's withdrawal brought, not unexpectedly, a great deal of
discredit to the government and there was much speculation about the
reason for his sudden change of mind. Kimberley wrote to Lansdowne
that 'all the stories about limitations on him [Norman], to which
he objected, or political differences, are fables'. But, while admitting
that the delays in appointing his successor were causing Lansdowne
much inconvenience, Kimberley refrained from making any suggestion
as to the possibility of his term being prolonged.42 Gladstone, who was
3 3 'The Prince of Wales copied this out of a letter from Sir D.
Probyn
and wishes Sir Henry to see it', RA, N . 4 8 / 2 6 4 .
Lansdowne to Kimberley, 5 September 1893, Copy, IP, MSS. Eur.
D.558/IX/V.
37 Ponsonby to the Queen, 17 September 1893, RA, N . 4 9 / 8 .
38 Kimberley to the Queen, cypher tel., 19 September 1893, RA, N . 4 9 / 9 .
3 9 Kimberley to Gladstone, 19 September
1893, Private, GP, Add. MSS.
44229.
Gladstone to Kimberley, tel., 20 September 1893, Copy, GP, Add. MSS.
44229.
4 1 The Queen to Ponsonby, cypher tel., 20 September 1893. LQV, pp. 314-5.
4 2 Kimberley to Gladstone, 21 September 1893, LP, MSS. Eur. D . 5 5 8 / I X / V .
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at Hawarden, did not restrict Kimberley's search for a new Viceroy
although he made it clear that he did not want Lansdowne to stay on
at any cost. As most of the Cabinet had left London, Kimberley went
over the problem with John Morley, the Chief Secretary for Ireland,
who was convinced that Spencer was the only alternative. But it is
possible that, even at this desperate stage, Kimberley did not dare
propose Spencer for fear of offending Sir William Harcourt, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, who was decidedly against Spencer's appointment. Among the many names that were seriously considered by
Kimberley at this time were those of Lord Houghton (later first
Marquess of Crewe), the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, Sir Edward Grey,
the Parliamentary Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs, Sir Hercules
Robinson, the Governor of Hong Kong, Carrington and Marjoribanks.43
According to Morley, he had even proposed Sir Alfred Lyall, a member
of the India Council who had been formerly foreign secretary to the
Government of India and Lieutenant-Governor of the North-West Provinces, at Lyall's own suggestion; but Kimberley 'was unfavourable'.44
The Colonial Secretary, Lord Ripon, was wholly opposed to Marjoribanks being appointed as he believed that he would 'be received with
great disfavour in India', but was keen on Elgin and Kimberley, consequently, agreed to approach him again.45
Ponsonby had, in the meantime, found that Rosebery had changed
his mind about Cromer but the latter, who was in the country at that
time, told Ponsonby that 'his health would not allow him to accept'.
Cromer apparently asked Ponsonby why Lord Reay, a former Governor
of Bombay and a leading Liberal peer who was very discontented at
not having been offered any important appointment when the government came into office in 1892, 4fi or Sir Henry Loch, the High Commissioner of South Africa, had not been thought of. If, however, Carrington was to be appointed, Cromer told Ponsonby 'that someone
should accompany him as finance minister as he knew nothing of
finance'. Rosebery had also reiterated to Ponsonby that Spencer could
not 'be spared at the moment',47 no doubt due to the impending trouble
with Gladstone over the proposed naval estimates. The Queen next
enquired through Ponsonby if Lansdowne could not be asked to stay
on for a while; but Rosebery replied that, although he was 'very
anxious' about the state of affairs in India and agreed that 'it would
be desirable to have a strong man at the head of the Government in
that country', he doubted if Lansdowne would consent to an extension
of his tenure.48
Kimberley to Gladstone, 21 September 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
John, Viscount Morley, Recollections, London, 1917, II, 344.
4 5 Kimberley to Gladstone, 23 September 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 4 4 2 2 9 .
4 8 See Reay to Sir Edward Hamilton (Permanent Under-Secretary at the
Treasury), Confidential, 8 October 1892, Sir Edward Hamilton Papers, Add.
MSS. 4 8 6 1 8 , British Museum, London.
4 7 Ponsonby to the Queen, 23 September 1893, RA, N . 4 9 / 1 4 .
4 8 Ponsonby to the Queen, 25 September 1893, RA, N . 4 9 / 1 5 .
43
44
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Neither Kimberley nor Rosebery seem to have made any attempt to
pursue the Queen's suggestion of asking Lansdowne to stay on as they
were perfectly aware of Gladstone's strong objections. Instead, both
agreed with the Prime Minister to make another offer to Elgin, failing
which Kimberley declared that he was prepared to take the responsibility of appointing Carrington.49 The absence of any other proposal
following Norman's withdrawal, however, aroused the Queen's suspicions and she let Rosebery know of her annoyance with Kimberley
in particular for not having reported to her.50 Consequently, on 27
September, Kimberley informed the Queen that he had nothing definite
to report to her and that he would like to be quite certain that there
was no likely candidate before resorting to the expediency of asking
Lansdowne to stay on.51 Obviously by the end of September the government's only hope lay in being able to persuade Elgin and, as a last
resort, Kimberley was determined to send Carrington whose case he
had been urging upon Gladstone.52
The Queen, however, shrewdly picked upon Rosebery's opinion that
Lansdowne was not likely to accept an extension of his term as an
excuse to make a personal appeal to the retiring Viceroy to stay another
six or nine months in India 'to give us breathing time'.53 On the same
day the Queen put a similar proposal to Kimberley in order 'to find
a fit person for this the greatest and most important office in my
Empire'. The Queen also complained that Kimberley had 'never'
answered her earlier telegram asking if Lansdowne could not be allowed
to stay a little longer in India and added that 'waiting and doing nothing
and looking in vain for a Viceroy has the worst effect'. She continued
to think that Spencer was 'the only really fit person and India is well
worth the sacrifice of sparing him from Home work'.54 This concerted
move on the part of the Queen was, however, wasted for on 2 October
Rosebery reported to her that he had spoken to Elgin and left him
'in a frame of mind in which, were the offer renewed to him, he would
accept it'. Although he had gone all the way to Edinburgh on his
mission to Elgin, Rosebery feared that there still might be obstacles
to the appointment and asked the Queen to 'preserve secrecy on the
matter' as 'it would be a pity to have another man bandied about in
vain'.55 The next day Gladstone formally asked the Queen to make

Kimberley to Gladstone, 26 September 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
Kimberley to Rosebery, Private, 30 September 1893, RP, Kimberley Box.
Kimberley to the Queen, 27 September 1893, LQV, p. 315.
Kimberley to Gladstone, 28 September 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 4 4 2 2 9 .
The Queen to Lansdowne, cypher tel., 28 September 1893, RA, N . 4 9 / 1 8 a .
5 4 The Queen to Kimberley, cypher tel., 28 September 1893, RA, N . 4 9 / 1 9 .
55 Rosebery (Edinburgh) to the Queen, 2 October 1893, LQV, p. 315. In
fact Elgin, on hearing of Norman's withdrawal, had written to Rosebery on 27
September that he was prepared to consider the offer again as he felt it was his
'duty to help'. Elgin to Rosebery, Confidential, 27 September 1893, RP, Miscellaneous Correspondence, 1892-93.
40
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the offer to Elgin again.58
To complicate matters, early in October, Ripon received a telegram
from Norman stating that he had reconsidered his withdrawal and
would like to accept the Viceroyalty. But Kimberley declared that,
although the 'afterthought' was well meant, 'such vacillation on so
important a matter is in itself an indication of weakness' and, after
what had happened, 'it would be very difficult to justify his appointment to the public'.57 But, fortunately, Elgin accepted the Queen's
offer by 10 October and Kimberley made immediate arrangements for
Lansdowne to leave India before Christmas.58 When the appointment
was made public the newspapers, especially the Conservative organs,
took special note of the fact that Elgin had voted for the Home Rule
Bill, but it was admitted that 'on the whole it is a better appointment
than we had looked for after the fiasco in which Sir Henry Norman
figured'.59 If there were any suspicions that lingered about Elgin's
feelings for the Empire, these were to be swiftly removed, for the Indian
and home governments continued to be at loggerheads over frontier
policy throughout the Liberal government's life and Rosebery, who had
personally sponsored Elgin's nomination, was to admit at the end of his
premiership in June 1895 that Elgin had been a most independent
Viceroy.60 Although the evidence clearly shows that Elgin was Rosebery's personal candidate, his rather improbable appointment was due
in large measure to the urgent need for a compromise candidate who
would be acceptable to both the Queen and the Cabinet.
Soon after the question of Lansdowne's successor had been firmly
arranged, Kimberley approached Gladstone for an honour for the
retiring Viceroy who had 'on the whole served his term with credit and
fully deserves such a mark of approval'.61 Kimberley had proposed that
the vacant Garter ought to be given to Lansdowne but Gladstone
immediately asked his private secretary if there was any Liberal peer
who had 'a good title to the Garter'.82 Apparently, Gladstone decided
that it should go to a party supporter for Kimberley protested that
'Lansdowne's is altogether a special case' and argued that Northbrook,
Lytton and Dufferin had all been advanced in the peerage at the end
of their tenures in India. He again stated that Lansdowne had 'given
5fi Gladstone to the Queen, 3 October 1893, LQV, p. 316.
A recent study
of Elgin's career as Colonial Secretary from 1905 to 1908 has corrected a popular
fallacy about the circumstances in which he had been offered and had accepted
the appointment as Viceroy. R. J . Hyam, Elgin and Churchill at the Colonial
Office, 1905-1908,
London, 1968, pp. 17-18. However, Mr Hyam himself appears to suggest that Elgin was Rosebery's chief, if not only, candidate for the
Viceroyalty, ibid., fn. 1. It is hoped that this paper clearly shows how Rosebery
came to think of Elgin at all.
5 7 Kimberley to Gladstone, 8 October 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
•r>8 Kimberley to Gladstone, 10 October 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
•">» The Standard, 12 October 1893.
«» Rosebery to Elgin, 'Waterloo Day', Elgin Papers, MSS. Eur. F . 8 4 / 2 5 ,
India Office Library, Commonwealth Relations Office. London.
s i Kimberley to Gladstone, 18 October 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 44229.
B 2 Minute by Gladstone on ibid.
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satisfaction generally in India' and 'if no mark of favour is bestowed
up [him], it will give much offence, more especially as he does not
support us in politics'.83 Kimberley's words were prophetic for the
Queen had already asked Rosebery to offer Lansdowne the Embassy
at St Petersburg and, although it was declined,64 there was no doubt
that she expected him to be properly rewarded for his services in India.
Early in the new year, the Queen finally lost her patience and wrote
to Gladstone that the time had come for an honour to be offered to
Lansdowne 'who has done admirably well in a very arduous and most
responsible position'. The tone of her letter indicated that the Queen
considered it to be a matter of course that Lansdowne would be offered
a dukedom though she did not think he would accept it. She, therefore,
considered it a pity that the vacant Garter had already been bestowed
but she declared that 'there are precedents for one being given beforehand, and the next vacant one not being filled up'. According to the
Queen, this procedure had been adopted in the case of Lord Salisbury
when he and Lord Beaconsfield received the Garter after the Treaty
of Berlin in 1878. Noting that all the previous Viceroys had received
an honour on the relinquishment of their office, she added that 'it
should not be delayed' in Lansdowne's case.65 Kimberley, who had
been indisposed during most of December and January, was unable
to prevent Gladstone from offering the only vacant Garter to Lord
Breadalbane, but he nevertheless inSrstedthat Lansdowne should be
offered an extra one and the next vacancy be left unfilled.66 The Queen
also appealed to Rosebery to intervene on her behalf, but the latter
replied that he would like to 'abstain from any interference in a matter
so entirely outside his department'. He told the Queen, however, that
the Cabinet on 9 January 1894 had decided to offer a G.C.B to Lansdowne and if this was not acceptable then he might have the next
Garter that fell vacant. Although he thought that it was a mistake to
have given the last vacant Garter to Breadalbane instead of Lansdowne,
he attempted to console the Queen by saying that, even if the Liberals
were not in office when the next Garter became vacant, the Conservatives were sure to give it to him.67
On 11 January the Queen telegraphed Kimberley of her surprise
at not having heard of any honours for Lansdowne as it was 'really
very wrong that a Viceroy who has done so well, remained his full time,
and has ended by the successful and all-important negotiation with the
Ameer [of Afghanistan], should not receive a public mark of his
Sovereign's and country's approval before leaving India'. She declared
that 'politics never have had to do with such a thing before, and it
would have the worst effect if this course were to be altered now'.68
«a Kimberley to Gladstone, 25 October 1893, GP, Add. MSS. 4 4 2 2 9 .
Rosebery to the Queen, 19 December 1893, LQV, p. 333.
6 5 The Queen to Gladstone, 2 January 1894, LQV, p. 340.
«« Kimberley to Gladstone, 6 January 1894, GP, Add. MSS. 4 4 2 2 9 .
" Rosebery to the Queen, 10 January 1894, RA, B . 4 7 / 2 .
6 8 The Queen to Kimberley, cypher tel., 11 January 1894, LQV, p. 343.
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But the next day, just before he left for the south of France, Gladstone
broke his silence to justify the decision to offer Lansdowne only a
G.C.B. Firstly, he claimed that no Governor-General of India had ever
been made a duke for 'the promotion to a Dukedom is not altogether
parallel to other steps in the Peerage'. He also cited the case of Lord
Ripon, who, although a marquis of recent creation, had not received
a dukedom or any other honour on his retirement from the Viceroyalty
in 1884. Secondly, the award of an extra Garter before a vacancy
actually occurred had not been made since 1814 except 'upon the peace
of 1814; ( 2 ) to Lord Grey, Prime Minister, during the great crisis of
the Reform Act; and ( 3 ) to Lord Derby on his resignation in 1859,
after having twice held the office of Prime Minister'. Moreover, in the
past fifty years no Governor-General had been made a Knight of the
Garter 'even in the ordinary way' with the sole exception of Lord
Canning who received it after the great Mutiny. Under these circumstances, Gladstone warned that a G.C.B. was all that could be offered
and 'the Ministers in general would be extremely averse to anything
beyond this, for reasons which it is perhaps unnecessary at present to
trouble Your Majesty'.69
To this weighty rejection of her fond hopes, the Queen replied on 14
January that she was 'much surprised and grieved' to find that 'party
politics were allowed to interfere with the rewards of men who had
honourably and faithfully served their Sovereign and country abroad'.
She would not agree for a moment 'in offering the Viceroy a minor
honour such as a G.C.B., which would be considered as almost an
insult. . . and would lower the position in that vast Empire'. She thought
it would be far better to 'leave him unnoticed' though it would 'be considered by the world as a marked expression of party hatred, which
has never been yet expressed in this manner by any of her Prime
Ministers'. The Queen went on to challenge the Cabinet's right to
discuss such matters as honours not only because many of the present
Cabinet were 'ignorant of such rewards for distinguished service' but
also because she, 'as the fountain of honour', was solely responsible
for them. The Prime Minister might privately consult those of his
colleagues who were directly concerned with a particular recommendation 'but the distribution of honours is not a question for the Cabinet'.70
The Queen also appears to have intimated her displeasure with
Kimberley through Ponsonby for, on 16 January, the ailing Kimberley
wrote to the latter from Norfolk that he was 'not surprised at the
Queen's annoyance'. He had informed Gladstone of his decided opinion
that a G.C.B. was not 'a satisfactory solution' and declared that the
disagreement between the Prime Minister had caused him 'the utmost

«» Gladstone to the Queen, 12 January 1894, LQV, pp. 345-6.
TO The Queen to Gladstone, 14 January 1894, RA, N . 4 9 / 7 3 . The letter is
also printed in LQV, p. 346, but the original has all the Queen's own alterations.
The constitutional question was added by Ponsonby with the Queen's approval.
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vexation'.71

Meanwhile, Gladstone, who had left for Biarritz on 13
January, settled down in the midst of his holiday to deliver a lengthy
rebuttal of the Queen's protest against the decision to offer Lansdowne
a G.C.B. It was at this time that Sir Algernon West went to see him
at Biarritz about the furious row within the Cabinet over Spencer's
new Naval Estimates and found the Prime Minister 'conducting an
acrimonious, unprofitable and unnecessary controversy with the Queen
about an honour for Lord Lansdowne'.72
In his reply, Gladstone rather tactfully agreed with the Queen that
'any Minister, who would allow party feeling to enter into such a case
as that of Lord Lansdowne, would, if it were done unconsciously, fall
into a gross error in judgement: if consciously, he would commit a most
grave offence'. As to the constitutional right of the Cabinet to discuss
the question of honours, Gladstone declared that he had not consulted
the Cabinet at all as he would have reported it to the Queen; he had
merely 'ascertained the opinions of individual Ministers sufficiently to
show him the general impression'. That impression he had not troubled
to lay before the Queen lest, by doing so, 'he should appear to lay
charges of error against the Governor-General' but he was quite prepared to report fully to the Queen if she commanded it. Gladstone then
listed various instances in the past when the Cabinet had, he alleged,
discussed the conduct of various Governors-General of India, although
he had 'never known a case where the Cabinet have interfered in a
question of honour purely titular, or honour connected with an office
lying beyond the established circle of political administration'. Then
he made his claim that 'in the public mind, and in ordinary practice,
the Cabinet is viewed as the seat of ultimate responsibility' and he
could not 'exclude from all concern in the honours bestowed upon a
Viceroy those who have been and may be consulted upon his appointment, and who are absolutely responsible for his administrative acts'.
To the Queen's assertion that she was 'the fountain of honour', Gladstone rejoined that it was also 'true that the Sovereign is the fountain
of law'. But the real reason for not having consulted the Cabinet was
not only Kimberley's absence but also 'a sentiment of deference to
Your Majesty'.73
After having verified his facts, Gladstone wrote again on the same
day to reaffirm the offer of a G.C.B. to Lansdowne. The ordinary Grand
Cross of the Order of the Bath had been 'accepted by Cabinet Ministers,
not only of high rank, but of such exceptional distinction as Sir
James Graham' and, 'without the smallest adverse feeling to Lord
Lansdowne', he did not rate the Viceroy as high as Sir James Graham.
The G.C.B. had also been bestowed upon former Governors-General
such as Lord Auckland and Lord Hardinge and he himself had been
offered one 'after more than a quarter of a century of public life, and
Kimberley to Ponsonby, 16 January 1894, LQV, p. 347.
Sir Philip Magnus, Gladstone a Biography, London, 1963, p.418.
'3 Gladstone to the Queen, 17 January 1894, LQV, pp. 348-50.

71

72

188

J. CHANDBAN

after he had thrice served Your Majesty in Cabinet as President of
the Board of Trade, as Secretary of State, and as Chancellor of the
Exchequer'. The offer of the Extraordinary Grand Cross to Lansdowne
was, therefore, 'intended . . . as some, though a slight, enhancement
of the honour'.74 Clearly, Rosebery had misled the Queen by thinking
that the Cabinet had discussed the question of Lansdowne's honour
for, in sending this information to the Queen on 10 January, he had
also mentioned that he had arrived late at the Cabinet and had missed
the supposed discussion.
Faced with Gladstone's fully argued case, the Queen immediately
consulted Ponsonby who, however, could only reply that Gladstone
'evidently has no present intention of recommending Lord Lansdowne
for the next Garter'. Although Ponsonby thought that Gladstone's
letters entered 'into ancient precedents more deeply than it is easy to
follow', he did not agree with the arguments for the offer of a G.C.B.
to Lansdowne as in former times even the ordinary G.C.B. 'was a more
important distinction than now'.75 But Rosebery, whom the Queen
also consulted, divulged the hopeful news that 'it was decided that,
should Your Majesty refuse the first proposal [of the G.C.B.] definitely,
the second is to be made, i.e. the next Garter'.76 Ponsonby, therefore,
agreed with the Queen that she was right in believing that she had
already rejected the offer of the G.C.B. and might 'rely upon Lord
Rosebery's assurance that the next vacant Garter will be offered to
Lord Lansdowne'.77 Having had enough of Rosebery's assurances, the
Queen took the precaution of seeing that Rosebery sent a message
through Sir Algernon West, who was due to leave for Biarritz on 25
January, to inform Gladstone of her desire to reserve the next Garter
for Lansdowne.78 Kimberley, too, expressed his dejection at the course
of events and wrote to Gladstone that the 'promise of the next K.G.
seems to me the only fitting offer now possible'.79
There appears to have been some misunderstanding between Gladstone and Rosebery over the question for, on 26 January, the latter
wrote to explain that it was not his fault for having been 'dragged into
this discussion most unwillingly' by the Queen. Rosebery claimed that
he had gone to Osborne to present the newly-appointed British Ambassador to Constantinople, Sir Philip Currie, and the Queen then spoke to
him 'about the Lansdowne affair'. She had, apparently, expressed surprise on hearing of the alternative proposal to offer the next Garter to
Lansdowne if she turned down the offer of the G.C.B. and Rosebery
had reassured her on this point, saying that he did not see 'how the
Cabinet could do more'. Rosebery also explained that the Queen
probably broached the subject with him only because he was the first
74
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Minister she had seen for some time and also partly because 'the subject
appears to occupy her disproportionately'.80 Subsequently, Gladstone
instructed Kimberley to write to the Queen of the proposal to offer
the next Garter to Lansdowne with the reservation that, 'in the event
of some strong political claim arising before a vacancy' occurred, the
offer would be reconsidered. Kimberley, however, hastened to reassure
the Queen that 'the political exigency to which Mr. Gladstone refers
does not seem . . . likely to arise'.81
On 5 February the Queen expressed her satisfaction at Gladstone
having 'at last, though very tardily', agreed to offer the next Garter and
asserted that she could not 'for a moment understand or agree that
political party services can be considered to be equal to great political
services to the Sovereign and Country'.82 Consequently, Gladstone
explained that, as Prime Minister, he had of necessity to speak of the
future with some reserve and assured the Queen that the possibility of
some other claim to the next Garter arising was 'not very likely'. 83
Although the Queen seems to have still harboured some doubts 84 she
was no doubt pleased to hear from Lansdowne that Gladstone had
telegraphed him of the honour that had been reserved for him.85
Lansdowne, in expressing his gratitude for the offer, also indicated that
a step in the peerage would not have been welcome, thus confirming
the Queen's own calculations at the very outset. When, later in the year,
Earl Grey passed away, Rosebery, who was then Prime Minister,
immediately kept Gladstone's promise by formally recommending
Lansdowne to receive the vacant Garter.88 Thus ended an episode in
the final months of Gladstone's political career which engendered as
much unhappiness in the relations between the Liberal government and
the Queen as the more popularly known controversies. It was certainly
a rare occurrence for such a lot of fuss to have been created over an
overseas appointment, albeit the most important in the Empire. Not
only does the squabble emphasise the Liberal government's brittle
relations with the Queen but, more, it acts as a significant prelude to
her role in the settlement of the succession problem in March 1894 in
Rosebery's favour.
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