
The Constitutional Implications of 
Lord Jellicoe's Influence on New 

Zealand Naval Policy 

ALTHOUGH the most spectacular aspect of Lord Jellicoe's relationship 
with New Zealand naval defence was his report to the New 
Zealand government in 1919, made during a mission that also 
included visits to India, Australia and Canada, his influence at 
a personal and practical level throughout the ensuing decade was 
rather more significant.1 As Governor-General from 1920-24, New 
Zealand representative to the Geneva Naval Conference in 1927, 
adviser to the New Zealand delegation during the London Naval 
Conference in 1930 and consultant at various other times, he occa-
sionally appeared to be the fountainhead of New Zealand naval 
policy. With his great naval prestige and experience,2 he was the 
'super-expert' in a period when New Zealand leaders were extremely 
deferential to the opinions of British naval advisers. Yet during the 
four formative years of New Zealand's inter-war naval policy he was 
the constitutional head of the government and, as such, bound by 
certain conventions that restricted his activity in the political arena. 
The nature of his participation no doubt affected New Zealand's 
attitude to the increasing demands, particularly by Canada and 
South Africa, for equality of status between the United Kingdom 
and the Dominions which reached their climax at the Imperial Con-
ference in 1926. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century the Governor's role in 
the administration of New Zealand had been greatly reduced. Indeed 
he had become, 'in all important respects and under normal circum-

1 This article is a revised version of an appendix to my M.A. thesis, 'The 
Blue-Water Rationale: New Zealand's Naval Security Problem 1919-39, Victoria 
University of Wellington, 1971. I am indebted to the National Archives, Welling-
ton; to Mrs Mary Boyd of the History Department, Victoria University of Well-
ington, for her help in its preparation; and to Professor A. T. Patterson, formerly 
of the University of Southampton, England, for kindly providing me with in-
formation on Jellicoe's attitude to the New Zealand Governor-Generalship in 
1918. I wish also to thank the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Wellington, for 
allowing me access to official documents in their possession. 

2 Jellicoe had been Commander-in-
Chief of the Grand Fleet, 1914-16, and 

Chief of the Naval Staff in 1917. As such he played a dominant, though con-
troversial role at the indecisive fleet action off Jutland in 1916 and, later, in 
the British response to the German unrestricted submarine campaign. For further 
information on these aspects of his career see Admiral Sir R. H. S. Bacon, The 
Life of John Rushworth, Earl of Jellicoe, London, 1936, and A. T. Patterson, 
Jellicoe, A Biography, London, 1969. 
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stances, no more than the titular head of his government', whose 
powers were determined by 'what immediate political conditions and 
locally developed conventions allowed him to do'.3 His position as 
an official, appointed for a carefully defined period, diminished his 
personal prestige in comparison with the sovereign in the United 
Kingdom. As a result, he was less able than the latter to intervene 
on his own initiative in the political process. If he happened to be a 
personal friend of the Prime Minister or was an expert on a certain 
subject under consideration he might be consulted intermittently 
before decisions were taken, but generally his influence was limited. 
Twenty years later, when Jellicoe assumed office, it was accepted 
that the Governor-General did not interfere in political affairs; 
rather, he was to be guided solely by the advice of his ministers 
and was expected to refrain from tendering advice to them on such 
matters.4 The powers which he retained were largely formal and 
defined, being similar to those exercised in person by the sovereign 
in the British constitution. They included such matters as the appoint-
ment of a prime minister or die granting of a dissolution of parlia-
ment. The Governor-General was not however in the same position 
in relation to public affairs as the sovereign for he was the agent 
of the British government in the Dominion as well as the represen-
tative of the Crown. This duality of role was resented by the 
Dominions, other than New Zealand, because of the implication of 
subordination.5 

The evolution of responsible government, within an imperial system 
upon which all the Dominions relied for their defence in particular, 
created difficulties in the relations of the Governor-General with his 
ministers. In New Zealand the Prime Minister, W. F. Massey, and 
his cabinet colleagues continued to recognise in 1920 the convention 
that on matters of imperial interest the Governor-General was entitled 
'to seek advice about the action he should take from the Colonial 
Office'.6 They accepted as the basis for their attitude the distinction 
between political and imperial affairs that had been explicitly stated 
by the imperial authorities when dealing with constitutional prob-
lems in Queensland in 1908.7 As a corollary to this, they considered 
it possible to seek the Governor-General's advice upon imperial 
matters without contravening the conventions regarding ministerial 
responsibility. 

Naval defence had traditionally been an imperial problem. On the 
eve of the first world war there had emerged however a trend 

3 D. K. Fieldhouse, 'Autochthonous Elements in the Evolution of Dominion 
Status: The Case of New Zealand', Journal of Commonwealth Political Studies, 
I (1961-3), 87-9, 93. 

* Round Table, XI (1920), 220. 
5 N. Mansergh, The Commonwealth Experience, London, 1969, pp. 213-4. 
6 ibid., p. 213. 
7 Secretary of State for the Colonies (S. S. Cols) to Governor-General of 

New Zealand, 16 September 1908, Records of the Governor (G), G48 P/6, 
National Archives, Wellington. 
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towards the creation of local naval forces in the Dominions. The 
initiative lay mainly with Canada and Australia, but New Zealand's 
newly elected Reform government also acted to establish an 'admin-
istrative division of the Royal Navy' in 1913. A cruiser, HMS 
Philomel, was borrowed from the British government and the annual 
subsidy of £100,000, previously paid to the Admiralty towards the 
cost of trade protection in New Zealand waters by a British naval 
force, was redirected to provide for its maintenance. According to 
section 19 of the Naval Defence Act 1913, the New Zealand force, 
unlike the Royal Australian Navy, was to revert to Admiralty control 
upon the outbreak of war or even if war became imminent. The New 
Zealand government believed that this arrangement avoided the 
dangers to imperial unity that it perceived in the Australian-type of 
local navy. In practice, however, there was no real difference between 
them. Upon the outbreak of the first world war in August 1914 the 
Commonwealth government immediately transferred control of its 
force to the Admiralty. 

To many in New Zealand, this development of localised naval 
forces seemed to have introduced an element of conflict between 
the two spheres of activity, domestic and imperial. This conclusion 
was enhanced by the fact that none of the Dominions, with the 
possible exception of Canada, could deny that their security against 
foreign incursion depended ultimately upon the power of the British 
battlefleet, then concentrated in European waters. Four years of 
hostilities, in which the Royal Navy played a vital part, did little 
to clarify the situation. In consequence, despite pleas by the leaders 
of both the conservative New Zealand political parties, Liberal and 
Reform, that imperial issues should be above 'party haggling', the 
formulation of a post-war New Zealand naval policy was attended 
by significant political controversy. Even the presence of a great naval 
personage as Governor-General at first did little to inhibit the vigorous 
presentation of the various party viewpoints. 

For reasons that remain obscure — friendship with Massey or a 
preference for the New Zealand pre-war attitude to imperial naval 
defence may have been influential in the absence of family, or other 
links with the Dominion — Jellicoe had been anxious to obtain the 
New Zealand Governor-Generalship before his Empire Mission in 
1919. He even declined the offer of the corresponding Australian 
Commonwealth position in the hope of later success in this direc-
tion.8 Although arrangements at this stage had been practically com-
pleted to fill the vacancy upon the retirement of Lord Liverpool, 

8 Patterson, p. 212. Patterson notes that the financial reasons advanced in 
declining the Commonwealth position were not the major consideration. In a 
letter to the author, he explained that the 'private information' cited in his 
biography as his evidence on this point was provided by Jellicoe's son. It was 
to the effect that Jellicoe felt that a governor-generalship would be 'a dignified 
and happy way' of erasing the feelings of hurt caused by the manner of his 
dismissal as Chief of the Naval Staff and that at the time 'he liked New Zea-
landers and what he had heard and read of New Zealand better than Australians 
and Australia'. 
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perhaps by the appointment of Prince Arthur of Connaught,9 Massey 
eventually 'secured' him for New Zealand.10 Even as he did so 
Dominion antagonism towards the system of appointment and the 
agent role of the Governor-General was beginning to emerge more 
openly. Massey himself seems in 1917 to have been influenced by 
feelings of national sentiment and more probably by personal differ-
ences with Liverpool to the extent that he raised the possibility of 
the creation of 'a Governor-General in New Zealand', presumably 
a New Zealander.11 Nevertheless he was completely satisfied with 
and Very proud' of arrangements made to replace Liverpool. As a 
result he refused to associate himself, during the Imperial Confer-
ence in 1921, with criticism by the Australian Prime Minister, W. M. 
Hughes, of the existing method of appointment. Unable to 'imagine 
any objectionable man being appointed or recommended', he saw 
no point in the Australian desire to assert the right of the Dominions 
to submit names of candidates for consideration by the British 
government.12 

When Jellicoe assumed office as New Zealand Governor-General 
on 27 September 1920, attention was concentrated upon imperial 
defence and especially the nature of New Zealand's contribution to 
it. The issues underlying the continuing controversy over naval policy 
were not new to him. The previous year he had visited New Zealand 
in the course of a mission to advise the Dominions on naval defence. 
He had prepared then a comprehensive report for the New Zealand 
government. At that time he was most impressed by the general 
outlook of the Dominion to imperial affairs. It was impossible, he 
reported enthusiastically to the Admiralty, 'to speak too highly of 
the patriotic attitude of mind of these people'.13 Since the importance 

»W. Long (S. S. Cols) to Jellicoe, 21 November 1918, in A. T. Patterson, 
ed., The Jellicoe Papers, London, 1968, II, 281. Also S. S. Cols to Gov.-Gen. 
NZ, personal and very secret cable, 19 June 1920, which gives the impression 
that Connaught, who had been associated in an honorary capacity with the New 
Zealand military contingent in France during the first world war, may have been 
the intended successor to Liverpool before being forced to withdraw owing to 
private reasons; G48 GG/34. 

10 Bacon, p. 459. The system of informal consultation on the appointment 
of the governor-general had evolved from the arrangements to replace Lord 
Glasgow in the 1890s when the New Zealand government had sought and been 
granted the right to indicate unofficially to the Secretary of State for the Colonies 
any unsuitable candidates among those suggested by the British government. In 
1920 the Dominion Prime Minister could play a slightly more positive, though 
still informal role in that, after consultations about suitable candidates, he was 
presented with a list from which he expressed his preference or preferences. The 
decision remained with the King on the recommendation of his ministers in the 
United Kingdom. Massey possibly persuaded Jellicoe to seek the New Zealand 
position during the 1917-18 Imperial War Conferences and then expressed pre-
ference for him when approached by the 'powers that be'. See Imperial Meetings 
1921, Vol. I, 24th Meeting, p. 3, G40 2, for Massey's version of Jellicoe's appoint-
ment. Also K. Sinclair, William Pember Reeves, New Zealand Fabian, London, 
1965, pp. 259-60. 

11 Allen to Massey, 19 March 1917, Sir James Allen Papers, Box 9, National 
Archives, Wellington. 

!2 Imperial Meetings 1921, Vol. I, 24th Meeting, p. 3, G40 2. 
13 Jellicoe to Admiralty, 24 October 1919, quotecf in Bacon, p. 429. 
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of sea-power was also Very clearly recognised', it seemed that New 
Zealand would be prepared to make a substantial contribution to 
imperial defence. Jellicoe soon discerned however that 'divergent 
views prevailed on the method to be adopted in co-operating in naval 
defence'.14 The significance of these differences was magnified by 
the existence, until August 1919 at least, of the war-time National 
Coalition government, in which there was equal Liberal and Reform 
membership. Within his Cabinet, Massey was therefore faced by men 
who were quite opposed to his proposals to reintroduce the form of 
local naval effort begun immediately prior to the first world war. 

Owing to the complex political situation, Massey had not attempted 
to formulate a post-war naval policy by discussion within Cabinet 
at the beginning of 1919. Instead he collaborated closely with the 
Minister of Defence, Sir James Allen, who had been largely respon-
sible for the creation of the local force in 1913. Both believed that 
the reasons advanced then for the new policy had been unaffected 
by the events of the first world war. Indeed, New Zealand had 
become increasingly dissatisfied with the naval situation in the South 
Pacific. Its lack of protection against the incursions of enemy com-
merce raiders had been highlighted by the undetected activities of 
the German raider Wolf in June 1917. Mines laid by this vessel off 
New Zealand ports accounted for several merchantmen.15 New 
Zealand leaders, both Liberal and Reform, had long decided that 
some form of naval presence was needed locally to deter such in-
cursions. To Massey and Allen in 1919 it seemed that New Zealand 
must acquire at least one modern cruiser. Even if it reverted to 
Admiralty control upon the outbreak of war, when the danger of 
raider attack would be most acute, its withdrawal to another theatre 
of war would be unlikely until the South Pacific was clear of enemy 
warships. A locally-controlled vessel would prove valuable in training 
New Zealanders for naval service. Besides, such an arrangement would 
influence national sentiment, Massey hoped, in favour of New Zealand 
assuming a greater share than previously of the cost of imperial defence. 

In January 1919 Massey arrived in Europe to attend the Peace 
Conference at Versailles. Though aware that Jellicoe would be visit-
ing New Zealand later in the year, he took the opportunity for dis-
cussions with Admiralty officials on the possibility of acquiring a 
light cruiser 'to launch the foundation of a New Zealand fleet'.16 

The Admiralty responded by offering a cruiser and two sloops.17 

After some negotiation it was agreed that the former should be lent 
to the New Zealand government to be maintained under the Naval 
Defence Act of 1913. The sloops would be sent to New Zealand 

14 Jellicoe to Admiralty Secretary, 3 February 1920, enclosure, in Patterson, 
The Jellicoe Papers, p. 392. 

15 See R. Alexander, The Raider 'Wolf, Melbourne, 1968, pp. 20-39; Allen to 
Massey (memorandum), 30 April 1918, Allen Papers, Ml/49. 

i« Massey to Allen, 26 April 1919, Allen Papers, Box 9. 
17 S. W. Roskill, Naval Policy between the Wars, I. The Period of Anglo-

American Antagonism 1919-1939, London, 1968, p. 283. 
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waters as imperial vessels. While he occasionally discussed his policy 
in nationalistic terms, Massey never evinced any desire to concen-
trate only upon the development of a local force. As he suggested 
to Allen, when informing him of his action, there was 'much more 
to be done than this, of course, for the protection of the Pacific, which 
is another matter altogether . . . .'18 New Zealand's particular security 
need had been satisfied, but it still depended upon British sea-power. 
Thus Massey emphasized on his return to New Zealand that the 
cruiser, which was to be HMS Chatham, would fit into the arrange-
ments soon to be made on an imperial scale for the defence of the 
Pacific. 

The Liberal party was not impressed by Massey's initiative. It had 
opposed the redirection of New Zealand's subsidy payments in 1913 
and its attitude remained the same six years later. Its leader was the 
former Prime Minister Sir Joseph Ward, who had been responsible 
in 1909 for the presentation by New Zealand of a battlecruiser to the 
Royal Navy. He argued that the need for a single imperial navy 
controlled by one authority had been emphasized during the first 
world war. Furthermore, the establishment of Dominion navies, even 
of the New Zealand variety, was divisive of imperial unity and 
strength, as well as being against the Admiralty's wishes. Though he 
had accepted in 1909 that British naval units were needed in New 
Zealand waters,19 he could not support Massey's acquisition of 
Chatham. Instead, he maintained that New Zealand could best assist 
imperial defence, and thus provide for its own security by contri-
buting an annual subsidy to the Admiralty. The disposition of the 
vessels available could be settled by this body in the light of current 
strategy, the system that in fact prevailed during the first world war. 

On 17 December 1919, Ward suffered ignominious defeat in the 
General Election. The leadership of the Liberal party eventually 
passed to T. M. (later Sir Thomas) Wilford, who just as vehemently 
opposed Massey's naval policy. He saw Chatham as the thin edge 
of the wedge, 'getting the people used to the local navy'.20 In addi-
tion, he queried Massey's contention that the cruiser would provide 
adequate defence against raiders, claiming that submarines and air-
craft might be more useful. 

The government's policy was also condemned by the Labour party, 
though for quite different reasons. Ideologically opposed to any expendi-
ture on what it decried as militarism, it was disparaged by both Liberal 
and Reform supporters. Its leader, H. E. Holland, was convinced that 
the maintenance of a semi-obsolete cruiser was a 'laughing stock' 
scheme, established at a time when New Zealand was short of money 
and while the whole world was talking of peace and disarmament.21 

18 Massey to Allen, 26 April 1919, Allen Papers, Box 9. 
19 See W. D. Mclntyre, 'New Zealand and the Singapore Base between the 

Wars', Journal of South East Asian Studies, II, 1 (March 1971), 3, fn. 9. 
20 Evening Post, Wellington, 7 August 1920. 
21 See New Zealand Parliamentary Debates, CXCV (1 August 1922), 860-1. 

Also Maoriland Worker, 9 June 1920, 2.3 March 1921. 
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It was in this atmosphere of controversy that Jellicoe's report was 
received by the Governor-General in October 1919. By the time he 
reached New Zealand Jellicoe had decided that Pacific security 
depended upon the provision of British naval supremacy over its ally 
of almost two decades, Japan. This, he believed, could only be 
achieved by the creation of a powerful Pacific battlefleet, far in excess 
of any force previously deployed by the British Empire in the East. 
In accordance with this general strategical analysis he prepared a 
scheme whereby Great Britain and the Pacific Dominions would con-
tribute fleet units to the imperial concentration. The respective shares 
were carefully calculated in the light of such factors as population 
and sea-borne trade volume in the region. 

The report contained very detailed recommendations for New 
Zealand's future naval effort. Jellicoe had consulted Massey, Allen 
and Ward during its preparation and he believed that his proposals 
provided the basis for the resolution of the major differences between 
the Liberal and Reform viewpoints. He advocated that the Naval 
Defence Act 1913 remain in force, that a Naval Board be created 
and that New Zealand's ships form a 'Division of the Royal Navy'. 
This would be the foundation for New Zealand's co-operation in 
imperial defence in the Pacific, to the cost of which he proposed that 
it pay something approaching £980,000 a year (or 5% of the total 
cost). New Zealand, he suggested, should aim initially at maintaining 
the nuclei of three fleet units consisting of three cruisers, six sub-
marines and a submarine parent ship. The establishment of a naval 
air school was also recommended. Apart from these imperial obliga-
tions, it would have to acquire auxiliary warships for the defence of 
its ports against raiders. Jellicoe, in effect, proposed that New Zea-
land create a local navy' as a contribution to imperial defence.22 

The report was favourably received by both Liberal and Reform 
leaders at first. Before long, however, they realised that long delays 
must be expected before the plan could even be discussed at an 
imperial level. The government's caution in dealing with the speci-
fically New Zealand aspects of the report seemed to be justified when 
it became evident that the Admiralty had misgivings about Jellicoe's 
initiative. Doubts cast by leading naval authorities about the con-
tinued pre-eminence of the battleship23 and recognition of the 
enormous cost involved were also influential. As a result, the decision 
to postpone consideration of the scheme until the next imperial con-
ference was accepted quite readily by the New Zealand govern-
ment.24 

22 For Volume I of Jellicoe's Report on the 'Naval Mission to the Dominion 
of New Zealand', 30 October 1919, see Appendix to the Journals of the House 
of Representatives, 1919, A-4. The secret volumes II and III are in Navy Depart-
ment Records (N), N10/3, 4, National Archives, Wellington. 

23 Allen to Capt. P. H. Hall-Thompson, 28 January 1920, Allen Papers, Box 
12. 

24 Massey to Gov.-Gen. NZ, May 1920, replying to S. S. Cols to Gov.-Gen. 
NZ (despatch), 23 February 1920, N22/4/13 Part I. 
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The quiescence of the Liberal party evaporated very rapidly as 
the prospects of the early implementation of the Jellicoe plan dis-
appeared. So strongly was the controversy revived that it was expected 
in some quarters, perhaps exaggeratedly, during 1920 that naval 
defence, especially the development of a local force, would result 
in a sharp party cleavage or even in a readjustment of party allegi-
ances.25 Massey was forced to defend his acquisition of Chatham 
once more. He consistently denied that he had any intention of ex-
panding the force unless the 'partners' in Empire at the next confer-
ence decided to adopt Jellicoe's recommendations for Pacific defence. 

In the state of uncertainty that persisted in regard to imperial 
defence, Massey naturally looked forward to the return of Jellicoe 
as Governor-General. His advice upon the extent to which New Zea-
land should, in the circumstances, implement his report would be 
invaluable. Yet even before he reached Wellington, the nature of 
Jellicoe's forthcoming relationship with the government became a 
matter of contention. When Massey publicly stated his intention to 
consult him on New Zealand's future naval policy,26 he aroused a 
flurry of protest from the opposition parties. Their message was clear: 
'If our future Governor-General is to be dragged into the political 
arena, one of the few links that bind us to the Mother Country will 
be severely strained'.27 Quite apart from the constitutional aspect, 
neither party was satisfied with the type of advice that Jellicoe was 
likely to tender to Massey. The Labour party resented the appoint-
ment of an 'arch-militarist' who had no conception of a naval policy 
short of building more ships. During the next four years it was re-
peatedly critical of suspected attempts by Jellicoe to influence gov-
ernment policy. Even the Liberal leader, Wilford, denounced Jellicoe's 
report, and, no doubt, his proposed behind-the-scenes advice to the 
Prime Minister, as 'from the British naval point of view' rather than 
the New Zealand.28 During his term of office, Jellicoe appears to have 
ignored these criticisms, probably with Massey's active encourage-
ment. Even so, the reaction may have affected the attitude of the 
latter for he was careful, during the numerous parliamentary debates 
on naval issues in the next four years, to avoid any reference to the 
extent to which he was guided by Jellicoe. 

Despite his constitutional position, Jellicoe felt impelled to assist 
Massey in private to formulate a naval policy that would be accept-
able to both the conservative parties at least. He clearly understood 
that the differences were along political lines. Some, he noted, were 
against anything in the nature of forces manned by New Zealanders 
and controlled in peacetime by the New Zealand government, others 
opposed any expenditure at all on defence and others again felt that 
the most suitable method of naval co-operation was the payment of 

25 Round Table, X (1920), 696. 
26 Evening Post, 7 August 1920. 
27 Round Table, XI (1920-1), 220, 452. 
28 Evening Post, 7 August 1920. 
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an unconditional subsidy to the Admiralty.29 He soon perceived that 
much of the blame for this state of affairs could be attributed to the 
government's unwillingness to make a definite policy decision until 
the nature of post-war imperial defence had been resolved. State-
ments by Massey upon his return from the 1921 Imperial Conference 
only seemed to add to the confusion. 

At this meeting the Dominion leaders learned that the Jellicoe 
scheme would not be implemented. For a number of reasons, it was 
not feasible to create an eastern battlefleet. Instead the British 
government declared that the Main Fleet, stationed in some central 
location, would be the basis for imperial defence in the East. Facili-
ties would be provided to allow for its rapid transfer to that region 
in the event of an emergency. To this end, a first-class naval base 
would be developed at Singapore at which this force would concen-
trate. Although the individual naval requirements of the Dominions 
were discussed at the Conference, they were urged to forsake them 
for the time being in favour of contributing to the more urgent 
imperial needs. Apart from Singapore and the establishment of ade-
quate oil reserves in the Pacific, the most pressing of these was the 
replacement of obsolete battleships.30 

The British leaders stressed that much effort and cost would be 
required if the British Empire was not to fall behind its main naval 
rivals, the United States of America and Japan. Massey was greatly 
impressed by their warnings and he believed that his Dominion 
colleagues had been also. Upon his return to New Zealand he de-
clared that, in his opinion, the altered naval situation, plus the 
increased cost of warships, had 'done away with the local-navy 
idea'.31 He did not consider that New Zealand was immediately 
affected by this development; rather, he assured parliament that New 
Zealand and Australia would not be prevented from keeping a few 
light cruisers on their coasts for commerce protection. Thus Chatham 
would still be maintained and another cruiser would probably be 
acquired later. 

Because it could not accept the distinction so clearly drawn 
between the existing New Zealand naval establishment and that pre-
viously undertaken by Australia, the Liberal party was unswayed by 
Massey's remarks. On the contrary, it seized upon them to demand 
the return of Chatham to imperial control. Jellicoe was disturbed by 
this new Liberal offensive. In an attempt to end the misleading state-
ments being made, he prepared a memorandum for Massey, in which 
he outlined the naval position for New Zealand as he saw it in the 
aftermath of the Imperial Conference. Special emphasis was placed 
upon the fact that the Admiralty had at last agreed that, under 
normal circumstances, the Dominions could best contribute to imperial 

29 Jellicoe to Massey, 2 August 1922, G48 N/7. 
30 E.32, 'Empire Naval Policy: Brief Summary of the Recommendations by 

the Admiralty, 11 July 1921, G40 10. 
3 1 NZPD, CXCI (13 October 1921), 509. 
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defence by building up their own naval forces and bases. In con-
clusion, he urged Massey to make a general statement in parliament 
on naval policy, incorporating the arguments he included in favour 
of the New Zealand Division of the Royal Navy.32 

Massey failed to act upon Jellicoe's recommendations immediately. 
His hesitation in October 1921 was probably attributable to his pre-
occupation with the imminent Washington Conference, which would 
be of considerable importance to imperial defence in the Pacific. The 
controversy meanwhile continued unabated. In August 1922 Jellicoe 
again advised Massey to state publicly the Admiralty's suggestions 
regarding Dominion naval activity made during the 1921 Imperial 
Conference.33 In personally endorsing the Prime Minister's resulting 
request to the British authorities to be allowed to divulge this secret 
information, he informed the Colonial Office that permission would 
strengthen the New Zealand government's position in framing a policy 
that would not be seriously opposed.34 To reinforce Massey's case 
still further he drew up a memorandum outlining the fallacies in the 
Liberal arguments concerning Chatham.35 He intervened then as an 
expert, believing that misunderstanding of government motive and 
of Admiralty preference was the major cause of the controversy, an 
assumption that may have been correct in regard to the Liberal party, 
but certainly not the Labour party. In fact, much of the former's 
opposition to the maintenance of Chatham died away after Massey's 
statement in parliament, on 18 August 1922, of the 'opinion of the 
men in the Empire who are best qualified to judge what is necessary 
for the defence of this country'.36 The Admiralty had actually 
strengthened the government's case by suggesting that in the existing 
period of financial stringency the Dominions could best concentrate 
upon the maintenance of sea-going forces. If possible, they might 
consider also making some contribution to imperial projects such as 
Singapore. The order of priority advocated by the Admiralty at the 
Imperial Conference was thus reversed.37 

Jellicoe later claimed that he never 'offered advice to Mr Massey, 
and this possibly led to his frequent asking for my views on various 
subjects and especially defence, and relations with the Home Gov-
ernment'.38 In doing so, he understated the initiative that he often 
took on imperial defence matters in private. His intervention in the 
local navy controversy was a notable example. Likewise, on numerous 
occasions, he appended comments to despatches relating to naval 

32 Jellicoe to Massey, 21 October 1921, accompanying a memorandum by 
Jellicoe on the Naval Position, G48 N/7. 

33 Jellicoe to Massey, 2 August 1922, G48 N/7. 
34 Gov.-Gen. NZ to S. S. Cols (private), 6 August 1922, G48 N/6. 
35 Jellicoe to Massey, n.d., but enclosed with copy of S. S. Cols to Gov.-Gen. 

NZ, 10 August 1922, G48 N/6. 
38 NZPD, CXCVI, 482. 
37 See S. S. Cols to Gov.-Gen. NZ, 10 August 1922, in reply to Gov.-Gen NZ 

to S. S. Cols, 3 August 1922, G48 N/6. 
3» Bacon, pp. 460-1. 
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affairs that passed through his hands from the Colonial Office. 
In May 1923, for example, he attached to a newly-arrived despatch, 

confirming that work was about to commence on the Singapore Base, 
a note urging Massey to consider making a generous financial con-
tribution to the project. This, he suggested, would 'set a fine example 
to other parts of the Empire'.39 Similarly, when it appeared unlikely 
that Massey would be able to attend the 1923 Imperial Conference 
because of local political turmoil, he took 'the perhaps somewhat 
unusual course of strongly emphasizing on my own behalf . . . the 
plea for your attendance which is put forward by Mr Bonar Law', 
the British Prime Minister. In support of his arguments he added 
a list of subjects of importance to New Zealand that were likely to 
be discussed. These included the security of the Empire, upon which, 
he stressed, New Zealand had traditionally given a lead. It was essen-
tial, in his view, that its 'voice should be heard' on the question of 
'the future co-operation of the Dominions in the maintenance of an 
Imperial Navy'.40 Later, when the Admiralty enquired if the New 
Zealand government had any suggestions in regard to this subject, 
he informed Massey that he should like the opportunity of talking 
over the matter with him before a reply was sent.41 His desire that 
New Zealand be adequately represented at the Conference led him 
to urge Massey, when he discussed the problem in parliament, to 
touch upon certain specified topics in connection with naval defence 
and foreign policy. His note reads more like that of a policy formula-
tor than of a consultant. Massey was advised to reiterate the Ad-
miralty recommendations that he had made public in August 1922 
and to declare that 'unless any new facts contrary to that view are 
disclosed at the Conference, he will support that line of policy.'42 

Informed advice from Jellicoe thus regularly led directly to statement 
or action by Massey. This was particularly apparent in connection 
with the organisation of the New Zealand Division of the Royal Navy. 
His views were of great value to a government 'inexperienced in the 
perplexities of Naval administration'.43 

On the wider issues of imperial defence at the time, such as the 
future of the Anglo-Japanese alliance, imperial policy at the Wash-
ington Conference and the evolution of the 'Main Fleet to Singapore' 
strategy, Massey was generally anxious to obtain Jellicoe's assessment 
before attempting to formulate New Zealand's policy.44 His reaction 

39 Jellicoe to Massey, 10 May 1923, on the outside of copv of despatch from 
S. S. Cols to Gov.-Gen. NZ, dated 27 March 1923, G48 N/33 Part I. 

40 Jellicoe to Massey, 11 May 1923, G48 1/2 Part I. 
« Jellicoe to Massey, 13 August 1923, regarding S. S. Cols to Gov.-Gen. NZ, 

10 August 1923, G48 1/2 Part I. 
42 Memorandum dictated by Jellicoe and sent to Massey, August 1923, G48 

1/2 Part I. See also Jellicoe's suggestions to Massey on naval policy, August 
1923, G48 N/7. 

4 3 Bacon, p. 466. 
44 For discussion of New Zealand's attitude to imperial defence in this period 

see the author's thesis, ch. i. 



68 IAN MacCIBBON 

upon receiving the report of the New Zealand representative to the 
Washington Conference was perhaps typical. Before presenting it to 
parliament, he informed Jellicoe that he would 'be very glad to 
receive confidentially any comments' he cared to make on it.45 The 
Governor-General, in response, stressed that the agreements on naval 
disarmament signed there had not affected the need for the British 
Empire to seek security by the adequate provision of naval arma-
ments in peacetime.46 

Like Jellicoe, Massey was adamant that an united Empire was of 
paramount importance to New Zealand's existence in the Pacific and 
that the Empire, in turn, depended upon the supremacy of the Royal 
Navy.47 Largely because of this identity of attitude and perhaps 
because of Jellicoe's method and timing of approach, there appear 
to have been only rare occasions when Massey failed to accept the 
advice proffered. The most notable occurred during the discussion 
of the future of the Anglo-Japanese alliance, which was due to ter-
minate in 1921. Jellicoe suggested that New Zealand oppose its re-
newal in the interests of closer relations with the United States. Race 
ties and identity of interests in the Pacific with this country, as well 
as the fact that a continuation of the alliance would tend to restrict 
British influence in China, were advanced as reasons for dispensing 
with an ally whose assistance had been welcomed during the World 
War.48 Underlying Jellicoe's attitude was probably the fear that the 
existence of the alliance might tempt British leaders, intent upon 
economy, to delay essential defence preparations in the East. The 
Admiralty, however, took the opposite viewpoint. Failure to renew, 
in its opinion, would probably antagonise Japan, which was eager to 
maintain the existing arrangement. The state of extreme British naval 
weakness in the East, that would persist until the completion of the 
Singapore base, made such a course potentially very dangerous. Con-
sequently, it recommended that the alliance be renewed, though 
possibly in an altered form that would take into account American 
susceptibilities.49 

Massey was predisposed to the Admiralty position. Indeed, its 
warnings about British weakness only confirmed those earlier ex-
pressed by Jellicoe in 1919 in the secret volumes of his report. Apart 
from the need for fair play with a loyal ally, there was no certainty, 
in Massey's view, that the United States would enter a formal under-

« Massey to Jellicoe, 1 August 1922, G48 N/31. 
46 Jellicoe to Massey, 2 August 1922, G48 N/31. 
47 Round Table, XI, 733-4, quoting Massey prior to the 1921 Imperial Con-

ference. 
48 Secret Remarks by Jellicoe, dated 17 January 1921 (referring to S. S. Cols 
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standing with the British Empire upon which the security-conscious 
South Pacific Dominions could rely. The risks that renewal would 
lead to neglect of British defences in the East had been reduced to 
some extent by early 1921. The Committee of Imperial Defence had 
acknowledged that, whatever the future of the alliance, the naval 
situation in the region must be improved.50 For these reasons, Massey 
firmly supported renewal at the Imperial Conference in 1921. 

On other occasions Massey was much more directly influenced by 
Jellicoe's views. The British decision to rely upon the Main Fleet to 
counter Japanese sea-power was of great moment to New Zealand. 
Jellicoe's analysis of the implications for Pacific security of this 
strategy was particularly valuable. As he had earlier revealed in his 
reports, he was convinced that an eastern battlefleet was essential. 
Hence Massey could rely upon him to be entirely frank about the 
dangers to be expected from the plan finally adopted. Along with 
other New Zealand leaders, he also had been, in 1919, 'particularly 
anxious to see a strong Far Eastern Fleet developed as soon as 
possible'.51 With some disquiet he had observed the development of 
the Singapore strategy and, later, the effects upon it of the agree-
ments reached at the Washington Conference. His doubts were 
bolstered by Jellicoe's criticism of the restrictions then imposed on 
British naval strength. In the circumstances, the achievement of any 
significant superiority over Japan would be difficult, if not impossible, 
and probably too late.52 At the Imperial Conference in 1923 Massey, 
perhaps prompted by Jellicoe, stated his anxiety that the one-power 
standard of naval strength resulting from the Washington agree-
ments might prove insufficient in the future. As he warned the Con-
ference, 'the time may come when we shall find . . . two powers 
united against us'. He sought the views of the Admiralty on whether, 
in this case, the Singapore strategy would still be viable.53 

The influence of Jellicoe is clearly discernible at most times in 
Massey's approach to the technical, if not the political requirements 
for British security in the Pacific. Nevertheless, in spite of Jellicoe's 
proximity, he remained aware that the Admiralty was the most 
authoritative adviser on the measures necessary for the security of 
the British Empire. It was, after all, in possession of the most up-to-
date information. In most instances, he consulted Jellicoe more as an 
unofficial spokesman of this body than as Governor-General. 

The most spectacular example of collaboration between Massey 
and Jellicoe occurred during the Singapore controversy in 1924. Early 
in the previous year the British government, led by Stanley Baldwin, 

Imperial Meetings 1921, Memoranda, Vol. Ill, E-15, 'Strategic Situation in 
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had announced publicly the decision, reached prior to the 1921 
Imperial Conference, to develop a first-class naval base at Singapore. 
Within months however the whole project was thrown into jeopardy. 
The defeat suffered by Baldwin's administration in a general election 
held soon after the 1923 Imperial Conference opened the way for 
Ramsay MacDonald, in January 1924, to form his first Labour govern-
ment. The new Cabinet immediately examined the Singapore decision 
with a view to its reversal. The British Empire would aim instead at 
achieving security through a strengthened League of Nations. The 
South Pacific Dominions were most dissatisfied with this proposed 
repudiation of a common imperial policy that had been endorsed by 
the 'partners' at the Imperial Conference as late as October 1923. 
When the British government requested information regarding the 
attitudes of the Dominions to the problem, the Governor-General of 
New Zealand privately, but firmly, advocated that his Prime Minister 
oppose the policy of the government which he officially represented. 

Jellicoe in 1923 had been sensitive to any criticism of the Singapore 
plans, the importance of which he felt had been enhanced by the 
failure to create a Pacific fleet. Thus, he reacted vigorously to the 
objections to the base raised by the South African Prime Minister, 
General Jan Smuts.54 The Labour government's proposed abandon-
ment brought an even more forthright response and he went to some 
trouble to inform Massey of his views.55 He supported, and indeed 
encouraged a protest by the New Zealand government against the 
designs of his political superiors. These he described as completely 
illogical and extremely dangerous in a letter, containing 'a few re-
marks on the subject', which he forwarded to Massey with the ex-
planatory cable from the British government. He suggested that the 
consequences of abandonment were potentially disastrous for British 
naval capacity in the East. After stressing the folly of relying upon 
'such slender security as that at present afforded by the League', he 
declared that MacDonald's policy was the same, but on a greater 
scale, as that 'which nearly led to our undoing in the late War by 
reason of our lack of dock accommodation close to the theatre of 
war'.56 His views reflected the same anger that had been inspired at 
the Admiralty.57 

Massey regarded the Singapore unheaval as 'the suicidal policy of 
those foolish people who seemingly are blind to the all-importance 
of sea-supremacy as the most potent insurance for the security and 
development of the British Empire . . . .'5 8 As a result, he needed 

54 Jellicoe to Massey, 7 August 1923, forwarded with S. S. Cols despatch 
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Part I, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Wellington. 
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little prompting to dissociate New Zealand from any part of the res-
ponsibility for the proposed abandonment. A draft protest was drawn 
up and forwarded for comment to Jellicoe, who responded by sug-
gesting five alterations and additions. These included the omission of 
any mention of himself or Admiral of the Fleet Lord Beatty, then 
the British Chief of the Naval Staff, as naval authorities since this 
might prejudice the British government. Massey agreed with all but 
his proposal to note that the United States was not a member of the 
League of Nations. He may have feared that this would have left 
New Zealand open to an off-handed reply from MacDonald in terms 
of the Labour government's aim of international security through a 
universal League.59 With the inclusion of Jellicoe's technical argu-
ments, the New Zealand protest was more effective and more 
strongly-worded than the replies of any of the other Dominions to 
the British request for information.60 MacDonald, unmoved, an-
nounced the abandonment in the House of Commons on 18 March 
1924. 

In considering the propriety of Jellicoe's action, it must be remem-
bered that, in the conditions of secrecy that obtained, the limits of 
the influence that he could exert depended upon what Massey as 
Prime Minister would accept. Not only was he careful to define his 
remarks as personal suggestions, but he even assured Massey that 
he was not trying to interfere in New Zealand affairs. His reticence 
contrasted sharply with his previous forays into New Zealand naval 
affairs. Clearly, he was very much aware of the delicacy of his posi-
tion as the British government's representative in the Dominion. His 
advice, he knew, would eventually be incorporated to some extent 
in New Zealand policy whatever the definition of its status. Massey 
certainly did not regard the Governor-General's initiative as consti-
tutionally improper, though he refrained from publicising it. Many 
people, when they learned of the British decision soon after, probably 
assumed that he had taken advantage of the presence of an 'expert' 
by consulting him on the implications of the abandonment for Pacific 
security. Nonetheless, in advising such a protest, irrespective of 
whether it would have been made anyway, Jellicoe deliberately in-
tervened in an issue that was politically controversial even in New 
Zealand. Although the Liberals accepted the need for the base, the 
Labour party wholeheartedly supported MacDonald's policy and, at 
this time, it reflected the attitude of a not inconsiderable portion of 
the New Zealand public. At the previous general election, in 1922, 
it had secured seventeen seats, compared with the Liberal-Labour 
grouping's twenty-one, a result that Jellicoe had observed with some 
surprise.61 

69 Jellicoe to Massey, 9 March 1924; S. Y. Jones to Jellicoe, 10 March 1924, 
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Massey had no complaint against the Governor-General's role as 
the representative of the British government while Jellicoe appeared 
to have adopted completely the outlook of New Zealand in both local 
and imperial naval affairs. Thus the latter was critical when British 
politicians took actions detrimental to the security of the South Pacific 
Dominions and when the Admiralty also ignored the wishes of their 
governments without good reason. From both had come insistent 
demands that the second post-war conference of the commanders-
in-chief of the various British naval stations in the Pacific — the 
first had been held at Penang in March 1921 — to consider plans 
for naval operations in the region on the outbreak of a future war, 
be held in Australasia.62 The British government decided, however, 
that Singapore was the most suitable venue, despite the fact that the 
Singapore strategy was at the time discredited by the abandonment 
of the base. Compared with the arguments earlier put forward by 
New Zealand, the Admiralty's case seemed 'very weak' to Jellicoe.63 

He prepared a draft protest for transmission to the British govern-
ment aimed at ensuring satisfaction of the Dominion's request at the 
next opportunity.64 With the fall of MacDonald's government and the 
possibility that the Singapore strategy would be reinstated, the New 
Zealand government probably decided that restraint was necessary, 
for there is no record that the cable was ever sent. 

The influence that Jellicoe exercised in New Zealand naval affairs 
as Governor-General was based essentially upon his expertise in naval 
matters. Equally important were the feelings of mutual friendship 
and respect that existed between him and the Prime Minister. It was 
in accord with the concept of the Empire and imperial defence held 
by the latter, who 'was always anxious to do all in his power to 
strengthen imperial ties and help the Mother Country'.65 Guiding 
his attitude was his belief in the ideal of partnership in Empire 
between the United Kingdom and the self-governing Dominions and 
India, which had been enhanced during the latter half of the first 
world war. The sense of common objective is brought out in a letter 
he wrote to Jellicoe on the completion of his term in 1924. In it he 
expressed his pleasure in being associated with him not only in gov-
erning New Zealand, but also 'in helping to solve some of the prob-
lems which confront our Empire . . . . On the most vital of these 
problems, namely naval defence, I have been privileged in having 
had at all times the advantage of your wide experience and safe 
counsel . . . ,'66 

On imperial issues at least the Governor-General was far from being 
a mere figurehead in the New Zealand political system in the early 
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1920s, though the extent of his influence was dependent entirely upon 
personal, and hence transient qualities. Dissatisfaction with the exist-
ing state of the institution was at this time becoming increasingly 
evident in the other Dominions, but Massey favoured no re-definition 
of an arrangement that worked well in practice. For example, he 
revealed no desire to alter New Zealand's channel of communication 
with the British government through the Governor-General. Possibly 
he reasoned that the advice of an 'expert' Governor-General would 
be easier to obtain and more reliable if he was able to keep himself 
informed by the perusal of incoming despatches and other informa-
tion. At all events, he seems to have envisaged a prolongation of the 
system he found so useful. After an unsuccessful attempt to persuade 
Jellicoe to remain for a further term of office,67 he sought to secure 
another admiral to replace him. In doing so he came in for a certain 
amount of public criticism on the grounds that the position was being 
"hawked' around — two admirals were reported to have turned New 
Zealand down — but he was adamant that 'an admiral would have 
been a very suitable successor to our present Governor-General'.68 

He had constantly reiterated his belief that the Empire depended 
upon naval supremacy. What better than to have as Governor-
General a kind of Admiralty ambassador? In the event, Sir Charles 
Fergusson, with a military rather than a naval background, was 
appointed, but he never achieved such intimate relations with the 
New Zealand leaders as had his predecessor. 

The Governor-General was regarded by the New Zealand govern-
ment as an important strand in the web of imperial unity rather 
than as a constraint upon its dominion status. This attitude was 
generally accepted by the public, though perhaps not as enthusiastic-
ally by those who supported the Labour party. Jellicoe's tenure, in 
the view of one commentator, had finally dispelled doubts about the 
institution that lingered from the period, several generations before, 
when appointees were usuallv party favourites or political exiles and 
seldom talented. His undeniable popularity, both with the people 
and the politicians, seemed to have 'strengthened one of the few 
formal links that bind this loyal little country to its Motherland'.69 

He was 'universally regarded as the ideal type of Governor for the 
Dominion'.70 Rather ironically, regret was even expressed that con-
stitutional limitations had prevented him from influencing New 
Zealand's attitude to naval defence.71 New Zealand's unwillingness 
to participate in the definition of the constitutional position of the 
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Dominions in the period 1923-31 derived partly from its satisfaction 
with his performance. 

At the Imperial Conference held two years after Jellicoe's depar-
ture, Massey's successor as Prime Minister, J. G. Coates, firmly de-
fended the status and dignity of the Governor-General.72 Jellicoe 
himself appears to have been associated in an unofficial capacity 
with the New Zealand delegation.73 Aware that Massey was apt to 
rely upon his advice on problems of imperial relations, Coates per-
haps sought, and was guided by his remarks upon the value of the 
system as it existed in 1924.74 In direct contrast, his fellow Dominion 
leaders were intent on abolishing the 'agent' role of the Governor-
General. They demanded also the introduction of a new method of 
communication between their governments and the United Kingdom. 

Jellicoe's career after leaving New Zealand was not without con-
stitutional significance in regard to the equality of status so jealously 
sought by the 'nationalist' Dominions. The use made by New Zealand 
of his services was illustrative of its attitude to the changes that had 
been effected in the imperial framework. The Balfour Declaration, 
which it had accepted with reluctance in 1926, asserted the equality 
of status between the Dominions and the United Kingdom, though 
continuing inequality of function, especially in defence and diplo-
macy, was recognised. This newly-defined relationship was tested in 
the arrangements for this representation of the British Empire at the 
Geneva Naval Conference the following year. 

Naval disarmament at this time was based upon a ratio system 
dependent on the precise calculation of the naval strength of the 
various powers. The achievement of any agreement was difficult 
enough, but the British leaders, by 1927, faced additional problems 
accruing from the altered constitutional status of the Dominions. 
Although they could all be represented at a conference and sign any 
treaty separately, their forces and those of the United Kingdom were 
treated for the purposes of disarmament as a single unit. The absten-
tion of even one Dominion, thereby in effect rendering the British 
Empire's total naval capacity uncertain, would doom to failure any 
attempt at disarmament. For this reason, the British government was 
anxious that all the Dominions attend the Geneva Conference.75 It 
was anticipated that the major issue would be the possibility of 
restricting a mounting arms race in cruisers, the type of vessel that 
formed the backbone of their local naval forces. 

The Dominions had been represented at the initial Dost-war dis-
armament conference, held in Washington in 1921-2. The activities 
of their delegates had been restricted to the meetings of the British 
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Empire delegation, since the British delegates only were accredited 
to represent the British Empire in the plenary sessions. At Geneva, 
on the other hand, they participated in their own right, but British 
fears of dissension, encouraged by Dominion touchiness about any 
suggestion of a group delegation, soon proved groundless. The 
Dominions accepted in practice the British proposals for naval dis-
armament, so allowing the British Empire to speak with one voice.76 

Their satisfaction with the arrangement was such that, at the end 
of the Conference, they could maintain that they had never, at pre-
vious conferences, been 'so amply informed and consulted'.77 

The New Zealand government was unconcerned about the exact 
nature of the representation of the Empire at Geneva, preferring to 
leave the decision to the British government. Its indifference did not 
extend to the subjects to be discussed there; rather, it feared that 
British naval strength would be whittled away by idealistic agree-
ments with the other powers. The necessity for New Zealand's 
economic existence of an adequate supply of cruisers for the protec-
tion of the long imperial sea routes dominated its approach to the 
Conference. It was determined to support the Admiralty in the mea-
sures that it conceived necessary 'to keep these ocean highways safe 
and clear'.78 To this end, it asked Jellicoe to accompany the New 
Zealand High Commissioner in London, Sir James Parr, to Geneva 
as a member of the New Zealand delegation if he was 'available and 
willing to act'.79 

This initiative proved to be extremely successful. Indeed, Parr 
considered his appointment 'a great stroke for New Zealand'.80 The 
Admiralty was much less enthusiastic about his presence,81 notwith-
standing the fact that he brought his tremendous prestige and know-
ledge to the defence of its case for disarmament with safety. This, 
it believed, entailed recognition of the special position of a widely 
dispersed Empire, to the detriment, if necessary, of the strict appli-
cation of the ratio system based upon parity with the United States. 
Jellicoe played a full part in the technical discussions in which an 
attempt was made to reach a compromise between these two prin-
ciples. His influence was enhanced by the fact that, of the British 
delegates, he was personally the most popular with the representa-
tives of the other powers, perhaps because he held no official position 
in the British naval hierarchy. Parr reported to Coates that they 
always listened to his views with careful attention and evident res-
pect, a courtesy that was certainly not extended to all his colleagues.82 
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He thus not only defended New Zealand's interests, but also gave 
it 'a decided importance in the Conference',83 far beyond that which, 
relatively, its physical resources warranted. At one stage, the British 
government was urged to seek the postponement of the expected final 
plenary session to enable Jellicoe, whom it was understood felt that 
the 'government of New Zealand would like either Mr [sic] Parr or 
himself to be present', to return to Geneva.84 By its arrangement, 
New Zealand gained 'honour and status' in imperial and even inter-
national affairs.85 

Despite Jellicoe's initial confidence that the powers would be able 
'to settle this business in a week',86 the conference eventually foun-
dered on the question of the limitation of cruisers. Both he and Parr, 
and also the New Zealand government, fully endorsed the British 
decision to stand by its demand for at least seventy cruisers, the 
Admiralty's assessment of the minimum required for war purposes.87 

Neither the predictable adverse effect of this policy upon Anglo-
American relations nor the failure to limit the growing naval might 
of Japan, at a time when it was conciliatory and desirous of disarma-
ment, were deemed sufficient to deflect this attitude. 

As far as such conferences were concerned, New Zealand had 
everything to gain by the use of these methods to secure its interests. 
Jellicoe understood the problem of Pacific defence perhaps better 
than any other British service expert. He was also an articulate 
apologist for a Royal Navy strong enough to fulfil all its imperial 
responsibilities at a time when financial difficulties, growing pacifism 
and the lack of any significant international dangers appeared likely 
to influence the defence policies of the British government.88 The 
need for these attributes seemed to increase in the eyes of the New 
Zealand government, now led by the ailing Sir Joseph Ward, after 
the victory of the Labour party in the British general election on 30 
May 1929. Both imperial cruiser strength and the Singapore base 
were threatened once again. 

After protracted discussions with the United States government, 
MacDonald announced, in October 1929, that a new naval confer-
ence would be convened in London at the beginning of the follow-
ing year. The New Zealand government, fearful that its security 
needs would be overlooked, decided to repeat if possible the 'Geneva' 
arrangement by asking Jellicoe to join the newly-appointed High 
Commissioner, Sir Thomas Wilford, in the New Zealand delegation. 
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Before acting it sought the British government's views on this inten-
tion to invite an expert to serve in a delegatory role.89 Its hesitation 
was noticeable when compared with the New Zealand approach to 
Jellicoe in 1927. The New Zealand leaders were probably conscious 
of MacDonald's antipathy to allowing naval experts to negotiate naval 
disarmament. Their presence as delegates, he believed, had caused 
the deadlock at Geneva, where discussions had floundered in a morass 
of technical intricacies. His desire to exclude experts at London was 
not officially stated to the Dominions until 22 November 1929,90 

eight days after the New Zealand request, but it had been implicit 
in his approach to the preliminary Anglo-American negotiations. 
Hence the New Zealand doubts about Jellicoe's acceptability. In 
putting forward his name in these circumstances, the New Zealand 
government may have hoped that MacDonald would acquiesce in 
his participation. 

As the New Zealand leaders probably anticipated, the British 
government was somewhat perturbed at their suggestion. Jellicoe had 
emerged as a vocal critic of its slowdown at Singapore pending the 
outcome of the conference.91 Furthermore, he declaimed as ill-con-
ceived MacDonald's proposals to reduce British cruiser strength to 
fifty vessels in the interests of Anglo-American reconciliation, as well 
as of general disarmament. The Admiralty had already agreed to 
this policy, though most reluctantly and on the condition that pro-
portionate reductions were imposed on the fleets of the other powers. 
In view of its hesitation, the Labour leaders were determined to 
exclude such a powerful critic of their plans from any active par-
ticipation at the conference. Little encouragement might be needed 
to induce a repudiation of its agreement. The British government, 
acting with Ward's concurrence,92 approached Jellicoe before a 
formal New Zealand invitation was extended. In a 'confidential' 
interview, the Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs, Lord Passfield 
(Sidney Webb), apparently informed him that his presence would 
be unacceptable since the Empire would be embarrassed by having 
two sets of expert advice.93 

The British government attempted to give the impression that 
Jellicoe preferred not to serve at the conference 'in view of having 
committed himself at Geneva to a particular cruiser policy'.94 This 

89 Gov.-Gen. NZ to SSDA, 14 November 1929, G5 50. 
so SSDA to Gov.-Gen. NZ, 22 November 1929, G5 106. 
91 See Evening Post, 14 November 1929. 
92 Gov.-Gen. NZ to SSDA, 19 November 1929, replying to SSDA to Gov.-Gen. 

NZ, 18 November 1929 (private and personal cables), G5 50. 
9 3 Jellicoe himself made this public in a speech in the House of Lords on 

1 July 1930. See Evening Post, 3 July 1930. 
94 SSDA to Gov.-Gen. NZ (private and personal), 22 November 1929, G5 50. 

Also Parr to Ward, 21 November 1929, G48 N/33 Part I. 
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information naturally carried great weight with the New Zealand 
leaders. Yet Wilford in the United Kingdom soon learned that Jellicoe 
would have willingly represented New Zealand but for the interven-
tion of Passfield.95 Thus the New Zealand government later received 
with some disdain the vigorous denial by the British government, 
when controversy erupted as a result of Jellicoe's revelations, of the 
implication that it had pressured him into refusing New Zealand's 
request. Despite the conditional nature of its original proposal, it was 
less than satisfied by the claim that the main consideration had been 
to restrict experts to advisory roles only.96 

The British government was anxious to ensure that Wilford had 
as little contact as possible with Jellicoe during the conference. De-
tailed alternative arrangements for informing him on the various 
naval disarmament issues were included in the cable rejecting' 
Jellicoe. The New Zealand government eventually agreed that 
Wilford should be advised principally by the British Chief of the 
Naval Staff, Admiral Sir Charles Madden. Commodore A. W. S. Agar 
would act as liaison officer. Jellicoe was to be allowed to advise him 
through Madden on particular considerations applying to New Zea-
land,97 which he did at the outset of the conference by preparing a 
strongly-worded memorandum on the adverse effects of the British 
government's proposals.98 Since Madden was Jellicoe's brother-in-
law, this arrangement might have been quite successful. But Mac-
Donald did not fear Madden. It was generally conceded that, unlike 
Jellicoe and his predecessor, Beatty, he was not a man to put forward 
or insist upon firm views of his own.99 

New Zealand had not favoured the formal definition of dominion 
status in 1926, but it had accepted the constitutional implications in 
practice. On certain matters it realised that there could never be 
equality of function, though this did not preclude firm statement 
of differing viewpoints at imperial meetings where attempts could 
be made to evolve common policies. The London Naval Conference 
was such a meeting; the Dominions and the United Kingdom would 
be in a position to discuss and settle a British Commonwealth policy. 
Jellicoe in 1930 was not an official expert. Moreover, his views on 
cruiser policy had been repeatedly endorsed by the New Zealand 
government. His participation at the Conference would have been 
largely restricted to the meetings of the British Commonwealth 

95 A. W. S. Agar, Showing the Flag, London, 1962, p. 172. In another auto-
biography, Footprints in the Sea, London, 1959, p. 189, Agar notes that Wilford 
explained to him the details of the affair. 

96 See private and personal cables between Gov.-Gen. NZ and SSDA, 5-10 
July 1930, especially Gov.-Gen. NZ to SSDA, 7 July 1930, G5 53. 

97 SSDA to Gov.-Gen. NZ (private and personal), 22 November 1929, G5 50; 
Wilford's Report on the Conference on the Limitation of Naval Armaments 1930, 
p. 12, N10/8. 

9 8 Report of Admiral Jellicoe, 3 January 1930, Appendix I to Wilford's Report, 
N10/8. 

9 9 B. B. Schofield, British Sea-Power, Naval Policy in the Twentieth Century, 
London, 1967, p. 108. 
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Delegations. As a New Zealand representative he could have been 
relied upon to give no hint of expected New Zealand dissatisfaction 
with the common policy' during the plenary sessions. 

MacDonald's refusal to allow Jellicoe to attend the Conference 
seemed to deny to New Zealand the equality of status that was so 
eagerly sought by the other Dominions, which accounts perhaps for 
his sensitivity later to criticism of his action. He was very reluctant 
to discuss the affair any more than was absolutely necessary to deflect 
questions in the House of Commons. Any elaboration of the 'confi-
dential' interview between Passfield and Jellicoe was deliberately 
avoided. After the latter's revelations in July 1930, a number of cables 
passed between the Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs and the 
Governor-General of New Zealand in which the British government 
attempted to co-ordinate the public statements of the two govern-
ments.100 New Zealand accepted the British viewpoint, though almost 
grudgingly. Obviously resenting the implication that Jellicoe had not 
been entirely honest — under a misapprehension, as MacDonald put 
it — in his disclosures in the House of Lords, it probably had in 
mind the need to avoid any further weakening of imperial unity than 
seemed to be evident at the time. Wilford, for example, had become 
increasingly pessimistic about the possibility of continued unity re-
garding naval matters in view of the attitudes of the Irish Free State 
and South Africa.101 Not long after, the Prime Minister, G. W. 
Forbes, went to the 1930 Imperial Conference apprehensive that the 
constitutional framework of the imperial system would be further 
weakened. 

There was surprisingly little criticism in New Zealand of the ex-
clusion of Jellicoe. Indeed, some relief was expressed that the likeli-
hood of embarrassment to the other British Commonwealth delega-
tions had been avoided. New Zealand's tiny contribution to the total 
cost of imperial defence was felt to invalidate any misgivings about 
the affair.102 Yet Wilford had not been ordered to refrain from oppos-
ing either the policy of the British government or the Admiralty's 
acceptance of their disarmament proposals. In fact, his participation 
was characterised by attempts to expose the inconsistencies in the 
attitudes of both, his arguments on naval power were closely aligned 
to those emphasised by Jellicoe over the previous decade.103 As 
Agar points out, *he was more than a match for the politicals on their 
own ground, much to their discomforture [sic] . . . ,'104 Thus, the 
New Zealand government, in accepting Jellicoe's exclusion, seems to 
have been guided by its unwillingness in the interests of imperial 

100 Private and personal cables between SSDA and Gov.-Gen. NZ, 5-10 July 
1930 G5 53 

mi'Wilford to Ward, 17 April 1930, PM/111/17/8 Part I. 
102 Evening Post, 3 July 1930. 
i°3 See especially London Naval Conference, British Commonwealth Delega-

tions, stenographic notes, 3rd Meeting, 31 January 1930, PM111/17/5 Part I. 
i°4 Agar, Showing the Flag, p. 173. 
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unity to ignore the wishes of the British government. Taking ad-
vantage of this feeling, MacDonald succeeded, rather unfairly, in 
reducing the strength of its expected opposition to his policies. 

New Zealand leaders attached much importance to Jellicoe's advice 
and experience regarding naval defence, whether as Governor-
General, as representative to disarmament conferences or as con-
sultant. Their attitude stemmed from an awareness of New Zealand's 
dependence upon the power of the Royal Navy for its existence. It 
had certain security interests, not necessarily the foremost naval 
priority (or at times even a priority) of the United Kingdom, which 
it found itself forced to defend with varying amounts of vigour 
between 1919-30. Coates and Forbes believed that this defence could 
best be sustained within the imperial system as it existed. With the 
support of sentimental and economic reasons, this consideration 
hardened New Zealand's stand against the demands for status defini-
tion. In the very period when the other Dominions were concentrat-
ing upon their constitutional relationship, New Zealand was the most 
outspoken critic of British defence policy. Its case for adequate pro-
tection through imperial defence was consistently stated in protest 
cables to the British government, through Wilford at the London 
Naval Conference and in the arguments of Forbes in the Singapore 
Base Committee at the 1930 Imperial Conference. The New Zealand 
government felt that it had more opportunity of influencing British 
policy by focussing attention not upon 'independence' but upon 
dominion dependence. Though not happy with Jellicoe's exclusion in 
1930, it remained conscious that imperial unity was its primary con-
sideration. 
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