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The Legal Position of the Anglican Church in New Zealand and Australia – quasiestablishment and the consenual compact
NOEL COX
Abstract
The legal position of the Anglican Church in Australia and New Zealand followed parallel
but distinct routes, from the foundation of the church in the countries in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. In Australia it began as an established church – essentially through the
military chaplaincies of the early colonial government. In New Zealand is commenced
through the unregulated (by Government) missionary activities of the Church of England. By
the twentieth century the church in Australia was dis-established, but the situation remained
more complex that this in both countries. In New Zealand the reliance of the Church upon
secular legal systems and processes meant that its legal status was more akin the quasiestablished than non-established, even though the basis of the church’s own rules was the
voluntary consensual compact of its members.

Introduction
The law of the Church in New Zealand defines the Church’s nature as a constituent
member of the Anglican Communion,1 a Fellowship within the One, Holy, Catholic, and
Apostolic Church.2 It is a regional rather than a purely national Church, as it includes the
diocese of Polynesia, as well as the dioceses of New Zealand and the Maori dioceses or
episcopal units.3 At the same time its constitutional structure and laws, as well as its general
laws, reflect its place in New Zealand’s secular constitutional structure and history.
The Constitution of the Church in New Zealand has a comprehensive statement of its
reasons for existence.4 The mission of the Church includes: “proclaiming the Gospel of Jesus
Christ”; teaching, baptising and nurturing believers within eucharistic communities;
responding to human needs by loving service; seeking “to transform unjust structures of
society, caring for God’s creation, and establishing the values of the Kingdom”; and that the
Church must advance its mission, safeguard and develop its doctrine, and order its affairs.5 In
order to carry out its mission on earth, the Church requires rules, codes and laws for its
members. The Constitution itself provides a justification for these internal laws:

Clause Three of the Constitution made provision for the said Branch to frame new and
modify existing rules (not affecting doctrine) with a view to meeting the circumstances
of the settlers and of the indigenous people of Aotearoa/New Zealand.6

The Australian Church enjoyed a similar but distinct development.
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In the Anglican Communion, further laws regulate the churches’ relations with the State
and with non-members. The sources of these laws are different in countries which have – or
have formerly had – established churches, yet even in New Zealand the church and State are
not as completely legally separate and distinct as may at first appear.
The respective role of church and State in modern society is markedly different to what
has often been the historic role. Today, rulers (at least in liberal democracies) protect
individual freedom of choice. The ruler is not the arbiter and defender of his or her people’s
particular faith,7 though he or she may be a defender of faith in the abstract.8 Secular State
laws usually assert ecclesiastical autonomy, and generally are based on the premise of the
freedom and equality of religions.9 This leaves the relationship between church and State at
times difficult.
Churches, in their relationship with the State, may be classified as established, quasiestablished,10 dis-established, or non-established. All but the first are normally based on the
principle of consensual compact, in which it is the voluntary membership of the church which
alone imposes binding or mandatory obligations upon members.11 The Church in New
Zealand may be broadly regarded as non-established, yet for several reasons this fails to fully
explain the true nature of the Church in that country. In part this is because the State may be
still characterised – or at least was until comparatively recently – as de facto Christian,12 in
the sense that it is a “Christian Society under the aspect of legislation, public administration,
legal tradition and form”.13 It is, to quote from a writer on the somewhat dissimilar American
situation, “a nation whose predominant institutions, including government, reflect Christian
pre-suppositions and Christian morality”.14 This has led to a continuing legal relationship
between Church and State, as had the very forms through which the Church regulates its own
affairs (such as trusts). The question of whether any State can be described as Christian –
whether or not the Church is officially established – is a more difficult question, and one for
which the answer depends very much upon the precise meaning of the terms used.
In this article we will examine the sources of secular authority in the Church, in particular
secular legislation. We will also examine the establishment of the church in New Zealand and
Australia in the nineteenth century (establishment here being used in the popular rather than
technical sense), and some aspects of the nature of its relationship with the State.

III Dis-established and Non-Established Churches and the Doctrine of Consensual
Compact
The Church of England remains formally established by law in England.15 Some of the
other Churches of the British Isles,16 and those of the West Indies,17 and India,18 have been
dis-established.19 In some cases this was because of changing political circumstances, in
others for more overtly religious reasons. Since the Church was never formally established in
New Zealand – though it played an influential part in the nineteenth century settlement of this
country from the British Isles,20 and there were early suggestions that it should be
established,21 this category need not detain us longer.
Most Churches within the Anglican Communion (and indeed beyond it) are nonestablished, in that they are not formally recognised or supported by the State, do not enjoy a
privileged position with respect to other churches, and were never in that position, vis-à-vis
other bodies. The Churches are, within the Commonwealth, broadly based upon the
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principles which eventually governed the status of the dissenters in England.22 Thus, in the
absence of formal regulation by the State, or the recognition by the State of church laws and
institutions, the non-established Anglicans, like the non-conformists in earlier centuries in
England, were governed on the basis of consensual compacts – or associations of coreligionists.23
This principle of consensual compact was stated in the mid-ninteenth century by Lord
Romilly, M.R., in Lord Bishop of Natal v Gladstone, as to be as follows:

Where there is no State religion established by the legislature in any colony, and in
such a colony is found a number of persons who are members of the Church of
England, and who establish a Church there with the doctrines, rites and ordinances of
the Church of England, it is a part of the Church of England, and the members of it are,
by implied agreement, bound by all its laws. In other words, the association is bound
by the doctrines, rites, rules and ordinances of the Church of England except so far as
any statutes may exist which (though relating to this subject) are confined in their
operation to the limits of the United Kingdom of England and Ireland.24

This constitutional principle implies that the members of the Church within such a State
would be bound by the applicable ecclesiastical laws of the Church, irrespective of whether
or not they had consciously assented to them. Moreover these laws were those of the “Church
of England”, and this left unanswered the broader question of whether the local branch of the
Church was empowered to enact any changes to the “doctrine, rites and ordinances” of the
Church of England. Subject to these questions, however, the government of the Church was
based upon implied asssent, not the law of the land, per se; this also left answered the precise
relationship between the secular and sacred laws.
It might be argued that “implied agreement”, or consensual compact, is not markedly
dissimilar to establishment, in that individual members of the Church of England in England
are bound by the laws of the Church – insofar as they are bound – only because they have
assented to them by adhering to the Church. Non-members are not so bound. It is perhaps
more useful to concentrate upon the other aspect of the distinction; a non-member of the
Church of England is not bound by the laws of the Church in New Zealand or in England, but
only in the latter country are the “doctrine, rites and ordinances” of the Church of England
enforceable as a matter of secular as well as sacred law. However even here the jurisdiction
of sacred and secular laws are distinct, and generally do not overlap.
The sacred and the secular are distinct, as was reflected in the separation of the
ecclesiastical and temporal personnel of the courts as early as the first decades after the
Norman Conquest. The degree to which the secular law recognises ecclesiastical actions did
vary, however, and (at least until the early years of the twenty-first century) the archbishops
and some diocesan bishops in England remained members of the House of Lords, and until
2001 clergy of the Church of England could not be elected to membership of the House of
Commons.
A more useful distinction is that, as a consequence of establishment in England, the
canons and laws of the Church of England were not made exclusively by organs of the
Church, but were subject to the overriding sovereignty of Parliament. In a non-established
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regime, as in New Zealand, the Church might make whatever laws it wished – provided these
did not conflict with general laws. The Parliament might enact such laws as it wished to
apply to the Church – it undoubtedly has this power – but refrains from doing so. Only laws
of general application apply to the Church, except where the Church itself sought the passage
of laws. Whether this self-denying should be matched by a reciprocal abstention of the
Church from matters within secular jurisdiction is yet undecided.
There were three implications of the consensual nature of the non-established Church.
Firstly, the secular courts would not intervene in any internal dispute unless a justiciable right
was involved,25 that is, a matter which is properly capable of being decided by a court.26
Secondly, a trust for a religious body was enforceable as any charitable trust,27 and not as a
special category of trust. Thirdly, members of such a Church were bound by contract to one
another,28 though the concept of contract is difficult to reconcile with the nature of a church.
In such a situation internal rules have, under secular law, the status of terms of a contract,
enforceable as a matter of private law.29 These churches are not subject to statutory
regulation, as such.30 But as argued above it is perhaps unhelpful to exaggerate the distinction
between established and non-established (or dis-established), in relation to the day-to-day life
of the Church.
The doctrine of consensual compact was refined in Forbes v Eden,31 though in that case
Lord Colonsay applied a narrower definition, and Lord Cranworth a wider definition, to the
doctrine. The emphasis is upon justiciability, though it might be noted that the subsequent
development of the law of judicial review has opened further the scope for secular courts to
intervene in ecclesiastical disputes. In some circumstances the courts will only intervene
where a strict property issue is involved, and where a wider civil right is involved. To these
principles a fourth was added. This was that if a Church was at one time established, and its
affairs regulated by law, its members and the trustees of its property would be deemed to
have agreed to use the applicable legal rules among themselves when the Church was disestablished or carried into a new country.32
In its purest form, establishment meant mutual recognition of Church law and secular law,
and equal validity within their respective spheres.33 This cannot apply where the Church is
based on voluntary membership alone, unless State law were to provide that canonical
contract had the same effect as State law.34 But where a Church has been established, some
traces of establishment occasionally survive the implementation of dis-establishment.35
Perhaps unsurprisingly, the doctrine of consensual compact has been applied to the
Anglican Church in New Zealand.36 A fundamental consequence of this doctrine is that
internal church rules are inferior to secular law in case of inconsistency.37 In turn, secular
courts may entertain challenges to the validity of internal church law, on both substantive and
procedural grounds.38 Consensual compact is based upon the concept of free association of
members of the Church, rather than upon the imposition of the legal authority of the State.
However, the relationship between church and State has been two-way, with the church
influencing secular law, and the secular law influencing, in some degree, the law of the
church.39 Churches have in turn influenced the form of secular laws, especially (though not
exclusively) where the Church has been established. This is despite the fact that secular laws
are created for the temporal welfare of society, rather than for supernatural ends.40 For these
reasons the churches are not simply in the same position as voluntary associations, such as
unincorporated clubs, or incorporated societies.41 Yet not all churches are the same. Those
which retain in large measure the historic canon law, and forms of governance, preserve also
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some of the historic nexus with the secular State – or at least some of the consequences of
that nexus (such as reliance upon secular legal forms). This is ironic given that the canon law
was the product of a clear assertion of church independence of the State. The nexus is also
more noticeable in some legal systems than in others.42
We shall now look at the circumstances in which the ecclesiastical law became a concern
of the secular authorities in New Zealand – the arrival of the Church in New Zealand. The
legal basis of the country is typical of nineteenth century British imperial settlement. The
laws of New Zealand are based upon the reception of English laws in the middle of the
nineteenth century, when New Zealand was first settled as a colony.43 It had been early
established as a principle of imperial constitutional law that settled colonies took English
law.44 The English Laws Act 1858 (N.Z.)45 specifically provided that the laws of England, as
existing on 14th January 1840, were deemed to be in force in New Zealand,46 so far as they
were applicable to the circumstances of the colony.47 This Act was passed, in the words of the
long title of the Act, “to declare the Laws of England, so far as applicable to the
circumstances of the Colony, to have been in force on and after the Fourteenth day of
January, one thousand eight hundred and forty”. The purpose of the statute was really to
clarify some previous uncertainty as to whether or not all Imperial Acts passed prior to 1840
were in force in New Zealand (provided they were otherwise applicable).48 Although the
uncertainty had been with respect to parliamentary statutes alone, the 1858 Act went further
and in s. 1 expressly stated that:

The Laws of England as existing on the fourteenth day of January, one thousand eight
hundred and forty, shall, so far as applicable to the circumstances of the said Colony 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.49

“The laws”, not simply the statute law, were deemed to be in force. The principle of this
Act has been followed in all relevant legislation passed by the New Zealand Parliament, and
by courts when considering the common law, since then. However, it is not always easy to
decide what law is applicable.50 Indeed, Blackstone’s statement that “colonists carry with
them only so much of the English Law as is applicable to their own situation and the
condition of the infant colony” (that is, a settled colony) is, like so many generalisations,
somewhat misleading. It would perhaps have been more accurate if he had written that
“colonists carry with them the mass of English law, both common law and statute, except
those parts which are inapplicable to their own situation and the conditions of the infant
colony”. The test requires an evaluation of the applicability of laws at the time the colony
was settled, and not at the time the court considers the question.51 What became applicable
was far greater in content and importance than that which had to be rejected as inapplicable.52
As a general rule, English laws which were to be explained merely by English social or
political conditions had no application in a colony.53
In practice, few areas of the laws of England have been found to be inapplicable.54 These
were principally those with only local effect,55 or which governed aspects of life which had
no equivalent in a new country.56 However, the courts have generally applied the land law,
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though this had a feudal and territorial origin.57The ecclesiastical law has generally been
regarded as one which was deemed to be inapplicable, largely because:

[i]t cannot be said that any Ecclesiastical tribunal or jurisdiction is required in any
Colony or Settlement where there is no Established Church, and in the case of a settled
colony the Ecclesiastical Law of England cannot, for the same reason be treated as part
of the law which the settlers carried with them from the Mother-country.58

What laws the Church requires must therefore be introduced and enacted by some other
means than the domestic legislative process alone, such as by consensual compact (by the
Church itself) and the canon law, or statute (by the local legislature). The presumption is that
the ecclesiastical laws do not extend to settled colonies, and therefore the local Church, if
any, is unestablished.

The ... Church of England ... is not a part of the constitution in any colonial settlement,
nor can its authorities or those who bear office in it claim to be recognised by the law of
the colony otherwise than as the members of a voluntary association.59

The ecclesiastical law is a part of the laws of England, but not part of the common law.60
The common law courts might therefore be able to recognise the existence of a rule of
ecclesiastical law, but not determine whether it had been correctly applied.61 The
ecclesiastical law of England consists of the general principles of the ius commune
ecclesiasticum;62 foreign particular constitutions received by English councils or so
recognised by English courts (secular or spiritual) as to become part of the ecclesiastical
custom of the realm; and the constitutions and canons of English synods. The Submission of
the Clergy Act 1533 (Eng.)63 provided that only the canon law as it then stood was to bind the
clergy and laity, and this only so far as it was not contrary to common and statute law. This
was excepting only the papal authority to alter the canon law, a power which ended later in
1533, when it was enacted by Parliament that England was “an Empire governed by one
supreme head and king”.64 But this did not necessarily mean that the Church in New Zealand
was in the same position. The courts have held (perhaps not entirely convincingly),65 that an
established Church is, by its very essence, of a territorial nature, and requires to be expressly
transplanted from its native soil.66
It is perhaps overly simplistic to categorise the church in the antipodes67 as necessarily
non-established, despite the general acceptance of the doctrine of consensus. Indeed, it was
once assumed that the church was established in the colonies.68 King Charles I, by Order-inCouncil in 1634, placed all British subjects overseas under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of
the Bishop of London. The bishop was to retain this exclusive jurisdiction for 160 years.69
Indeed, the first overseas diocese or bishopric only dated from 1787.70 The East India
Company was responsible for the payment of salaries to a bishop and any archdeacons, if the
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Government appointed any,71 under the Bishop of London. By letters patent of 2nd May 1814
the Bishop of Calcutta was appointed, and granted full power and authority to exercise a
bishop’s spiritual and ecclesiastical functions as prescribed by ecclesiastical laws in
England.72 On 27th May 1824 this jurisdiction was extended to those lands under the Charter
(rather than the Government) of the Company – then including Australia and Van Diemen’s
Land.73 In 1835 these lands were no longer mentioned in the letters patent of the bishop, and
so presumably passed back to the inherent jurisdiction of the Bishop of London.74

Australia
In the early years of the Australian colonies the Church of England was locally constituted
as a military chaplaincy, subject to the direction of the governors.75 At this time it was
believed that troops impliedly carried ecclesiastical law with them, which thereby became
part of the law of the land.76 This could arguably apply to New South Wales, the earliest
colony in Australia.77 By letters patent of 13th October 1823, passed under the authority of the
New South Wales Act 1823 (U.K.),78 the Supreme Court of New South Wales exercised an
ecclesiastical jurisdiction.79 The Church was widely regarded there as established by 1826,80
though this establishment was to be rapidly dismantled after 1829, especially under
Lieutenant-General Sir Richard Bourke, Governor 1831-1837.81
On 18th January 1836 letters patent were conferred on William Broughton, as Bishop of
Australia.82 His jurisdiction was stated to include:

All the Territories and Islands comprised with or dependent upon our Colonies of New
South Wales, Van Diemen’s Land and Western Australia … 83
The new bishop was to be subject to the authority of the Archbishop of Canterbury, in the
same manner as any bishop within the province of Canterbury, and the Crown retained the
power of revoking the letters patent. The letters patent assumed, and stated, that the Church
concerned was the Church of England, and that the laws of that Church applied in the colony
– though it was accepted that only part of the law could be applied.84 The letters patent
purported to give the bishop the same jurisdiction as an English bishop, though in practice he
could not exercise this full jurisdiction.85 It was partly this practical difficulty – relating
particularly to discipline – that led the local legislature to enact the Church Act 1837
(N.S.W.),86 which regulated the relationship between the bishop and his clergy. But this was
still regulation of Church government by Parliament, and not Church self-government.
From 1836, at least until 1850, the question of the nature and extent of the authority and
jurisdiction of the bishop was widely discussed.87 But the Australian Church never, during
this period, clearly defined where authority in the Church lay.88 Similar doubts were present
in New Zealand, but these did not have the same practical affect. Bishop Selwyn had
summoned synods in his diocese of New Zealand in 1844 and 1847.89 However, doubts were
expressed by the metropolitan and bishops at an 1850 conference in Australia, as to “how far
we are inhibited by the Queen’s supremacy from exercising the powers of an ecclesiastical
synod”.90 It was felt at this time by many in Australia that authority lay not in the royal
supremacy, bishops or clergy, or laity, but in the Church as a whole.91 The problem became a
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practical one with respect to patronage, as the local State officers claimed patronage for the
Crown. But the Secretary of State for the Colonies declined that claim, and left patronage
entirely to the bishop, on the grounds (arguably incorrect in respect of certain colonies92) that
the Church of England was not established outside England and Wales.93
In the case of Long v Lord Bishop of Cape Town,94 the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Council confirmed that the Crown had power to appoint bishops in colonies, but that it had
no power to introduce any portion of the ecclesiastical law of England that the common law
did not already acknowledge.95 This could be seen as leaving episcopal authority with a
statutory basis – or consensual – since the Crown acting alone could not invest bishops with
coercive powers of discipline.96 Whether the episcopacy ever relied upon coercive powers
was another question, since the conditions of the new colony rendered the maintenance of
discipline difficult.
The basis of episcopal authority was legislative in a number of parts of the empire,
including India,97 the maritime colonies of Canada,98 and Jamaica.99 There were certain
advantages in this approach, not least of which was the avoidance, at least in theory, of the
limitations imposed by the inability of the Crown to impose any law but the common law
without the consent of Parliament.100 Although the canon law of the church ought,
theologically, to be a sufficient basis, it was not, as it could not be readily altered to the
circumstances of the Australian colonies.
Bishop Tyrrell of New South Wales was led by the judgment of the Judicial Committee of
the Privy Council, in the case of Lord Bishop of Natal v Gladstone,101 to believe that an
enabling Act was unnecessary to give the Church sufficient powers of governance.102 But that
case showed the practical difficulties inherent in relying on a consensual compact, where the
churches were partially established.103 Afterwards the Crown gradually ceased to issue letters
patent for the appointment of colonial bishops, and in 1873 the remaining letters patent were
officially suspended.104 More importantly, the position of the Church in New Zealand had
already been settled by this time, through the declaration of a consensual compact and the
establishment of synodical government.105

New Zealand
New Zealand was not expressly included in Broughton’s letters patent as Bishop of
Australia, but Samuel Marsden (of Australia) had been active there.106 George Augustus
Selwyn was appointed the first Bishop in New Zealand in 1841.107 After the establishment of
a colonial government in New Zealand in 1840,108 letters patent, modelled upon those of the
Bishop of Australia, of which New Zealand had been a suffragan,109 erected the latter country
into a see on 14th October 1842.110
In 1850 a group of New Zealand laity led by the Governor, Sir George Grey, wrote to
Bishop Selwyn that
Although we are bound together by a common faith, and have common duties to
perform, we are united by but a few of the usual ties of long and familiar acquaintance,
whilst there is no system of local organisation which might tend to draw us together as
members of the same Church … it is our earnest conviction that a peculiar necessity
exists for the speedy establishment of some system of Church Government amongst us,
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which, by assigning to each order in the Church its appropriate duties, might call forth
the energies of all, and thus enable the whole body of the Church most efficiently to
perform its functions ... Actuated by these views and wishes, we beg to submit for your
Lordship’s consideration, and we trust, for your approval, the outline of a plan of
Church Government, resembling in many points that which we are informed has
proved so beneficial to our brethren in America.111

Grey proposed a General Convention of bishops, in an Upper House, and elected deputies
of clergy and laity in a Lower House. Neither house would be empowered to alter the
doctrines or ritual of the Church of England, or the Authorised Version of the Bible.112 It was
important to note that this petition was to the bishop, rather than to the governor, perhaps
showing that a broader view of church authority may have existed in New Zealand than in
Australia at that time.113 Because of the continuing, though diminished, partial establishment
of the Church in Australia, dating from the days of the military chaplaincy, it was perhaps
inevitable that the Church in Australia would continue to be influenced by a need to show
secular legal authority for its actions. But in New Zealand the Church had arrived
independently of the secular authorities, and time and circumstance had not encouraged the
development of the closer inter-dependence which existed across the Tasman Sea.
Selwyn agreed with the broad basis of the proposal of Sir George Grey and others.114 He
wrote 19th April 1852 that it was necessary because

First that the Church in this Colony is not established by law; and consequently, that a
large portion of the Ecclesiastical Law of England is inapplicable to us. Secondly, that
the Church in this Colony is dependent mainly upon the voluntary contributions of its
members … It follows, therefore, that we must either be content to have no laws to
guide us, or that we must apply for the usual power granted to all incorporated bodies –
to frame by-laws for ourselves in all such matters as relate to our own peculiar
position; reserving to her Majesty, and the heads of the Church of England, such rights
and powers as may be necessary to maintain the Queen’s supremacy, and the unity and
integrity of our Church.115

The reservation in favour of the royal supremacy was significant, in view of the concept of
consensual compact vis-à-vis establishment. In order to maintain the Queen’s supremacy, and
the unity of the Church, Selwyn foresaw a constitution which would be submitted to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies, and to the Archbishop of Canterbury, with a petition to
Her Majesty either by Act of Parliament or by Royal Charter, to permit the Church to have
self-government in New Zealand.116 The instrument by which the broad aim was to be
achieved was the 1857 Constitution, which was not however enacted by Parliament or
expressly consented to by the Crown.117
Meanwhile, attempts during 1850-54 to obtain an imperial Act for the Church in Australia
had failed.118 In part this was due to reluctance by the Imperial Parliament to legislate for
those parts of the empire which had their own legislature, a stage just reached in New
Zealand by this time.119 But it was also due to the belief that an attempt was being made to
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obtain exclusive privileges for the Church of England.120 The irony was that “Establishment”
by this time meant that the colonial Church had more restrictions upon it than the Roman
Catholic Church, or non-conformists,121 and few, if any, advantages.
The Victorian colonial legislature did pass the Victoria Church Act 1854 (Vict.).122 The
law officers of the Crown had advised the Queen against giving her assent.123 However, the
royal assent was finally given in 1855, after British Ministers had considered the matter.124
This Act was to be a model for all subsequent church constitutions in Australia,125 whether
based on consensual compact, on the South African model,126 or legislative enactment, as in
Canada.127
Finally, by 1960 all Australian dioceses had obtained enabling legislation for new
constitutions, and from 1st January 1962, the “Church of England in the Dioceses of Australia
and Tasmania”, became the “Church of England in Australia”.128 Constitutional focus is upon
the Fundamental Declaration:

The one Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church of Christ as professed by the Church of
Christ from primitive times and in particular as set forth in the creeds known as the
Nicene Creed and the Apostles’ Creed.129

The Australian Church is now a “particular or national church”, in accordance with Article
34 of the Articles of Religion, a status New Zealand achieved a century earlier,130 though the
Church may now be said to be regional or provincial. But the new constitution did not
radically alter the relationship of Church and State, except that it deprived the State of the
power to interpret the formularies of the Church under which property was held.131 Further,
discipline was now without any formal recourse to civil courts. Finally, the Church could
now alter its own laws and formularies within prescribed limits.132
Meanwhile, on 13th June 1857, at a General Conference held at Auckland, the bishops,133
and many of the clergy and laity of the Church in New Zealand, including missionary clergy,
agreed to a Constitution for the purpose of associating together by voluntary compact as a
branch of the “United Church of England and Ireland”.134 The Constitution declared the
Doctrine and Sacraments, which the Church held and maintained,135 and provided for a
General Synod.136
In accordance with the then still current imperial practice, the bishop received a letter
patent from the Crown when he became a metropolitan in 1858. However, following the
example of the South African bishops, in 1865 this was surrendered.137
Thus, in New Zealand, the legal basis for the Church was consensual compact, rather than
legislative enactment,138 although specific parliamentary Acts were needed to provide for
trusts and similar ancillary institutions.139 At least until 1865 the royal supremacy was
acknowledged, but thereafter, under the influence of wider imperial developments, this
became largely inapplicable.140

Conclusion
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The legal independence of the Church seems to have been accepted rather less readily in
Australia than in New Zealand. The opinion was expressed in 1910 that in Australia

The Anglican Churches in Australia and Tasmania are all organised upon the basis that
they are not merely Churches “in communion with” the Church of England, but are
actually parts of that Church.141

A consequence of this was that the Church in Australia was bound by the constitutional
rules of the Church of England, though the 1603 canons do not now apply in the Australian
Church, unless the dioceses adopt them.142 The potential danger of this arrangement was
shown in South Africa. In 1870 the synod of the Province of South Africa had declared, in its
constitution, that the decisions of English ecclesiastical courts were no longer binding, and
that in the future its formularies would be interpreted by its own courts.143 This was
challenged in 1882 in the Privy Council, and the Church was declared to have forfeited its
rights to the property of the “Church of England”.144 Thereafter the Church was divided
between the Church of England in South Africa, and the Church of the Province of South
Africa.145
The source of authority in the church in Australia was for long uncertain, though in
principle covered by fairly well understood rules. In New Zealand, by contrast, the church
early assumed independence, and was less concerned with the nature of the underlying basis
of authority – at least until its constitutional debates and reforms of the late twentieth century.
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