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1.5.3 RESPONSIBLE GOVERNM:NT

their portfolios and for the overall performance of the govetnment. Parliament enjoys in
theoty unlimited powers and may legislate on any topic without restriction of any “higher
jgw’” ot entrenched bill of rights.® The thitd branch of government, the judiciary, exercises

owers for adjudicating disputes according to law, including disputes involving public law
jssues that arise between individuals and the State. The judicial system comprises the
Supreme Coutt, the Court of Appeal, the High Coutt, District Courts and sundry inferior
coutts, such as the Employment Court, Coroners Courts, the Maori Land Court, and the
Environment Coutt. - ‘

1.5.3 Responsible government

Responsible government is a defining feature of Westminster constitutionalism that
gransported to all of the major Commonwealth countties. It evolved in Britain through a
progess. of historical accretion during the 18th and eatly 19th centuries, and distinguishes
Westminster systems from those founded on a paper separation of powers (such as the
constltutlon of the United State of Ametica).” Responslble government exists today as a
combmauon of law, convention and political practice.” It promotes the principle of the
patliamentary ministry, under which the political atm of the executive (“the
government”) is recruited from and located within Parliament.” In New Zealand, it is
customary for the Prime Ministet to recommend the appointment of 19 cabinet Ministers
and around five Ministers outside Cabinet. However, the latter figure may vaty, given the
vagariés of govetnment-formation undet MMP. Following the 2005 elections, there -~=re
six Labour Ministers outside Cabinet and two non-Labour Ministers (Winston Peter. .1d
Peter Dunne), who each committed their respective parties to support the government
under confidence and supply agreements.” Responsible government implies the
convention of ministerial responsibility to Patliament. Ministers ate collectively
respbriéible for the overall performance of the government, and individually responsible
for the performance of their portfolios.

~Responsible government facilitates democratic decision-making in a constitutional

monarchy. The Crown acts always on and in accordance with ministerial id%iigfm
tonventon requires that there must always be a government that can advise the Crow.
and accept responsibility fe ice tendered.} The persons appointed as the Crown’s
advisers (“the government”) must be members of Parliament and collectively retain the
confidence of the House of Representatives.” Under the convention of collective

68 - But compare Sit Robin Cooke’s common law rights dicta at para 14.5.2(2). -

69 Seech 8.

70 See Egan v Wilkis (1998) 195 CLR 424 at 660 (HCA) See also Egan v Chadwick (1999) 46 NSWLR
563 at 568-573 (NSWCA).

71 Constitution Act 1986, s 6.

72 See PA Joseph, “Constitutional law” [2006] NZ LaW Review 123 at 124-130 for analysis of the

' governmental arrangements.
73 See the teports of the Officials Committee on Constitutional Reform, Constitutional Reform: first and
" second reports released by the Minister of Justie, Wellington, Department of Justice, 1986, particulatly

paras 3.1-3.3 of the first report.

74 Constitution Act 1986, s 6.
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responsibility, the government must resign if it is defeated in the House on 4 vote of no
confidence. » :

Until the introduction of MMP, party discipline in the House virtually foreclosed the
possibility of a government defeat on a confidence issue. However, MMP politics have
made forced resignation a distinct possibility. The first coalition Government appoifited

ader MMP collapsed in August 1998, following which incumbent Prime Ministet Jenny
-nipleyhad to submit to a confidence vote to demonstrate that she retained the confidence
of the House. Shipley won the vote with the support of non-government members and
continued in office as leadet of a minority government.” '

1.5.4 Representative government

Responsible government implies representative government, but the reverse does not
necessatily follow. During the first 2 yeats of the New Zealand Parliament, Executive
Council members were permanent officials appointed by the Crown to advise and assist
the Governor. The first House of Representatives assembled in May 1854 but it - was only
inn May 1856 that the colony’s first tesponsible ministry was appointed.” A representative
legistaturetsapretequisite of 2 modern liberal democracy. General elections are held every
3 yeats under the Electoral Act 1993, based on universal adult suffrage (the right to vote)
and the secret ballot.” A general election realises the people’s choice of government from
among the contesting political parties. New Zealind’s electoral boundaries are redrawn
evety 5 years in accordance with demographic trends.” The MMP Patliament has 120
members (subject to an k‘oVerhan'g” as occutred at the 2005 elections),” comprising 62
electoraté seats, 51 list seats, and seven Maorti seats. The ratio of electorate, list and Maori

's will change with each redistribution and Maori electoral roll. The Patliament elected
* 2005 had an “overhang” of one (121 members in total) owing to the Maori Party winning

Ae mote electorate seat than its national share of the party vote warranted.

1.5.5 Coalition government

Coalition government is the norm under MMP. Tt would be exceptional for a political
patty to win an outright majotity of seats to enable it to govern in its own right. In a
coalition government, the ministry comptises Ministers from two (ot more) political
parties. The number of Ministers from each coalition party will normally reflect the relative
voting strengths of the parties in the House. Coalition government alters the dynamics of
decision-making but it does not alter the conventions of cabinet government. Under
collective responsibility, all Ministers must support cabinet decisions, regardless of party
divisions in Cabinet, and must take responsibility for the government’s overall
performance. Party differentiation tepresents the only exception to the rule. The Cabiret

75 A P Stockley, “Constitutional law” [1999] NZ Law Review 173.

76 See paras 1.5.3 and 19.7.2. .

77 Electoral Act 1993, ss 60, 74 and 168. Sections 74 and 168 are protected under s 268 from legislative
amendment or repeal in the ordinary way. :

78  Electoral Act 1993, s 35, which is also
Parliament.

79 See para 10.9.4.
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“The laws of England as existing on [14 January 1840], shall,  ar as applicable
to the circumstances of ... New Zealand, be deemed and taken to have been in

force therein on and after that day, and shall continue to be therein applied in the
administration of justice accordingly.”

The coutts have held that s 1 was a statutory adoption of the common law principle that
British law accompanied British settlers to a new land."2 However, the statutory proviso
“so far as applicable to the circumstances of New Zealand” left doubts as to which British
statutes applied. As at 1928, Butterworth’s Annotation of New Zealand Statutes listed 274
English, British, and United Kingdom Acts “apparently” in force by direct enactment or
through inheritance. This list was not exhaustive since it was unknown whether a good
many British statutes applied as law in the absence of a High Coutt ruling. The index to
the Laws NZ, published by the Government Printer in 1926, scheduled some 300 Imperial
Acts “apparently” in force but also watned of the uncertainty of some Acts applying in
the absence of judicial confirmation. In Falkner v Gisborne District Council,® the High Court
laid down a two-stage test for applying the former statutoty proviso. It was necessary to
ascertain, first, the mischief to which the British statute was addressed and, secondly,
whether the situation that gave rise to the mischief existed or was likely to exist in New
Zealand. If the situation did exist, then the British statute was held to be applicable.

Iconic English constitutional statutes were presumed to apply through inhetitance from
1840. These included the Magna Carta and its confirmations under the Statutes of
Westminster, the Petition of Right 1627,% and the Bill of Rights 1688. Dedicated
British statutes enacted for New Zealand from 1840 left no doubt as to their application.
The New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK)'? granted the colony representative
government and ongoing amendments to this Act charted New Zealand’s transition from
Crown colony to dominion to independent realm of New Zealand. This statute ceased to
have effect as New Zealand law when the Constitution Act 1986 came into force on
1 January 1987."*® Post-colonial British statutes, the Statute of Westminster 1931

(UK)™ and the New Zealand Constitution (Amendment) Act 1947 (UK),™ likewise
applied as law but ceased to have effect in New Zealand from that date. The first-
mentioned statute applied as law through legislative adoption by Parliament™™ and the

second pursuant to Parliament’s request and consent under the procedure provided by
the Statute of Westminster 1931.12

122 Fuller v MacLeod [1981] 1 NZLR 390 at 415; Falkner v Gishorne District Conncil [1995] 3 NZLR 622 at
626 (citing the first edition of this text (1993) at 13).

123 Falkner v Gisborne District Council [1995] 3 NZLR 622 at 626.

124 Statute of Westminster 1351, 25 Edw 3 St 5 ¢ 4; Statute of Westminster 1354, 28 Edw 3 c 3; Statute

" of Westminster 1368, 42 Edw 3 ¢ 3.

125 Petition of Right 1627,3 Cha 1 c 1.

126 . Bill of Rights 1688, 1 Will & Mar Sess 2 c 2.

127 New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK), 15 & 16 Vict c 72.

128 Constitution Act 1986, s 26. Patliament did not repeal the New Zealand Constitution Act 1852
(UK) as it lacks power to repeal statutes of the British Patliament.

129 Statute of Westminster 1931 (UK), 22 Geo V ¢ 4.

130 New Zealand Constitution (Amendment) Act 1947 (UK), 11 Geo VI c 4.
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" The Imperial Laws Applicatio. .ct 1988 is a definitive instrument that resolved T_he
‘ uncertainty over the inheritance of Imperial statutes. Three Imperial Laws Application
5 Bills were drafted: the first in 1981, the second in 1985, and a third prepared by the Law

Commission in 1987.1 The final version of the legislation mirrors closely the Law
Commission’s draft bill. The enacted statute is a much less intricate measure than the
Imperial Laws Application Bill (No 2) 1985 which proposed not only- to codifY. t.he
application of British statutes but also to revise and re-enact several armquatefl British
statutes that continued to apply in New Zealand. Under s 3 of the Imperial Laws

~ Application Act 1988, only the statutes and subordinate legislation listed in the Fitst and

Second Schedules to the Act are now part of New Zealand law. By virtue of s 4, no other
Imperial legislation is deemed to apply to or affect New Zealand.

* The First Schedule, under the heading “Constitutional enactments”, lists 10 statutes for

preserving fundamental elements of New Zealand’s constitutional heritage. These
commence with the famous words of the Statute of Westminster the First 1275: “The
King willeth and commandeth ... that common right be done to all, as well poor as rich,
without respect of persons.”* The Fitst Schedule then lists the Magna Carta as adopted
in 1297 by 25 Edw 1 c 29, and three statutory confirmations of 1351, 1354 and 1368
guaranteeing liberty of the individual and due process of law.?* Other statutes under the
heading “Constitutional enactments” established much of the legal fmme\.vork of
government: the Petition of Right 1627 (outlawing extra-patliamentaty taxation and
affirming due process),”® the Bill of Rights 1688 (changing the suc_cession to the throne
and prohibiting taxes by presence of prerogative and the suspending and dispensing of
statutes),'”” and the Act of Settlement 1700 (the Title and preamble and ss 1-2 and part of
s 3 securing the succession to the throne)."” The Habeas Corpus Act 2001 superseded
the English Habeas Corpus Act 1640, Habeas Corpus Act 1679 and Habeas Corpus Act
1816 that were formetly retained as law, guaranteeing release from atbitrary or unlawful
imprisonment.”” More prosaic constitutional statutes are continued in force under the
heading “Enactments relating to boundaries”. These include the preamble and s 2 of the
New Zealand Boundaries Act 1863 (UK)™ and the British British Settlements Act 1887
and British Settlements Act 1945.* The Supreme Court Act 2003 repealed 10 Er%ghsh
Acts that were formerly retained to preserve the right of appeal to the Privy Council. "

aland Constitution Amendment (Request and Consent) Act 1947.

;g:; S:;V Cchnﬁnission, Imperial Legislation in Force in New Zealand, NZLC R.l, Welljngtox,l’, 1987. For the
backgroun’d to the legislation, see ] Finn, “The Imperial Laws Application Act 1988 (1989) 4 Canta
LR 93. rr &1

inster 1275, 3 Edw 1 c 1.

gg 2:11:112 Zg gv(/zzxstcr 1351, 25 Edw 3 St 5 ¢ 4; Statute of Westminster 1354, 28 Edw 3 c 3; Statute
of Westminster 1368, 42 Edw 3 ¢ 3 (refetred to as the Statutes of Westminster).

136 Petition of Right 1627, 3 Chalcl

137 Bill of Rights 1688, 1 Will & Mar Sess 2 ¢ 2.

138 Act of Settlement 1700, 12 & 13 Will 3 c 2.

139 Habeas Cotpus Act 2001, s 22(2).

140 New Zealand Boundaries Act 1863 (UK), 26 & 27 Vict ¢ 23.

141 British Settlements Act 1887, 50 & 51 Vict ¢ 54; British Settlements Act 1945,9 Geo 6 ¢ 7.
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4.2.2 CHARTER OF 1846

4.2.2 Charter of 1846

tion enacted in 1846 treplaced the autocratic tule irppo.sed .in 14840 to ‘prote.ctl
Charter of 1846 granted the settlers representative 1.nst'1tut10ns. leanci?
ded the Colonial authorities to endotse the prmapleT (?f loca lse ;1
ndling land sales and a shrinking Treasury grant from Brltam ha(fl p alce ,
cute financial position. A representative legislature with powet to levy

The constitu
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7in an a
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a . . . . Py 6 d
i i B nstitution”.® It proposed a
1846 Chatter was, Sinclair observed, “a most intricate Co ; p 1p '
£ ve institutions with direct and indirect elections. The colony w

hierarchy of representat

Siided into the provinces of New Ulster (the North Island north of the Patea River

1) 4nd New Munster (the remainder of the colony), each wit.h a Governot and
B not. Municipal corporations were to be local bodies and part of the
Lieut?naerfqvedrirect. election. Bach province would elect councillors; the councillors
e m* + and aldermen; the mayors, aldermen and councillors would elect the
. dec‘t mag Orovincial legislatures; and these would elect from their own nu@ber the
. If)t?he General Assembly. The Uppet Houses of these assemblies were
Lowe'r H; l;stZl TInstructions issued with the Charter provided for. the setﬂement of waste
?ppdzlﬂttll .esta’blishment of executive councils, and the quadrennial election of members
ands,

to the General Assembly.

The settlers had won representative government under t-he Charter but they iacei i :;t;l:;
obstacle. Tt fell to Governot-in-Chief Captain ('1ater Sg Geotge) G;ey to4 : rgbforce o
system into operation. He issued a proclgmatlon bringing th.e C arFtel ;Cr)lns orce o
1I]anu;1rv 1848 but he did nothing to constltu@ the representleUv§ 11n§t1 uto N Sp ovded
Instead,'he petitioned the Sectetary of State in London for eg1?<, a:tlc:{l.l ‘ thoss o e
Charter. In Match 1848, the B;itigll Palhamlent gasqed als,tl:s;t:l SEE:I}F ;;;OActre ;}i{]e'd' m
the 1846 Act that related to. theplf)vmcmanwce ral ass i iy The e
ir st d the old Lesislative Council constituted undet th'e Charter .of :
Z}Lllil;c:jzi ;22 effectivg for 5 yeats unless the Queen in Council sooner directed the full

implementation of the Act.

Grey was assailed for his part in postponing ]jeprgsintamtftel i)xsr;znurlri{eitc; tl—éz E;ifz;rtzj
Aihing his autocratic powers but he also believed the settle e :
i\f’:it;ir:f:hhgenerous powzrs of self-government as would give them‘.dorrclllmon ovili\;la;r;
He believed the settler community would legislate to acquire Maon lands even a coost
ofwar. He also had misgivings whether Maori would acquiesce in the conﬁsclaté)n oﬁ .
wastelands which he, as Governot-in-Chief, was instructed to effc.:ct. In 185 : reé 0 Cﬁ
relented and invoked his power under the suspending Act to estabh§h a Leg1zlat1veﬂ:1;ne -
in cach of the provinces.® Initially appointed bodies, the Legislative o‘unrin. o
teconstituted so that two-thirds of their membets were to be elected. However, while

Government of New Zealand Act 1846 (UK), 9 & 10 Vict ¢ 103.
Sinclair, above n 4, at 88. - . :
Government of New Zealand Act 1848 (UK), 1 1&12 ict ¢ 5.
Government of New Zealand Act 1848 (UK), 11 & 12 Vict ¢ 5.
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DE\’]’ZLOPMJ%NT OF THE CONS'I'I'I‘UTION

Ulster elections were in progress, word arrived of a third constitution for New Zea]

and’
which became law on 30 June 1852.°

4.3 Representative government
4.3.1 New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK)

The New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK) provided a more wotkable plan fo,
representative government than its predecessor —— the Charter of 1846, This Act
established a central legislature (the General Assembly) and provided institutions suitable
for the scattered settlements of the colony."* Section 2 divided the colony
relative to the main areas of settlement: Auckland, New Plymouth (later Taranaki),
Wellington, Nelson, Canterbury and Otago. Later subdivisions created four furth
provinces: Hawke’s Bay, Matlborough, Southland and Westland. A superintende
clected for 4 years upon a propertied adult male franchise, headed each province.!'
superintendent was assisted by a Legislative Council elected u
the same term.'? Provincial legislation could be vetoed by
disallow the election of a superintendent, dissolve the cou
upon an address from members of the council.

into six provinces

er
nt,
ach
pon the same franchige for
the Governor, who could also
ncil ot remove 2 superintendent

Section 32 established the General Assembly. It comprised the Governor, a Legislative
Council of appointed members enjoying life tenure, and 2 House of Representatives
elected for 5 years on the same franchise as for provincial councils. Section 53 empoweted
the General Assembly “to make laws for the Peace, Order, and Good Government of
New Zealand, provided that no such laws be repugnant to the Lay of England”. Section
56 provided that the Governor might refuse his assent to a bl or reserve bills for

signification of the Queen’s assent. Under s 58, the Queen in Council could disallow any
Act within 2 years,

The institutional arrangement has been described as federal but it was not genuinel

for three reasons. First, the provinces were withheld any exclusive
19 reserved 13 subjects exclusively for the General Assembly.
General Assembly and the provinces shared legislative power concurrently, unless central
and provincial legislation conflicted. In that event, central enactments prevailed over and
superseded provincial enactments. This alone meant the system was not federal, as federal
and state governments enjoy exclusive and independent spheres of jurisdiction.'s
Secondly, the 1852 Act excluded the provinces from the process of constitutional
amendment. Section 68 vested the power to amend the Act in the General Assembly,
subject to signification of the Queen’s assent. In a federation, any change to the federal

V $0
jurisdiction. Section
In all other areas, the

9 New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK), 15 & 16 Vict c 72.

10 See ] L. Robson (ed), New Zealand: The Dee, opment of its Laws and Constitution (2nd ed), London, Stevens
& Sons, 1967, at 6-7. See also Hight and Bamford, above n 1.

1T New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK), 15 & 16 Vict c 72,553, 4and 7.

12 New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK), 15 & 16 Vict ¢ 72,ss 7 and 13,

13 New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK), 15 & 16 Vict ¢ 72,5 29.

14 New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (UK), 15 & 16 Vict ¢ 72,5 4.

15 Sir Kenneth W/ heate, Federal Government (4th ed), Oxford, OUP, 1967, at 14.
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SSTABLISHMENT AND IDENTIFICATION

CONVENTION
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8.5.1 CONVENTIONS RELATING TO THE EXECUTIVE

n matters of supply. “A denial of supply atany pointatwhich a debate ranging

ole field of Government activity can atise, automatically raises a question of
dence of the House in the Government.”* In addition, a government may, of its
tion, declate that a vote on an issue before the House is to be treated as a
ce matter. A government may exercise this option as a tactic to enforce discipline

by placing its survival “on the line”.
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The Human Rights Commission Act 1977
colour, 1z

prohibited discrimination on gtound
ice, sex, ethaic or national origins, marital status, and religious or ethical by
Section 21 of the Human Rights Act 1993 re-enacted those grounds and added
following six new grounds: disability, age, political opinion, employment status, fa
status, and sexual orientation. Under the heading “Other forms of discrimination”
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19.4.1 CURRENT INSTRUMENTS

the right of a Commonwealth government in domestic matters, including the choice of

the Sovereign’s personal representative.

Following the 1930 conference, New Zealand continued to recruit its Governors-General
from the British aristocracy. In time, this practice was considered at variance with New
Zealand’s national sovereignty, which led to the appointment of the first New Zealander
to the office. Aikman and Robson wrote that Lieutenant-General Lord Freybetg,
Commander of the New Zealand Division during the Second World War (1939-45), was
the first New Zealander to hold the office (1946-52)." However, Freyberg was not a New
Zealand citizen, although he was educated in New Zealand and worked in New Zealand
after completing his studies, before returning to the United Kingdom.

Sir Arthur Porritt was the first New Zealand-born Governor-General. His appointment
in 1967 was greeted in the address-in-reply to the Speech from the Throne as “a
compliment to New Zealand and a further recognition of our tise to full nationhood”."
Porritt was domiciled in the United Kingdom but his tenure established a precedent for
the appointment of the first resident New Zealander, Sit Denis Blundell. Blundell, a
Wellington lawyer, was appointed in 1972 and he, in tutn, was succeeded in 1977 by former
National Prime Minister Sit Keith Holyoake. Further New Zealanders to have held the
office include former High Court Judge Sir David Beattie (1980-85), former Archbishop
of New Zealand Sitr Paul Reeves (1985-90), former Auckland Mayor Dame Catherine
Tizard (1990-96), former Court of Appeal Judge Sir Michael Hardie Boys (1996-2001),
former High Coutt Judge Dame Silvia Cartwright (2001-2006), and former District Court
judge and Ombudsman Hon Anand Satyanand (2006- ). Dame Catherine Tizard was the
first woman to hold the office, Sit Paul Reeves was the first person of Maozi descent to
hold the office, and Hon Anand Satyanand was the first person of Asian descent to hold
the office. Satyanand was sworn in using each of New Zealand’s official languages, English
and te reo Maoti. As appointments are governed by constitutional convention, no
alteration in the law was needed to effect the change to resident New Zealand Governors-
General.

19.4 Letters Patent

19.4.1 Current instruments

The Letters Patent Constituting the Office of Governor-General of New Zealand the
dated 28 October 1983 effected the long-awaited revision of the instruments constituting
the office of Governor-General.'” Queen Elizabeth II issued this instrument at the
Governor-General’s request by Ozrder in Council dated 26 September 1983. The 1983
Letters revoked the former instruments — the Letters Patent and Royal Instructions of
11 May 1917. The Royal Instructions are not re- 1ssued althouOh some 1917 Instructlons
are c@ver in the Letters Patent. The revised Letters Patent had two objects — to

15: See C C Alkman and ] L Robson, “Introduction”, in JL Robson (ed), New Zealand: The Development of

its Laws and Constitution (2nd ed), London, Stevens & Sons, 1967, at 17(n 19).

16 (1968) 355 NZPD 83.

17 Letters Patent Constituting the Office of Governor-General of New Zealand 1983 (SR 1983/225)
(reproduced in the appendix).

[=))

733




THE EXECUTIVE

update the office and to “patriate” it."® Further amendments to the Letter« 1
p P : tters |

at
made in 1986 and 2006. The 1986 amendment altered the qualification fg;ﬁy e
el‘shi i

m
of the Executive Council following the enactment of the Constitution Act 1986 b
b ) W .c

allowed the interim appointment of non-members of Parliament 4 Exec
Councillors.” These changes were introduced following the fleeting post-e]
of 1984.% The 2006 amendments became operative on 22 August 2006 the
swearing in of Governor-General Anand Satyanand).? The amending j
three purposes: to modernise the Governor-General’s oath, to provide

the Executive Council by teleconference or video link in situations
emergency, and to relieve the Governor-General’s of the nieed to obtain th
when travelling overseas. The 2006 instrument offered an opportunity t
Letter’s Patent more generally but the opportunity passed. Much
Letters Patent is prolix and quaint, reminiscent of a former age.

19.4.2 Revision of the office

€ction impassé
da}’ béfore the'
l’lstmment had
for meetings of
of Higency o
¢ Queen’s leave

of the language in the%ﬁ

It was a matter of indifference that New Zealand waited over 60
revision. The 1917 instruments were virtually identical to the L
Instructions of 1907, which reconstituted the office to mark dominion statyg from
September 1907. Two changes identified New Zealand’s New status from 1907, g
adoption of the title “Governor-General” (which was symbolic and had ne legal
significance),” and the omission of instructions for the reservation of certain classes of
bills for the king’s pleasure. Apart from those changes, the 1917 Letters Patent and
Instructions were as befitting a Crown colony as a dominion. These instruments temained

years to effect the 1983
etters Patent and Royal

Utiye

0 modernjge the

anomalous in preserving the image of Colonial Office control. The Commonwealth
conventions adopted at the Impetial Conferences of 1926 and 1930 defined a relationship
of equality as between the United Kingdom and the dominions. Equality of status
enshtined in the Balfour Declaration of 19263

18 See A Quentin-Baxter, Review of the Letters Patent 1917 Constituting the Office of Governor-General of N
Zealand, Wellington, Cabinet Office, June 1980; F M Brookfield, “The reconstituted office of
Governor-General” [1985] NZLJ 256; G A Wood, “New Zealand’s patriated Governor-General”,
paper delivered at New Zealand Political Studies Association Conference, Auckland, May 1985. For
discussion of the office, see K J Scott, The New Zealand Constitution, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1962, at
72-75; Viscount Cobham, “The Governor-General’s constitutional role” in L. Cleveland and
A D Robinson (eds), Readings in New Zealand Government, Wellington, Reed Education, 1972, at 82,
D Stevens, “It could happen here” [1975] NZL] 794; F M Brookfield, “No nodding automaton: A
study of the Governor-General’s powers and functions” [1978] NZ1] 491; R Q Quentin-Baster, “The
Governor-General’s constitutional discretions: An essay towards a redefinition” (1980) 10 VUWLR
289.

19 Letters Patent Amending Letters Patent Constituting the Office of Governor-General of New
Zealand, dated 31/12/86 (SR 1987/8).

20 See paras 5.3.1-5.3.2

21 Letters Patent (2006) Amending Letters Patent Constituting the Office of Governor-General of New
Zealand (SR 2006/219). For comment on the changes see T Angelo, “The Letters Patent” [2007]
NZLJ 5.

22 Contrast the position in Australia, where each state has a Govern

ot, and in Canada, where each
province has a Lieutenant-Governor.

was |
and given legislative recognition in the |
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The Royal Powers Act 1983 re-enacted the 1953 provisions and provided fora R
perform the royal functions of the Sovereign in right of New Zealand when
Kingdom law authorises a Regent to act on behalf of the Sovereign. The Constifu
1986 repealed the Royal Powers Act 1983 but cartied ovet the provisions autho
exercise of royal powers by the Sovereign and a Regent.™

19.6 Seal of New Zealand

Lt was fitting that the Queen in her silver jubilee celebrations should assentto
New Zealand Act 1977 and proclaim it without affixing a seal — the existia
being appropriate in her realm of the United Kingdom.” This further
Zealanc aal self-image. The Act elevated New Zes ;
v.re:gnty by authorising the establishment of a seal to be known as th
Zealand. Until then certain state instraments relating to New Zealand an
(Niue, Tokelau and the Cook Islands) were, in some cases, sealed with the
New Zealand and, in other cases, with the Great Seal of the United ;-
the lesser United Kingdom seals. Under the Seal of New Zealand Act 197
issued by the Sovereign or the Governor-General on ministerial or conci
must be sealed with the one official seal — the Seal of New Zealand. Th
Zealand Proclamation 1977 adopted the seal bearing the design and style s
Queen’s warrant dated 29 June 1959.% Judicial notice is to be taken of the |
held in the custody of the Governot-General The affixing of the Sealis at
rather than substance. Section (1) provides that no instrument shall be iay
of the Seal not having been affixed, except where statute expressly require

It has been queried whether the Seal of New Zealand Act 1977 imported
conventional rule of ministerial responsibility and participation.® Howeve
constitutional change by a side wind. Section 3(1) authorises use of the
instrument that is made by the Sovereign or the Governor-General “on th
Minister of Her Majesty’s Government in New Zealand or on the advie
consent of the Executive Council of New Zealand”, T he statutory reference
or conciliar advice is merely recognition that, by convention, the Sovereign
General acts on advice when issuing instruments to be affixed with the se

Constitution Act 1986, 35 3 and 4, »
Section 2(3) of the Seal of New Zealand Act 1977 removed the need to seal the Que
establishing the seal, k
Seal of New Zealand Proclamation 1977 (SR 1977/29). The seal contains the Ne
Arms surrounded by the inscription “New Zealand -« Elizabeth the Second * Queen
Seal of New Zealand Act 1977, s 6.

Seal of New Zealand Act 1977, s 4.

F M Brookfield, “No nodding automaton: A study of the Govemnor-Genes
functions” [1978] N Z1J 491 at 497,
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