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INTRODUCTION

Peter Limb

The potent symbolism of ‘orb and sceptre’, evoking images of power and rule, whether in Empire or colony, or between distant ruler and subject subaltern in the Antipodes, Africa or Asia, encapsulates the significance of Norman Etherington’s scholarly pursuits. A specialist in Imperial British, mission and South African history, he is an influential writer whose mark is felt in the historiographies of these fields, not least in his recent editing of Mission and Empire in the Oxford History of the British Empire Companion Series.1

Every scholar’s work bears the marks of early mentors. In the case of Norman Etherington, the figures of Robin Winks and Hugh Stretton loom very large. It was Winks, at Yale University, who convinced an aspiring English historian of the superior merits of British Empire and Commonwealth history. Characteristically, Norman remembers the encounter in terms of adventure and romance. Whereas Yale’s coterie of British historians made their biennial pilgrimages back and forth across the Atlantic to archival depots in England, Winks was a peripatetic wonder. One year he would be in New Zealand, the next in Nova Scotia or Jamaica or South Africa. And yet every adventure was knitted to all the others by the British Imperial framework. Norman Etherington imagined that would be the life for him.

Through Winks, came an introduction to Hugh Stretton, who gave him his first ongoing academic appointment as a lecturer in history at the University of Adelaide. Stretton’s hallmark as a scholar and teacher was openness to new ideas and a refusal to be bound by disciplinary or regional boundaries. He fearlessly moved among the social sciences, tackling sociology, economics, urban planning and the history of ideas with no sense that lack of previous experience constituted a disqualification. He used to remark provocatively that the ideal attribute of a first-year tutor was complete ignorance of the subject to be taught. That belief related to his conviction that universities should give good students free rein to follow their inspiration wherever it might lead.

The lesson Norman Etherington took from Robin Winks was that the British Empire provided an unparalleled framework for making connections between apparently unrelated regions and themes. The lesson he took from Hugh Stretton was that no student with a good project should be denied a sympathetic supervisor. Combining those lessons led Norman Etherington to become the supervisor of dozens of honours theses and thirty or so postgraduate dissertations on a huge range of subjects, whose underlying connections lay in their relation to the overarching theme of British Imperial history. That is equally true of the chapters in this book. What might appear to be a miscellaneous collection of essays belongs, through linkages to the imperial story, in the same chocolate box.

The essays also reflect to some extent the trajectory of British Empire history in the academy over the last forty years. When Norman began his studies with Winks at Yale, Imperial and Commonwealth history seemed to occupy a place in the university curriculum of the English-speaking world as solid as European or US history. Throughout the Commonwealth, high school students were introduced to the ‘rise of the West’ and the ‘expansion of England’, which provided them with basic knowledge about the institutions and historical processes that bound their fates together, whether they lived in Lagos, Johannesburg, Auckland, Montreal or Melbourne. Those who went on to university studies in history found an array of courses that widened and deepened that knowledge.

Sometimes these courses bore labels such as Empire and Commonwealth history. But even when they purported to be about something else – warfare, international relations or Australia – the imperial theme frequently sounded from the wings. Indeed, Australian university history departments were led by professors grounded in imperial history: Jack Ward at Sydney, Gordon Greenwood at Queensland, Fred Alexander at the University of Western Australia, Max Crawford at Melbourne, Frank Crowley at New South Wales, Alan Shaw and John Legge at Monash and, towering above them all, Keith Hancock at the Australian National University.2 It seemed unimaginable that within a short space of years courses explicitly or implicitly concerned with Empire and Commonwealth history would be swept from university calendars, not just in Australia but also throughout the Commonwealth.

Yet for those who could read the auguries, the writing had been on the wall even before Robin Winks welcomed Norman to his stable of postgraduate students in 1965. Outside the academy the ‘winds of change’ that British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan felt blowing through Africa were swirling across the globe, causing former colonies to slip their imperial moorings.3 Between 1957 and 1967 the bulk of territories that had constituted the British, French, and Belgian empires emerged as independent nations. It followed, according to the conventions of historical practice laid down in the nineteenth century, that every nation required its own history. Inside the academy, Robinson and Gallagher’s Africa and the Victorians (1961), in turn influenced by the challenge of a more Africa-centric historiography emerging from the University of London, struck a new note. It argued that the course of empire could not be properly understood from the metropolitan centre alone; the colonial periphery had played an active role in determining when and how imperial links were forged.

These two themes – demands for new nationalist histories for decolonised territories and renewed attention to the role of the periphery in the making and unmaking of empires – formed an explosive mix that blew apart traditional conceptions of Empire and Commonwealth history. Former colonies and dependencies looked to a fresh generation of historians to write their individual histories, generally conceived as grand narratives of escape from imperial shackles to independent fulfilment. Even the former dominions – Canada, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa – bent before the historiographical winds of change. No longer content to conceive their role as dutiful daughters of Mother Britain or ripe fruit dropping from the imperial tree, they too demanded nationalist histories. Accordingly Empire and Commonwealth history gave way to Canadian history in Canada, Australian history in Australia, New Zealand and South African history.

The short-term result was an introspective turn in history teaching and scholarship. Canadian students ceased to learn about Australia and Australians stopped caring about Canada as each nation’s history departments answered the call to teach its own history. Regrettable as it may have been to narrow the horizons of study, the results were not all bad. In the process of turning inward New Zealand and South African historians came face to face with the discomfiting Maori and African presence so often glossed over in the standard histories, just as Australian historians before too long confronted the challenges and complexities of Aboriginal history.

Some of those who trained as Empire/Commonwealth historians transmuted into historians of a single region or country. For example, in the early 1970s Norman’s close colleague in Adelaide, John Young, redirected his research to Pacific history. Norman used his PhD thesis on missions in South Africa as a springboard to dive into African and South African history. Similar individual trajectories are traceable at every Australian university. Closer examination, however, would reveal that much of what had previously been conceived as Empire and Commonwealth history was built into the new regional and national curricula. Issues long considered of central importance to empire were given a new lease of life by the injunction to take a closer look at the role of the periphery in theory and practice.

PERIPHERY AND METROPOLE IN IMPERIAL OVERRULE

One of these themes was the implementation of indirect rule in a variety of colonies and dependencies. So long as the Empire was a going concern, indirect rule was studied for its utility in the hands of colonial administrations. Following the publication of Lord Lugard’s Dual Mandate in Tropical Africa (1922), indirect rule acquired the status of an administrative mantra. The time when kingdoms and chieftainships were abolished following annexation had passed. Ruling through traditional authorities became preferred practice almost everywhere. With most of the Empire gone by the late 1960s, historians like Prosser Gifford were asking whether indirect rule was the ‘touchstone or tombstone’ of colonial policy.4

To nationalist politicians of newly independent countries the old kings and chiefs appeared living anachronisms, whose authority derived solely from the imperial power that had propped them up. In 1957 the first leader of independent Ghana, Kwame Nkrumah, faced opposition from traditionalist chiefs, and one of the first acts of independent India was to abolish the princely states bequeathed by the Raj. And yet, lively debates about the ambiguities of indirect rule persist to this day. Fiona Groenhout’s opening chapter in this book explores the complex relationships that existed between Indian rulers and their imperial minders right up to the time of independence. Rudyard Kipling wrote in his brilliant story, ‘The Man who would be King’:

the princely states have a wholesome horror of English newspapers … They do not understand that nobody cares a straw for the internal administration of Native States so long as oppression and crime are kept within decent limits, and the ruler is not drugged, drunk, or diseased from one end of the year to the other. They are the dark places of the earth, full of unimaginable cruelty, touching the Railway and the Telegraph on one side, and, on the other, the days of Harun-al-Raschid [legendary cruel Abbasid caliph of the Arabian Nights].5

By focusing on a prince who crossed the line into sex, drugs, disease, crime and oppression, Groenhout seeks to determine the location of the line drawn between acceptable and intolerable rulers. In the process, she demonstrates that no ruler can be fairly characterised as a puppet of the Raj.

Another fruitful line of enquiry has been to seek for the origins of indirect rule. While some historians maintain that necessity, in the form of limited resources, was the mother of this invention, others – knowing that success has many fathers – have pointed to Lugard’s numerous precursors in places ranging from Fiji and Sarawak to India and West Africa. On the African continent, few candidates have better claims to paternity than Theophilus Shepstone, Secretary for Native Affairs in Natal in the 1850s and 1860s.6 Not only did he contrive a system for ruling through chiefs advised by magistrates and administrators of Native Law, he demonstrated remarkable tolerance for African customs, extending to bride wealth, polygamy and levirate marriage. During the years before his friendship with Bishop John Colenso broke down, the pair seemed the very model of partnership between enlightened empire and progressive religion – if not a precursor of twentieth-century cultural relativism.

A major problem for historians, however, is that Shepstone wrote so little about his own motivations. To many he seemed a strange silent man, the secret springs of whose being lay too deep for researchers to plumb. Jennifer Weir and Norman Etherington, in their chapter, open a tantalising window onto a period when Shepstone bared his 19-year-old soul in a remarkable letter to Henry Fynn dating from 1836. The strong suggestion of turbulent sexual drives and a possible intimate relationship across the colour line sheds an entirely new light on his later policies of toleration for African customary practices that his Victorian contemporaries condemned as savage and immoral. Though it would be reductionist in the extreme to trace all Shepstone’s policy initiatives to a youthful misadventure, Weir’s discovery shows us a Shepstone we never imagined.

Keith Smith’s chapter explores another angle to the complicated relationships between imperial centre and colonial periphery, using the example of Sir Henry Bulwer, the last governor under whom Shepstone served as Secretary for Native Affairs. In this case the focus in on imperial warfare rather than colonial policy. The Anglo-Zulu War of 1879 bears some eerie resemblances to the Iraq War of 2003.7 An invasion advertised as a humanitarian action to remove a tyrant turned into a farcical graveyard of reputations, as a series of setbacks alienated public opinion in Britain on the eve of a general election and eventually led to a patched-up declaration of victory and withdrawal. From 1880 onward, historians generally have believed that the removal of the commanding officer, Lord Chelmsford, resulted from a loss of faith in London. Smith shows that Bulwer, the archetypal man on the spot, played a much larger role in these events than previously acknowledged. And some of the faults Bulwer found in Chelmsford related to the efficiency of the Natal Native Contingent, raised on Shepstonian principles from manpower levies enforced on chiefs.

COLONIAL NETWORKS OF POWER AND KNOWLEDGE

Although old themes persist in histories of the Empire and Commonwealth, quite new paths of research opened out in the 1970s and 1980s. As the shine wore off the regimes that came to power after decolonisation, the attraction of writing triumphant histories of roads to independence noticeably dimmed. Apart from some gloating emanating from apologists for the old order, very few historians showed much appetite for writing the story of transitions from democracy to one-party rule or chronicles of military coups. Approaches to historical research emanating from neo-Marxism, second-wave feminism and literary criticism appeared more promising.

Neo-Marxists and related strains of radicalism questioned the concept of independence itself. Some scholars latched on to the concept of neo-colonialism as a way of explaining how the excolonial powers and the international order managed to limit the options of new states. Enthusiasts for dependency theory said much the same thing without tying their arguments to older Marxist theories of imperialism.

Feminist history, as it gradually evolved into gender history, forsook most of the political arena as a domain controlled by men for almost as long as history itself. From this standpoint, the leaders of post-independence regimes looked decidedly patriarchal, whether in Africa, South-East Asia or the Pacific Islands. Feminist historians preferred to ask what happened to women, before and after independence. Later, when there was a partial return to analyses of political power, historians following on from that tradition asked about the gendering of power in the household, in the workplace, in the church, and through actions of the state.

Literary theory contributed the novel concept of postcolonialism. In the first instance, the term ‘postcolonial’ simply meant a part of a new name (postcolonial literature) for ‘Commonwealth’ literature, reflecting the new status of former colonies in the English-speaking world. However, scholars soon extended the term to encompass not only literature produced after independence, but also any writing emanating from outside the metropole. Postcolonialism came to include not just writing in English, but literature in any language used in the former colonies.8

Two important further developments followed in quick succession. Edward Said launched a wide-ranging attack on orientalism, by which he meant the process by which Western self-appointed experts constructed knowledge about the rest of the world.9 From Said’s standpoint, knowledge so obtained made illegitimate claims to truth, belying the fact that it arose within the context of European imperialism. That is to say, it was the knowledge the colonial masters needed and wanted to naturalise their imperial hegemony. The other development was the growing popularity of French post-structural philosophers, especially those who analysed the way texts seemingly construct the world. They held that we could treat no text as neutral or value-free. On the contrary, every text supposedly bore the hidden marks of the complex networks of power that created it. As taken up by the proponents of postcolonial theory, this meant that virtually every text produced in Europe or its colonies since 1492 bore the imprint of imperial power. Writers eventually came to understand postcolonialism as the analytic process of exposing the hidden traces of imperial power in any text, whether or not it possessed any claims to literary merit.

Taken together, neo-Marxism, dependency theory, feminism and postcolonialism laid the groundwork for the stunning comeback in the 1990s of Empire and Commonwealth history. As a measure of that resurgence, consider that at the time Norman Etherington launched his undergraduate unit, ‘Expanding the Raj’, at the University of Western Australia in 1991, no other Australian university history department was offering Empire and Commonwealth history. In the subsequent sixteen years, the subject has returned in many guises in history courses across Australia and the wider world. Few scholars of any Commonwealth country would now conceive it possible to offer a course on Canadian, Australian or New Zealand history without reference to the ongoing legacy of Empire. Moreover, the burgeoning popularity of global and transnational history in undergraduate curricula has helped the studies of empires move into the heart of the undergraduate history syllabus. The way research into Empire and Commonwealth history is conducted almost everywhere reflects the legacy of neo-Marxism, dependency theory, gender analysis, and postcolonialism – to the extent that current practitioners rarely bother even to cite those influences by name in their published work.

By the time most of the authors of this book began their careers, neo-Marxism and dependency theory appeared to be largely spent forces in historical scholarship; thus, they feature little in most of the chapters, although Peter Limb brings out the often hidden connections between African nationalism and black labour in his contribution. More pervasive influences as reflected in the chapters are gender and environmental analysis; and especially postcolonialism, even in the chapters in Part I on the Indian princely states and indirect rule.

In Part II, the colonial construction of knowledge emerges as the principal theme. Felicity Morel-EdnieBrown’s chapter reveals the way the power of empire became encoded in the urban landscape at the heart of the metropolis of Perth, silencing alternative narratives about the land and projecting an ersatz Englishness onto ancient sand dunes on the Indian Ocean littoral of the Australian continent. Jennifer Weir’s chapter on the famous King Shaka is a classic analysis of orientalism in action. She reveals that there were many different stories about African chiefs attempting to expose fraud among diviners. However, the white ‘experts’ who constructed Natal and Zulu history in South Africa chose one particular story, not because it was demonstrably true, but because it conformed to their colonial vision of what the story ought to have been. They discarded alternative knowledge embedded in African oral accounts. Ryôta Nishino shows how the dead hand of a colonial historian of South Africa, George McCall Theal, maintained a ghostly grip on producers of school textbooks right up to the end of the apartheid era. This was not because there were no alternatives, but because Theal’s racial and colonial agenda suited the needs of later generations who benefited from entrenched institutions of white supremacy.

Nishino reminds us of the manufacture of historical writing. That this manufacture has not been all one way is underlined by John Gascoigne, who in a recent review comparing the expansion of the British Empire with the expansion of imperial historiography reminds us of the plurality of imperial themes. Not only were there multiple empires, but ‘Imperial borders and strategies were shaped by both metropolitan goals and by the response of the peoples over whom it was intended that power should be exerted’.10 Indeed, standing behind colonial military leaders such as Chelmsford, or behind the colonial merchants, zookeepers, architects, and other officials, or even for that matter behind Antipodean prime ministers, stood the colossus of imperial power that, as we are reminded by recent international politics, is no less potent today than in the times of the British Empire.

Peter Limb’s chapter takes up a theme well known to Edward Said and students of postcolonialism: the ambiguous attitude of anti-colonial nationalists to the Empire and its institutions. Like many another oppressed people who looked to the ‘great white queen’ to right the wrongs perpetrated by white settlers, the early leaders of the African National Congress in South Africa praised the Empire for its free constitution and the rule of law, while condemning its failure to live up to its own ideals in relation to its darker-skinned subjects. Much more than this, African political leaders developed their own vehicles to assert new demands for equality and civil rights that in due course gave birth to, or reaffirmed, African identities.

TRANSNATIONAL AND GLOBAL ENTANGLEMENTS

A reappraisal of the national narratives that dominated the scene in the immediate aftermath of decolonisation has accompanied the dramatic return of Empire and Commonwealth to the main arena of historical studies. Instead of viewing in isolation Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Malaysia, and other former colonies that carved out independent paths from imperial rule to fulfilment of a nationalist destiny, a new wave of scholars has been rediscovering the linkages that never ceased to connect them. Alan Lester has been particularly prominent among those who have exposed the networks of communication, through newspapers and correspondence, which enabled nineteenth-century colonies of white settlement to exchange information on subjects of common interest. Gareth Griffiths, H V Bowen and Andrew Thompson have demonstrated that not only did the Empire ‘write back’ in the languages of the colonial masters, but it also ‘struck back’ through the complex web of connections via immigration, commerce, labour, race and sport. These webs enmeshed metropole with periphery, whether seen in the reverse impact of the East India Company inside Britain, in Aboriginal cricketers delighting English spectators, or in Australasian and South African artisans wiring cash to hard-pressed British trade unionists.11

Jeremy Martens, Norman Etherington’s successor as the ‘guardian’ of Imperial, African and global history at the University of Western Australia, has been on the trail of similar linkages at the end of the nineteenth century, which laid the groundwork for policies designed to exclude black immigrants from white settlement colonies. As part of this larger study, he has been reappraising the role of orchestrated white mobs in spurring on exclusionist legislation in New Zealand, Australia, Canada and South Africa. His chapter on the Afghan crisis in New South Wales examines one aspect of the larger story of interaction among white settler spokespersons. Martens’s work has salutary lessons for today’s societies still grappling with living with difference.

Historians have paid a great deal of attention to forced and unforced movements of labour across the British Empire, as well as to immigration from particular countries to various destinations within the empire. Less studied are the myriad business connections across national and even imperial borders that often went unnoticed by officialdom. Using the example of trade relations between tea producers in China and the traders who dealt in their products in British Singapore and Malaya, Jason Lim’s chapter exposes the insecurities created by the vicissitudes of war, international relations and a globalising economy. The rise and eventual dominance of the tea trade by planters in British India and Ceylon transformed all the tea in China from a metaphor for abundance to a niche market based on the ethnic affiliations of overseas Chinese. Here we see the business of Empire in action and gain insights into the response of Chinese to aggressive external commercial intrusions.

Of all Empire and Commonwealth historians, John Mackenzie has surely done the most to open scholarly eyes to animals as subjects and objects of imperial attention.12 Inspired by his work, Natalie Lloyd set out to research the origins of Australasian zoos and their imperial connections. Some of her fascinating findings are set out in her chapter on ‘little worlds’. Aside from its wealth of visual material, this chapter shows how zoos depended on imperial linkages for their very existence, while at the same time providing a theatre where the animal denizens of all the empire could be displayed within a single miniature landscape symbolising, through its pagodas, thatched huts, Mughal domes of elephant enclosures, etc., the human associations of the fauna.

By far the greatest transformation in international power relations since World War II was the eclipse of old imperial powers by neo-imperial superpowers: the United States and the Soviet Union. After the fall of Singapore, Australian Prime Minister John Curtin publicly acknowledged that his country must look to the United States as its primary protector. In the postwar era, popular culture, business, trade and politics all showed evidence of oscillations in allegiance between the old official empire and the new unofficial imperial hegemon. Timothy Dymond’s chapter charts one little-known chapter in this drama whereby Australian conservative thought gradually cut loose from British moorings, attracted by the bright lights of a very different American conservative (and later neo-conservative) movement.

The book finishes, most appropriately, with the figure who now wields the orb and sceptre, Queen Elizabeth II. Republican movements in Australia and other Commonwealth countries have often dismissed the monarchy as a foreign institution grounded in British society. As Jennifer McGuire shows, that was not quite the case in the immediate postwar era. The Royal Family, threatened by hostile feeling at home and an ever more intrusive media, deliberately set out to present itself as the first family of the Commonwealth family of nations. Far from fleeing the media, the Palace, through its links to institutions such as the BBC, sought to turn the media to its own purposes. In this campaign, the overseas Commonwealth could be called upon to redress the imbalances of postwar Britain.

TOWARDS THE FUTURE

In these chapters, the authors foreground not just the people but also the places of Empire, reflecting recent attention by historians to studies of landscape and space. Australia’s built environment and its relationship with pre-colonial vistas is discussed in chapters on zoos and urban history. Here too Norman Etherington has made a significant contribution to the historiography, bringing together cutting-edge research on historical geography and cartography in a splendidly illustrated volume spanning Australia and South Africa.13

In the rush to embrace cultural studies, sight of the biographical dimension is sometimes lost. However, alongside fresh insights into the lives of prominent leaders from metropole and colony, such as Queen Elizabeth II, Robert Menzies, James Stirling, Govind Singh, Lord Chelmsford and Theophilus Shepstone, the contributors provide the reader with glimpses of long forgotten ordinary people, such as humble company tea merchants in China, the mysterious Meeta, and the irascible activist Theodore Mvalo.

Yet the work of historians on Empire is not complete. Only two of the chapters presented here, by Groenhout and Limb, highlight the agency of indigenous peoples, perhaps reflecting a certain fatigue and justified impatience with immediate postcolonial historiographies. However, the moving on by historians to new cultural studies pastures, while reaping a rich harvest in new perspectives, has been premature in one important sense. While, for example, postcolonial India can boast an impressive tapestry of studies of indigenous agency, Australia and South Africa still lack the sort of biographical and political studies to enable us to understand properly subaltern histories in their individual and regional complexity. In part this is due to the continued dearth of indigenous historians in the Academy in both countries. Glimpses of future directions are apparent in such exciting work as that of John Maynard on the extension to Australia of the influence of Garveyism, a movement with significant impact in South Africa, pointing to quite different kinds of transnational and global entanglements.14

Nevertheless, the originality and range of studies by these students and colleagues of Norman Etherington testify not just to his legacy as a scholar and mentor but also to the bright prospects of historical studies in Australasia and beyond. As John MacKenzie writes, ‘Whatever else may be said about the British Empire, it is clear that we need to understand its history in order to comprehend much of the present … Ultimately, empire was a joint enterprise between the dominant and subordinate peoples, with elements of co-operation as well as conflict ebbing and flowing in imperial territories’.15

In wide-ranging contributions, Norman Etherington has helped scholars focus on these important themes. The originality (and audacity) of Norman’s historical thought is most vividly seen in his recent provocative imagining of the paths of Southern African history. In Missions and Empire, a masterly herding of academic mission cats that is the consummation of work begun in his doctorate, he opens the eyes of historians to African agency in nineteenth-century churches.16 Perhaps, in the long run, his greatest contribution will have been to shine the historian’s spotlight on the ambiguities inherent, for ruler and subaltern, in the orb and sceptre of Empire.
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PART I

PERIPHERY AND METROPOLE IN IMPERIAL OVERRULE


EDUCATING GOVIND SINGH

‘PRINCELY CHARACTER’ AND THE FAILURE OF INDIRECT RULE IN COLONIAL INDIA

Fiona Groenhout

If Government accept my proposal for a new Diwan and if we get the man I suggest as early as possible, I hope we shall soon get matters fairly straight and even succeed in putting the young Maharaja on the right path. He is now in a fairly penitent frame of mind, and if we can set good influences to work around him, he may turn over a new leaf.1

In November 1910, the Agent to the Governor-General (AGG) for Central India, Michael O’Dwyer, reported that Govind Singh, a ruler under his supervision, was implicated in the ‘very shocking’ murder-suicide of ten of his subjects.2 The 24-year-old ruler had been the Maharaja of the princely state of Datia, in what is now northeastern Madhya Pradesh, since 1907. Further investigation of this and similar occurrences revealed ‘a callous disregard [by Govind Singh] of the most elementary principles of justice’.3 Consequently, in March 1911 the British Government of India accepted O’Dwyer’s recommendation that Datia’s ineffective dewan (chief minister) be replaced by a British appointee. The newcomer should be given a broad mandate to reform the state’s administration. The Maharaja was formally warned that in the event of ‘further gross misconduct’ he would be deprived of his ruling powers.4 A few months later, however, in the face of Govind Singh’s inadequate contrition, broken promises and renewed machinations, O’Dwyer conceded that his assessment of the situation had been ‘over-sanguine’.5 He was subsequently instructed to inform the Maharaja that:

Your Highness’s failure to profit by the very definite and repeated warnings conveyed to you, clearly indicate[s] that Your Highness is no longer fit to be entrusted with any voice in the administration of the State … It has therefore been decided that Your Highness should be immediately relieved of your powers and reside outside your State on a suitable allowance at some place to be selected by you in consultation with the political authorities.6

The scandals that culminated in the crisis of 1911 in Datia were sufficiently serious to have ended the Maharaja’s reign. However, the deprivation of Govind Singh’s ruling powers and his exile from Datia by the British political authorities were never intended to be permanent. To the contrary, Govind Singh was from the outset advised that his powers and privileges would be restored when he had demonstrated that he could once again be entrusted with such responsibilities.7 Within a few years the Government of India felt confident that the Maharaja was a new man, and restored him to the Datia gaddi (throne), although they imposed restrictions upon his exercise of authority usually associated with a minor prince or new ruler. This renewal of confidence in Govind Singh’s character was not to last. In response to a succession of similar crises over the next three decades, the Maharaja’s powers were repeatedly restricted, then restored, as officials failed to maintain effective control over Datia by indirect means alone.

This chapter will explore how British perceptions of Govind Singh as a man and a ruler were fundamentally qualified by the power relationship between political officers (as representatives of the British Crown) and the subordinate rulers of princely India they supervised, by the internal dynamics of the imperial administrative apparatus, and by circumstances within Datia and colonial India more broadly. It is not concerned with identifying the reality of Govind Singh’s personality and behaviour, nor with determining to what extent British perceptions were an accurate reflection of this reality. Rather, it focuses on the imperial gaze and the dialogue between the forms of knowledge produced by the British in India, and the forms of authority that they simultaneously exercised.

What is of significance in the British deprivation of Govind Singh’s powers in 1911 is that instead of utilising their preconceptions about princely character and conduct in order to justify deposing the young prince, these preconceptions were, on the whole, marshalled by political officers in support of the ruler’s retention. Govind Singh’s youth, his lack of preparation for administrative duties, and his declared willingness to abandon bad habits and undesirable associates, appear to have inspired British officials to locate their perceptions of poor judgement, moral weaknesses and administrative abuses within the available stereotype of the minor prince, or heir to the throne. With the appropriate guidance, training and supervision, provided by suitable British men, it was assumed that a young prince could become a model ‘native’ ruler. The logical consequence of thus infantilising Govind Singh was the politically appealing notion that officials could ‘start again’ with the Maharaja, which lead to persistently optimistic assessments of his capacity for ‘reform’, and discouraged more punitive responses to his alleged misdeeds.

Such optimism eventually faded as the ageing Maharaja repeatedly failed to perform the role of compliant ruler and his personal deficiencies increasingly appeared incurable. Indeed, over the course of Govind Singh’s reign, the British became convinced that his personal life – in particular, his abuse of alcohol and indulgence in ‘irregular’ sexual acts – impaired his capacity to rule. If Govind Singh could not be reformed, it was argued, then the state and his subjects would have to be protected from him. This would only be achieved, it was thought, by imposing a dewan who could manipulate both Govind Singh and the complex internal politics of the state. The crucial role of the dewan in securing control for the British over a recalcitrant ruler can be seen in the crises that developed in Datia whenever the state lacked a strong dewan. The constant need for a dewan who was capable both of controlling the Maharaja and of protecting himself demonstrates that the use of indirect methods in Datia was ultimately unsuccessful. The British consistently failed to secure the cooperation expected of Govind Singh through the use of ‘advice’ and ‘influence’ – the methods characteristic of indirect rule across the Empire – alone.

The survival of Govind Singh, from his accession in 1907 to the eve of Independence, however inglorious his career might have been, suggests that British conceptions of princely ‘character’ could operate to support and retain princes who, according to these ideas, were capable of governing neither themselves nor their subjects. Moreover, given the opportunity, a perceptive ruler could utilise such ideas to their own advantage. While Govind Singh’s success in this regard was only ever partial, his long (albeit troubled) reign reflects both the degree of influence that British assumptions about elite Indian ‘character’ could have upon their interactions with their client princes, and their extreme reluctance to depose even the worst of the princes.8

The ‘shocking’ revelations of injustice and maladministration in Datia discussed at the outset of this chapter occurred in late 1910. On a visit in October, Lieutenant-Colonel Frederick Macdonald, the local Political Agent, had been informed that a few days earlier an elite household had been virtually obliterated by a murder-suicide that appeared to be linked to the Maharaja.9 Further enquiries revealed that the head of the family in question, Govind Das, had been arrested and imprisoned by the Ijlas-e-khas, a tribunal operating in parallel to the darbar (state bureaucracy) and under the orders of the Maharaja. Govind Das had been accused of embezzling state funds (prior to his arrest he had administered the privy purse), and told that unless he produced the money ‘his skin would be taken off and filled with bhusa’.10 After two days in custody, and with his hands bound in an act of public humiliation, Govind Das was paraded by police through the capital to his home, so that he might persuade his two brothers to pay the debt. Seeing him approach, the brothers assembled the other nine family members – two of whom were pregnant women – in the courtyard and murdered them, before killing themselves. The only survivor was Govind Das’s teenage son. Upon examination, he recounted that one uncle had claimed it would be ‘better to die’ than to be treated in the same manner as the Latorias, a family that had been similarly harassed a year earlier.11

The murder-suicide of the Das family was, by any measure, horrific. Beyond the immediate human cost, however, it had significant political consequences. First, official speculation about what had motivated the Das brothers soon concluded:

either (1) that the Maharaja is such a tyrant that people prefer death to obeying a summons to his presence, or (2) that these unfortunate people had been threatened in such a way that they thought it better to die than to expose themselves to the fury of the Ijlas-e-khas.12

Second, the responses of Govind Singh and his officials were judged inadequate and inappropriate, and they were soon suspected of being to some extent responsible for the deaths. The Maharaja, when presented by Macdonald with the two explanations quoted above, was unable to provide any other.13 Indeed, he was initially ‘inclined to treat the matter lightly’, and ascribed the actions of the brothers to their ‘guilty fears’.14 The Maharaja later observed in an interview with O’Dwyer that ‘suicide was very common in Datia’, which provoked the indignant response that ‘it was only when injustice and oppression were given free play, and people had lost all hope of living with honour that they became desperate and committed suicide’.15 Further, the fact that the political authorities had heard of the deaths not from Datia, but from British officials nearby at Jhansi rankled, especially as the deaths had so closely preceded Macdonald’s visit. O’Dwyer thought that the explanation given by the dewan for not having reported the deaths showed ‘a flippant and callous view of a particularly atrocious case’ and indicated that neither Govind Singh nor his officials grasped the extent of their responsibility.16

Finally, further investigation revealed a series of suspicious deaths since the Maharaja’s accession in 1907. The most recent was that of Anant Singh, who was fatally shot while on a shooting trip with the Maharaja; his death had never been fully investigated. In the Latoria case, referred to in the course of the Das family’s murder-suicide, two brothers, accused in 1909 of embezzling funds, were imprisoned and ill treated by the Ijlas-e-khas. One allegedly died in gaol. In August 1908, a young man died after falling into a well. While the circumstances were suspicious, no enquiry was made into the death and his relatives apparently believed it had been accidental. Only a month earlier, Diwan Kamta Parshad, a senior bureaucrat in the service of the Maharaja’s mother, had killed his wife and then himself after being stripped of his job and humiliated by the dewan. Despite leaving a written statement that his actions were due to the dewan having ‘spoken harshly’ to him, the darbar concluded that the deaths were the result of a marital dispute.17

Given such disturbing revelations, how did British officials articulate their perceptions of Govind Singh’s character, conduct and prospects as a ruler? From the outset, expectations of the Maharaja were low, due to the circumstances in which he came to power. His father, Bhavani Singh, had mismanaged Datia for much of the late nineteenth century, and had deliberately neglected the ‘English’ education of his heir, to which he had objected. Consequently not only was Datia judged to be ‘perhaps the most mis-governed State in Bundelkhand’,18 but Govind Singh was ill-prepared for the administrative and political challenges awaiting him on his accession at the age of 21, and was considered ‘wholly incapable of rising to the situation’.19 With the exception of a brief period spent at the Imperial Cadet Corps college, British officials thought Govind Singh’s education typified the worst aspects of palace life in an Indian state: ‘he had grown up among all the evil influences of a corrupt and vicious petty Court, surrounded by depraved and disreputable companions who set themselves to obtain an influence over his weak nature by humouring his whims, pandering to his vices, and encouraging his natural tendency to arrogance and arbitrariness’.20 By the beginning of the twentieth century, the education of princely heirs (and their relatives) had become a key site of British intervention in princely India. While the extent of Govind Singh’s preparation for rulership was by no means rare in 1907, British officials increasingly saw it as woefully inadequate. They could thus grant the young Maharaja, involuntarily deprived of training in the tools of his trade, some leniency in evaluating his early performance.

Even so, Govind Singh’s conduct during his first years in power failed to satisfy even the low expectations of British officials. He had neglected the undertakings made at his installation to rule in the interests of his subjects and to consult (and obtain the consent of) the Political Agent in all important matters. In public, he had allowed his ‘favourites’ to assume control of Datia’s administration and commit a range of abuses of power. In private, he had ‘given himself up to evil associates’, with whom he indulged in ‘the most disgraceful orgies’.21 Indeed, his indulgence in alcohol and ‘licentious pleasures’ appeared to have become an addiction and was readily identified as the cause of his administrative failings.22 Moreover, the Maharaja seemed incapable of realising the gravity of the situation, or the responsibility he bore for lending his support, however tacit, to those practices that had led to the Das murder-suicide.23

Consequently, there was little to commend Govind Singh to the British. His personal conduct offended their sensibilities, he lacked the judgement and willpower to prevent the administration being usurped by favourites, and he had failed to honour his commitment to properly involve the local political officer in the running of the state. Nonetheless, O’Dwyer stopped short of recommending drastic intervention in Datia, arguing that Govind Singh ‘has had a bad start, and is not entirely to blame for what has happened within the last 2 or 3 years; though ignorant, weak, and viciously inclined, he is still young and appears for the time being at least, to be anxious to reform himself’.24 Indeed, because of the admonitory interviews to which he had been subjected, the Maharaja was now ‘in a most exemplary frame of mind, much improved in health, and beginning to show an intelligent interest in State affairs’. More importantly, he had expressed his willingness to cooperate with administrative change and had dismissed two of his least desirable associates.25 While Gulab Singh remained in a ‘penitent’ frame of mind, the opportunity existed to reform him. If he were exposed to positive influences, he might ‘turn over a new leaf’ and be set ‘on the right path’.26 O’Dwyer recommended that the incumbent dewan be replaced by someone more capable, who would be responsible for the administration, could not be dismissed without the Government of India’s approval, and would exert a ‘wholesome influence’ over Govind Singh and gradually prepare him to rule without such constraints.27

This minimalist approach was approved by the government, with the Foreign Secretary, Sir Henry McMahon, conceding that while more aggressive intervention was justified, Govind Singh was ‘a young man’ and seemed ‘anxious to do better’.28 The appointment of a ‘reliable’ dewan for three years was thus endorsed, and O’Dwyer was ordered to explain to the Maharaja that ‘in the event of further gross misconduct His Excellency will not hesitate to deprive him of his powers and dissociate him from all matters connected with the administration of the State’.29 The success of this strategy – of permitting Govind Singh to publicly retain power, while in effect depriving him of all but its most nominal forms – was dependent upon the Maharaja acknowledging the situation in which he was now placed, and cooperating fully with the new regime.

For a few months, all had appeared to be progressing smoothly. In September 1911, however, O’Dwyer reported that Govind Singh had ‘adopted a hostile attitude’ towards the new dewan and that intrigue was resurfacing:30

he [has] reverted to his drunken and profligate habits and under the advice of evil counsellors and low companions openly insulted the Civil Officials of the State who have recently been appointed to assist the Dewan, intrigued against the Dewan and generally showed complete disregard of the advice tendered to him.31

O’Dwyer accordingly visited Datia and secured promises of amendment and improvement from the Maharaja. He attempted to confront Govind Singh with the impact of his habits upon the state, warning him against ‘drink’ and ‘evil companions’. The Maharaja ‘spoke of these as youthful follies which he could easily lay aside’. O’Dwyer’s verdict was cautiously optimistic:

… I believe he means what he says but he has no stability and no permanent good influence … near him, in fact all his environments rather encourage indulgence and dissipation. He has no real sense of responsibility for the welfare of his people, but is quick enough to approve and adopt schemes for improvement.32

However, the report of the Political Agent, Lieutenant-Colonel L. Impey, on his visit the following month indicated that little had changed. The Maharaja was so drunk at the durbar (ceremony) held to celebrate the festival of Dassehra that he had to be assisted from the scene. His associates continued to hamper the administration. Impey had even received reports of the Maharaja encouraging them to physically injure the dewan.33 O’Dwyer conceded that he had accepted Govind Singh’s promises too quickly. Nonetheless, the only response he recommended was that the Maharaja’s invitation to attend the Coronation Durbar in Delhi on 12 December 1911 be cancelled, as the Maharaja attached great value to this invitation, and this public humiliation would exert influence for the better upon his conduct.34

The Foreign Department were far from convinced that O’Dwyer’s proposal was adequate. The Additional Foreign Secretary, J B Wood, argued that ‘the Maharaja is incorrigible … it is useless giving him a fair trial, and … he ought to be deprived of his powers at once. It is not fair to the Dewan or to the people of the State to leave them at the Maharaja’s mercy any longer’.35

The construction of this statement is significant in that it gives clear precedence to the interests of the people of Datia and a ‘foreign’ (non-Datia) official over the rights of the ruler, which suggests that the British conceived of Govind Singh’s stake in Datia narrowly, as merely a ‘life-interest’.36 As such, the Maharaja’s influence had to be neutralised:

the failure of His Highness to profit by the very definite warning conveyed to him … indicates clearly that he is no longer fit to be entrusted with any voice in the administration of his State and it would not be consistent with the duty of the Supreme Government to maintain him in a position of authority. I am therefore to request that steps may be immediately taken to relieve the Maharaja of the powers which he now possesses …37

Govind Singh was informed of the government’s decision in mid-November, and by the end of the month had heard that the orders would not be reconsidered on the basis of any appeal. However, O’Dwyer made it clear to the Maharaja that the deprivation of his powers was intended to be temporary:

as you have brought this calamity on your own head by your misconduct and disregard of the advice and warning of Government, so it is in your own power to redeem your name and recover your position by reforming yourself and accepting the advice which will be tendered to you by those who really have at heart the interests of yourself and your State.38

Tension and uncertainty developed in Datia in the following weeks. Agitation in the capital against the Maharaja’s departure was considered sufficiently serious to warrant the despatch of troops. Govind Singh finally left the state on 22 December, accompanied by his new ‘guardian’, Captain Tyndall. As the arrangements for their residence were not yet confirmed, the two men and their entourage occupied themselves by embarking on a shooting expedition, before eventually moving into a rented house in the civil lines at Bareilly.39

Given the scale of allegations against him, Govind Singh was lucky to retain the prospect of reinstatement. That he did so was not due to any political ability he might have possessed. Rather, it was because his relative youth corresponded with the value attached by the British at that time to princely education and training; who believed that the subordinate ‘traditional’ elites of empire should be trained to perform their important role to the greatest effect. The preparation of princely heirs for the responsibilities of rulership (and of sons of nobles for senior positions in their durbars) was therefore of great political importance. Indeed, it has been argued that adolescence and young adulthood were the stages in the princely life-cycle over which the British claimed, and exerted, the greatest influence and control.40

While British officials and princely families fiercely contested the form of education that would achieve the best results, the intensity of the debate indicates that most participants took the importance of education for granted. Indeed, initiatives by rulers could lead to British action on the matter. In 1911, an enquiry from the Raja of Nabha prompted the Foreign Department to assess whether quantitative evidence actually upheld their conviction that an ‘English’ education created effective, successful rulers.41 Similarly, the chiefs’ colleges, established from 1870 for the purpose of educating the sons of rulers and nobles, and other elite young men, were supported by varying levels of personal and financial assistance from princely families.42 Lord Curzon, while serving as Viceroy from 1898 to 1905, was a central figure in the promotion of an ‘appropriate’ education for princes. He not only attempted to improve the chiefs’ colleges, but also conceived of the Imperial Cadet Corps, established in 1900, as a suitably martial, active vocation for such men. The Imperial Cadet Corps College was envisaged as an institution where future rulers would imbibe just the right mixture of ‘oriental tradition’ and ‘western modernity’.43

In contrast, Curzon condemned – and, in an embarrassing political misjudgement that alienated many rulers, attempted in 1900 to control – the European travel of rulers and heirs. He argued that such travel ‘does not do good, but positive harm. It unsettles the Chief, implants in him foreign tastes, ideas, and inclinations, tempts him to spend large sums of money which are drawn from his subjects, and sends him back to his State a discontented alien, who is divorced in sentiment from his people’.44 Whether travelling for education, medical treatment or pleasure, the ‘denationalised’ and ‘debauched’ men who emerged from such experiences were thought to be of little further political utility, as they had lost their supposedly primal bonds of shared culture and beliefs with, and thus presumably their authority over, their subjects. Without appropriate education and control of princes, Curzon feared that ‘the institution of Native principalities [would] be irretrievably doomed’.45

In the case of Govind Singh, his propensity to alcoholism and ‘deviant’ sexual practices led the AGG to recommend that he be placed under the ‘guardianship’ of a medical officer, who could medicate or restrain him if attempts to restrict his access to alcohol failed. If a medical officer was (as it transpired) unavailable, then a ‘suitable military officer’ would be adequate.46 The appointment of Captain Tyndall reflects the emphasis placed on the close supervision of the Maharaja, in order to isolate him physically from the supposedly corrupting and enervating influences of palace life as a prerequisite for equipping him with the personal qualities and skills to return to power. His subsequent education consisted not only of instruction in governmental theory and administrative methods, but involvement in activities that, it was assumed, would ‘cure’ him of his pathological desires and instil in him a new, stronger character. To this end, travel was employed as part of the ‘treatment’, although travel of a different kind to that which Curzon criticised. The Maharaja and his guardian were sent to East Africa on a hunting trip. The ostensibly simple, manly pleasures of the hunt (in what Europeans generally saw as the inherently more masculine African environment) soon fostered the desired changes in Govind Singh, who ‘became a total abstainer and [showed] no inclination to return to his other disgraceful vice’.47

The program of reform to which Govind Singh was subjected had a predictably positive effect in the eyes of its executors. In May 1914, the Deputy Foreign Secretary, Robert Holland, solicited information on the Maharaja’s progress from the AGG (now Oswald Bosanquet), explaining that the Viceroy (Baron Hardinge) was inclined ‘to reinstate him early with fairly full powers’ if recent reports were satisfactory.48 Bosanquet had not yet met Govind Singh, who was then living at Ajmer. However, on the basis of reports from the Agent, Lieutenant-Colonel Charles Pritchard, and Govind Singh’s guardian, he considered that – although his intellectual development was ‘slow’ and his preparation for government ‘still rudimentary’ – the Maharaja’s progress was ‘most satisfactory’. Nonetheless, Bosanquet urged that Govind Singh’s return be postponed, partly because he needed further training, but mainly due to Datia’s administration still being in a ‘transitional’ state. Consequently, Govind Singh should acquire the relevant skills by ‘a stay in Indore of two or three months, during which he could attend the Residency Courts and receive a certain amount of instruction’, and should then ‘be allowed to return to Datia on probation to study administration with the Diwan preparatory to being granted powers by degrees’.49 His education would thus be completed after, rather than before, his return to Datia, and he would continue to be treated as a minor.

Pritchard had spent a week with Govind Singh the previous year and could thus provide a more substantive assessment of his progress. In particular, Pritchard ascribed positive significance to the development of the Maharaja’s interest in sport and games, which would ‘help to keep him satisfactorily and healthily’ occupied on his return to Datia – thus limiting the time available for (and hopefully preventing any renewal of interest in) less ‘satisfactory’ or ‘healthy’ pursuits. To this end, Pritchard had been involved in ensuring that polo facilities were ready for the Maharaja’s return, and was heartened by the knowledge that both Captain Tyndall and the state’s Revenue Settlement Officer, Mr Bomford, played the game.50 This emphasis on sport was not unique. It is evident in the predominance of ‘appropriate’ physical activity in the curricula of the chiefs’ colleges,51 as well as in the importance in colonial India of a British official’s enthusiasm for, and conduct during, sport in assessing eligibility for promotion. Both in the Empire and – albeit in subtly different ways – at home, sport and recreation more broadly were readily used in this period as a tool with which to mould and to assess a man’s character – particularly in relation to such values as honour and ‘team-spirit’.52

The encouraging news that Govind Singh happily played polo, tennis, badminton and billiards also enabled Pritchard to discourage his superiors from attaching significance to the Maharaja’s involvement in an ‘intrigue’ in Ajmer. Govind Singh had paid a man 12,000 rupees and promised more in the hope that the recipient would advance his case with the political authorities. Although the incident demonstrated an ‘inherent weakness’ of character, Pritchard resorted to stereotype in dismissing it, arguing that ‘The interest of such an intrigue in the humdrum life at Ajmer, is perhaps more than any Oriental could resist’.53 In order to determine exactly how far this ‘Oriental’ had progressed, it would be necessary therefore to test his conduct:

this test should … be to allow him to go to Datia for a week to ten days … and there let him live in the Guest House with Captain Tyndall, just as a Minor chief would live with his guardian, and having nothing whatsoever to do with the State administration, and then … lengthen his visits … if we find he shows himself equal to the test. Treating him thus just like a minor Chief is treated … there would … be no difficulty or trouble … The Maharaja has, I think, learnt his lesson too thoroughly to attempt any intrigue or to interfere in the State administration in any way.54 [italics added]

This use of the language of childhood and schooling is significant, not merely in its resonance with the tendency of colonising powers in this period to infantilise colonial subjects, but also for the complacent naivety of British officials about the Maharaja’s relationships with individuals and groups within his own state that it reveals.

The proposal that Govind Singh should ‘go to school under his own Minister’ was not welcomed by the Foreign Department.55 Instead, Bosanquet’s appeals for postponement of any decision until he could see the Maharaja were met with impatience by Hardinge, who stated that it had always been his intention to restore the Maharaja to Datia in the spring, and that Bosanquet was procrastinating. He therefore set a deadline for Govind Singh’s return of 1 August 1914, subject to the receipt of a favourable report, and requested a revised set of recommendations from Bosanquet.56 The AGG was given explicit guidance in framing his revised proposals – to ‘consider’ the department’s suggestion that Govind Singh should return to Datia with slightly restricted powers, exercised subject to the advice of the Agent or a specially deputed British officer.57

In the interim, the Maharaja had been Bosanquet’s guest at Indore for a week. This visit, and the pressure now placed on him from above, encouraged a modification of Bosanquet’s opinion – it was now time to recognise the efforts made by Govind Singh to ‘reform himself’ by ‘allowing him to return to his State with limited powers’. However, Bosanquet emphasised that although substantial progress had been made, the prince’s character was still far from perfect. In particular, his dishonesty and ‘outbursts of temper’ persisted and would remain liabilities. His depiction of Govind Singh’s ‘preference for the society of his servants’, ‘entire lack of human affection’, ‘want of will and moral courage’, and ‘natural vindictiveness’ further conveyed the impression of a ruler requiring close supervision. Consequently, Bosanquet specified an array of preconditions for restoration of the Maharaja’s powers. These included the indefinite retention of a British officer to cohabit as ‘personal friend and adviser’, exclusion from Govind Singh’s remit of the key governmental departments (judicial, police, revenue, settlement, customs and excise, and finance), and the imposition of significant restrictions upon his management of the remaining departments. Moreover, without the Agent’s consent, Govind Singh could not correspond with, or bring back to Datia, any associates who had previously been expelled. The Agent would also retain the right to remove any ‘undesirables’. Finally, Bosanquet ignored Hardinge’s deadline, specifying a return date of mid-September.58

Hardinge’s response was both predictable and understandable: Bosanquet’s recommended restrictions were ‘absurd and quite unacceptable’.59 Wood duly suggested to Bosanquet that the proposed restrictions need not be codified formally beyond ‘one general condition … that His Highness must consult Mr. Tyndall in all matters public and private and be guided by his advice thereon subject to general control of [the] Political Agent’. Specifics could be arranged between the Agent and the Maharaja.60 Bosanquet now agreed to adhere to the deadline set by Hardinge, but insisted that ‘with a Chief so absolutely unreliable as the Maharaja … it is very desirable to tie him down beforehand’ in relation to the state’s judicial system.61 The retention of judicial powers by the Agent was approved. Bosanquet’s other proposals, however, were definitively rejected, Wood arguing that ‘if His Highness loyally abides by the advice of Captain Tyndall and the Political Agent, there is no need for the further stipulations’.62

As ordered, the Maharaja was formally re-invested with ruling powers at a durbar held at Datia on 1 August 1914. The Agent announced that:

the Viceroy has been graciously pleased to restore to Your Highness under certain conditions, which have been carefully recorded and explained and willingly accepted by you, the authority and powers of a ruling Chief … I formally place Your Highness in charge of your State subject to those conditions …63

Govind Singh expressed his gratitude and promised:

I shall try my humble best to prove myself a fit agent to carry on the behests of the Paramount Power, and to unflinchingly continue in my staunch and unswerving loyalty for the sacred Person of His Most Gracious and Imperial Majesty the King-Emperor and for the British Raj …64 [italics added]

By December 1915, Bosanquet felt sufficiently confident of the Maharaja’s improvement to report that their confidence in him had been justified. He recommended that, as a ‘mark of appreciation’ and ‘incentive to further efforts’, Govind Singh should have the majority of his judicial powers restored to him. Bosanquet’s report was unambiguously optimistic: the Maharaja had ‘applied himself with assiduity and ability to all the details’ of the administration and his relations with his dewan were ‘entirely harmonious’. He possessed ‘an intimate knowledge of his territory’, and if he continued in his present course, there was ‘every promise of his proving an efficient and enlightened ruler’ [italics added].65 Based on this glowing report, the Government of India approved the relaxation of the restrictions imposed in 1914.66 With virtually all of his powers restored, and no longer under close supervision (Captain Tyndall had returned to active service in July 1915 and was not replaced), Govind Singh had now effectively regained the status, responsibilities and opportunities of a ruling prince. His de facto minority was now over.

In determining their course of action in 1910, officials’ assessments of the Maharaja of Datia’s capacity for reform and rehabilitation were markedly optimistic. This optimism persisted throughout the resolution of the crisis and remained a prominent feature of subsequent decisions. However, while it dominated official discussion of the Maharaja’s character, conduct and prospects, it was by no means hegemonic. From the outset, some officials expressed concern about Govind Singh’s capacity for reform. The method of intervention initially selected – to replace the state’s dewan, enhance his powers, but maintain the appearance that the Maharaja had retained his – was also criticised. The Assistant Foreign Secretary, Major S B Patterson, warned in March 1911 that the experiment would ‘be futile unless a very strong word of warning is conveyed to the Maharaja, pointing out that on its success his future depends’, adding that without the ‘veiled superintendence’ of the new dewan, ‘a further relapse [was] almost certain to take place’.67

The shortcomings of O’Dwyer’s initial proposals were stressed by the Government of India in their acceptance, Wood emphasising that the dewan’s task would be ‘very difficult’ while the Maharaja remained nominally in power.68 The prompt failure of the first solution to the crisis reinforced such doubts. Wood described Govind Singh as ‘incorrigible’ and Impey argued that ‘no reliance can be placed on the Maharaja’s promises … and only by constant visits to Datia will it be possible to support the Dewan in his difficult task’.69 Events vindicated these doubts in 1921, when the British became aware that conditions within Datia had once again deteriorated. Two further crises in political relations, in 1921 and in 1941, will now be examined. They were both products of the optimism that informed the decision in 1911 to educate, rather than depose, Govind Singh, and are opportunities to see how such optimism fared in the light of abundant evidence to the contrary.

In late October 1921, the AGG, Lieutenant-Colonel D B Blakeway, reported on the unsatisfactory condition of affairs in Datia. In addition to his extended official report, Blakeway sent a demi-official communication, so that he could forward a letter written in March 1920 by the then Political Agent, Colonel Minchin – its contents were ‘so shocking’ they could not be referred to in official correspondence.70 Blakeway’s reticence was not without justification: Minchin argued in his letter that ‘the time has come to cleanse the Augean stable of His Highness’ entourage’:

He [Govind Singh] is suffering from syphilis and an ulcerated anus, and with his vicious habits and persistent indulgence in strong drink has no chance of being cured. He is entirely in the hands of scoundrels … who meditate evil continually and do as much as they dare.71

The Maharaja’s troubled family relationships had prompted Minchin’s report. The senior Maharani had alleged that an ‘outrage’ had been attempted against her by the Maharaja and his associates, and urged that her son (the heir) be kept away from the ‘evil influences’ at Datia.

The complaints of the senior Maharani and the dewan were responded to initially by local officials.72 By August 1921, however, conditions had failed to improve. Accordingly, Blakeway summoned the new Political Agent, Major E D Colvin, and Govind Singh’s companion, Major (previously Captain) Tyndall, to Indore to receive their views, hoping that Tyndall could persuade the Maharaja to adopt any measures that they agreed upon. However, it soon became obvious that the influence Tyndall had once exerted over Govind Singh had evaporated during his long absence, and that ‘the Maharaja had passed completely under the influence of the evil counsellors surrounding him’. Blakeway consequently requested an audience with Govind Singh, giving him the opportunity to explain or defend himself before reporting to the Government of India, and informing him beforehand of the array of allegations against him.73

At their interview, the Maharaja denied the validity of these complaints, and presented Blakeway with a statement in which he declared his own grievances – against his dewan, Lal Panna Lal, and Major Tyndall, whom he accused of misrepresenting him to the political authorities and obstructing his attempts to improve Datia’s administration.74 However, the Maharaja’s denials were far from comprehensive: he ‘admitted his drunkenness, but said that it was a common thing and did no harm to the State … [and] did not specifically repudiate the imputation of vice’.75 At this interview, Govind Singh gave the impression that he might cooperate with the expulsion of several ‘objectionable persons’. At another interview the next day, however, the Maharaja was openly recalcitrant, refusing to consent to their removal unless a judicial enquiry was conducted into each case. He maintained this position even after Blakeway reminded him that it was his duty to remove ‘harmful people on the requisition of the Political Agent’ and that he had no right to demand such an enquiry.76

Blakeway’s verdict was damning – Datia was approaching crisis, due largely to the bad habits and character flaws of Govind Singh:

Of the three counts in the indictment against the Maharaja in 1911, namely, profligate habits, neglect of duties, and callous disregard of justice, a similar charge to the first has now been admitted … to me by the Maharaja; the second defect, of which there are signs, follows almost inevitably from the first, and … unless suitable remedies are applied, progressive deterioration will lead again to the administrative disasters arising out of moral depravity similar to that implied by the last of the previous charges.77

Only the timing of the official response gave him cause for optimism, as it might be possible to prevent a full-blown crisis developing and thus avoid more drastic intervention. Consequently, he did not recommend that a commission of enquiry be conducted into Govind Singh’s fitness to rule.78

Before the government could respond, Govind Singh submitted a memorial to the Viceroy, Lord Reading, in which he reiterated his request for a ‘full and impartial’ enquiry into the cases of the men whom Colvin wished to expel. He also claimed to be the victim of intrigues instigated by his dewan, and accused Colvin and Blakeway of gross discourtesy.79 Govind Singh’s memorial demonstrated an obvious lack of understanding of the system, and Blakeway was able easily to refute the allegations made against himself and his subordinate.80

Blakeway recommended that the dewan and Major Tyndall should leave Datia, that the nine ‘objectionable persons’ should be expelled, and that he should communicate to the Maharaja the Government of India’s displeasure regarding his refusal to acknowledge the rights of the Political Agent. His proposals were not, however, wholly endorsed.81 Wood’s view was more moderate: he described the Maharaja’s request for an enquiry as ‘fair and reasonable’, and argued that it seemed ‘unjust and contrary to the spirit’ of British relations with Datia ‘that he should be required to assent to the immediate dismissal of nine of his servants and officials on the ipse dixit of the Political Agent acting on the advice of a Diwan, who is admittedly unsuitable and alleged to be hostile to His Highness’.82 It was nonetheless agreed that the dewan and Tyndall should leave Datia, and that the Maharaja should be asked to dismiss three of the nine men; the remaining six would not be considered until the new Agent and dewan had settled into their positions. While the statement of disapproval urged by Blakeway was rejected, he was asked to convey to Govind Singh ‘the disappointment with which His Excellency the Viceroy had read the story of his frequent lapses’.83

On receipt of these orders Govind Singh wrote to Wood, thanking him for his kind consideration and assuring him that he had passed the orders in relation to the three men.84 Although he had been forced to concede the loss of several close associates, and had lost political capital by openly criticising the local British political officers, the Maharaja had nonetheless gained something from this crisis: release from the unwanted control of a hostile dewan and the unwelcome advice of his former guardian.

There were no further major crises in Datia until after World War II began. With Britain and her Empire patently more vulnerable than ever to external threats, it was crucial that powerful internal allies – including the rulers of the princely states – remained loyal and did nothing that might undermine the imperial war effort. In July 1941, the Resident in Central India, Lieutenant-Colonel Gerald Fisher, reported that the Maharaja’s drinking had worsened, and it was generally believed that he would not live much longer.85 A few weeks later, the situation had deteriorated further: Govind Singh had decided to remove his dewan, Khan Sahib Hashmat Ali, and replace him with a council consisting of ‘local intriguers’.86 It seemed that the Maharaja had been spending most of his time at Seondha, where he was drinking continuously. His associates were manipulating his consequent mental incapacity and physical isolation to their advantage. First, they denied Ali access to the Maharaja. They then persuaded him to conduct a corruption investigation into one of the ruler’s closest allies, Raghunath Singh. The investigation predictably led the latter to attack Ali, which prompted the Maharaja’s attempt to dismiss him without consulting the Agent.87 On hearing of the situation, the Agent, Major Henry Poulton, visited Datia and advised Govind Singh that, except for Ali, the government had no confidence in Datia officials, and that ‘no changes should be made without the Political Agent’s previous concurrence, which should not be accorded until he has gone into the conduct of the administration … and also satisfied himself that the state of His Highness’s health … permit[s] him to exercise adequate and independent control’.88 When the Maharaja refused to retract his dismissal of Ali, Poulton warned him that he would be held personally responsible for any consequent ‘developments’.89

Fisher then requested an interview with Govind Singh, who evaded it on the pretext of his son’s illness, but conceded in writing that he might have acted in haste. Fisher depicted conditions within Datia as dire – most officials were unqualified for the positions they held, and any dewan risked dismissal if his administrative efforts antagonised the Maharaja’s allies at court. It was also likely (though not proven) that the Maharaja, his second wife and his ‘favourites’ had depleted Datia’s financial reserves through personal extravagance and administrative inefficiency. Consequently, Fisher recommended that the state finances be subjected to an external audit, and that the Maharaja be informed of the Crown Representative’s disapproval of Datia’s unstable administration and his failure to accept British advice.90 Fisher also urged, in a private letter to the Political Secretary, Sir Kenneth Fitze, that medical opinion be sought on Govind Singh’s health, in order to ascertain his fitness to exercise power.91 Whereas in previous crises the Maharaja’s personal character was thought not to have a detrimental impact upon conditions within Datia, it was now seen as the root of the problem. His constant drunkenness, his frailty and absence from the capital had enabled his ‘undesirable’ associates to acquire control over the state and its resources. Indeed, they had apparently gone so far as to impersonate Govind Singh by issuing orders to officials via telephone.92

Poulton returned to Datia in late September and secured the Maharaja’s agreement to the removal of four ‘undesirables’ and the appointment of a temporary dewan while the political authorities identified a replacement for Ali.93 Rao Bahadur Lele, an Agency official, was duly installed on 29 September. On visiting Datia a week later, Poulton discovered that matters had only become worse. Although orders removing the four men had been passed, they had neither handed over their charges nor left Datia. Moreover, Lele had been denied access to the Maharaja from 30 September until 4 October, due to his constant inebriation over this period.

Unfortunately, this episode of incapacity coincided with the annual Dassehra celebrations on 1 October, resulting in Govind Singh publicly humiliating himself and embarrassing his guests, the Maharajas of Drangadhra and Jhalawar. Having been plied with whisky by two of his favourites, his behaviour became increasingly erratic at the morning parade. He rode his horse in small circles, eventually abandoning the reins and speaking incoherently to the horse. Ultimately, Govind Singh had to be helped from the animal, and the Maharaja of Drangadhra assumed his ceremonial responsibilities. Incapable of standing, Govind Singh was lifted to his feet for the playing of the state anthem, and carried to his car at the end of the parade. At the state durbar that evening, the Maharaja opened proceedings by shouting abuse at the Superintendent of Police. Later, he interrupted the official ceremonial by leaving the dais and spontaneously embracing the Maharajas of Drangadhra and Jhalawar.94

The Maharaja’s undignified conduct provoked exasperated condemnation from Poulton, who argued that the ‘outburst’ demonstrated ‘beyond all shadow of a doubt that he is a complete slave to his weakness’ for drink, and in light of recent events, ‘any faint hope that he might improve’ had vanished.95 Poulton did not recommend Govind Singh’s removal from power outright, due partly to the Maharaja’s ‘unquestionable loyalty and invariable support of all war measures’, but also because of the negative consequences he anticipated for the state itself. He did, however, urge that the Maharaja’s powers be restricted, with the Agency assuming financial control over Datia. Govind Singh should also ‘for his own sake’ be forced to spend most of his time in the capital, so as to avoid creating the impression that he was no longer the ruler.96

The Political Department, unsatisfied with the ‘confusing’ correspondence, requested ‘more definite recommendations’, and warned Fisher that should the Maharaja ignore the advice they suggested giving him, the only option would be to offer him a commission of enquiry.97 Fisher soon submitted new recommendations: Govind Singh would be asked to agree in writing to the appointment for a fixed term of a new dewan, approved by the Resident, who would conduct the state’s administration (although the Maharaja would retain some control over the management of palace affairs and hunting). He was also to accept the creation of a separate civil list. The Maharaja could not give orders to the dewan, but would be kept informed and consulted about state affairs, and could discuss them with the Resident and Political Agent. He would also be required to spend more time in his capital. These arrangements would be kept secret, so as to ‘spare him any appearance of public intervention in his affairs’, but if Govind Singh did not agree then a commission would be appointed to assess his fitness to rule. Fisher further recommended that the chief medical officer in Central India should be a member of this commission.98

Fisher’s proposals were largely approved, although the confidentiality of the new system would be conditional upon the Maharaja’s cooperation. The notion of a medical officer serving on any commission was also rejected.99 These revised terms were accepted in writing by Govind Singh on 15 November.100 In January 1942, the new dewan, Devi Singh, arrived in Datia; after his own visit that month, Fisher reported that ‘the pulse of the Datia State is beating very feebly at present, and it is thought that His Excellency’s recent decision to take over practical control of this Administration has come at a most opportune time’.101

For the third time in three decades, Govind Singh had avoided deposition. In contrast to the two earlier crises, the Maharaja’s political survival in 1941 was due largely to consideration of factors external to his character and conduct – in particular, the anticipation that Govind Singh would, through poor health resulting from his lifestyle, soon be removed from the political scene by natural causes.102 This assumption became the dominant theme in subsequent interactions with the Maharaja, and led the political authorities to concentrate their efforts upon preparing for the succession of his heir, and protecting the state’s resources from depredation until that date.

Given the serious flaws that British officials perceived in Govind Singh’s character, how did they explain the relative stability of the intervening years between the crises of 1921 and 1941? Officials readily attributed this period of calm to the ‘benevolent and astute handling’ of the Maharaja and the administration by Qazi Sir Azizuddin Ahmed, who served as dewan from 1922 until his death in 1939.103 ‘The Kazi’, as he was somewhat affectionately referred to by British officials, was considered an astute politician, a capable administrator, and a supremely effective manipulator of the Maharaja. Significantly, he was also a willing collaborator with British authorities and became a ‘trusted confidant’ of local officers.104 Consequently, the improvement in Govind Singh’s conduct, or its outward appearance, was seen as the result of the dewan’s efforts, rather than any exertion by Govind Singh. As Kenneth Fitze, the Political Secretary in 1941, declared:

No one knew better than the Kazi his master’s fundamental and incurable failings, but his skill in exploiting what good there was in His Highness, and concealing the bad, was such that during all that period of 18 years the Maharaja’s record was outwardly almost blameless … On the death of the astute Kazi it was hardly to be expected that anyone else could be found to keep up this standard of stage management.105 [italics added]

Indeed, in the months following his death, several dewans followed ‘the Kazi’ in rapid succession, each failing to establish effective authority before their dismissal. This high turnover facilitated the ascendancy of Govind Singh’s preferred associates, and the deterioration in affairs that culminated in 1941 in the attempt by this group (or ‘gang of palace intriguers’ as they were depicted by Fisher) to acquire control over the state.106

The long period of calm in Datia affairs achieved by ‘the Kazi’ reflects the centrality of an ‘astute’ and cooperative dewan to any attempt by the British to influence events within a troublesome princely state without resorting to overt intervention. Such an official was both the primary source of reliable information concerning affairs within a state and the most effective means of influencing them. He could also be relied upon to foster a functional relationship between a ruler and the British.107 Without a capable pro-British dewan, it was far easier for a ruler to restrict the flow of information to British officials and to resist their initiatives. However, a strong dewan could also champion the state’s interests, as defined by himself or the ruler. If his policies failed to support, or conflicted with, broader British interests in the subcontinent, British energies would be focused on removing the dewan rather than the ruler.108

While the triangular relationship between a ruler, his dewan and the local political officer was a fundamental feature of indirect rule,109 there was also a range of powerful individuals and groups within a state who (through various forms of association) had some degree of influence over the ruler, and thus over decisions about the distribution of material, political and ritual resources. These individuals and groups varied significantly, from local merchants and financiers to the relatives of the ruler. To British officials, their internal diversity and the density of the networks connecting them to the ruler and the administration rendered them a complex, opaque and largely unmanageable factor, with which they were forced to contend in attempting to manipulate conditions within a state (it should be noted, however, that the political authorities and these internal actors often attempted to utilise each other in pursuing their respective interests). Any influence exercised over a ruler could therefore provoke hostility from political officers, especially if the individual or group concerned was inaccessible to them (as were the vast majority of rulers’ wives and female relatives) or offended British notions of morality and social propriety. The informal influence of friends, relatives and servants often led, as in the case of Govind Singh’s associates, to their condemnation as ‘favourites’, ‘intriguers’ and ‘undesirables’ who, like a malignant growth, had to be excised if the state’s health was to improve.

Moreover, as the isolation of the princely states declined in the twentieth century, their porous patchwork borders became increasingly vulnerable to what the British perceived as ‘infiltration’ by new kinds of actors – most importantly Indian nationalist politicians and members of communal organisations – seeking to win over the states’ populations to their cause, or to use the states as a means of achieving their broader political objectives.110

It was the addition of this new factor to the political equation in Datia that precipitated the final crisis of Govind Singh’s reign. In consideration of his age and recent good behaviour, and the perceived benefits to their long-term plans for Datia, British restrictions on the Maharaja’s powers had again been relaxed in March 1946.111 Within months – whether coincidentally or otherwise – agitation developed against the overtly Muslim dewan, Khan Bahadur Ainuddin (against whose appointment in December 1943 the Maharaja had protested).112 Ainuddin was accused of ordering the recent desecration of temples within Datia. Intimidated and offended by the scale and intensity of the campaign against him, Ainuddin tendered his resignation to the Resident, Lieutenant-Colonel Walter Campbell, on 29 October 1946 – who rejected it on the grounds that it would be ‘interpreted as surrender to these evil-minded people’. The Maharaja was exhorted ‘to take the most stringent action against any persons attempting to create communal trouble at the instigation of outside hooligans’. He was also warned that his powers could once again be restricted if he failed to protect Ainuddin and restore order.113 A few days later, Campbell again advised Govind Singh that the best remedy was for him ‘to support the Dewan to the fullest extent possible’ – the inference being that while the Maharaja was not openly supporting the unrest, he had done little to discourage it, and that either he or those close to him were directing events.114

Despite the Resident’s exhortations, conditions continued to deteriorate. On 6 November a hartal (a traditional protest, analogous to a strike) commenced in the capital’s bazaar with the intention of securing Ainuddin’s departure.115 According to the Political Agent, William Egerton, the situation in Datia was ‘approaching that of siege’.116 The arrival of the Crown Representative’s police eased tensions, and the hartal was called off on 8 November in response to a proclamation by Govind Singh, enabling Egerton to leave the following day.117 In his absence, however, the situation worsened once again. It transpired that the police were being kept outside the capital on the Maharaja’s orders, and Ainuddin had reiterated his desire to resign – prompting Campbell to visit Datia in an attempt to resolve the crisis. Arriving on 11 November, he summoned the Maharaja from Seondha to explain himself. Campbell’s account of the interview (postponed so that Govind Singh could sober up) and its aftermath bears quoting at length:

He at once took up a truculent attitude saying that he was in no way to blame, that he had done nothing to interfere with the Dewan’s administration and that this agitation was entirely the work of ‘badmashes’. I taxed him with the accumulated evidence of his complicity but he merely met all these charges with a blank denial … As it was impossible to make any headway with the Maharaja in this mood I told him quite clearly that I had been compelled, from what I had learned, to recommend … that the previous restrictions on his powers should be restored … His Highness’ attitude this morning was unchanged and neither did an appeal to his better feelings nor threats have any effect on him so I decided … to inform him, in anticipation of orders, that His Excellency the Crown Representative had reimposed the restrictions on his powers … I therefore recommend most strongly that the restrictions should continue indefinitely … as long as the Maharaja remains in the State there is always a danger of a recurrence of the trouble.118

Steps were promptly taken to reassert control: meetings were prohibited, activists arrested, and two more platoons of police were requested. Ainuddin was persuaded to stay for two months, despite his desire to leave.119 Govind Singh was forced to appoint both a governing council and a committee charged with drafting a new state constitution. The Maharaja’s ruling powers, and his expenditure, were to be held in check by the Resident until the new constitution could be enacted.120 Advice and influence – ostensibly the cornerstones of indirect rule in India and elsewhere – having failed yet again, the political authorities felt compelled to remove Govind Singh from power in order to regain control over Datia.

At the outset of his career, official perceptions of Govind Singh’s character were markedly optimistic, and hopes were high that, despite his unpreparedness for the role, he would in time develop the necessary skills and qualities. Even the revelations of 1911 concerning the Maharaja’s mismanagement of his personal life and his administration failed to dispel completely the image of a young prince, weak and ignorant but willing to improve, and in need of tutelage rather than punishment. The compatibility of the young Maharaja’s first political crisis with prevailing attitudes towards elite Indian youth, masculinity and education thus prevented him being removed from power permanently. Instead, the education of Govind Singh became a major project for local officers and the political authorities more broadly – one that they were reluctant to abandon, even when it became increasingly evident that he possessed neither the capacity nor the inclination to reform himself.

Not only did the British fail to ‘correct’ the perceived flaws in Govind Singh’s character, their use of indirect methods of control also failed to achieve a permanent solution to the administrative and political problems they perceived within Datia. The Maharaja’s four decades on the gaddi were characterised by a recurring cycle: the imposition of British control upon the state and supervision of the Maharaja; the relaxation of control and supervision; the re-emergence of problems, even the development of a crisis; and the reimposition of more overt forms of control. Unlike many other rulers, Govind Singh was, despite his proclamations to the contrary, uninterested in playing the role of subordinate ally. His cooperation could thus be secured only through the threat of having his powers restricted, or the prospect of having such restrictions relaxed. Officials’ attempts to ‘influence’ him through the provision of ‘advice’ were far less successful than was the resort to a British-appointed authoritative and ‘astute’ dewan, capable of negotiating the shoals of state politics and procuring cooperation from the Maharaja through employing these same threats and prospects. Finally, the survival of Govind Singh demonstrates the extreme reluctance of the British to resort to the outright deposition of a ruler, even one of the very few whose misconduct or maladministration did appear to warrant permanent and unequivocal removal from power.
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SHEPSTONE IN LOVE

THE OTHER VICTORIAN IN AN AFRICAN COLONIAL ADMINISTRATOR

Jennifer Weir
Norman Etherington

Over the last 40 years the reputation of Theophilus Shepstone has grown and grown. In his own time, most white settlers in Natal denounced him as the man who had locked up the land and the African labour they coveted. Most, though not all, missionaries opposed his toleration of African customs such as polygyny, bride wealth and beer brewing. After his death, historians tended to endorse the opinion of the Colonial Office that having served as a gifted colonial administrator in Natal, he brought about his own downfall after being promoted beyond his competence as the first Administrator of the British Transvaal in South Africa following its annexation in 1877.

Others took a more sinister view. C J Uys, an Afrikaner nationalist, blamed Shepstone for subjecting a pioneering Boer republic to imperialist oppression. The crusading daughters (Frances, Harriette and Agnes) of Bishop J W Colenso blamed him and his sons for extinguishing the Zulu monarchy and running an unjust system of African administration. Shepstone’s handling of the Langalibalele affair, and particularly the chief’s trial in 1874, angered Colenso and caused a breakdown in a long friendship between him, his family and Shepstone. In a letter to her brother Charles in 1874, Frances Colenso wrote, ‘as to Mr Shepstone, as soon as John found the line he was taking, he says in this case “it must be war to the knife between us”, and he has not been to his house since, though of course they salute in public’.1

With the publication of David Welsh’s Origins of Segregation in 1968 different views began to surface. Welsh suggested that Shepstone deserved whatever credit or opprobrium might be due for laying the foundations of segregation based on culture, which underpinned the development of the twentieth-century apartheid regime. By the 1970s, he had been even more widely recognised as an architect of the British imperial policy known as indirect rule, which left day-to-day administration and judicial functions in the hands of hereditary rulers, provided they kept the peace and saw to the collection of taxes – a system that spread from Africa (and India) to colonies across the globe.2 By the 1990s Shepstone acquired further credit for innovation through the work of Carolyn Hamilton, who argued that he had been highly effective in working with African chiefs to forge conceptions of rulership and Zulu ethnic identity.3

In view of these reassessments, it may seem surprising that Shepstone has yet to attract a biographer.4 The reason appears to be that he gave away too little of his own personality, opinions and philosophy. As he left only fragmentary private papers, we are left to guess at his motivations through the official letters, speeches and memoranda that survive in archival deposits.5 His reputation for sphinx-like silence can be traced back to the man under whom he served in the late 1870s, Sir Bartle Frere, High Commissioner for Southern Africa 1877–80. He called Shepstone ‘a singular type of an Africander Talleyrand, shrewd, observant, silent, self-controlled, immobile’.6 This chapter opens a window on a very different Shepstone – impetuous, voluble and passionate. Although it is rare that a single document can totally alter our picture of an individual, surely the letter printed here provides grounds for a major revision.

YOUNG SHEPSTONE’S LETTER TO HENRY FRANCIS FYNN

Born on 8 January 1817 in England, Theophilus Shepstone was the eldest son of a stonemason turned Methodist missionary, William Shepstone, and his wife, Elizabeth Brooks. The family arrived in the eastern Cape with the 1820s settlers. After home schooling at his father’s mission, his fluency in the Xhosa language gained him a position on the staff of Cape Governor Sir Benjamin D’Urban during the frontier war of 1834–35. Following the defeat of the alliance of Xhosa chiefs, Shepstone became a clerk to the colonial Agent charged with dealing with African diplomacy on the frontier.

During this time he became acquainted with Henry Francis Fynn, who had spent time hunting and trading at Port Natal in the days when Shaka still ruled the Zulu monarchy. Fynn was an archetypal transfrontiersman, making his living beyond the range of any European authority. Certainly he dealt in guns and liquor, and may have been involved in the slave trade. He is known to have had numerous liaisons with African women, including four recognised as wives (one named Uvunhlazi), with whom he fathered several children, a brood that would later be reckoned among the ‘Coloured’ population of the Natal coast. By 1836, Fynn was living in Grahamstown and was evidently on intimate terms with young Theophilus, as the following text makes clear:




Spring grove cottage

Grahams Town

Oct 5 1836

My ever dear dear Fynn

I received your kind letter of the 3rd inst. and was several times and now am in tears thinking of your devoted kindness and regard for me. I can assure you my dear Fynn yours for me does not in the least degree exceed mine for you. I am extremely obliged to you for being the scapegoat between myself and Miss B. I am really annoyed with myself for doing such a foolish thing as writing although there was nothing in what I wrote approaching to making love, and although it was agreed upon by ourselves before I left as I told you – Mrs. S. is a most horrible b—h. If you think that Mrs. S’s conduct was the cause of declining correspondence, or whether that was merely an excuse, that really there is some attachment on the part of the girl, and some willingness on the part of the Mother, I will pocket the affront and say nothing more about it until due time – but if on the contrary, I will never speak to either as long as I live – so I am sure you will give me your opinion freely. I suppose you ‘will knock that scheme in the head’ – what does old B. say about it.

Your opinion of Kafir affairs is just what I have been ramming down the throats of these people ever since I came here but to little purpose as they say because they are hungry on account of their own misconduct are we to be the sufferers in consequence [?] – such a state of things cannot hold out long. The Lieut. Governor must adopt some very severe measures to put a stop to this continual system of Robbery by wholesale, instead of being here doing his duty and attending to his government he is up on or near the Orange River. God only knows what he is doing – it is quite uncertain when he will be here.

This afternoon Captain Graham the paymaster of 72nd fell from his horse and was seriously hurt – broke one of his ribs and his collar bone. The other day I met Donald McDonald and enquired concerning your horses. He said that he did not have them with him to the Orange River – that when he was in Town and leaving for the Orange River Mr [Tate, Porter?] asked him to take them out for him as far as White’s farm and leave them there in charge of an Englishman who had the care of the stock on the farm. Which he did and left them in the care of this man, but does not know his name and has heard since that they were both lost and supposed to have been taken by the Kafirs – so much for horseflesh – which reminds me of your saddle and my horse. I have not neglected sending your saddle as I have known of no opportunity and the same with regard to the horse Lujolo [sp. ?], however I shall send it to you as soon as possible; do you likewise. On looking over your letter again I perceive you say, referring to Mrs. B ‘after much conversation on the subject’ she requested me to offer her daughter’s ‘thanks’ &c. &c. You do not in the least say the purport of the conversation or what you could infer from the conversation. I should like this flaw or deficiency in your evidence to be satisfactorily accounted for – again you say ‘we talked until there was a mutual understanding’ – here is another incomprehensible business, pray explain this my dear fellow and write me as long a letter next week as you have this.

This is the first letter I have written from ‘Spring grove cottage’. I wish you could come and live with me here. I shall try and ferret a situation where we can be together. I have begun house keeping and expensive work it is too. I have got a capital old slave for a cook and an excellent cook he is – he can make all sorts of dainty dishes to lay before your honour when you come [word unclear] I shall live upon the fat of the land.

As to Meeta, I am glad to hear she is getting on so well. I can assure you I have been as virtuous as the new born babe ever since I have been in this horrible Town. I should be delighted to see her again, but am afraid of the burden you speak of. I shall send her something by the first conveyance of wagons I meet with and shall direct it to you. Please tell her and let her kiss the seal three times – as I have done. Oh what a foolish fellow I am, this is my weak point, pray excuse me. I know you will – tell me if she does – destroy this letter.

I am very sorry to hear of Atkinson’s conduct he will go to the dogs headlong. I am very much of your opinion that he will destroy himself.

I borrowed Captain Biddulph’s saddle bags – and never sent him my sincere thanks on paper for which I ought to be and am ashamed. However give my love to him and tell him what I say, and I will write to him next post. Remember me to all. I cannot leave off writing to you as it is a pleasure. I feel I can say what I like. How does your brother get on at Waterloo? I must write to him soon. Tell old Christina I should be happy to see her fat backside again.

Paddy Balfour is quite wishing he could not get leave to go to the Cape with Col Smith but is to be first on the list for leave. I believe he is getting on swimmingly: he told me the other day his wine bill came to an enormous sum of money since he has been in Town. I frequently amuse myself by guessing to what use you have appropriated the large house of which you have now become Lord and Master, however I cannot at all fancy.

I am sorry to say I cannot send you any money as I have not received any since I have been in Town.

In your letter at the conclusion you say we are devoted but sworn friends – to which I am happy to say is the case and I hope ever will. I conclude with the words of my seal ‘though lost to sight to Memory dear’.

I remain my dear Fynn

Yours for ever most

devotedly

Somtseu7



INTERPRETING THE LETTER

Among the many details that are incidentally revealing in the letter is the signature. Donald Morris claimed that Somtseu, the name of ‘a famed Xhosa hunter’, had been sarcastically conferred on Shepstone by Zulus when he ran from an elephant during his expedition to Port Natal with Major Samuel Charters in 1838.8 This cannot be true, for Shepstone signs with this name more than two years before his first encounters with either Natal or Charters. Considering that his early mentor, Harry Smith (later Sir Harry Smith, who appears in this letter as Colonel Smith), also addressed him as Somtseu in letters,9 it must be concluded that he acquired the name either as a boy, or during his service with D’Urban during the frontier war. Most likely the Oxford Dictionary of Biography is correct in stating that African playmates of his boyhood conferred the name on him, and it would therefore be an error to read into it an appraisal of his mature character.10

For the rest, our almost total ignorance of the immediate context of this letter severely impedes attempts to get beyond the immediate text. It does not seem possible even to specify the place where Fynn was living in October 1836. Plainly a deep friendship, extending even to the sharing of intimate details about personal relationships, had developed at some point between the adolescent Shepstone and the much older Fynn, whose 33 years of life had already packed in a range of experience that must have seemed incredible to even the most worldly of his Georgian contemporaries. No other documents have yet come to light to explain how this strange friendship arose. Among the fragments of Shepstone Papers deposited in the Natal Archives there is a diary that begins in March 1835 with his departure from Grahamstown as an interpreter on the staff of D’Urban during the final campaign against the Xhosa chief, Hintsa. The diary ends abruptly in June of the same year, not to recommence until June of the year 1839.

Julie Pridmore, who has done more than any previous historian to try to pin down Fynn’s movements, makes plain that for most of the war he was living near the Mpondo chief, Faku, charged with making sure that no help for the Xhosa combatants arrived from that quarter. In September 1835, Fynn joined Lieutenant-Colonel Harry Smith in peace negotiations with chief Maqoma at Fort Cox. As Smith had already begun to take a paternal interest in young Shepstone, it is conceivable that the first encounter with Fynn occurred at this time. However, more extended opportunities to develop a friendship could have arisen only after Fynn resumed duties as an interpreter to D’Urban and his staff in February or March, 1836, six months before Shepstone wrote to him from Spring Grove Cottage.11 Neither Pridmore nor any other authority on either Fynn or Shepstone provides any details on their doings in the months immediately before or after the letter was written. That leaves us to draw what inferences we can from the text itself.

Some of the content concerns the minutiae of everyday life, such as the care of horses and the antics of comrades. The men mentioned by name for the most part appear to have been serving officers on the staffs of D’Urban and Harry Smith. Lieutenant Paddy Balfour was aide-de-camp to Smith and was with him on the infamous day when George Southey blew Hintsa’s brains out and other staff officers mutilated his body in pursuit of macabre souvenirs.12 Captain Thomas Biddulph also served under D’Urban’s command during the frontier war.13 But none of the details given concerning these men or the others less certainly identified, such as Captain Graham of the 72nd Regiment of Foot, and the self-destructive Atkinson, appear of much interest to today’s scholars.

In contrast, Shepstone’s declaration that he shares Fynn’s ‘opinion on Kafir affairs’ is tantalising. Had he spelled out what precisely he had been ‘ramming down the throats of these people’, it would have constituted the first-known policy statement from the man whose name would, more than any other, be linked with ‘Native policy’ in southeast Africa during the mid-Victorian period. Without more details we are left to guess that he refers to the distress suffered by tens of thousands of displaced Africans in the aftermath of the war.14 He seems to blame the white settlers for refusing to alleviate their condition and offering the lame excuse that the Xhosa had brought hardship upon themselves by starting the frontier war. Whether Shepstone and Fynn also shared a belief that depriving Africans of the land and stock they required to sustain themselves could only drive them toward armed rebellion – a belief Shepstone would often express when defending the provision of extensive Reserves and Locations in the debates of Natal’s Legislative Council in the 1860s – cannot be confidently deduced from the text. Nor is it clear what Shepstone means by a ‘system of wholesale robbery’ or the severe measures he hopes might be taken by the Lieutenant Governor (Sir Andries Stockenström), who had taken up his appointment only three weeks earlier on 13 September 1836.

In the absence of more information, the interest of the text resides almost entirely in the references to women that bookend Shepstone’s discussion of men and measures. At one end of the letter stand the references to Miss B, Mrs B and Mrs S. At the other, separated by the world of politics, fighting men and horseflesh, stand the references to Meeta and to Christina of the ‘fat backside’.

The opening lines present young Shepstone in apologetic mode, tortuously explaining a letter he had written to Miss B. Fynn seems to have taken exception to this, from which it may be reasonably inferred that he has been courting Miss B. Knowing that Fynn was to marry Ann Brown, a resident of Grahamstown, only six months hence,15 there is every possibility that she was the Miss B in question, and the daughter of Mrs B. Who Mrs S – the ‘horrible b[itc]h’ – might be cannot be guessed at; she seems to be blamed for disclosing Sheptone’s correspondence with Miss B, ‘although there was nothing in what I wrote approaching to making love’. But then, why write at all? Shepstone does appear genuinely anxious to extricate himself from a situation that means relatively little to himself, but potentially a great deal to Fynn. Although the older man possessed advantages of experience and maturity, he had little money, as evidenced by his persistent attempts to gain land grants and a regular position in the colonial bureaucracy. In the eyes of a protective mother like Mrs Brown, it would by no means be evident that Fynn was the better match.

Pridmore presents Fynn’s marriage as a response to the isolation he felt after taking up the position of Resident with Chief Maphasa in March of 1837:

While isolated from colonial society, Fynn took steps to address his lonely position by marrying a European woman, Ann Brown, a resident of Grahamstown, in April 1837. Recent oral history has stressed that this marriage marked the end of Fynn’s early career which had been characterised by a flexible lifestyle and liaisons with indigenous women at Port Natal.16

However, if we correctly identify Ann Brown as Miss B, his pursuit began months before his ‘lonely’ posting. A more likely interpretation would be that Fynn sought respectability through marriage to a white woman, which would help him advance a career in the bureaucracy hampered by his notorious doings at Port Natal. How much of this would have been known among the women of Grahamstown, including the interfering Mrs S, cannot be determined. But there can be little doubt that they were well known to the battle-hardened military coterie surrounding D’Urban and Harry Smith. We can only guess at the content of the ‘much conversation’ Fynn had with Mrs B, but it would be reasonable to assume it revolved around both parties’ efforts to preserve a rigidly formal appearance of respectability.

How different is the language at the other end of the text when Shepstone speaks of Meeta and old Christina. In contrast to the convolutions of the earlier discussion, he tells Fynn that he ‘cannot leave off writing to you as it is a pleasure. I feel I can say what I like’. This section of the text is worlds apart from the conventions governing the behaviour of Miss B and her suspicious guardians – where Shepstone definitely could not say what he liked; indeed, where he might be held to account for every nuance. Meeta and Christina merit no honorific Miss or Mrs, for they certainly fall on the other side of the colour line that ran for so long across the social and geographical landscape of colonial South Africa. Because they are not Miss or Mrs and are spoken of in familiar tones, we know they are black.

Further identification eludes us. Because Christina of the fat backside is spoken of as old, it can reasonably be inferred she is a servant of mature years, not an object of desire. Her placement in the text raises the possibility that she worked for Fynn’s brother William, who also held a government appointment, and therefore was more likely to have been known to Shepstone, than to either of Fynn’s other brothers. Meeta, on the other hand, who is the love interest of the text, holds an indeterminate position. The name could, if rendered as Mitha, indicate a Bantu-speaking background; however, as we know that Fynn’s previous domestic circles had included both mixed race people from the Cape as well as Nguni women, we cannot be sure. She must have occupied some position in Fynn’s household, else he could not have been so familiar with her personal situation.

Of the nature of her relations with young Shepstone there can be little doubt. The rather detached opening remark that he is ‘glad to hear she is getting on so well’ is immediately undercut by Shepstone’s insistence that he has ‘been as virtuous as the new born babe ever since I have been in this horrible Town’. Clearly Shepstone had not been virtuous in Meeta’s company. The choice of the phrase ‘new born babe’, while probably not consciously selected by the passionate adolescent, suggests another train of thought, which is carried into the next sentence: ‘I should be delighted to see her again, but am afraid of the burden you speak of’. Heavy with child springs to mind, as does the implication that Shepstone feels responsible for her condition, because he offers to ‘send her something by the first conveyance of wagons’. That something – presumably money or some other valuable present – is to be directed to Fynn, rather than to Meeta herself, is further evidence that she lies across a racial divide that would not permit Shepstone to openly address a parcel or letter to her. Yet he does not hesitate to express his love: ‘let her kiss the seal three times – as I have done’. He is both passionately devoted and ashamed: ‘Oh what a foolish fellow I am, this is my weak point’. And by that, it may be inferred, the missionary’s son does not mean a tendency to fall in love, but sexual desire itself.

Having revealed so much in one headstrong passionate paragraph, Shepstone quickly retreats to a defensive mode, expressing confidence that Fynn will destroy the potentially incriminating letter, and, through the reference to Atkinson going to the dogs in the very next sentence, implies that he has no intention of letting himself be similarly destroyed through his ‘weak point’.

The next Shepstone texts that survive in Natal date from 1838 and describe the expedition on which he accompanied Major Charters to Natal. Only eight days before sailing from Cape Town, he had wed 22-year-old Maria Palmer of Grahamstown at Colonel Harry Smith’s home. His Natal journal, which appears to have been directed to Maria, breathes a very different spirit than the 1836 letter to Fynn.17 It is filled with expressions of conventional piety, and reveals no weak point. Never again, not even in his extensive correspondence with Bishop Colenso before their falling out, would Shepstone expose his inmost being with such frankness.18

Though Fynn cuts a much less impressive figure on the imperial stage, the letter adds to our knowledge of his life in one important way. It exposes the permeable sexual borderland that white men (but never women) could inhabit between the constraints of respectable colonial society and the freedom that beckoned across the frontier. Most likely, in the company of military men on active service among the Xhosa, Fynn’s sexual history would have been the subject of open banter as well as fervent curiosity. His ‘free love’ lifestyle must have appeared very attractive to sexually repressed adolescent men.

Pridmore postulates a clear break in Fynn’s career at the point when ‘he left Natal in 1832 to pursue a more conventional career in the Cape colonial service … Fynn set out to appear as a member of settler society, which he demonstrated by marrying a white woman’. However, from the text of Shepstone’s letter, it would appear that Fynn did not altogether abandon the situation he enjoyed as head of an entourage of African women, when he left his black wives (and the Inkumbi descent group he formed, led by one of his wives named Uvunhlazi) behind in Natal. The Inkumbi included ‘at least thirty-two tribes, nearly all of which were inhabiting the Natal district before the Zulu wars … and numbers ninety-two kraal’.19 Otherwise there would have been no Meeta, whatever her position may have been in his household. And Pridmore’s notion that Fynn would feel lonely and lack companionship without a white wife seems distinctly unconvincing.20

AFTERMATHS

Of Meeta and her unborn burden we hear no more; they vanish from the historical record. Ann Brown survived for only two years after her marriage to Fynn, dying in June 1839 at the age of 22. Fynn went on to marry another white woman, Christina Brown (no relation to Ann) in 1841, and she bore him a single child, Henry Francis Fynn, Jr. Attempts to cash in on his early Natal career by publishing accounts of Shaka and Dingane gained him a wider fame but no money. His later career was dogged by poverty and fruitless attempts to claim land from colonial authorities, based on his war service and rights allegedly acquired during his residence at Port Natal and on the Mzimkhulu. These were discounted by British authorities, along with all similar claims staked prior to the colony’s annexation; the Voortrekkers alone had their titles confirmed as a matter of political expediency. Only after his appointment as Assistant Resident Magistrate for the Pietermaritzburg district did Fynn acquire a modicum of financial security. And this appointment he owed to none other than Theophilus Shepstone, who had risen to be Natal’s Secretary for Native Affairs, while fathering three daughters and six sons, several of whom helped carry on his legacy in African administration in Natal, Zululand and Swaziland.

Pridmore is at a loss to account for the strained character of relations between Fynn and Shepstone after 1852. While Fynn did eventually win promotion to the post of Resident Magistrate of the Umkomanzi and Inanda divisions, it was said that Shepstone was ‘always very down on Fynn’.21 Fynn’s son, Francis, who followed him into public service as Resident with Zulu King Cetshwayo and Resident Magistrate of Msinga district, told James Stuart that ‘Sir Theophilus Shepstone could not bear anyone being looked upon as anything greater than himself. My father had great influence with the natives … This gave him power which Sir T. Shepstone objected to’.22 If this were so, then why had Shepstone appointed Fynn in the first place?

One plausible answer must be that Fynn kept the letter he was supposed to have destroyed. What else might he have known of Meeta and her child given the connection they obviously had? The fact that this letter alone of their early correspondence survives in the Fynn papers drives us toward the conclusion that Fynn preserved it because of the hold it gave him over the mature, respectable patriarch. This does not establish that Fynn practised outright blackmail; only that he might well have let Shepstone know he carried a secret, which, even if whispered into his wife Maria’s ear, or into Natal’s rumour mill, had the potential to stall the younger man’s career.

The proof of the proposition was the way that public knowledge of Fynn’s doings as a Port Natal trader had limited his own capacity to rise in colonial society. Disdain for Fynn and his legacy surfaces in a revealing passage from a report to Shepstone by Resident Magistrate Dunbar Moodie. In 1865, Fynn’s discarded African wife, Vunhlazi, expressed a wish to resign as Inkosikazi (chief) of the Isikumbini, which Moodie described as an artificial tribe created by ‘the late Resident Magistrate, Fynn’. Having named Fynn, Moodie went on to note that Vunhlazi had several sons ‘by an early European settler’, without mentioning that the settler and Fynn were one and the same. One of Vunhlazi’s sons, Moodie observed, was ‘sufficiently advanced to pay and support an Englishwoman (although one I regret to say neither distinguished by her learning nor sobriety)’.23 As racial divisions hardened, Fynn had become an embarrassment.

It is more difficult to make confident assertions about the long-term impact of Sheptone’s early sexual experiences. It could well be that his persistent refusal to promote laws restricting polygamy reflected not only simple pragmatism, but a real conviction that attempts to impose an ideal European pattern of monogamy ran contrary to nature. In Bishop Colenso’s preaching, Shepstone found theological justifications for treating African patterns of sexual behaviour and family affection as natural. Thomas McClendon has recently reminded us of how the idea of ruling over a black kingdom outside Natal occupied a central place in Shepstone’s thinking until well into the 1860s.24 At first he envisaged it as located south of the Mzimkhulu; later his attention shifted to a hived-off section of Zululand. In the later versions of these schemes Bishop Colenso was his chosen partner in a plan to ‘raise’ African society in the scale of civilisation, away from the disrupting influences of white settlers.

It would not be fanciful to relate this guiding idea back to the contrast young Shepstone draws between Fynn’s domain in the bush, where he could say what he liked and delight in Meeta’s company, and the ‘horrible town’ where one must remain ‘virtuous as the new born babe’ to avoid the wagging of bitches’ tongues. Even as patriarch of a large white family, the prospect of escape to a freer land across the border always beckoned. It might also be usefully linked to Jeff Guy’s insight that the image of the silent, inscrutable Shepstone applies solely to his dealings with white settlers and officialdom.25 In that world we must seek to understand his motivations through the words he committed to paper. Among Africans, however, according to surviving accounts, Shepstone talked incessantly, confident of his ability to navigate in settings where the spoken word ruled social and political interactions. This remained what it had been since he was 19, a place where he could ‘say what he liked’.

It may also be speculated that Shepstone’s youthful romantic adventure influenced the resistance he consistently expressed while Secretary for Native Affairs to attempts to outlaw sexual relations across the colour line. For example, in 1861, when Magistrate John Bird suggested that the Lieutenant Governor should invoke his powers as Supreme Chief of Natal to proclaim cohabitation with whites a crime under Native Law, Shepstone expressed the opinion that however desirable it might be as a means of ‘preserving the prestige’ of the white race, the whole question was ‘a delicate matter to interfere with’.26 Whatever his role in laying the foundations of segregation in South Africa and indirect rule elsewhere, he played no part in moving the law toward the immorality Acts of the twentieth century. It is tempting to attribute his stance to a memory that time could never have erased: that he had once loved Meeta and she may have carried his child.
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THE IRREGULAR PROGRESS OF EMPIRE

LORD CHELMSFORD AND THE ZULU WAR

Keith Smith

One might argue that, like its Roman predecessor, the empire that eventually accrued to the British Crown was often forged by accident rather than design, and that its conquests were not always made in pursuit of imperial ambition, but were instead aimed at depriving other countries.

The progress of British imperialism was rarely, if ever, smooth for those directly involved. To illustrate the truth of this aphorism I propose to examine a minor military campaign which, though brief in duration, was replete with incident. The Zulu War, fought by the British in 1879, was conceived in chicanery, prosecuted with incompetence and settled in folly. It was one of many small conflicts fought by Queen Victoria’s army, and its winning proved far more difficult than anyone could have dared to predict. My purpose is not to examine the progress of the war itself but rather the conflicts behind the scenes. These involved the officer commanding British troops in South Africa, and his relations with two of his contemporaries in the colony, and with the government he served.

Major-General Frederic Augustus Thesiger, soon to be the second Baron Chelmsford,1 was appointed to the command of British troops in South Africa in March 1878, with the local rank of lieutenant-general. He succeeded Lieutenant-General Sir Arthur Cunynghame at Cape Town and was charged with the task of bringing the Ninth Border War to a successful conclusion, a mission he completed in short order.

Lord Chelmsford was next called upon to fight a war against the Zulu king Cetshwayo kaMpande, because of some chicanery on the part of the Governor of the Cape and High Commissioner for South Africa, Sir Henry Bartle Edward Frere.2 Frere had a remit from the Secretary of State for the Colonies to bring about a confederation of the disparate colonies in South Africa, on a model similar to that adopted for the provinces of Canada. He was convinced that the most serious obstacle was the potential threat posed by the kingdom of the Zulu and, in particular, the very large army of warriors under the control of King Cetshwayo.

The High Commissioner seized on several insubstantial grievances and assembled them into an ultimatum that he intended to present to the Zulu king, knowing perfectly well that as some of the conditions imposed would be unacceptable, war would ensue. However, Frere chose to keep his British masters in the dark for as long as possible, by not even mentioning an ultimatum, and then by using the delay in communications between the Cape and London to prevent the news of its presentation reaching London until it was too late for any interference.

Zululand was immediately to the north of the colony of Natal. The border consisted chiefly of the Thukela and Buffalo (Mzinyathi) rivers. Lord Chelmsford placed five separate invasion columns along the border, including one in the northwest at Luneburg, near the Pongolo River. On 11 January 1879, an ultimatum imposed on Cetshwayo having expired, Lord Chelmsford ordered three of his five columns to cross the border into Zululand and advance upon the king’s ‘capital’ of Ulundi.

The invasion did not go well. The relative ease with which his forces had been so recently able to defeat the Ngqika and Gcaleka chiefs in the eastern part of the Cape Colony brought with it a confidence that was very quickly shaken when dealing with the Zulu. He accompanied his Centre Column a mere 16 kilometres from Rorke’s Drift on the Buffalo River to the hill of Isandlwana where, on 22 January, the commanders of Cetshwayo’s army of 20,000 warriors out-manoeuvred the Lieutenant-General and destroyed no less than half of his column with a loss of more than 1300 dead; fewer than 80 British and Colonial troops survived. It was the worst defeat suffered by a British force at the hands of an aboriginal people.

This disaster was mitigated by the heroic and successful defence of the post at Rorke’s Drift, attacked by the Zulu army’s reserve, and a separate engagement at Nyezane where the First Column, under Colonel Charles Knight Pearson, defeated a smaller Zulu force – both engagements also being fought on 22 January.3

Matters did not greatly improve. Pearson’s column advanced to Eshowe, where the Zulu besieged his hastily constructed fort. The other two columns dragged themselves back across the border. While reinforcements and replacements appeared, two further setbacks occurred: more British lives were lost at an engagement at Ntombe Drift near Luneburg on 12 March, while on 28 March an assault by Colonel Evelyn Wood’s Fourth Column on the Hlobane mountain fastness of the Qulusi people went horribly wrong. Wood’s attack was largely successful until it was foiled by the intervention of a large Zulu army on its way to attack Wood at his camp at Khambula. Hastily withdrawing his troops to the threatened camp, Wood defeated the Zulu force on the following day in what has been described as the turning point of the war.

Before he could begin his second campaign, Lord Chelmsford was obliged to relieve Colonel Pearson at Eshowe, now completely cut off by the besieging Zulu except for intermittent communication using an ingeniously contrived heliograph. He set out on 30 March, fought the battle of Gingindlovu to a successful conclusion on 2 April, and relieved Pearson on the following day.

The second invasion began on 1 June. It was undertaken by two much larger forces: a first division under Major-General Henry Hope Crealock on the coast and a second division under Major-General Edward Newdigate. This latter was accompanied by Wood’s old Fourth Column, now designated the Flying Column, while Wood was promoted to brigadier-general. Chelmsford again chose to accompany this division.

The Second Division was immediately brought to a brief halt by the death of Louis Napoleon, Prince Imperial of France, at the hands of a small Zulu raiding party on 2 June. The prince had acted as a civilian aide to Chelmsford, and his loss was yet another blow to Chelmsford’s credibility. Nevertheless, the division marched on, unsupported by a coastal division that failed miserably to demonstrate any initiative. The Lieutenant-General finally brought his column to the heart of Zululand, where he fought and won the battle of Ulundi on 4 July. Despite the fact that King Cetshwayo remained at liberty, and was thus potentially able to regroup his warriors, Chelmsford immediately abandoned the battle area to the routed Zulu and returned to his base camp on the heights of Mthonjaneni. From there he sent the Second Division back along its outward route while he went to St Paul’s to meet the officer sent out to supersede him, General Sir Garnet Wolseley, accompanied by Brigadier-General Wood and his Flying Column. Chelmsford resigned his command shortly thereafter, and returned almost immediately to England.

So much for Lord Chelmsford’s war, in which a total of 76 officers, 1007 non-commissioned officers and men and 604 African auxiliaries were killed in its nine-month duration. A further 347 officers and men died from disease.4 At least 7000 Zulus lost their lives, with countless wounded.

SIR HENRY BULWER

The reader might assume that the opprobrium attending Chelmsford after the disasters at Isandlwana, Hlobane and Ntombe Drift, not to mention the death of the Prince Imperial, were the principal causes of his replacement. In fact, this was not the case. The primary reason was his relationship with the Lieutenant-Governor of Natal, Sir Henry Bulwer,5 which began badly and grew worse.

As early as December 1878 Bulwer had observed that Chelmsford was ‘a good general officer: very, very careful, very painstaking, very thorough’ but ‘not very pleasant to deal with in official matters’, and even questioned whether he was always ‘open and frank’.6 This last comment was subsequently proved correct. For his part, Chelmsford quickly found Bulwer strongly opposed to war with the Zulu nation:

Were I certain that the Zulus were going to attack or to be attacked, I would ask that the Cavalry regiment from Malta and at least one Native Infantry regiment should be sent to reinforce me. I cannot, however, make any such statement. Sir H. Bulwer on the contrary seems to lean to the opinion that the Zulus are not anxious to provoke a quarrel and appears to deprecate any military preparations.7

Bulwer was sincere in his beliefs concerning the pacific nature of the Zulu people, if not necessarily that of their king. Public opinion was initially with the Lieutenant-Governor, to the point of apathy. In October 1878, a correspondent wrote to the Times of Natal:

We object to being compelled to fight in a cause which has in no way been brought about by any action of ours. We were submitted to disgrace in the Langalibalele affair, and do not wish a repetition of that disaster upon a larger scale. It is right that those who make wars necessary should do the fighting.8

Bulwer first had grave misgivings about the conscription of the proposed Natal Native Contingent (NNC), not least concerning the passing of the command of levies from local to imperial military hands. He strongly opposed the issuing of firearms to Africans, which was forbidden by law without permission, and which had precipitated the Langalibalele incident in 1873. He sensed the potential for armed rebellion if they were given arms and military training. A combination of the Zulu and Natal Africans, many of whom were Zulu in origin, was – in the minds of settlers and their leaders – too awful to contemplate. One must bear in mind that at this time the population of Natal was about 360,000, of whom less than 27,000 were Europeans and some 17,000 were Indians.9 It was probably for this reason, as much as the shortage of arms, that the NNC was allowed only 10 armed men in each company of 100, the remainder having only their traditional weapons. The ensuing debate between the Natal Government and the military delayed the conscription of both officers and men.10

Chelmsford’s frustration with Bulwer was almost palpable, and he made his feelings clear in a letter to High Commissioner Frere, in September 1878:

Sir Henry Bulwer trusts no one, and wishes to settle every petty point of detail himself. But as he has essentially a small mind and cannot take a full grasp of the situation, the time of the Defence Committee, when it met, which has not been often, has been taken up with discussing details which should have been left entirely to the magistrates of districts.11

In this letter, he was able to report that he had finally met with the Executive Council, and addressed its Defence Committee. He had been able to win over the members, and agreement was reached on a satisfactory resolution of Natal’s defence problems. Even so, it is plain that the Lieutenant-Governor’s pedantry continued to irk Chelmsford, who saw him as ‘very particular, moreover, about the exact language in which his orders are clothed, and will discuss and alter ad nauseam every sentence, wasting most valuable time and trying the temper of his council most woefully’.12

Following the battle of Isandlwana on 22 January 1879 the NNC was left in disarray. Chelmsford was concerned that the troops had seemingly deserted their units. He disbanded one regiment and the other two were rendered virtually useless. Bulwer initiated an enquiry into the ‘desertions’ and, based largely upon responses from his Resident Magistrates after they had consulted the chiefs, restated his opposition to the NNC’s existence. In a detailed memorandum, Bulwer identified inherent problems resulting from the apparent disregard by Chelmsford of his government’s views.13

In a belated reply, Chelmsford answered the criticisms point by point, essentially arguing that the matters raised had been adopted virtually as the Lieutenant-Governor had required.14 Referring, for example, to the principal bone of contention – the military organisation of the NNC rather than the tribal organisation favoured by Bulwer – Chelmsford asserted that Bulwer, in a memorandum to Sir Bartle Frere, had substantially agreed with the sub-division of a large body of Africans, and the necessity for such sub-divisions to be led by Europeans.

Their correspondence was, in the normal course, copied to High Commissioner Frere. On 7 March 1879, Sir Henry Bulwer wrote to Frere, indicating quite clearly that he was not to be mollified by Chelmsford’s reply, had ‘no desire to continue this controversy, and therefore abstain[ed] from entering into any notice of the various points in the Lieutenant-General’s Minute which, otherwise, I might be disposed to think require notice’.15 This implacable response was an early example of the catalysts that were eventually to bring about Lord Chelmsford’s replacement.

As reinforcements began to arrive in March, Chelmsford planned for the relief of Pearson, still trapped in Eshowe and rapidly running out of supplies. In order that the expedition be more successful, he asked for the cooperation of the column commanders in providing military demonstrations which might divert the Zulu king’s attention from the real objective of the British. In this regard, Chelmsford wrote to Colonel Evelyn Wood that, having just returned from Greytown and Krantzkop, he had obtained as many African levies as he could ‘out of the [Natal] Government along the Tugela border’, and that ‘I hope to be able to send in large raiding parties with a hooroosh, directly you are in a position to resume the advance’.16

This letter does not make clear which body would make the diversionary demonstrations but seems to refer to the Native Border Guard under the civil commanders of Colonial Defensive Districts, and thence the Lieutenant-Governor. The only African forces commanded by Chelmsford were the NNC and associated troops, such as the Natal Pioneers and the Natal Native Mounted Contingent.

Bulwer and Chelmsford met at Pinetown, near Durban, on 11 March 1879 to discuss matters including the demonstrations called for by the Lieutenant-General.17 Bulwer left this meeting convinced that they had agreed that while the Border Guard would assemble for a demonstration, they would not be required to cross the river into Zululand. This restriction did not extend to the NNC. He used the agreement as the basis for orders to his district commanders that their levies were not to cross the river border, but could be used on the Natal side for demonstrations.18

Only days later, Chelmsford wrote a second letter to Wood, formally requesting his assistance with demonstrations, stating his intentions with regard to other areas, and encouraging Wood to ‘make any forward movement about the 27th of this month, so that the news of it may reach the neighbourhood of Ekowe about the 29th’. He added that ‘I shall tell the border commandants to make demonstrations all along the line also, and if the river admits, to raid across for cattle’.19

In response to this request, Wood arranged for an assault on the nearby Hlobane Mountain, yet another cattle-lifting venture.20 The attack was unsuccessful, as it coincided with the arrival in the vicinity of a Zulu impi (army) intending to attack Wood’s camp at Khambula. Ensuing events led to the disastrous retreat from Hlobane on 28 March and the battle of Khambula on 29 March 1879.

Although the evidence is scanty, John Laband argues convincingly on the basis of the above-mentioned correspondence and records of meetings that ‘Chelmsford had early determined on proceeding behind Bulwer’s back’ by using border military levies for these raids.21

In the meantime, Major A C Twentyman, commanding troops on the Middle Drift of the Thukela, was making just such a demonstration on 25 March, using both the NNC and the border levies. He had requested that W D Wheelwright, commanding Colonial Defensive District VII (Umvoti), assemble his troops for a combined raid into Zululand. Mindful of his instructions that his men were not to cross the river, Wheelwright agreed to assemble them but said that they would not cross until authorised by the Natal Government. On 29 March, Twentyman reported to Colonel Bellairs, Deputy Adjutant-General, on Wheelwright’s refusal to cross the river, and requested Bellairs to obtain permission for Wheelwright’s men to cross.22

Several days later Twentyman, concerned that permission to use the border levies had still not been received, reported that while the state of the river had prevented a crossing, a demonstration by more than 1000 border levies and the NNC on 25 March was effective: ‘The Zulus all along the Border seem to fear our crossing, and everywhere the cattle have been driven over the hills towards the interior’.23

When Eshowe was relieved on 3 April, Special Border Agent J Eustace Fannin reported another crossing by the NNC at Middle Drift. His report shows his anxiety about continuing raids and fear of Zulu reprisals, indeed of ‘a disaster if any more of these raids are made’, for ‘Bishop Schreuder through his glass has seen a considerable number of Zulus about three miles from the ferry. They are evidently watching for a favourable opportunity to attack’.24 The following day, Commandant A N Montgomery, temporarily commanding the NNC while Captain Cherry was ill, chose not to cross, to Fannin’s relief: ‘the Natives refusing to cross. I think it is fortunate it was not attempted, as the Zulus had assembled a considerable body of men to resist’.25

Pearson and his forces arrived back at the Thukela River four days later, but both Twentyman and Chelmsford seemed intent on prolonging the tactic of demonstrations at the Middle Drift, even though its raison d’être had expired. Such raids persisted until 9 April, and resumed in May.

These various actions at the Middle Drift had an impact at higher levels. Despite the fact that the Border Guard and the NNC were under the command of Bulwer and Chelmsford respectively, Bulwer’s Acting Secretary for Native Affairs, John Shepstone, obstinately wrote to Major Twentyman at Greytown on 15 March, instructing him that he must ensure that the Native Contingent at Kranz Kop did not ‘enter the Zulu country against their will’.26 Twentyman, then in his post for only a short time, duly passed on the instruction to Commandant Montgomery and Captain Cherry. As an experienced serving army officer, the latter ignored it, but Montgomery thought that as a civilian commandant he must comply, and announced the restriction to his assembled men, who responded that ‘they would follow him anywhere’.27 Inevitably, this matter was drawn to the attention of Sir Henry Bulwer, who immediately recognised the error and wrote to Shepstone on 29 March:

I cannot remember that I ever gave instructions to the S. for N. Affairs to write to the Commanders of these Battalions of the N. N. Contingent. In fact, it would be a breach of official etiquette for this Gov’t to communicate with Captains Cherry or Montgomery except through the proper Military authorities, and I am quite sure I never could have authorised this being done. I am at a loss to understand the origin of this communication.28

Shepstone sheepishly responded that he was then, and remained, under the impression that Sir Henry had directed him to write to Twentyman, but must have misunderstood the instructions.29 Bulwer then became aware of the request made by Twentyman to Wheelwright, and yet another candid exchange of views between Chelmsford and Bulwer followed. On 9 April, the Lieutenant-Governor wrote to Sir Bartle Frere, objecting strongly to the raids across the Thukela into Zululand:

The burning of empty kraals will neither inflict much damage upon the Zulus, nor be attended with much advantage to us; whilst acts of this nature are, so it seems to me, not only calculated to invite retaliation, but to alienate from us the whole of the Zulu nation, men, women, and children, including those who are well disposed to us.30

In a second letter of the same day, to Chelmsford, Bulwer clearly expressed his anger at his betrayal over the Pinetown accord.31 He wrote that he had received information that Twentyman had requested the use of border levies under Wheelwright to make raids across the Thukela, as demonstrations during the relief of Eshowe. While Wheelwright had assembled his troops at the river, he had properly advised Twentyman that he would not send his men into Zululand without the authority of the Natal Government:

I have to observe, with regard to this portion of Major Twentyman’s request, that, whilst I fully agreed to your Lordship’s proposal that the native levies assembled on the border for the defence of the border should assist, if necessary, in any demonstration that may be made, I have not authorised their being employed in making raids into the Zulu country.32

Lord Chelmsford wrote to the Secretary of State for War two days later, advising him of the difficulties he had to endure with Bulwer, and asking him to intercede:

The interference of the Lieutenant-Governor of Natal with my plan of operations … opens up a very serious question, and I feel bound to point out that if my orders to the Colonial forces, which have been placed under my command by Sir Henry Bulwer himself, are to be referred to himself before being complied with, the satisfactory management of the military operations now being carried on becomes an impossibility.

We should note here that Chelmsford blurred the issue of command by suggesting that the border levies were under his control, which they were not. His report continued:

the question now at issue is far more serious, and I would beg for the speedy decision of Her Majesty’s Government, as to whether the Lieutenant-Governor of Natal, having once placed the services of certain Colonial forces at my disposal, has the power to prevent the orders issued by me to their commanders being obeyed.

I need scarcely point out that if this power be vested in the Lieutenant-Governor, it will be impossible for me to accept the responsibility of the command of the Colonial forces now in the field for the defence of Natal, or to employ the Native Contingent battalions which have been hitherto associated with the British troops.33

Not content with this letter, Chelmsford also wrote on that same day and in a similar vein to the British army Commander-in-Chief, the Duke of Cambridge: ‘from my first arrival in Natal [Bulwer] has thrown every obstacle in my way, whilst at the same time he has endeavoured by long memoranda, minutes and dispatches to make it appear that he has given me all the assistance I have asked for’.34 On the following day, 12 April, Chelmsford addressed a brief note to Bulwer, advising him that the matter of their differences had been communicated to London.35

Bulwer responded with a tart explanation of his actions, based on his interpretation of what had transpired at Pinetown,36 and sent his own explanation, with copies of correspondence to Colonial Secretary Sir Michael Hicks Beach. Bulwer made two key points. The first was that the raids now brought to his attention had been proposed for dates after the relief of Eshowe and therefore could not have had any bearing on the success or otherwise of that venture. The second was to note the rather ambiguous manner in which Chelmsford had referred to the African levies:

The question, therefore, put by the Lieutenant-General, in the way that it is put, before the Secretary of State for War, by not distinguishing between the two descriptions of native forces, but, as is actually done in the last paragraph but one, by naming and associating the two together as if there were no distinction between them, fails I think to represent the real state of the case.37

In his counter-claim of 18 April, Chelmsford pointed out to Bulwer that ‘there appears to be an unfortunate misunderstanding with regard to the conversation which I had the honour of holding with your Excellency at Pine Town’, and that he had given no commitment such as was now being claimed by the Lieutenant-Governor. Furthermore, he demanded that all African troops along the border be placed ‘unreservedly’ under his command, and ‘that I should be permitted to employ them, within or without the border, in whatever manner I may consider best in the interests of the Colony, and with due regard to its protection from invasion’.38

Bulwer acknowledged this letter and undertook to bring the matter to the attention of the Executive Council.39 This he did, and in a letter a few days later he reluctantly capitulated, enclosing a Minute of the Executive Council deploring the use of the levies in cross-border raids, but adding ‘that the Lieutenant-General, who is responsible for the operations of the war and for the defence of the Colony, should have the power of so employing the native levies on the border’.40

The dispute closed with a whimper rather than a bang, following a submission by F B Fynney, Special Border Agent at Lower Thukela: ‘respectfully to state my conviction that in the event of our natives being met by a body of Zulus on their own ground, they would not stand against them, but make the best of their way back to Natal’.41 In response to this advice, forwarded to him by Bulwer, Lord Chelmsford made a complete volte face, replying in part that ‘With such men it would be absurd to attempt any military operation across the border; and I should certainly have never pressed so strongly that the border forces should be placed at my disposal for that purpose had I been informed earlier of the real feeling amongst these natives’.42

While this ended the prolonged dispute between the two men, the mills of government in London were grinding slowly, and the fate of Lord Chelmsford was even then being determined. Hicks Beach sent off a terse telegram to Bulwer on 19 May 1879, confirming that ‘The full command of any forces whether European or Native, which are called out for service, must of course be with the General, with whom the responsibility for the operations rests’.43

As Chelmsford was preparing to make his final assault on the Zulu King in late June, he received a telegram from the Secretary of State for War:

Her Majesty’s Government have determined to send out Sir Garnet Wolseley as Administrator in that part of South-Eastern Africa in the neighbourhood of the seat of war, with plenary powers, both civil and military. Sir B. Frere instructed accordingly by Colonial Office. The appointment of a senior officer is not intended as a censure on yourself, but you will, as in course of service, submit and subordinate your plans to his control. He leaves this country by next mail.44

The Secretary of State for War gave these reasons in a subsequent letter:

though the orders given by the Colonial Office have instructed His Excellency to comply with your lordship’s military demands, I must nevertheless express my sorrow that you should have been unable to settle this question amicably with His Excellency by personal or friendly communication without the necessity of resort to the Home Government … I have now to convey to you the intimation that Her Majesty’s Government, having carefully considered the information at their command, have come to the conclusion that the satisfactory administration of affairs in that part of South-Eastern Africa in the immediate neighbourhood of the seat of war can, at the present moment, only be carried out by placing that administration in the hands of one person, holding plenary powers, both civil and military, and that they have selected Sir Garnet Wolseley to discharge these duties.45

Details followed in a personal letter from Hicks Beach to Sir Bartle Frere, in which he pointed out the dangers of such a dispute and ‘the urgent necessity for a change’:

In fact, a dictator is required. Lord Chelmsford, if only because he has been one of the parties to the dispute, could not be the man; and we have decided … to send out Sir Garnet Wolseley for the purpose. He will be supreme over both Bulwer and Lanyon,46 though of course he will leave to them as much as possible of the civil administration of their respective governments. In him also will be vested that part of your functions as High Commissioner which gives authority in Zululand and ‘the seat of war’ generally …47

Thus Bulwer stayed on undisturbed, while Chelmsford found himself subordinated to Wolseley. The Lieutenant-General was unwilling to comply and resigned, but not before he had regained his dignitas with a final victory at Ulundi on 4 July 1879. Although Chelmsford went close to achieving his objective of ending the war, he faltered in the last stretch and chose to quit the field after he had won the final battle but not the war itself, given that King Cetshwayo was still at large.

SIR GARNET WOLSELEY

Lieutenant-General Sir Garnet Wolseley was advised of his second South African appointment on 29 May 1879,48 and Lord Chelmsford was notified of his demotion near the end of June. Aware that Wolseley could not take command until he appeared in person in South Africa several weeks later. Chelmsford pressed ahead with his second invasion on 1 June 1879.

By the time Wolseley’s ship arrived in Cape Town on 22 June, the invasion had progressed as far as Fort Evelyn, only a few kilometres short of the Mthonjaneni heights overlooking the Mahlabathini plain and Ulundi. On 23 June, Wolseley confided to his diary: ‘My mission was known here unofficially on the 14th & officially on the 15th instant since which dates every efforts [sic] have been made I am told to bring the war to an end.49 He lost no time in asserting his authority, distributing a general order assuming command. Nor could he wait until he arrived in Durban to impose further his authority. He cabled Major-General Henry Hugh Clifford from Port Elizabeth with a dizzying list of demands:

I shall arrive at Durban on Saturday next, and proceed to Maritzburg same day. Send to Chelmsford immediately, telling him that I want full information as to his plan of operations, the orders he has given to his Generals, the means and lines of communication by which he proposes to supply the troops, the present position of affairs on the lines by which Newdigate and Wood are operating, the latest news of the Enemy, and the movements he proposes. I want also rough distribution return of his forces, including transport, establishment of men, carriages, animals, and a statement how the posts in rear are provisioned. What cypher has he? Tell him to send full report in writing by fastest possible means to Maritzburg, and to telegraph me there as much information as he considers advisable to send by wire. Tell him that all negotiations for peace must be referred to me, as I have full powers to act without reference to England, and that he is not to correspond, either by telegraph or in writing, with the authorities in England, or at the Cape, except through me. This last order applies to yourself also.

Wolseley made his landfall in Durban on 28 June, and on the same day further asserted his command by publishing a second general order.50

Chelmsford received Wolseley’s telegram on that day, while at Mthonjaneni, and responded immediately in considerable detail. While giving a comprehensive report of the situation, he inserted an obdurate sentence indicating his intention to remain independent of Wolseley’s orders: ‘I shall be guided by circumstances as to the future movements of this force’.51 It was not what Wolseley wanted to hear.

Between the despatch of his Port Elizabeth instructions and this retort from Chelmsford, Wolseley had fired off two more telegrams via Clifford. The first emphasised his plenipotentiary powers:

I am not only full General and Commander in Chief of all Troops in S. Africa, but High Commissioner with power to make peace without reference home. Messengers from the King now at Fort Pearson have been sent back today with following message from me – ‘If the King wants peace he must send Umnyamana, Gaoze, and Vumandaba to General Crealock’s column, where I will depute an officer of rank to hear what the King has to say. I alone have power to make peace. All the other Generals are under my orders’.52

Not content with this, on the same day Wolseley sent off a second instruction in an attempt to prevent Chelmsford bringing the Zulu to battle: ‘Concentrate your force immediately and keep it concentrated. Undertake no serious operation with detached bodies of troops. Acknowledge receipt of this message at once, and flash back your latest news. I am astonished at not hearing daily from you’.53

Wolseley followed up with a further long instruction, which insisted that Chelmsford unite his force with Crealock’s First Division by one means or another. It also included a somewhat startling assumption of Chelmsford’s likely failure: ‘If compelled to fall back, retire on First Division via KwaMagwasa and St Paul’s Mission Station’. He also advised Chelmsford that he was rushing to Port Durnford to join Crealock’s First Division and to assume active command as quickly as possible; ‘As soon as I can get things in order there, I intend to force my way to St Paul’s Mission Station’.54

On the same day, but surely after sending off his last message, Wolseley received something of a bombshell from Chelmsford via Clifford: ‘Force moves today 30 June 5 miles front without tents, with 10 days rations. Expect to be Ulundi tomorrow, 1st July. Considerable bodies of enemy seen close to Ulundi’.55 Wolseley could see his quest for glory being snatched away by Lord Chelmsford before he could act. It was now a race to see if Chelmsford could bring the Zulu army to battle before Wolseley was able to reach the front.

On 3 July, Wolseley was aboard HMS Shah off Port Durnford, and transferred to a lighter for the landing in the surf. It was not to be. He confided to his diary that ‘our tow-rope broke & we were adrift near the edge of the breaking rollers: no very pleasant position’, and that due to heavy seas ‘Return to the “Shah” was the order given’. Wolseley had no choice but to return to Durban and thence proceed to Port Durnford.56 Wolseley had lost his race, but was not to know it quite yet.

When he finally returned to Durban on 4 July, Wolseley received a report from Chelmsford advising that, contrary to Wolseley’s instructions, he had received messengers from King Cetshwayo and had made specific proposals for peace. Wolseley’s response was a feeble demand that he knew he could not enforce: ‘You can not make peace. The terms of peace must be decided by me’.57 A further report from Chelmsford said that he had advanced to within half a mile of the Mfolozi River and intended to make a reconnaissance across the river the next day. Almost immediately Archibald Forbes, Daily News correspondent, who had rushed back from Ulundi before even the official messengers, was able to tell Wolseley that the battle had been won. Swallowing his pride, Sir Garnet immediately sent off a telegram of congratulation.58

Lord Chelmsford’s defeat of the Zulu army was followed almost immediately by his withdrawal from the Mahlabathini plain back to the Mthonjaneni heights. This action was reported in a telegram from General Clifford to the Secretary of State for War in which Chelmsford gave a comprehensive report on the battle and added: ‘As I have fully accomplished the object for which I advanced, I consider I shall now be best carrying out Sir G. Wolseley’s instructions by moving at once to Eulongamite [Emtonjaneni], and thence towards Kamaguasa [Kwamagwasa]’.59 Chelmsford elaborated on events in his report to Wolseley on the same day:

I have returned to Emtonjaneni, as the Zulus, having dispersed in all directions, it is not possible to strike another blow at them for the present. I was also anxious to get the men under cover again, as the nights are very cold, with heavy dews. With your approval, I propose to send back 2nd Division to Fort Newdigate, with the wounded … and to bring up another convoy of supplies should it be required … The posts I now hold secure the best grass lands in this part of the country, but these are beginning to fail. A hasty evacuation of the country I now occupy seems to me inadvisable at the present moment, and I await your further instructions before carrying it out.60

This claim that sudden evacuation of the Mahlabathini plain was consistent with Wolseley’s instructions angered Wolseley, who went to the trouble of sending all the appropriate correspondence to the Secretary of State for War under a covering letter that concluded: ‘You will observe that before the action of the 4th, I gave Lord Chelmsford no orders as to his course in the event of success; leaving him to judge what he would do in such case; and you will see in his memoranda of 6th and 11th July, the reasons which induced him to fall back from his advanced positions’.61 Chelmsford later explained his reason for sending the Second Division back to Fort Newdigate, considering it ‘advisable that the large number of wounded and the numerous empty wagons being sent to the advanced base should be accompanied by a strong escort’, and also wanted the 17th Lancers’ horses to be rested. He saw the Second Division as ‘best suited for this duty’.62

Just one day after the battle, Chelmsford offered his resignation. It was with considerable indignation that soon thereafter he wrote to the Secretary of State for War in response to the letter ordering his demotion. He enclosed a copy of the general order promulgated by Wolseley when assuming command, that Chelmsford would command the Force consisting of the 2nd Division and the Flying Column until further orders’.63 Chelmsford elaborated on his interpretation of the order:

You will see that I have been deprived, by that General Order, of the position, given to me by Her Majesty, of Lieutenant General Commanding the Forces in South Africa although the Commission which I hold, conferring upon me that command, has never, to my knowledge, been cancelled and that I have been placed in charge of a force which, in numbers, is actually inferior to that of the first Division under Major General Crealock who was, before the publication of that order, under my direct orders.

Chelmsford noted that he was not aware whether the ‘serious change’ made to his position was ‘in accordance with any private instructions’ from the government, ‘but it certainly does not agree with the instructions contained in your despatch of the 29th May’. He was quite prepared to ‘submit and subordinate’ his plans to Wolseley’s control, but he was only prepared to accept the ‘inferior command’ to which Wolseley had reduced him in circumstances where such a sacrifice was in the public interest:

Since, however, the Battle of Ulundi, such necessity has ceased to exist; and I feel that under present circumstances I am not called upon to make any self-sacrifice, or to accept, without any authority being shown for the change, a command inferior to that which I have held for the last eighteen months, and the greater portion of which has been in the Field.

He concluded by stating that he had sent a telegram to Wolseley resigning his command, a copy of which was enclosed, and asking to be allowed to return to England ‘with as little delay as possible’:

I shall thus extricate myself from a false position, in which, I am inclined to think, it was not the intention of Her Majesty’s Government to place me; and I shall moreover relieve the army estimates of the charges due on account of my pay and allowances as Lieut.-General commanding the Forces in South Africa and of those of my personal staff.64

Lord Chelmsford’s resignation and return to England were both expedited by Wolseley, who was surely pleased to be rid of him and his staff, although less so that Wood also went home. On Chelmsford’s return, copies of this correspondence were sent to the Secretary of State for War in an attempt to find some redress. The War Office file containing the correspondence includes the following official notation:

Sec’y of State

Do you wish any answer to be sent? It is hardly necessary I should think.

RWT[hompson]

2/1[/1880]

 

Better let that question drop. There is no use in recriminations now.

F.S[tanley].

26/1/8065

They did indeed let the question drop, but only a month later Lord Chelmsford himself raised the matter of his withdrawal from Ulundi.

CHELMSFORD AND WHITEHALL

After the Zulu War, Lord Chelmsford settled down to what he thought would be a quiet life in London. It proved not to be so. For the next several years he was pursued by correspondence from, and publications by, Lieutenant-Colonel Edward Durnford, who was anxious to exculpate his brother, Colonel Anthony Durnford, killed at Isandlwana, for alleged culpability for the disaster.66 While this correspondence was certainly an irritant, Chelmsford was sufficiently confident in his own position to fend off the accusations that he (Chelmsford) had covered up his own incompetence by blaming Durnford’s brother for the Isandlwana disaster.

The same could not be said of Chelmsford’s dealings with the government he had served for so long. His withdrawal from the Mahlabathini Plain came back to haunt him, because much of his correspondence with Wolseley at that time had been omitted from the official ‘Blue Book’ (now known as the British Parliamentary Papers, Command Series).67

Chelmsford wrote to the Duke of Cambridge in February 1880, requesting that ‘an accompanying letter and enclosures’ be ‘submitted for the consideration of the Right Hon. the Sec. of State for War’.68 He also canvassed his expectation:

[that] a searching enquiry may be made into the circumstances attending the mutilation of a most important telegram sent by me to Sir Garnet Wolseley through Major-General Clifford, and which, if the Blue Book be correct, was published in the latter in that mutilated form for general information, and no doubt reached His Royal Highness in that distorted condition.69

The letter he enclosed complained bitterly at the treatment of his correspondence with Wolseley during this period. The nub of his complaint was the omission of some of their correspondence from the official ‘Blue Book’:

As the correspondence now stands it would seem as if my withdrawal of the troops under my command from the immediate neighbourhood of Ulundi, after the successful action of the fourth July 1879, was an event not contemplated by Sir Garnet Wolseley, and as if the responsibility for that step, which, it is alleged, delayed the pacification of Zululand, must rest on my shoulders.

Chelmsford’s application to correct the official record took the form of copies of key correspondence between the two men.70 Among these documents is a telegram from Chelmsford to Wolseley that he complains was ‘mutilated and garbled … having been apparently so published by General Clifford for general information’.

The first document Chelmsford produced he labelled ‘A’. It is the memorandum he sent to Wolseley from the Mthonjaneni heights, the essential detail of which is contained in Chelmsford’s covering letter:

It will be seen that in that memorandum I stated exactly what I proposed to do with the forces under my command and what assistance I expected to obtain from General Crealock’s column; it disposes moreover summarily of the false impression which had apparently reached Sir Garnet Wolseley, that I reckoned upon that column joining the one under my command in its advance on Ulundi.

It will be seen also that in that I informed Sir Garnet Wolseley that I did not consider it would be advisable to hold onto the Ulundi valley in the event of our operations being successful.

Document ‘B’ is Wolseley’s reply, in the form of a telegram which Chelmsford received on ‘the night of 5th July’. The telegram, Chelmsford pointed out, offered no instructions to be followed in the event of a successful conclusion of hostilities but only in case of failure, and indicated Wolseley’s own movements in concert with General Crealock’s First Division on the coast.71

Document ‘C’ was a telegram sent by Chelmsford to Wolseley on 6 July, in which ‘I state my opinion that “a hasty evacuation of the country I now occupy seems to me inadvisable” and I await “further instructions before carrying it out”’. Chelmsford claimed it was ‘mutilated and garbled’ by General Clifford when a copy was sent to London. These alterations incensed Chelmsford because of their potential for incorrect interpretation, and he went to the trouble of reproducing his original message and that transmitted by Clifford side by side for comparison.72 In essence, the telegram offers his reasons for the withdrawal he had foreshadowed in his memorandum of the 28 June:

Your instructions sent through General Crealock received last night.

They appear to contemplate of my being forced to retire and probably do not hold good after} After the severe defeat inflicted on the Zulu army[.] I have returned to Entonjaneni, as the Zulus having dispersed in all directions, it is not possible to strike another blow at them for the present.

I was also anxious to get the men under cover again as the nights are very cold with heavy dews.73

Clifford’s contentious telegram entirely omitted the next paragraph of Chelmsford’s original: ‘With your approval I propose to send back 2nd Division to Fort Newdigate with the wounded numbering some 90 odd, and to bring up another convoy of supplies should it be required’. He heavily edited the final paragraph, adding the words in brackets and omitting those underlined:

The posts I now hold secure the best grass lands in this part of the country, but these are beginning to fail. (I expect to be at St Paul’s on 12 July with more than a fortnight’s provisions, and hoped to find Crealock within communicating distance by the old Ondine, Empanganeni.) A hasty evacuation of the country I now occupy seems to me inadvisable at the present moment, and I await your further instructions before carrying it out. The cattle of this column will not live on the sea coast.

General Clifford’s changes drastically altered the sense of Chelmsford’s original telegram, and although both versions were available to a reader of the Blue Book, a wrong interpretation was inevitable.74

Document ‘D’ was a copy of a memorandum from Wolseley’s Military Secretary, Lieutenant-Colonel Henry Brackenbury, dated 8 July.75 He used this memorandum to demonstrate that he had correctly withdrawn to Mthonjaneni because

It will be seen from this memorandum that I had anticipated Sir Garnet Wolseley’s wishes in withdrawing from Ulundi to Entonjaneni; and that my possible move as far as Kwamagwasa was not altogether unexpected as will be seen from the paragraph quoted below:–

‘In case you have fallen back with your whole force to or towards Kwamagwasa before you receive this message, you need not to send Brigadier General Wood back towards Entonjaneni, but he may occupy any suitable position near to the place where this message finds him.’

The final exhibit was Lord Chelmsford’s reply, labelled ‘E’. This had been printed in the Blue Book, but was included to show that he had valid reasons for his further withdrawal from Mthonjaneni.76

Chelmsford’s attempt to redress what he clearly saw as an inequitable representation of his actions had positive results, but the subsequent corrections proved less than satisfactory. His covering letter, together with the five enclosures, was printed in the next issue of Parliamentary Papers, June 1880,77 but much of his letter was excised, as is evident from the original holograph. All reference to the changes by Major-General Clifford had been removed and, while the telegram was printed in full, it was not in the two-column comparative format that Chelmsford had prepared. Much of the last part of the letter was withheld, with the instruction ‘Letter to end here’ written in the margin and the remainder crossed through. This omission consisted largely of an account of Chelmsford’s stay at Kwamagwasa and the congratulatory telegram sent by Wolseley after the victory at Ulundi. Two paragraphs that remain defend Chelmsford’s failure to pursue Cetshwayo:

The chance of capturing Cetywayo in such a country by means of mounted men, without any assistance from the Chiefs or people, was too remote to be taken into consideration; and it now appears that the King left Ulundi the day before the battle, and no-one, but his then small following, knew in what direction he had gone.

The details of the subsequent long hunt after Cetywayo conducted under Sir Garnet Wolseley’s own immediate presence in the neighbourhood, and with all the advantage of assistance from Chiefs and people, show clearly how hopeless it would have been to have attempted it, until such the bodies of mounted men could safely traverse that most difficult and intricate country, not only without fear of molestation from the people, but actually fed and guided by them.78

It is clear that Chelmsford must have acquiesced in the heavy editing of his covering letter, because included in the file is an undated note from General Ellice, Adjutant-General, to the Under-Secretary of State for War:

I presume it will be unnecessary for me to communicate the contents of your note of the 5th instant to Lord Chelmsford, as his Lordship has consented (see letter enclosed) to the omission of that portion of his letter of the 20th February, which it was not thought advisable to publish.

The only employment offered to Lord Chelmsford after his return was the command of the Western District, in 1880. He ‘asked permission to decline it on account of limited private income, and also being anxious for an Indian command’. On 1 January 1881, he sent a letter to the Duke of Cambridge, accompanied by a Record of Service, in a bid to obtain an Indian command.79 It is notable that he made mention of his Indian experience several times but did not mention his South African service once. It ended with the plea: ‘At the same time I would wish it to be distinctly understood that I am perfectly prepared to accept any appointment which may be offered to me’. He was never offered another command, but was promoted to the rank of lieutenant-general in April 1882.

Having once served as an aide-de-camp to Queen Victoria, with whom he remained a firm favourite, Lord Chelmsford received the sinecure appointment of Lieutenant of the Tower, which he held from June 1884 to March 1889, and was Gold Stick at court to both Victoria and Edward VII. He was appointed full general in December 1888, and retired from the army in June 1893. Lord Chelmsford died on 9 April 1902 at the United Services Club after suffering a seizure while playing billiards. He was just one month short of his 75th birthday.

Clearly these various intrigues, arguments and infighting, however well disguised they were by the politeness of the correspondence, reveal the character of the participants in the business of empire. It is equally plain that the Zulu War, short and peripheral as it was, was not the only manifestation of jealousies, spiteful communication and the assertion of egotistical personalities. Examination of correspondence in other areas of imperial administration and at other times will, I feel sure, reveal similar hidden forces at work in the making of an empire.
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PART II:

COLONIAL NETWORKS OF POWER AND KNOWLEDGE


TETHERED ANTIPODES:

IMPERIAL IMPRESS IN CENTRAL PERTH, WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Felicity Morel-EdnieBrown

IMPERIAL OUTREACH

From the mid eighteenth century until the American War of Independence, British imperial aspirations were largely mercantile and private in nature, brought about by the pursuit of wealth by the monarchy or those close to it. This extrapolation of wealth from colonies occurred within a restrictive but not necessarily thorough administration of affairs uncommercial.

By the 1820s, the aspirations of individuals (working singly or in small groups) expressed in a series of cohesive though apparently disconnected activities, constructed a diverse and scattered Empire. The Colonial Office – established in 1825 – increasingly exercised control over the colonies through its bureaucracy, as part of a developing systemisation of control intended to more closely ally the interests of colonists with those of the Empire. This understanding of benefit underpinned imperial expansion to foreign lands, both to provide resources to the Empire and to bring land into production. Place by place the Empire was extended, each serving to reinforce the other through markets, labor and materials. Dominion meant control of land, preferably directly through colonisation. In Western Australia’s case, the singular interest expressed by Captain James Stirling meshed with an increasing concern about French interests on the coast, resulting in annexation and settlement agreed to by Whitehall.

By the mid nineteenth century, the Empire was such as the world had never seen, and all its goods and benefits flowed back to Britain. Queen Victoria, the personification of Empire, exemplified this identification with a greater whole, despite the realm being comprised of disparate experiences and far from heterogeneous interests. A self-conscious homogeneity was mass-marketed through influential institutions and via the popular press. The Great Exhibition of 1851 brought to the working classes the sense that they were part of a greater whole, whereas the great cultural institutions funded from its profits – the Albert Hall, Victoria and Albert Museum, Natural History Museum and Imperial College – amplified and defined this engagement. These collocated citadels of culture were the concrete expression of a paternalistic and assured world view that all knowledge could be discovered, codified and measured.1 Western Australia followed suit, constructing its own set of cultural edifices in the northern part of central Perth – the Geological Museum, Victoria Public Library, Jubilee Museum and Art Gallery. This both reinforced the connection with the learned and learning culture of the Empire and served to surround a convict-built gaol, hiding its ‘stain’ from view.

Ironically, as the main drivers of Empire were being codified, the Empire was losing impetus. Under pressure from new imperial powers, the Empire was, by the early twentieth century, waning – drained by the Boer War, the Crimean War and World War I and by the increasing independence of former colonies. By mid century, imperialism began to be framed in terms of self-preservation and the uniqueness of Britain – a type of propaganda intended to bolster a war-weary populace. The advent of television and its attendant vigorous English shows – particularly comedy – redefined the British Empire in a fading caricature of its previous gentility and asserted its difference and independence from the world’s new colonial power, the United States. In Perth, too, the gentility faded. The discovery of nickel in the 1960s and the subsequent mineral boom saw fine sandstone buildings in the elegant boulevard of St George’s Terrace pulled down to create a ‘mini-Dallas’, its tall, slim towers glinting in the afternoon sunlight and framing a new view of Perth – from South Perth across the river, opposite the city.2

ACQUISITION

The naming of Western Australia took place on 21 January 1827. Major Edmund Lockyer of the Royal Navy raised the British flag on the southern coast at a place to be called Albany and claimed ‘the whole of Western Australia … as belonging to the Crown’.3 In doing so, he spoke into existence both the claim and context of the land as an asset of the British Empire.4 The moral right to name came from the spiritual authority of the monarch, which was held to be God-ordained and thus unquestionable. It reflected both the power to speak the words, the right to name and the ability to create – in this case a sovereign claim to create a new society over lands perceived to be empty. Subsequent exploration of the coast and the founding of the Swan River Colony were based on the right explicit in this naming and annexation.

When, on 2 May 1829, Captain Fremantle raised the British flag in the vicinity of South Head, in the place that was later to bear his name, and claimed ‘all that part of New Holland which is not included within the territory of New South Wales’ for the British Crown, he was confirming Lockyer’s naming of Western Australia as well as restating dominion over the land.

The first to divide the land of Western Australia were military surveyors employed by the British army. They trod the land, enduring hardships and privations of heat, isolation and fear of attack, lugging heavy equipment over unfamiliar territory. Striving to impose the accuracy of straight lines on an inhospitable landscape, their work was that of Empire: of acquisition, wealth-building and expungement.

Lines – the most elemental aspect of geometry – defined potential property by documenting land as object, carved into easily articulated parcels irrespective of geography and terrain. Their articulation of order was based on erasure: acquisition imposed with pen and ink inviolable lines of separation between one ownership and another. They imposed upon the landscape a paradigm of order, by distinguishing land as open to being parcelled, used and owned. The lines of the grid were no longer just imaginary constructs in space; instead, they codified a distinct and exclusionary system of rights and a relationship with the land that was rational and quantifiable at the same time as removing it from its context. The neat rectangles became an exposition of ‘truth’, supporting conquest and the right to make native peoples subservient to the Empire.

Within this paradigm, indigenous inhabitants of the land were as subordinate as their environment. Seen as natural and savage and therefore not ‘civilised’, it was anticipated that they would be absorbed into society or become extinct. Their perceived lesser or inferior qualities meant they were to be controlled or – in the extreme – owned. Their lands were deemed to be wasted because there was no obvious form of ownership or production; their lack of townships indicated that the land was empty and available to be seized for the exclusive use of the colonists.

After military conquest, hierarchical domination advanced through the regular subdivision of land, imposed over the natural, social, cultural and legal landscapes of the indigenous landholders. With these actions of the pen were landforms, landscapes and people subsumed. The drawn form of the land became its reality; the light and shade of the terrain, the light and shade of civilisation – and the natural, savage. As a tool of Empire, the surveyor’s maps became an expression of a proposed reality, an exposition of order and rigour used for conquest of the land and native peoples, followed by colonists and the establishment of a ruling society.5 Superficially, at least, the surveyors (and the town plans they created) treated the landscape as a tabula rasa upon which would be inscribed the activities of the new owners.

The use of the army to survey the land in colonial outposts carried with it an explicit authority underpinning the implicit right to use violence for property acquisition. Nicholas Blomley argues that ‘three geographic concepts – the frontier, the survey and the grid’ – were tools of violence legitimised by the State without reference to prior ownership unless it could be proven within a legal context set by the conquerors.6 His argument echoes Locke, Hegel and Derrida, who refer to the legitimate use of force in the context of the body, the State and the law, respectively.7 Locke went so far as to state that ‘there can be no injury, where there is no property’,8 and that the process of legal right excluded those not possessing the authority to use property. The State, in turn, authorised violence (even unto death) by upholding the exclusive right of particular individuals to use and occupy property.9 Locke argued that people had the right to overthrow tyranny imposed upon their legally proven right of occupation,10 but there is no argument in his Treatises for those for whom no pre-existing legal right was identified, a philosophical stance that would eventually justify the concept of terra nullius.11 As such, it precluded recognition of indigenous occupation because a priori their rights did not exist.12

SUBSERVIENCE TO EMPIRE

In 1827, in the explorations from which the colonisation of Western Australia stemmed, Captain James Stirling traversed the alluvial flats stretching from the foothills of the escarpment to the coastal sand dunes.13 In his reports to the Home Office, he urged the government to act swiftly to secure the land by colonisation for, while previous reports had found it ‘sterile, forbidding and inhospitable, I represent it as the Land which of all that I have seen in various quarters of the world, possesses the greatest natural attractions’.14 Stirling’s report declared: ‘This Country … is more valuable for that which it might produce than for its actual productions … It appears to hold out every attraction that a Country in a State of nature can possess’.15 Benefits cited point to the capacity of the settlement to rapidly become self-sufficient, return future profits for the Empire and strengthen its Indian arm.16 This set the tenor of future dialogue with England regarding the potential colony and its natural landscape.

Charles Frazer, the botanist accompanying Stirling, reported that the colonists could bring the land into ‘a state of immediate culture, resting upon the open state of the Country, a state which allows not a greater average than 10 trees to an acre’.17 Near Perth was ‘an elevated flat immediately behind, [which] might be cultivated with advantage’.18 He believed the land to be superior to New South Wales and suggested that cotton, a valuable commodity in England, could be grown on the ‘several extensive Salt marshes admirably adapted to [it],’ because of the ‘general abundance of Springs, producing water of the best quality, and the consequent permanent humidity of the Soil, two advantages not existing on the Eastern Coast’.19

The concept of the colony providing resources to the Empire presupposed the capacity of colonists to control vast acreages over time and to extract from those landholdings items of value for trade. However, unlike the other Australian colonies of the time – New South Wales and Tasmania – the Swan River Colony, of which Perth was capital, was established without the transportation of convicts as its driving force. The colony’s success, therefore, required a degree of mutuality based on connection, loyalty and standing with the Crown, and a continuity of land ownership.

Faced with a colony occupying over one-third of the continent, there was ample scope for the annexation of vast tracts of land for private interests. However, there would be no independent free trade in land as had been the case in New South Wales and other colonies. Disquieted at what had happened there, the arm of the imperial government stretched out, defining the shape and context of the land.

The degree to which land was made available was restricted through regulation by the Crown and made dependant upon the level of capital a colonist brought to the colony. To this end, prior to 1831, land was granted rather than sold. Allocated on the basis of 40 acres for every three pounds of capital, the definition of capital was wide-ranging enough to include domestic furnishings and indentured labour.20 This, it was proposed, would secure a stable, loyal landholding class, underpinned by subservient labour and reliant upon the markets provided by the rest of the Empire for their continued good fortune. The inclusion of indentured labourers bound to a master as a form of capital was, in itself, a marker of the social differentiation and economic expectation of the colonists.

With Western Australia established by private entrepreneurs, a parallel and mutually beneficial relationship with the imperial establishment would be achieved. Not only would the military needs of the realm be resolved but, in the process, new goods and benefits would flow back to England. The Swan River Colony, and Perth as its capital, would prosper, but its aspirations were to be willingly subservient and intermeshed with those of the Empire.

Stirling was to be guided in his endeavours by a copy of Governor Darling’s 1825 instructions for New South Wales, which had been appended to his own. Settlements were to be established, based on ‘counties of forty miles square, hundreds (ten miles square), and parishes (twenty-five square miles)’.21 In instructions to the Surveyor-General of the Colony, John Septimus Roe, the grid was restated with emphasis on cardinal points of the compass: ‘The territory is to be divided into Counties, Hundreds, Townships, and square mile sections, and all the boundary lines of these divisions are to have a due North & South, East & West, horizontal direction’.22

In keeping with a uniform bureaucratic approach to managing the colonies, the Colonial Office did not heed the Spanish ‘Laws of the Indies’ – the progenitor of much colonial town planning in America – the instructions of which deliberately offset the streets from the cardinal points so as to create shelter from the prevailing winds.23 In practice, the distances involved in both communicating with England and in surveying the land ameliorated some of the stricter implementation, but the intent of the instructions was clear. For example, Roe, when laying out Perth in 1829, offset the streets so as to best facilitate a northern route between the swamps. Yet the windiness of central Perth – exacerbated by the later construction of high-rise buildings – persists to this day. Later amendments to the northern streets, in response to the presence of swamps, serendipitously created a more pleasant, sheltered aspect to Northbridge, the modern city’s alfresco dining precinct.24

A DEFINED PLACE IN THE LANDSCAPE

Spiro Kostof has identified three forms of town development: the cosmic pre-capitalist model, which represents cosmological forces on earth and postulates a physical interpretation of social hierarchy in which the grid is subordinate; the practical model, which facilitates the speculative development of unoccupied spaces of which the grid is the predominant form; and the organic model, which proposes that the city can grow as a living entity, and of which the Garden City model of the early twentieth century is the strongest example.25 Central Perth embodies the first, and has been criticised for being neither the second nor the third.

The cosmic pre-capitalist model was characterised by defined boundaries such as a wall, an area of land that could not be sold or a topographical feature that restricted development. It was limited in size and capacity to grow outward. In effect, the town was simultaneously set apart from its hinterland, the centre elevated in importance and the hinterland subjugated. The town form, so constrained, expressed the spatial rendition of society’s power base – a physical connection between places of importance and a statement about domination of the landscape.

Within the town, the grid was used to reinforce areas of privilege and wealth rather than being a methodology for expansion. Subservient to the prevailing social hierarchy, it emphasised the places of societal importance, power and privilege, such as the barracks or the church, and excluded alternatives uses. Stylised and distinct, its emphasis on places of power effectively rendered it ‘the means of perpetuating the privileges of the property-owning classes descendant from the original settlers, and bolstering a territorial aristocracy’.26 Land, while sold, was seen less as a commodity than as a necessity for life and social intercourse. Consequently, it could be conceived of as abstract and imbued with values independent of its physical qualities. Ownership of land became the basis of wealth, not only for its capacity to be productive, but also as a foundation of societal relationships and the control of them.

Initial surveying of the town of Perth – an area of some three square miles – was completed in August 1829.27 Approximately twenty miles to the east of its port of Fremantle, the capital was laid out in a semi-regular grid pattern defined by the Swan River to the south and east, by the promontory of Mount Eliza to the west, and by ‘Fresh water swamps with rushy margins’ to the north (Figure 1).

King (later, Saint) George’s Terrace ran the length of the river foreshore, off which the rest of the town, punctuated by a ‘church site’, was divided into allotments of approximately nine-tenths of an acre in a tight lineal development dominated by a central square, designated ‘B’, upon which the barracks were sited. Behind this was a large rectangle, ‘Q’, consolidating the central area. Lots A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H and L extended both west and east, forming regular blocks. Although reclamation of the foreshore near the jetty has subsequently created an esplanade – a large linear park – at the river’s edge, the street layout has changed little. The colonists of 1829, were they alive, would easily recognise the structure of this part of Perth.
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Figure 1: Perth in 1829, from papers of the Surveyor-General’s Department

Except for the elimination of the swamps and some infilling of the foreshore, central Perth has changed little in plan.
Diagram by M. Pitt Morison, 1979. Margaret Pitt Morison Research Collection, Faculty of Architecture, Landscape & Visual Arts, University of Western Australia.

Land within the town was divided into sections aligned to the Terrace, based on occupation and allocated in a spatially defined manner that A Rapoport has described as representing different ‘patterns and regularities of various social groups, their hierarchies and roles’.28 Town Lots ‘L’ were set aside for the ‘bazaar’:

Section A was designated for government offices; section C, lots 1–8, were assigned to official persons, section D lots 1–10 … government employees and artificers, section E with early arrivals, doctors and others connected in some way with the establishment …29

Selection of land was made first by ‘civil officers and artificers’ before general applications for town lots were invited.30

Disparate values of improvements required in order to redeem freehold further underpinned the differentiation introduced by the requirement for capital to obtain land grants. Houses on the principal street, King George’s Terrace, were to cost at least 200 pounds, while ‘houses in the bazaar and the other streets’ were to have a value of at least 100 pounds and were to be built within two years of establishing a claim to the land.31 By requiring high minimum building values and tight time-frames, the regulations effectively excluded all but those with ready capital from purchasing land in the town centre. The requirement of higher building costs for the Terrace was a clear indicator of social status and differentiation of wealth, resulting from expectations of what Perth society should be and how class structure, expectations, accessibility and rights of proprietors would be reflected in the form of its built environment. Apart from servants, the poorer settlers and indentured labourers were effectively removed from the living spaces of the wealthy.

The division of the town into areas of social, commercial, political and military activity was not a feature unique to Perth. This type of distinction of place and form – and, in particular, the segregation of different occupational groups – was a feature of imperialist town planning. Based on the experiences of Asia and Africa, it was a methodology both for protection and for control. By removing the colonists from the indigenous inhabitants, practical outcomes could be assured: the use of the military (should an uprising occur) would be more clear cut, with fewer injuries among the colonists; the spread of disease, and the attendant distribution of aid, could be contained; colonists could be protected easily from an insurgency; and polite society was facilitated by the proximity of the civil, monarchical and religious core. Added to this, the capacity to quarantine from view any disagreeable realities that occupation might impose on others, and the consequent differentiation of spaces and places within a town, was seen as a foundation of imperial colonisation. For example, in New Delhi, areas of the town had been partitioned to differentiate the activities of the colonists – the cantonment for the military personnel and barracks; the ‘civil station’ for the ‘civilian members of the colonial bureaucracy’, including the judges, magistrates, public servants and other members of the civil establishment; the bazaar for commerce; and the ‘native’ quarter.32

In Perth, the distinction was bureaucratic. That regulations for cost of housing and initial allocations of land did not include the swamps indicates that this was an uncontested space, a space for others. In the absence of a ‘native’ quarter, the presence of Aborigines using ‘freshwater swamps with rushy margins’ to the north, with accompanying mosquitoes, midges and miasmas, was a sufficient definition of difference and a natural boundary to ‘civilised’ expansion northward.

In addition to the topographical constraints of the site, Stirling was instructed to reserve land: ‘more effectually to guard against the evils, to be apprehended from an improvident disposal of the land in the immediate vicinity of the Town, you will take care, that a square of three Miles (or one thousand nine hundred and twenty Acres) is reserved for its future extension’. The instructions were consistent with the concept of land reserved for future use and amenity rather than unrestricted individual ownership. This land, prudentially held by the Crown so close to the town, restricted growth outward.

The town plan echoed the layout of Williamsburg in Virginia that became the inspiration for colonial capitals in the United States. Founded in 1698, Williamsburg was conceived of as the capital of a large and productive hinterland, rather than as a trading town. It was the place to which the wealthy landowners travelled for social intercourse and the accoutrements of polite society. Its plan expressed the ideal of a town designed as a state capital, ‘a city in miniature for polite society, not for commerce’.33

Earlier American colonial town plans had harnessed a closed square, based on the Spanish and Portuguese models, but Williamsburg employed, for the first time, the device of a broad, long street with key buildings terminating its vistas. The main street was 99 feet wide, with at one end William and Mary College and at the other end the Capitol. Off centre to the north, a wider street perpendicularly bisected it, terminating at the Governor’s House. The plan thus connected spatially the three main elements of power on a trafficable street within a compact form in the centre of the town, from which the rest of the grid expanded. This simple but elegant design, which emphasised the symbolic status of the capital, would influence the plans of subsequent capitals in America – Philadelphia and Washington – and through them, of colonial capitals worldwide.34

In Perth, the main street was likewise 99 feet wide. Here were established the principal parts of the town: the governor’s residence, the barracks, the government buildings and the finest homes. It was from here that the administrative, political and temporal regulation of the colony was accomplished. The governor’s residence terminated the square to the south, whereas the rise of the land to the west formed a perfect location for a prominent public building and was later used for the barracks and, subsequently, for Parliament House. To the east was constructed the church, sited next to the barracks, thus consolidating the importance of the centre of the town.

Stretching northwards from the centre of the town was planned a wide street – Stirling Street – its width comparable with Saint George’s Terrace. Stirling Street was placed in the only location that would allow it, as a perpendicular boulevard, to proceed as far northwards as possible before encountering the swamps. The central square was sited in response to this requirement, determined by the need for central formality. This street, rooted at the centre of the town, was to create the axis for the northern development of Perth. The lots that formed its edges were aligned east–west to be perpendicular to the street, to maximise the number of lots facing the street, even though this meant disrupting the regular orientation of the town grid (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: The 1833 town plan of Perth, showing the orientation of the town lots north of the square

Inset, Perth, in Discoveries in Western Australia (map). London: John Arrowsmith, 1833. 24/6/1, J S Battye Library, State Library of Western Australia.

As the principal north–south street, Stirling Street – stretching north from the home of military power in the colony – would be a fitting tribute to the governor. Its position emphasised the importance of the centre of the town. The broad Terrace was home to the administrative, military, monarchical and spiritual institutions of authority; Stirling Street was the spatial extension of that power northward.

Just as Williamsburg was conceived of as a capital city and a centre of polite society rather than a merchant city, so too would be Perth. Colonists could claim a town lot to the equivalent of one acre for every 1000 acres of land they were entitled to under the land grants,35 thus creating a space for a ‘town’ house as an secondary place of residence, from which to maintain regular social contacts and conduct business. Balls were held at Government House, and social cohesion was maintained through frequent personal contact in a defined context.36 Mores were maintained through a cultural diaspora for which the capital placed an important role:

We met with great hospitality in Perth, dined out every day, first day luncheoned at the Governor’s, engaged to dine there on the next … I am not much of a visitor but feel it to be for the interest of my family to keep up a distant acquaintance with the higher circle that they may feel it to be their natural position when they grow up.37

Such references were self-conscious. Shortly after the 1788 settlement at Botany Bay, a London engraving showed a similar arrangement near the Governor’s Establishment at Rose Hill, New South Wales: ‘The main street of the new town is already begun. It is to be a mile long, and of such breadth as will shame Pall Mall and Portland Place to “hide their diminished heads”’ (Figure 3).38

In a sketch of Perth, nine years after settlement, the town had its own ‘Pall Mall’, even if it was a pale echo of London’s: ‘a long strait space cleared from the forest about 100 yards from Melville Water, represented the Principal Streets of Perth, the houses at wide distances peeping through the trees’.39

In Perth, houses were set in their own grounds, and this mediating of public and private space with a buffer of gardens, contrasted with the tightly packed urban streetscapes in the port town of Fremantle, some 20 miles to the west. Consistent with a differentiated hinterland was the provision of town plots (less than an acre) sufficient only for domestic needs, which presupposed that grain and other agricultural produce would come from external estates. The lots were sufficient for an orchard and vegetable garden, some chickens and a domestic animal or two.

The open character of Perth was in part due to regulation – a regulatory paradigm that continues to inform central Perth today. Houses were to be situated ‘on the middle line of each lot and the front of the building to be 30 feet from the boundary of lot on the street’,40 a directive that perpetuated a ‘more open rustic appearance’41 in Perth than in Fremantle.
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Figure 3: Antipodean ‘Pall Mall’: the main street at Rose Hill in the township of Parramatta, 1798, with the Governor’s House terminating the view.

James Heath, A View of the Governor’s House at Rose Hill in the Township of Parramatta, engraving, image and text 20.5 x 24.3 cm, London: Cadell & Davies, 25 May 1798. nla.pic-an 7570282, National Library of Australia.

Fremantle, characterised by tight spaces, had houses set close to the street with shallow setbacks.42 Inward facing and protective of its cargoes, initially there were limited private spaces for social interaction. This meant that, in the main, people were integrally part of the city streetscape, part of the city life. More readily suited to notions of the working class than the gentry, the physical character of Fremantle underpinned assumptions as to its class structure and the social differences between it, a ‘merchant’ city, and Perth, the capital.

The lack of urbanism (Figure 4), but also the spatial amenity of Perth, was commented on by an 1863 observer, Mrs Edward Millett:

since almost all the houses in the best parts of the town stand in their own gardens … the general appearance of the whole place is rather that of one of those suburbs … it makes the place much prettier than it would probably be if a larger trade were carried on there. There is a look of cheerfulness and brightness about the many gardens which surround the houses and the avenue of trees which lines each side of the main road passing from one end to the other of the town, that makes the new-comer feel that a home there might be a very pleasant one [my emphasis].43
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Figure 4: Saint George’s Terrace in 1839, the ‘best part of town’ – the broad street connected the administrative, spiritual and temporal core of Perth.

C D Wittenoom, Sketch in the Town of Perth, Western Australia 1839. From Nathaniel Ogle. 1839. The Colony of Western Australia: A Manual for Emigrants to that Settlement or its Dependencies with the most correct map extant. London: James Fraser.

UNDER THE AEGIS

If Perth was not to have proximity to the great landed aristocratic families that lorded over the population in Britain, then it would at least have the names of suitable august personages imprinted on the consciousness of the population in their daily traffic along the streets.44 Initially, at least, such names were drawn from the political elite immediately responsible for decisions about the colony’s future. The town with its attendant natural setting was distinguished by names of spaces and places drawn from the lexicon of the social and political elite of Great Britain. The names bonded the old to the new, made familiar the unfamiliar and posited certainty where none existed. T G H Strehlow notes that Aborigines also used this device, as they named and made familiar every aspect of the landscape, both for identification of the landscape and to create a psychologically supportive relationship with it.45

In 1827, when Stirling explored the west coast, he confirmed Willem de Vlamingh’s 1697 report of abundant exotic black swans: ‘Without any exaggeration, I have seen a number of black swans which could not be estimated at less than 500 rise at once … the crews thought nothing of devouring eight roasted swans in one day’.46 The subsequent naming of the colony as ‘Swan River’ simultaneously conjured up a pastoral idyll and the exotic, establishing the duality of a gracious landscape and an isolated outpost that endures today.

Stirling named the broad reach of water en route to the proposed site of the capital Melville Water, after the First Lord of the Admiralty, the Second Viscount Melville, and the hills to the east General Darling’s Ranges, in honour of the governor of New South Wales who had authorised Stirling’s expedition to Western Australia. In both, he paid deference to his political and bureaucratic masters. Likewise, Perth itself was named for Sir George Murray, Secretary of State for War and the Colonies, in honour of his birthplace and parliamentary seat. He also gave his name to Murray Street, the third street laid out in Perth, and it must have given him some satisfaction that the main street was a ‘George’s’ Terrace – a further connection, even if somewhat tangentially.

The principal road, King George’s Terrace, was discreetly renamed after the king became mentally ill but the new name, Saint George’s Terrace, in place after his consequent death in 1830, was equally politic. Redolent with heraldic imagery, it had the advantage of being overlaid with Christian hope that such nomenclature would reinforce the divine right of its establishment and offer spiritual solace to its population and protection from metaphorical dragons. Simultaneously, King William was named for the new king, William IV, and part of King George’s Terrace was renamed Adelaide Terrace in honour of the queen – both names reasserting the monarchy after the previous misadventure.47

Hay Street, the second street laid out, was named in honour of R W Hay, Under Secretary of the Colonial Office; Goderich and Howick streets to its east were named for Lord Goderich, briefly Prime Minister in 1827–1828 and later Colonial Secretary, and for Earl Grey of Howick, Prime Minister in 1830–34. Melbourne Street was named in honour of William Lamb, Lord Melbourne, Prime Minister in 1835–1841, as was Lamb Street in the north.48 To the east, Lord Street, the road to Guildford, was so named because it ran from the Roman Catholic church northwards and was close to Goderich, Wellington and Howick streets, all named for lords. The Church Square was named after Victoria, in honour of the divine right of the queen, and Short Street, to its west, for Bishop Augustus Short of the combined diocese of Western Australia and South Australia.49

Further east, names reflected the great triumph of the British over the French and the assertion of their pre-eminent naval power. Wellington Street ran past Wellington Square to Horatio, Nelson and Waterloo crescents and morphed into Trafalgar Road.50 Later, the suburb of West Perth would continue the commemoration of military figures after the campaigns of the Indian Mutiny, celebrated in the creation of Delhi Square and Lucknow and Havelock streets.

As the swamps were drained, the street names reflected the key players in the growth of the settlement of Perth. Stirling Street was named after James Stirling, the governor. Mangles Street and its westward extension, Ellen Street, were named for Ellen Mangles, Stirling’s wife. To the east of Stirling Street were Mackie and Moore streets, both named after prominent legal men: W H Mackie was chairman of the Courts of Petty and Quarter Sessions, effectively the colony’s principal law officer, and George Fletcher Moore was an Irish lawyer who became Civil Commissioner and Advocate General.51

The swamps were generally named after leading colonists or those who leased them: Lake Sutherland after Henry Sutherland, a surveyor who became Colonial Treasurer and a member of the Legislative Council; Lake Irwin after Captain F C Irwin of the Imperial Services who was acting lieutenant governor after Stirling’s departure.52 Lake Henderson was named after Colonel Henderson, head of the Imperial Services of the colony; Lake Kingsford after Samuel Kingsford, who had been given the right to drain water from it; and Stone’s Lake after G F Stone, the first lessee of the land and the Attorney General, although Edward Barron (after whom Edward Street, edging the lake, would be named) later held the lease. However, Lakes Poulett and Thomson were named in honour of British Cabinet member Poulett-Thomson, later the Lord Sydenham, who served as president of the Board of Trade in the 1830s. Brisbane Street honoured Major General Sir Thomas Brisbane, a Scot, who had been the governor of New South Wales amid some controversy but was also a distinguished scientist who had done research into astronomy – a valuable resource for a seafaring nation. Beaufort and Francis streets were named after Sir Francis Beaufort, RN, Hydrographer to the Admiralty. Beaufort Street ran past a large swamp, later renamed Birdwood Square after Lieutenant-General Birdwood and another swamp in the east would be named Haig Park, after Field Marshall Douglas Haig, both as a result of the Gallipoli campaign.53

In 1851, the year of the triumph of the Great Exhibition, which showcased the splendours of Britain’s Empire and her technological advances, Albert Square (in honour of Prince Albert, Queen Victoria’s regent who had conceived and championed the exhibition) was created to celebrate the connection to the vast and impressive display and to show loyalty to the Crown.54 Conceived as a gracious square straddling Hay Street, it bridged Saint George’s Terrace and Murray Street on high land – a counterpoint to Victoria Square at the other end of Murray Street. It is ironic, therefore, that the decision to send convicts to the Swan River Colony would lead to the demise of the eloquently conceived Albert Square. By 1863, the square was gone, sacrificed to the new Pensioner Barracks, whose northern edge extended into it (Figure 5).55
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Figure 5: The removal of Albert Square, 10 February 1863. Removed to satisfy the needs of imperial bureaucracy, it was replaced by part of the barracks.

Part of the City of Perth Shewing the New town Lots H 21, 22, 49, 50, 51, 52 & 53 created near the site for the Pensioner Barracks, the details in Red being abolished. 10 February 1863. Consignment 3850 item 38d, State Records Office of Western Australia. Department of Lands and Surveys. Reproduced by permission of Western Australian Land Information Authority (Landgate).

Thus, the tacit extension of Empire to this most far-flung of colonies became a physical one with the construction of a barracks to administer a new form of colonist – convicts. The first free settlement was to become the last convict settlement, bringing with it the funds of the imperial establishment, much needed labour for the colony and an omnipresent administration. The genteel square gone, the barracks’s high position dominated the vista of Saint George’s Terrace, a harsh reminder of the price paid for Empire-sponsored progress. In modern Perth, only the arch of the Barracks remains, famously despoiling the view of Parliament House from the Terrace but a curiously appropriate reminder of Perth’s prevailing urge to concentrate dominant power in administrative bureaucracies. In Perth, at least, the physical reality of the least glamorous aspect of the imperial system would gazump the intellectual and technological achievements of Empire.

An elegantly proportioned urban square, Russell Square, had been laid out in October 1853. On high land, it was the focal point of a new northern route from the city, created by a realignment of Melbourne Street in the south and the creation of Palmerston Street in the north. Town lots surrounded the square and defined two westerly streets: Fitzgerald and Charles (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Russell Square, with Lake Henderson to its north. Laid out in 1853, it was to be an elegant urban square for the northern part of central Perth, drawing cachet from its London namesake.

Detail from Perth Townsite Additions and Alterations as approved by the Governor in Executive Council. 29 June 1855. Map 18C, Consignment 3868 item 294, State Records Office of Western Australia. Department of Lands and Surveys. Reproduced by permission of Western Australian Land Information Authority (Landgate).

Named after Lord John Russell, Prime Minister in 1846–52 (and Foreign Secretary at the time of the decision to send convicts to the colony) the naming was politic; but there were also analogies with the elegant and gracious Russell Square in Bloomsbury, which had been created on open fields 50 years before and represented the status to which this area of central Perth aspired. The square was not a small garden space but a large urban opening central to newly defined Melbourne and Palmerston streets, and so provided a focal point in the townscape. It was, together with the southern town lots (not implemented until 1855), drafted to extend the city northward over the drained swamps while retaining the former swamp, Lake Henderson, as a feature to its north – a watery corollary to its green parkland.56 As with the self-conscious grandeur to which Saint George’s Terrace aspired, Russell Square was to be the focus of a genteel urban square, with the terminating streets underpinning its importance.

Russell Square did not achieve the dignified elegance of its Bloomsbury namesake. The architectural scale of the buildings surrounding it remained modest, and characterised by free-standing single-storey dwellings. The attempt to create a gracious housing estate around a genteel square was premature in an area still affected by regular flooding. It would not be until the gold rush of the 1890s that the area would develop the social cachet alluded to in its name.

The street to the north, which terminated at Russell Square, was named after Lord Palmerston, the Foreign Secretary in Russell’s ministry. To the west, a new northbound street, Fitzgerald Street, was laid out and, almost parallel and to its west, the road to Wanneroo was renamed Charles Street – both in honour of Charles Fitzgerald, the governor who had championed the arrival of the convicts who, in turn, had made possible the drainage. Lamb Street was extended westward and renamed Aberdeen Street after the prime minister, Lord Aberdeen, whose administration (1852–56) immediately followed that of Russell. Ellen and Mangles streets were renamed Newcastle Street, in honour of the Duke of Newcastle, Secretary for the Colonies in Aberdeen’s ministry. Below James, Hardinge Street, an extension of James, was named for Sir Henry Hardinge, Governor-General of India from 1844 to 1848. The naming Hardinge Street was indicative of the colony’s hopes that Perth would become a convalescent station for India’s colonials.57

All these imperial names blanket central Perth, carrying with them a history and projecting a set of values to underpin the imperial foundation of this Antipodean outpost, overlaying its physical setting with a symbolic and distinct connection to the values and triumphs of the British Empire. They reflected its foundation and reinforced the intention that the new capital would be tied to the old, secure in its place as part of the Empire. Although today these names are somewhat obscured through ignorance of their history, they are nonetheless indicative and, being partially representative of the conservatism of the city, underwrite its specialness as a place of difference.

ANNULLING THE SWAMPS

The swamps, which Stirling had been so careful to select to protect his fledging capital, were not retained but were incrementally absorbed into individual land holdings, their interconnectivity lost as they were recast. Drainage began in 1833 for commercial purposes. As water levels fell the town expanded northward, creating town lots between or around the diminishing swamps for horticultural and grazing purposes. After 1834, depictions of the natural landscapes increasingly diminished on Perth’s town plans. Whereas the 1833 town plan had plainly stated the presence of ‘Fresh water swamps with rushy margins’, from 1834 the swamps would be increasingly defined by town lots ringing their perimeters – so much so that by 1838 they would be formally absorbed into the town plan as ‘lakes’ (Figure 7). In later town plans, the depiction of the swamps would be reduced further still. This is an accepted cartographic and planning practice, yet it had the effect of making the lakes ‘disappear’ incrementally, as if they never existed.

[image: ]

Figure 7: The second town plan of Perth, in 1838, dominated its landscape. It shows named lakes in lieu of swamps and the extension of lots eastward from those depicted in 1833. Devoid of topographic representation, it is the plan of a prosperous and orderly town increasingly unhampered by natural impediments.

Perth, September 1838. Consignment 3868 item 289, State Records Office of Western Australia. Department of Lands and Surveys. Reproduced by permission of Western Australian Land Information Authority (Landgate).

From 1840 onwards, drainage works to alleviate flooding and to eradicate miasmas began in earnest, and the swampland was being sold for town lots. By 1845, the swamps were shown as irregular, globular forms and over half had ‘disappeared’. Lakes Kingsford, Irwin, Sutherland and Henderson were named, but the remaining swamps were depicted as empty spaces, joined by drains.

The arrival of convicts in the 1850s meant that manpower was available to divert water from Lakes Kingsford, Irwin and Sutherland to Claise Brook, and by August 1854 part of the newly drained Lake Kingsford was offered for sale to the public as ‘rich garden ground’.58 More works took place in the 1870s and 1890s, and by the end of the century the swamp system would be subsumed into the formal grid of Perth. Only at Claisebrook to the east, originally the mouth of the swamp system, would remnants remain – functioning as an exit point for underground drains that, even today, carry water as part of the Claisebrook Catchment Area.59

Although at first valued by the colonists for their damp soils and fecundity in an arid climate, increasingly the swamps were deemed to be the source of ‘bad air’ or ‘mala aria’. Their miasmas – the ‘unwholesome atmosphere which results from the exhalation of marshy districts’ – were thought to be the cause of disease.60 Colonists followed the prevailing wisdom with regard to miasmas and health which advised that land around houses should be clear, not for reasons of fire but because trees collected vapours and ‘retain miasms in the foliage’.61 Furthermore, the miasmas were deemed to be the progenitor of moral turpitude and held to encourage undesirable characteristics, such as indolence or ‘intemperance’. The sufferer of malaria had symptoms of a disease of the body, but as despoiled water was held to mean more than simply the physical, the resultant lethargy was personalised as indicative of an underlying spiritual failing also. The resultant morbidity and mortality were depicted as behavioural and perceived to be both the cause and the nature of life for those who inhabited low-lying areas. Residents of swamps, slums and less-than-sanitary conditions were assumed to be both physically and morally a danger. Such sites often became the places of rascality, where drinking, whoring and gambling were both indulged vices and the means of earning a daily living.

Despite Jane Dodds emphasising in 1831 that ‘I have infinite pleasure in assuring you that we have met with neither sea nor land monsters’,62 the ‘air of desolation’ referred to by a 1847 correspondent spoke to an audience versed in the symbolism of swamps and fecund bodies of water. It was a profoundly negative message:

At home, a lake is known only as a sheet of water which seldom or ever is dried up … it is naturally associated in one’s mind with pleasant and picturesque scenery, but here it is quite different … there is an air of desolation about these lakes which strikes the spectator at once … It is completely still … without one point of interest in it, as far as striking scenery goes, and totally different from anything I ever saw outside Australia.63

The nexus between the swamps as degraded places and the internalisation of negative values associated with them informed decisions about the landscape. Town improvements included the draining of swamps, which was not only the physical draining of an aquatic landscape, but also a psychological action that underpinned the moral authority of imposing sanitation in crowded urban areas. Drainage of the swamps was desirable precisely because it imposed domination on the land and, by extension, allowed civility. By removing the source of miasmas, not only would the physical health of society be improved, but so too would its moral health. Ironically, the place of the swamps became the red-light district of Perth in the 1890s and later – the glowing warmth of the hearth light replaced by the brazen red of the prostitute’s advertisement.

From 1879, the low-lying ‘rich garden grounds’ of Lakes Irwin and Kingsford were incrementally resumed for railway purposes – lines of steel forming a new barrier between the northern and southern sections of the town. No one regretted the expungement of the swamps although, in 1911, W E Bold bewailed the squandered ‘opportunities which presented themselves at the beginning of the colony of laying out an ideal garden city by taking advantage, for ornamental purposes, of the chain of lakes from the eastern end of the City to Monger’s Lake in the north-west’.64

For the local Aboriginal community, the swamps were places of plenitude, providing food, meeting places, shelter and familiar hunting grounds, and the interconnectedness of the swamp system meant that the area was part of an annual circuit of camping places.65 Fish, turtles, oysters, crabs, birds and their eggs, frogs, edible roots, fungi, kangaroos and possums abounded. The waters were fringed with tea-tree, grass trees and paper bark, the last providing shelter. The large flat spaces of the swamp flood plains created natural amphitheatres for ceremonies and camping. The Perth Gazette, reported in 1850 a gathering of some 300 Aborigines, from a wide circuit around Perth, at Lake Henderson on the edge of the town:

On Friday evening a grand corroboree was held at Anderson’s Lake [sic], at the back of the town, by upwards of 300 natives, belonging to the tribes inhabiting the country for a circuit of 200 miles from Perth. The gibberish of each peculiar dialect, and the various gestures and antics exhibited in the native dance, afforded much amusement to the spectators.66

Twenty years later, Mrs Edward Millett poignantly foreshadowed the decreasing presence of Aborigines in the city:

the police interrupted the performance in mercy to the white people, who had been unable to sleep during the two previous nights. We never again saw so many natives collected together at any one time, nor was it merely that they dispersed on the ceasing of the drought which had caused them to congregate around us.67

Today’s modern dreaming takes Aboriginal youth to this northern fringe of central Perth – the area of the swamps – just as did their ancestors before them. The otherness of the swamps and their appropriateness as a place for Aboriginal occupation was formalised – not as a ‘native quarter’ but as a point of demarcation over which they could not cross after sunset. The line was Newcastle Street and the town to its south was forbidden territory after curfew. Although lifted in 1967, this imposed constraint still exists in a tacit form. There is a lack of Aboriginal presence in the central city, despite the international popularity of their art and the curiosity of tourists to explore their culture. No evidence of Aboriginal occupation is promulgated – there is no Indigenous tourism centre and those shops selling artefacts are privately owned. While not explicitly stated, it is clear that Aborigines are not welcome in central Perth.

A FLAWED SITE?

Critics have argued that the site Stirling chose was disadvantageous, as it cramped his capital between the river and the swamps.68 Its position, in the lee of Mount Eliza, prevented cooling sea breezes reaching the northern parts of the planned town and created an unpleasant and unhealthy environment, exacerbated by the presence of the swamps that restricted northward expansion. The shallow river to the south and mud flats to the east inhibited river travel and further growth.69

George Seddon argued that Point Heathcote, on the south side of the broadest reach of the river, was more advantageous for an expanding city, having the advantages of ‘better ventilation, deeper water and more land’– better ventilation to counteract miasmas and disease, deeper water to allow access by ships, and more land to allow for urban and suburban expansion in the immediate vicinity of the town. For Seddon, Stirling’s siting of Perth in proximity to the swamps meant that land to the north was devalued, and the consequent construction of the railway on this land meant that Perth developed unevenly. The barrier of the railway forced the central business district west and east, consuming residential housing and resulting in the near absence of inner-city residents and a sterile city core. As a result, St (Saint) George’s Terrace retained its prestige, and its subsequent over-capitalisation impeded development and investment and further degrading the streets behind it. Seddon stated: ‘Stirling could hardly have foreseen these problems, but he must have believed that the township he founded would grow in the future, and he hardly gave it room to do so’.70

These criticisms see Perth as it is now and cast a modern eye over the influence of geography but ignore the historical requirements of such a far-flung settlement. Perth was many thousands of miles from Britain and the other Australian colonies and needed to be self-sufficient in water and defence. For Stirling, defence and water were pivotal. Perth’s site excelled in both aspects; other sites did not.

Although the bar at the mouth of the Swan River made entry into the river difficult, beyond that, a ship would have relatively unhindered progress as far as the Narrows, the width of the river allowing protection from shore-based fire. The constriction of the river at the Narrows, in the shadow of Mount Eliza, made further ingress upstream to the area of Perth Water obvious and difficult. Therefore, the site was secure from most naval threats. Fresh water was available from either the river itself, from above the Heirisson Isles where it was fresh, from the streams in the townsite running from the ridge or from the swamps to the north. The swamps also offered protection from invasion from the landward and river sides because of their sticky and tenacious mud, as both the French and the British had discovered earlier in the century.71 A gelatinous sucking mud would form a barrier that, if not impenetrable, would at least delay any landward attack. Wet powder was of little use for an invading force.72

As the Swan River Colony was to ‘incur no expense’ to the Crown other than a minimum administrative staff and a small military force,73 it was almost entirely bereft of capital and labour at the time of its founding. Government intervention, as part of the Convict Establishment, came some 21 years later. Consequently, the colony did not prosper until the gold rushes in the 1890s.74 Hindered by slow growth, and retaining much of its original form past the period when a successful capital might have been expected to expand, the centre of Perth still retains its colonial features. The layout and usage of Perth are still peculiarly in accord with the original town planning.

To suggest, as Harold Boas did in the 1930s, that ‘there is little evidence that any great forethought or planning on accepted town planning lines was considered in the laying out of the … towns prior to 1929’75 was to condemn the original decision-making because the form it created was no longer relevant to the modern city. Such comments are made from the perspective of a society that had embraced city growth as inevitable and views land as a saleable asset rather than as the foundation of long-term stability and wealth. No longer was land an end in itself – required for the production of sustenance for future generations through careful husbandry. Land, instead, became a commodity and, in particular, a means for profit:

Land is naturally the safest investment of any that offer themselves in the colonies … it is a generally accepted maxim, that ‘you can’t go far wrong in buying land’. There is always the chance of making 50 to 100 per cent. in the year by a land purchase, and at the worst you will get 10 or 20 per cent. per annum …76

Freed from the traditional concept of land as a resource for the benefit of society, ‘Public places, parks, and any other allocations that remove land from the market are clearly seen as a waste of a profit producing resource’.77 This is the dilemma that Perth faces today, with increasing calls for the Esplanade to be developed because its lack of development is seen as an opportunity lost.

It is ironic, therefore, that commentators who are so perceptive about today’s planning of Perth have criticised the original siting, unaware that Perth is one of the few remaining British imperial cities to express the key principles of pre-capitalist town planning in a relatively pure form. Perth was topographically and geographically constrained, with the military, spiritual, governmental and temporal centres located centrally and differentiated spatially to emphasise their importance. Land was to be held long-term as the basis of wealth, and access to it was based on differentiation. The town – supported by a productive hinterland, held in the hands of a few – was a small, secure, distinctive place in the landscape: the capital and the seat of power.

While the initial reservation of three miles square for the town did not survive due to pressure for land close to the town, modern Perth does have 1000 acres kept aside as King’s Park, on Mount Eliza. This vantage point has been favoured for views since settlement, as it looks down on the capital nestled into the bay below, giving Perth a self-conscious prettiness unique for a capital city.78 Views of Perth consistently confirm the capital’s defined place in the landscape. They show the town from Mount Eliza, encapsulated by Nature, constrained and framed by it, with no attempt to present it as reaching far out into the hinterland (Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Perth from the brow of Mount Eliza in 1838, as depicted by C D Wittenoom: constrained by its topography with the river as its footstool.

C D Wittenoom, ‘Perth from Mount Eliza 1838’, lithograph. From Nathaniel Ogle. 1839. The Colony of Western Australia: A Manual for Emigrants to that Settlement or its Dependencies … with the most correct map extant. London: James Fraser.

The beauty of Perth’s situation and of its relationship to the river at its feet has always been a defining feature:

I have just returned from head quarters (Perth) which is about 12 or 14 miles inland on the north bank of the Swan, where you have one of the most delightful demi-panoramic views, I suppose, in the world … In sailing up this intricate river, the scenery is truly picturesque, and in many of the windings nearly romantic to a degree almost inconceivable.79

In most of the images, the river takes precedence (Figures 9, 10). While this is a function of the initial riverine exploration, the images nevertheless capture the abiding importance of water to West Australians in their self-definition and, more particularly, in their definition of the desirability of Perth as a capital city.

The images are both proof and exposition of the special place that Perth was intended to be – the capital, distinctive in the landscape, bathed in Antipodean sunlight, with the river as its footstool (Figure 11). It is a view of a city particular and constrained in a pristine environment. It is a pre-capitalist place of distinction rather than a prosperous, expansionist city.

Framed by trees, Perth was confirmed in its picturesqueness – a genteel paradise or private estate on a broad stretch of river, its ‘frontage and rear of garden-grounds’,80 a reduced version of contemporaneous Adelaide’s green belt. Little had changed by the early twentieth century, despite the outward expansion of the suburbs engendered by the gold rushes of the 1890s (Figure 12). Seemingly idiosyncratic, this view is still the most favoured one of Perth (Figure 13), underwriting the picturesque and constrained quality of the central city and confirming its umbilical relationship with the river.
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Figure 9: A view of the south of Perth from the high land of Mount Eliza by Frederick Garling during the 1827 explorations. The paintings from the voyage depicted the landscape with an overlay of European trees – the familiar in the unfamiliar world. The site of the town was established to the east of this vantage point.

Frederick Garling, View from Mount Eliza, 1827, watercolour, 15 x 37 cm. Acc. 84, The Holmes à Court Collection, courtesy of Heytesbury, Perth.

[image: ]

Figure 10: Horace Samson’s view of Perth in 1847.

Horace Sampson, Perth 1847, watercolour, gouache and pen and ink, 27.5 x 40.3 cm, gift of Mr D Rannard, 1923. State Art Collection, Art Gallery of Western Australia.
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Figure 11: Perth in the 1850s: a small, distinct seat of power in the landscape.

‘View of Perth’, lithograph. 776P, J S Battye Library, State Library of Western Australia.
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Figure 12: A pervasive view of Perth, encapsulated within its environment, continued into the twentieth century.

Edith Florence Trethowan, Mounts Bay Road Towards Perth, c1931, wood engraving, 15.3 x 10.2 cm. Acc. 383, The Holmes à Court Collection, courtesy of Heytesbury, Perth.
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Figure 13: Perth in 2007. The relationship to the river is still evident despite some filling in of the bay for the freeway interchange.

Photograph by A Ednie-Brown, 2007, D07-2061. Reproduced with permission.

CONSTRUCTED REALITIES

Perth’s buildings were initially rudimentary and simple; however, as the settlement grew they began to take on a form that fulfilled a different purpose – that of symbolising the culture and aspirations of Empire in a remote settlement.81

The arrival of convicts in 1850 heralded the advent of labour and capital to invest in government infrastructure. Within the ‘B’ square, in close proximity, the new buildings of colonial authority arose – Government House, the Town Hall and the Government Offices. They were constructed in the Gothic style – a style much in vogue in England and also being used for the Westminster Palace Houses of Parliament and the central government offices in Whitehall, the Colonial Office, Foreign, Home and India Offices.82

Constructed of locally harvested clay bricks, mellow in colour and soft in texture, the public architecture of the colony was relatively small-scale as befitting a new settlement. Laid in Flemish bond, the prettiness of decorative diapered brickwork, where soft yellow met russet hue in apposition, was offset with symbols of temporal power, of force, of monarchy, sovereignty, hierarchy and order. Battlements and other Tudor-inspired embellishments festooned the buildings, adding a festive air that was underpinned by the tacit understanding that the symbols represented the controlling power in the colony.83

The new Government House of 1864 was made of local bricks in the familiar checker-board pattern. Yet this decorative effect could have been omitted completely and probably not missed. For, more than any other building of this period, Government House is a riot of decoration. All its major features are picked out in render, in sharp contrast to the brickwork: bay windows, battlements, towers, quoins, groupings of windows, doorways, dormer windows, pinnacles, chimneys. Interwoven with all this are different coloured bricks in bond pattern, string courses and weathervanes. Cloisters at ground level allow views over the river and access to the cooling afternoon breezes. The whole building has a festive, vital air, reflective of the new, convict-based development of the colony (Figure 14).
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Figure 14: Government House with the Pensioner Guards arrayed in formation in 1864. An overt display of force complements the tacit acknowledgement of power embodied in the architecture.

‘The Government House at Perth, Western Australia’, lithograph, Illustrated London News, 19 March 1864. 012664d, J S Battye Library, State Library of Western Australia.

Perhaps fittingly, construction of the Perth Town Hall began after it became known that transportation to the colony would cease. It is the largest and most impressive example of secular Gothic Revival in the colony.84 By the time it was completed in 1870, the colony was on the verge of self-government.85 This building, more than any other of the period, came closest in spirit to the English Gothic revival. Towering over its modest neighbours, it was resplendent in Gothic livery – a medieval town hall in dry and dusty Perth (Figure 15) and a joyous declaration of faith in the new colony and its future management. Nevertheless, its decoration draws heavily on Tudor imagery, thus reinforcing subtly the impress of Empire while celebrating the authority of the citizenry of Perth through their newly elected city council.
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Figure 15: The Town Hall: a new English edifice for Perth in the form of a medieval market place.

Photograph by Government Photographer, c1870. 011588D, J S Battye Library, State Library of Western Australia.

The arrival of convicts necessitated the construction of a new barracks for the pensioner guards who were to supervise them. The new building was on the northern flank of Mount Eliza, at the western end of the town. It created an empathic end point to the western vista along Saint George’s Terrace. Its dominant form, peering down the main street of Perth, was a permanent reminder of the massive weight of convictism and of the imperial establishment that the citizens of Perth had actively requested.

The subsequent erasure of the barracks at the central square and its transfer to higher land at the west of the town did not diminish the importance of the central ‘B’ site. In the 1850s, the Legislative Council’s building was constructed near the Town Hall. The centrality of the government presence, confirmed through the construction and collocation of administration buildings, exerting both overt and tacit control in the centre of the city. In 1874, large and impressive Government Offices were constructed, housing the Cabinet, Treasury, Titles Office and Post Office. Extended upward and outward in stages until 1904, and eventually French Revivalist in style,86 the Central Government Offices still defines the pre-eminent intersection at the corner of St George’s Terrace and Barrack Street (Figure 16).

[image: ]

Figure 16: The Government Offices, depicted in 1885. Another storey would be added in 1904.

Intercolonial Investment Land & Building Co Ltd, Noel Butlin Archives Centre, Australian National University Archives, http://hdl.handle.net/1885/138

The decorative elements of Government House, the Town Hall and the new Barracks tied the Gothic to the supremacy of the monarchy over the church, and underwrote the creed of land ownership and land-based power through the symbolism of the monarch. The right and capacity of the government to control the lives of the colony’s subjects thus seemed divinely ordained as right and just. Such symbolism was not lost on the population. It showed them that access to the social and political ascendancy in the colony was in the hands of people who believed in order, privilege, inherited wealth and power and hierarchy. Perth, the isolated colony at the end of the world, could draw on the weight of imperial symbolism from the Golden Age of Elizabeth – imagery from the foundation of British colonial expansion. It is not without reason that Government House is reminiscent of the Tower of London.

By the 1880s, the period of convict importation had finished. New institutions of culture and learning were being planned. To celebrate Queen Victoria’s jubilee, the Victoria Public Library was opened on Saint George’s Terrace, a fitting complement to the subscription-based Swan River Mechanics Institute that had opened its doors in 1851 and the Working Men’s Institute of 1885.

The railway opened in 1881, splicing the city – its tracks in the beds of the former swamps now tamed by increasingly sophisticated drainage. To its north, a new set of buildings was conceived on the perimeter of the former gaol, simultaneously encasing and hiding it from view while appropriating it as a historic artefact (Figure 17).
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Figure 17: The encapsulation of the gaol (centre) objectified as a cultural artefact, in 1905. Other buildings, yet to be constructed, would hide it from obvious view.

Photograph by Government Photographer, c1870. 009582D, J S Battye Library, State Library of Western Australia.

Psychologically and visually, these buildings extended the townscape northwards, underpinning the growth and increasing wealth of the new city and emphasising the relationships between growth and cultural pursuits. They thus express in architectural form the underlying belief in the supremacy of learning, Empire and the pursuit of knowledge. They are a visual link between the power and authority of the state and the power and authority of learning and culture. How appropriate then, that they should be located upon the site of the Perth Gaol – the overt control of the cell had been replaced by the more sophisticated control of culture.87

Even as the traces of convictism were being erased by the construction of the new Museum and Art Gallery, the paradigm of imperialism was being expressed. The new buildings occupied the site on a north–south axis. Together with a proposed new Parliament House constructed behind the Barracks at the top of the Terrace, they would comprise two conceptually linked public complexes on high ground: one displaying political power and the other educative power, with both displaying the strength of Empire.88

By constructing a series of buildings dedicated to the exposition of erudition and learning, the Library, the Art Gallery and the Museum, the city fathers were playing out an imperial concept – that of the capacity to collect, collate and quantify all knowledge of the world in one place, where it could be disassembled, studied, catalogued and controlled. From descriptions of specimens of flora and fauna to those of geological features, these collections not only satisfied natural curiosity about a strange new land but were designed and promoted specifically as a means to understanding the resources of the land and how they could be harvested for the benefit of the Empire.

This collocation of knowledge about the world and the exposition of it was a cultural extension of the administrative collocation of a generation before. The collection of information, like the claiming of the land, embodied a paradigm of control – a technique for understanding based on reductionism, evidence ensconced in a glass bell or test-tube just as the coast of Australia had been encased in pink wash on a map of colonial conquest. It extended the great explorations of the globe in the late eighteenth century for scientific and wealth-building purposes by harnessing the fruits of commerce, industrialisation and labour to its cause – Empire was self-conscious and consumerist. Travel, education and knowledge formed a mindset whose purpose was to enlighten but, simultaneously to endorse, a pervasive cultural context – that of the British. All others were oddities – to be admired, studied, dissected or decried, but all subservient to the British:

Nobody … who has paid any attention to the peculiar features of our present era, will doubt for a moment that we are living at a period of most wonderful transition, which tends rapidly to accomplish that great end, to which, indeed, all history points – the realization of the unity of mankind …89

This attitude permeated the outposts of Empire and expressed itself in London through massive imperial institutions and seats of culture – the National History Museum, Science Museum, Victoria and Albert Museum and Albert Hall. They, in their turn, had been funded by the success of the Great Exhibition of 1851, which had showcased the diversity of the British Empire and her technological advancement. This was no idle, gentlemanly pursuit of knowledge, but a self-defining and self-reinforcing activity of conquest – first physical and then intellectual – of the landscape in which the outposts of empire found themselves. By cataloguing and categorising the world, differences could be assimilated – crowded into showcases or captured in formaldehyde – and would form the basis of a captivity of culture that underpinned the Empire’s assumption of superiority. This self-conscious self-confidence would create its own self-fulfilling unity. The colonists were the progenitors and the paragons of Empire – they delineated the boundaries of polite taste as they rode over foreign lands; they harnessed the lines of maps and surveyors to conquer the minutiae of other cultures; they were civilisers in the face of wildness and wilderness, and their land, no matter how far distant from Britain, would express and enhance the Empire.

If Perth, in a new century, was still depicted as a romantic paradise in views from Mount Eliza, it would also be the recipient of fine new civic buildings. The Museum and Art Gallery were miniature versions of those in England, as was envisaged for the Government Buildings. Reflecting its new turn-of-the-century importance and prosperity, relocation of the governmental functions of Saint George’s Terrace would allow a new civic heart – a redefined ‘Pall Mall’ to the north that would enable the development of a commercial precinct to the south. The revised scheme would enable Russell Square to be upgraded as a formal park, with an opera house to the south. The whole would be punctuated by fine civic buildings displaying a buoyant architectural verticality provided by spires, towers and obelisks. The city would have Piccadilly Circus, Trafalgar Square and Admiralty Arch all rolled into one. It would, at last, be joined seamlessly to its northern suburbs and ‘by such means Perth could be transformed into a beautiful city, made worthy of the magnificent site which it had the privilege of occupying’.90 The scheme did not proceed. Saint George’s Terrace retained its dominant role and the central city its linear development, isolated from expansion outward.

TETHERED STILL?

Whither Perth? Is it ‘Dullsville’ as chastised,91 Cinderella as lampooned or merely a sleepy hollow in a new millennium, still bathed in its early nineteenth-century pre-capitalist similitude?

With nascent bravado, Perth struggles with its identity. Depicted as an indolent and callow youth, Perth is in fact older than Melbourne, with which it is so unfavourably compared – Melbourne, the Australian embodiment of the gloriously self-conscious period of imperialism, rampant in its gold-boom architecture and redolent with the then newly defined Australian ethos of urban life.92

The reality of being the most isolated capital city in the world sits heavily on the city’s shoulders – there is an element of self-doubt about its capacity to be an interesting and dynamic centre, notwithstanding being the Asian gateway to Australia. Despite its prettiness, and perhaps because of it, Perth has an unease with itself. A disbelief as to the validity of Perth as a capital city echoes the words of a disappointed visitor in 1829 who, after extolling the beauty of Perth’s situation, lamented that ‘so palpable and unpardonable a delusion is not to be met with in the whole annals of Gullism’.93

The establishment of Perth and its quasi-entrepreneurial but constrained beginnings has left a curious stamp on the capital that creates an ongoing tension between buoyant enthusiasm and a restrictive and controlling governance. The fractured management of the centre of the city – anomalous in a capital – is a lasting legacy of imperialism. Tethered to the past, where terms of engagement with the landscape and the economy were dictated or harnessed by a far-distant power, Perth still acts as if it is waiting for instructions from the Colonial Office – waiting to be given permission to grow and develop, waiting to breathe (Figures 18, 19). The tether is cut, but Perth still hankers for the strong hand of control, finding increasingly its reference points for culture from America as it simultaneously sells its future to China and India.

Modern Perth’s attitudes to city form, its institutions, its regulation and its use are firmly rooted in its past. From its founding by a member of the British military, who saw potential in the colony, to the decision to annex and colonise the land, this Antipodean enterprise was not be independent of the constraints of Empire. From Stirling’s initial selection of the location, with its freshwater swamps as an aquatic resource and potential defensive barrier, the site of Perth was a resource to be used within a particular and specialised context –to be of benefit not only to the colony but by extension to the Empire. Its isolation, vulnerability and indifferent early success only served to reinforce its dependence on the Colonial Office and its purse strings, most obviously through the introduction of convict labour. In 1850, when convicts arrived at the colony’s request, it became the last British colony to be so disposed. Thus, Perth would be both first and last – first to be settled as a free colony; last to receive convicts. The tension between freedom and entrepreneurial spirit and an authoritarian administration is one that Perth still struggles to reconcile.94
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Figure 18: The view from outside Government House in 1867, looking to the western end of the Terrace with the new barracks terminating the view.

Photograph by Government Photographer, 1867. 009251d, J S Battye Library, State Library of Western Australia.

There is an abiding stillness and sterility in the centre of Perth, brought about by a mid-twentieth-century policy to remove residential quarters from the city. This was in response to a modernist planning paradigm that the city should be for commerce and government only – a special administrative centre, surrounded by suburbs from which the workers would commute. Although a twentieth-century concept, and derived from different sources, the result of the planning is surprisingly similar to the pre-capitalist cosmic grid that Perth exemplifies.

Saint George’s Terrace is still the ‘best’ street in town and the address to which fledgling entrepreneurial enterprise aspires. The impact of the ‘new’ convict-built Barracks at the end of the Terrace in 1863 lingers still. Parliament House is sited at the western end of the Terrace, on the high land that forms the northern flank of Mount Eliza. This building, wherein sit the representatives of the State, nevertheless gazes down on the Terrace through the prism of the former barracks gatehouse. It is a fitting image – the striving, successful commercial district overlooked by the people’s representatives; their gaze in turn constrained by the remnants of imperialism in its most strident form – convictism.
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Figure 19: The same view in 2007, showing a remarkably similar streetscape to that of 138 years before.

Photograph by A Ednie-Brown, 2007, D07-2069. Reproduced with permission.

The central ‘B’ square retains the most important colonial buildings in central Perth; Government House is adjacent on the southern side of the Terrace and the eastern edge of the square, its lower gardens resting at the original foreshore; the convict-built Town Hall has recently undergone a multi-million-dollar refurbishment. Few, looking at the Old Treasury Buildings and Titles Office and Saint George’s Cathedral in the centre of the city understand their significance, although they are the finest government buildings. Debate as to the future uses of the buildings continues to rage in Perth for, although empty since the early 1990s, there is reluctance to convert them to a use other than governmental. Plans, thwarted as recently as 2003, to refurbish them for the return of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Treasury have resulted in hiatus. Alternative proposals range from private hotel to apartments, and the Titles building is proposed to be converted to the City of Perth Public Library.

The ongoing debate and lack of action highlight the extent to which Perth subconsciously clings to its past and former ways of doing – unable to break free of the imperial thinking that determined the function of the site. Recent refurbishment of the convict-built Town Hall has not resulted in a vibrant community engagement with the building, even though it is sited at the eastern end of the city’s busiest shopping mall. The building stands somewhat awkwardly in the urban fabric – a medieval-styled remnant of an English past, flanked to the south and east by the Government Buildings and Saint George’s Cathedral. To its south, the exclusive Weld Club and Government House mark the edge of commercial activities in the city. From Barrack Street east, the city shows an indifference to retail, tapering away rapidly in the half city block between Barrack and Pier and all but disappearing, before re-emerging at the Perth Mint and straggling to the shopping area surrounding the East Perth post office. The area is characterised by a lack of commercial activity in both the Terrace area and the streets behind, which are, characteristically, institutional or service based in nature – a legacy from its 1829 planning.

Even the much-vaunted Esplanade at the foreshore is reminiscent of the archetypal village green – a footstool to the bastions of power and privilege. Its function, as the place to commemorate ANZAC Day, ensconces this tradition in the Perth psyche to the irritation of planners and architects, who perceive it to be wasted space and conceive of joining the city to the river by extending the constructed environment southwards. The reluctance with which Perth people have entertained the idea of any redevelopment of the area is indicative of the pervasive influence of how the city should look and function – an idyllic but passive setting for the buildings of the city, above the basin of the river.

Although the riverside bazaar area reduced in importance as river transport decreased, Perth is still characterised by a shopping area clustered around the transport, represented now by the railway, with little integration into the rest of the town – effectively a new bazaar area. Ironically, a despised new Convention Centre – a heavily promoted tool for bringing trade and commerce to the city – has been situated in the area of the original bazaar, despite modern town-planning credos that a closer and more active connection of the city to its riverine environment would be preferable. Lacking engagement with the river in any active way, modern Perth turns its back and faces expectantly northward to the railway station, on the site of the former swamps (Figure 20). Over the railway line, the northern area of central Perth – the entertainment area of Northbridge – both stands as an area of difference in the city and seeks to connect with it.
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Figure 20: Perceived as an impediment to future growth – the railway on the site of the former swamps.

Bumper sticker, Northbridge Business and Community Association, Perth, 2002. Author’s collection, DC-004. Reproduced by permission of JDA Advertising.

The city is constantly encouraged to jump the wedge of land that constrains its centre from its northward expansion, unaware that this constraint was a conscious limit on the expansion of the capital by virtue of predating capitalist expansion for its own sake. Stirling’s selection of the site and its relationship to its geography saw the swamplands as benefit, protection and part of the capital’s distinctive form, not as impediment. Subsequent absorption of the swamps exemplified the paradigm of nature as tool for man, just as they had previously provided a defendable site for an outpost of Empire. Changes to the town plan prevented Stirling Street becoming a major boulevard northward, but had it done so it would have terminated at the swamps as a water feature, thus retaining their distinctive boundary to the town.

Divided from the city by the area of former swamps, those who enter the current debate about sinking the railway discuss the land they occupied, unaware of their former nature. While the grid subconsciously acknowledges their importance, when discussion turns to parks, there is a lack of engagement with Russell Square as a potential inner-city park of note, despite it being closest to the centre.

The characteristics of the city, which irk those modern commentators who lambaste the lack of development on the foreshore and of seamless connection to the north, also give it graciousness. Its cradle is the Esplanade, with the circle of the river at its feet; the wedge of land to the north, the massive bulk of Mount Eliza to the west and the curve of the river to the east differentiating it from the sprawling suburbs at its perimeter.

Perth, reposing within its Arcadian setting, bathed in shimmering sunlight, settles reluctantly into the twenty-first century, still tethered by its past; its dreams moderated by the reality of its establishment and its picturesqueness beholden to its pre-capitalist form.

The imperialism that influenced Perth was preter-globalism – self-conscious negation of difference while simultaneously absorbing the influences of others. The Empire was cohesive and integrated but not homogenous. Its strength lay in its capacity to absorb and ameliorate difference by imposing its own culture over its colonies.95 Like an amoeba the Empire engulfed all, cannibalising the conquered; redefining reality for the conquered land.

Perth was part of the Empire and evinces, most clearly, its impress still.
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KING SHAKA, THE DIVINERS AND COLONIALISM

Jennifer Weir

The often-told tale of Zulu King Shaka and his diviners may tell us more about colonial religion and politics in the nineteenth century than it does about Zulu religion and politics. The tale unfolds in various nineteenth-century books, popular and contemporary histories, and in oral traditions. Writers have frequently portrayed it as a key point in King Shaka’s leadership, most especially E A Ritter in the 1950s, some 100 years after the earliest accounts. King Shaka is said to have secretly sprinkled blood in the doorway of his isigodlo (pl. izigodlo, the king’s private enclosure consisting of the huts of his women and children), then ‘innocently’ proclaimed it to be an evil omen, and called on his diviners to ‘smell out’, or reveal, the culprit/s. Most of the numerous references to the tale explain it as a test devised by Shaka to expose diviners as frauds. This chapter examines various accounts of the story, including similar tales relating to other chiefs, and highlights discrepancies between them. The main players are usually Shaka and the diviners, and they are wholly African. The chapter also adds other dimensions, notably the colonial role in manufacturing some of these accounts, and the significance of the relationship between African politics and religion.

The tale of Shaka and the diviners is a wonderful example of a perhaps questionable moment in history taking on a life of its own. The story is now a firmly entrenched in numerous books, from fiction to the academic. South African literary scholar Dan Wylie even found reference to it in the 1975 Guinness Book of Records, having achieved the dubious status of ‘the greatest “smelling-out” recorded in African history’.1

Where the tale came from is a mystery, despite various claims for its authenticity. When Ritter grabbed the story from H Rider Haggard, he breathed further life into it by claiming it was an authentic oral tradition. Many subsequent authors felt little need to question that, and seemed to honour fiction by reproducing the tale with or without reference to Ritter. It became a spider’s web of links with new threads emerging from time to time. It is one of a bank of dramatic tales about the legendary King Shaka, and that it made its way into the Guinness Book of Records is truly remarkable.2 The death toll (said to be 300), number of true diviners, type of animal blood, and the number of conspirators all vary depending on who is relaying the story, and when.

Captain R J Garden (45th British regiment) wrote what may be the earliest recorded reference to the story, some time between 1851 and 1854, though we do not know his source:

… Uzizmane a native doctor (now being near the Umzimkulu [River]) once did a bold thing before Chaka. The latter told his chief men that many of the native doctors were impostors, accusers of the innocent – to try their knowledge, with great secrecy Chaka caused blood to be dropped on the ground from his hut to a distance – assembling the doctors he pointed it out and demanded to know who had done it – they were confounded- at length some of them accused several innocent persons. Uzizmane alone said it was … Izulu, the only Izulu evidently meaning him who was above them all – his life was spared – the rest – some 30 or 40 were put to death.3

The hero, and possibly even a co-conspirator in this trick, appears to be the traditional doctor Uzizmane.

E A Ritter fills in many of the ‘blanks’ in a long descriptive version (almost an entire chapter). Ritter’s account is the most popularly known and is set within a power struggle between Shaka and the diviners. Shaka (aided in part by Mbopa, Shaka’s ‘head domestic’) sprinkled the sides of his hut and the ground around it with blood. He assembled the diviners for a ‘smelling out’ to determine who was responsible. Shaka’s brother and close friends and allies were the first to be ‘smelt out’. During the dramatic ritual, only two of the diviners (Songqoza and Nqiwane) concluded that Shaka himself was responsible for the blood, and Shaka thus designated them as ‘true diviners’. Ritter describes the execution of the other diviners and how Nobela, the powerful chief diviner, committed suicide to evade the punishment of impalement.4 According to Ritter’s account, she was an evil rival for power and a fraudulent diviner whom Shaka had to stop, because diviners smelled out victims for their own ends. In addition, Ritter claims that men were attempting to ‘avoid military service by apprenticing themselves to witch-doctors’, thus emphasising superstition and trickery within Zulu society.5 Ritter incorporates various oppositions. Shaka is at once ‘all-powerful’ and too weak to deal with one troublesome diviner. His suggestion that Shaka did not believe in diviners does not fit with the centrality of divination in Zulu society.

This dramatisation is largely fiction, and Ritter does not cite a direct source for the story of Shaka and the diviners.6 In the first edition of Shaka Zulu (1955), Ritter claimed that his major source was oral tradition that he gained during his boyhood contact with Zulu people. He also claimed to have information from his father, as well as the 15 sources in his bibliography. However, H Rider Haggard, whose character is also Nobela, is more than likely the source. Rider Haggard dedicated his romance, Nada the Lily (1892) to colonial administrator Theophilus Shepstone (1817–1893).

Haggard claimed that Africans had related some Zulu oral traditions to him and “most, indeed nearly all, of the historical incidents here recorded are substantially true”’.7 In the preface, Haggard acknowledges Fred Fynney (inspector of African schools and Natal border agent in the 1860s) as a source, as well as John Bird (Natal magistrate) and the missionaries Henry Callaway and David Leslie, but gives no direct sources for the long and detailed (more than 1500 words) version of the story. He produced an immensely popular book that intensified both the image of the swift, bloodthirsty, superstitious and effective Zulu who had dealt such a severe military blow to the British at Rorke’s Drift in 1879, and the myth of the man who earlier in the century had led them, King Shaka. Haggard also related his story to pagan darkness and the ignorance of the African by emphasising that Zulu people lived in fear of being smelt out. These ideas related to European conceptions of the African. For Haggard, Shaka’s wickedness was also evident in those who served him. He hatched the plot along with Mopo (Shaka’s ‘head domestic’). The dreaded Nobela’s role is ambiguous, though. On the one hand she embodies all the treachery and superstition of ‘witch doctors’, but on the other she possesses clairvoyant powers – she foretells Shaka’s betrayal in a conversation with Mopo.

Fred Fynney, Haggard’s source, had published his interpretation of the story a few years earlier in 1884.8 By that time, divisions within the Zulu kingdom were evident and likely to have influenced his telling and, in accordance with nineteenth-century colonial perceptions of the degeneration of Zulu religion, Fynney (like so many others) saw divination as trickery and superstition. He suggests that Shaka used the institution of divination for political purposes, to get rid of his opponents, and that rather than being afraid, he was satisfying his lust for killing his opponents or rivals. Like Fynney, Josiah Tyler, an American missionary, interprets the story in political terms as a test of the diviners. Both his 1891 version in Forty Years Among the Zulu and Fred Fynney’s account are unreferenced and remarkably similar.9 Tyler believed that the diviners terrified and deceived people, that the practice should cease, and that diviners ‘possessed unlimited power over their deluded countrymen’.

Tyler, Fynney, and Haggard explain the story in political and to some extent religious terms, with Shaka testing the diviners. While the diviners were getting rid of his opponents, Shaka did not object. However, they became too powerful and Shaka was angry that his military leaders were being smelt out, so he devised the test. That fiction could have been a source influencing later academic writers, such as political anthropologist E V Walter in the late 1960s and as recently as P J Schoeman in 1983, is quite remarkable. If we look a bit further, then the matter becomes clearer.

Walter included a version of the story in Terror and Resistance (1969). He does include references, but those cited to support his claims are quite startling. Once again, Haggard and Ritter feature strongly and their authenticity is unquestioned. Referring to Haggard, Walter says that the novel is ‘based in part on the chronicles’ which note Shaka’s continuing struggle with the isanusi (diviner), and that Shaka’s ‘trick’ is recorded by the oral tradition.10 Using this and Ritter’s 1957 edition of Shaka Zulu, Walter sets the scene for the story. The account itself, though, is drawn from Ritter and H W Garbutt rather than directly from Haggard. Garbutt reported it in 1909 in the Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute. Without citing a reference, he claimed it as a fact.11 Garbutt concluded his version by reference to a similar story and suggested that diviners were frauds. In addition, he suggested that having a person ‘smelt out’ was a method for chiefs to dispose of powerful or wealthy rivals. He was not referring specifically to Shaka, but rather to chiefs in general. Surprisingly, Walter quoted directly from Haggard’s novel that ‘the witchdoctors rule in Zululand, and not I [Shaka] …’.12 Drawing on Ritter, Walter further argued that Shaka was under threat from the diviners because of the possibility of his political associates being smelt out. Through accusations of witchcraft, diviners posed a threat to his bureaucracy and military officials. The ensuing struggle between Shaka and the diviners resulted in him devising the scheme to break their hold. Walter clearly believed that Shaka was suspicious of diviners and was challenging their authority and power.

In yet another historical romance about King Shaka, Phampatha the Beloved of King Shaka (1983), Schoeman like Ritter claimed credibility through childhood interaction with Zulu people, fluency in the language and ‘many years of personal research in and around Zululand’.13 This supposedly gave him intimate knowledge of the Zulu and their history. Schoeman says that he ‘found no difficulty researching Shaka’s childhood among the old men of Zululand. They talked as if it happened in their own lifetime’. Written in the form of a conversation between Shaka and his ‘true love’ Phampatha (‘fully authenticated in Zulu tradition’), this is another long and detailed account. Schoeman claimed that Mgobozi (an induna, or warrior) and Mdlaka (his chief military commander) aided Shaka in his scheme, and that Phampatha knew of his trick. His tale ends with Shaka sending Nobela away rather than executing her. Nobela does not feature so prominently in any other account that I have found except those of Haggard, Ritter – and James Langa (Geoffrey Bond), who alleges a conversation between Shaka and Henry Francis Fynn featuring Nobela:

‘I understood that kings such as yourself are only figure-heads, and that the witchdoctors are the real rulers of the African.’

Shaka grinned with amusement. ‘That may be so in other societies,’ he growled, ‘but it is unwise to depend upon old women who are half-mad. I had such a one, named Nobela, who would have ruled my people through me …’

Fynn waited for the sentence to be finished, but when his host said no more was forced to ask, ‘And what happened to her?’

Shaka, shrugged his heavy shoulders. ‘She eventually died,’ he said, ‘and her sisters of evil with her.’14

While there may not be a published source of Fynn’s account, that does not exclude him as a verbal source.

There are few major sources when it comes to Shaka and the Zulu. Prominent figures included Henry Francis Fynn and Theophilus Shepstone. Much swapping of information went on, and so did tales of the Zulu. Of course, we will never know who told whom what and what may then have been repeated as fact, but we can make some suggestions. However, before doing that it is necessary to consider versions of the tale from more authentic oral sources such as those published in James Stuart Archive.

Stuart, a colonial magistrate, collected various accounts from various informants in the 1890s and early 1900s.15 The diviners said by informants to have correctly pointed out Shaka range in number between one and three, have different names, and come from different groups. In a version attributed to one of James Stuart’s informers, Ndukwana ka Mbengwana, there is no concept of sorting true from false diviners – they are all false. However, in another version, one true diviner is distinguished. This version strongly suggests that the storyteller himself is struggling with conflicting ideologies. On the one hand, he explains that Shaka was disabusing his people of an illusion, but at the same time he records that the one who guessed correctly had been ritually strengthened with seawater. In yet another account by Ndukwana, Shaka was helped by one of his great men, Ngqengelele (of the Buthelezi people), who actually did the sprinkling. There is only one true diviner is this account, and while Shaka killed all the false diviners, it seems a few survived. This version adds another dimension to the explanation, because as well as severely curtailing the activities of those who remained, Shaka also put a stop to new diviners being ‘called’, apprenticed and initiated. He practically eliminated this ‘class’, and men and women ‘became ordinary people’. In Jantshi ka Nongila’s version, reported to James Stuart in 1903, Shaka again is trying to sort the true from the false diviners, and one survives. When Stuart recorded this account, it was noted that Ndukwana was also present.16

By 1905, when Stuart recorded the version of Mcotoyi ka Mnini (chief of the Thuli), there are three survivors – though the inference is that they escaped rather than passed the test – whom he names as Mqayana ka ‘Mlongwe(?), Ntando ka Mbaba of the Dube people [added by Mcotoyi ], and Jele of the emaNgangeni [added by Stuart informant Dinya ka Zokozwayo].’17 The 1909 account by Ndabambi ka Sikakana of the Dlamini is interesting because there is no mention of a test, truth or falseness. The diviner escaped because he was accurate.18 Lunguza ka Mpukane’s 1909 account was the second longest recorded by James Stuart.19 Here, Shaka himself does the sprinkling trick unassisted. He had to put a stop to his warriors being smelt out and killed, and it becomes a ‘national’ campaign. Again, three diviners are accurate in predicting that it was Shaka himself who sprinkled the blood. One of the few accounts given by a woman to James Stuart was recorded in 1919. Baleka ka Mpitikazi relates that Ngqengelele again features, just as he does in a version of the story by Ndukwana.20 However, whereas one version portrays him as an active participant in the scheme, in the other he is unaware. Too many people were being killed, and so Shaka had to both sort out the true from the false, and two true diviners emerge. James Stuart himself included another account in a booklet titled uTulasizwe (1923).21 Stuart’s own account suggests that diviners ‘threw the bones’ in separate groups and were then directed to sit ‘over there’. Haggard’s account depicts a similar pattern and it is likely that Stuart borrowed from Haggard.

Little is known of the informants in the James Stuart Archive who are supposedly relating oral tradition, nor how nearly Stuart may or may not have kept to the foundations of good qualitative research. It is entirely possible that written versions of the story may have affected oral ‘remembering’ about Shaka and his deeds, and thus the incorporation into African history. It is difficult to determine to what extent each informant had been affected by cultural imperialism through missionary education, or had embraced Christianity, but certainly this must have been the case to some degree. In this regard, as Norman Etherington points out, ‘the predominance of mission schools distinguished the British’ in their imperial exploits in the field of education of their African colonial subjects, and this was particularly the case in Natal and Zuluand.22 British officials and missionaries generally disapproved of many African religious beliefs and practices; some severely sanctioned such pagan practices, and it is unlikely that they would have given a full and accurate picture. More obvious difficulties concern the relating of oral history over long periods, as stories are not static and are subject to change.

Engagement by leaders with diviners and tests clearly did not end with Shaka. Claims of scepticism in relation to divination have been extended to include the Zulu kings Dingane, Mpande and Cetshwayo. Francis Owen said he witnessed Dingane testing a diviner. It seemed that ‘Dingarn [Dingane] had called him on purpose to put his professed skill in the knowledge of secrets to the proof. Dingarn who has a great deal of sense in him began once to ridicule the fellow for not telling him his secret’.23 Such claims of scepticism have been extended even to other parts of southern Africa, to include Sutu chief Mabulane (Ramaphulana, Venda chief), Ndebele chief Mzilikazi, and Barotse chief Lewanika.

SIMILAR STORIES ABOUT OTHER SOUTHERN AFRICAN RULERS

As well as reporting the story of Shaka and the diviners, James Stuart’s informant, Baleka ka Mpitikazi also relates a story involving the Sutu chief Mabulane. Stuart himself notes that this story is ‘similar to that of Tshaka testing the witchdoctors’.24

The story of the Sutu chief Mabulane. Mabulane was like Tshaka [Shaka] in his testing of people. He once placed some fruit from the umganu tree in his mouth and said that he was sick. He gave orders that the izinyanga and izangoma should be called to bula, for he was sick – his cheeks were swollen. The izangoma came and bula’d, but could not find out what the trouble was. There were many of them but they did not find what sickness it was. Then one of them rose, and went and sat down in front of him. He held out his hands and said that the chief should take out what was in his mouth. Mabulane then spat out the fruit into the hands of the inyanga. He said, ‘This is the only true inyanga; let these others leave off, and never bula again.’ But he for his part did not kill them. He left them alone and they went back to their homes.25

The theme of separating the true diviners from the false ones is the same. However, unlike Shaka, Mabulane allows the false diviners to live, though he does not allow them to practise.

Another story involves the prominent Ndebele chief Mzilikazi and diviners. To trick the diviners, Chief Mzilikazi placed a stone in his mouth to give the impression of swollen cheeks and illness. According to Garbutt, Mzilikazi was trying to prove there were no true diviners. The stone in the mouth to swell the cheeks was the method for testing, just as in the account of Chief Mabulane.26 Walter also cites a story claiming Mzilikazi as a tester of the diviners, and seems to have elaborated on the article by Garbutt.27 In the version about Chief Mabulane, one diviner saw the trick and finally asked the chief to spit out what was in his mouth. This episode does not occur in the stories related by Garbutt or Walter, in which there are no ‘true’ diviners. Mzilikazi spat out the stone after several people had been smelt out, thus proving it was nonsense.

There is also a slightly different version of blood sprinkling involving paramount chief Lewanika of the Barotse, reported to have occurred in May 1887. The theme is the same: blood on the floor of his hut; a struggle with the diviners; divination being used as a weapon against him; Lewanika working to undermine the diviners’ influence; and diviners failing the test. However, it took Lewanika some 10 years to really crush the political influence of the diviners whereas Shaka supposedly accomplished this feat in a much shorter period.28 In yet another version, recorded in the 1860s by D Frédéric Ellenberger, the Sotho chief Mohlomi (1786–1870), a generation before King Moshweshwe, tested by hiding a shield and then calling on the ‘witch doctors’ to determine what had happened to the missing shield: ‘Having let them accuse whom they would, Mohlomi produced the shield and delivered a speech urging his people to avoid the witch-doctors, whose bad faith he had just exposed’.29

Stuart Cloete’s 1964 novel The Honey Bird, includes a similar story linked to Christian enlightenment.30 In this version, the motive is the same – to test and expose deceptive diviners who were threatening the authority of the king. A young white woman from a missionary background outlines a plan for the Sesuto-speaking king, Maguda, to set a trap for his witchdoctors. The blood-sprinkling act is carried out by his most trusted induna named Afusi. All the witch doctors, male and female, led by one Negende are exposed as evil frauds and thus killed. In this account, the frauds are torn apart by the people themselves and the king thanks the white woman and greets her ‘like a queen’. They then embrace the woman’s all-powerful God who gave her the wisdom to devise such a clever plan.

DISCREPANCIES

There are far too many discrepancies in all these tales to extract a single consistent narrative. As we have seen, some relate to chiefs other than Shaka. In the Shaka tale, discrepancies are as apparently unimportant as the type of animal blood used and the method of divining. The missionary Henry Callaway, in a work based on oral testimonies he recorded in the 1850s,31 and one of James Stuart’s informants, Ndukwana, describe the animal as a bullock; another of Stuart’s informants says a cow; Andrew Burgess (a colleague of American missionaries in Africa) an ox; and Levine Samuelson (eldest daughter of Norwegian missionary Sivert Martin Samuelson) a goat.32 In Schoeman’s account and Ritter’s early edition, the method of divination was by throwing bones.

Other differences are of greater importance. Some, for example, claim Shaka acted alone and unaided. Yet in other accounts he was helped. Some claim he told another person of his intention, but acted alone. Schoeman, for example, claims that Mgobozi and Mdlaka aided Shaka in his scheme. He also claims that Phampatha knew of Shaka’s trick. There are enormous discrepancies concerning the roles played by the main characters. In three versions – Ritter, Haggard and Schoeman – Nobela is a main character and a problem for Shaka. Yet in other accounts no such person is mentioned and the ‘problem’ is more widespread. In some versions only one ‘true diviner’ emerges, but in others there are two or even three. Some stories imply there were no ‘true diviners’. Further, the names of the so-called true diviners vary, as do the groups to which they belonged. At least twelve people have been named as true diviners, from six different groups. There is no consensus on sex either. Nobela is clearly female, but in some accounts most of the diviners are male; others include both males and females. Finally, the various accounts differ in their identification of practitioners called diviners: some restrict the diviners to persons claiming to be able to identify evildoers; others include specialists in ritual and religion. In addition to the problems of divergent and contradictory details are the vested interests of the narrators and the possible contamination of the story of Shaka and the diviners through ‘feedback loops’. In many of the accounts, very little direct reference is made to the source of the information provided.

In unravelling the tale of Shaka and the diviners, four figures with a range of backgrounds emerge as the major authorities on the Zulu, and thus the creators of the colonial image of Shaka: H Rider Haggard, Theophilus Shepstone, Henry Francis Fynn and James Stuart. They all seemed to be in touch with and to have influenced one another (and others). Fynn and Shepstone corresponded as early as 1836, when Shepstone was just nineteen.33 There was backslapping and mutual admiration among some of them at least. Haggard influenced Zulu fiction writers such as Ritter, but also other histories of Shaka. Dan Wylie explains that ‘in fiction, Rider Haggard expanded on the snippets of legend current among his administrator friends like Shepstone and Fynney, without really furthering anyone’s imaginative insight into Zulu society (though, significantly, it was believed that he had done just that)’.34 Wylie also shares with us Shepstone’s 1875 view of Zulu history:

In the first (phase) we have simple, primitive, unalloyed barbarism … peace, prosperity, and plenty.

In the second we have the same barbarism [but with] a dash of civilization [Shaka’s abilities which poisoned all enjoyment, cut of all that sustains life, turned thousands of square miles into a literally howling wilderness, shed rivers of blood, annihilated whole communities, turned the members of others into cannibals …

In the third we see civilization … in living bodily form protecting and ameliorating the remnants of this wreck.35

Haggard’s influence does not end there. He was also in contact with James Stuart. Carolyn Hamilton notes the plans of James Stuart and Arthur Shepstone for Haggard to write a biography of Theophilus Shepstone. Stuart and Haggard corresponded for some time.36 They also travelled together, and collaborated. Hamilton describes this beautifully when she explains that ‘Stuart and Haggard thus entered into each other’s worlds: Haggard interviewed Stuart’s informant Socwatsha while Stuart helped craft fiction. The relationship was mutually influential’.37 She informs us that Haggard’s book, Cetywayo and his White Neighbours (London, 1882), ‘championed Shepstone and his system of native administration’, and that following publication, Haggard gained the reputation of being something of an expert on South Africa.38

Shepstone’s influence in the recording of Zulu history is significant. In the version of the tale of Shaka and the diviner attributed to Zulu King Cetshwayo (reigned 1872–79) by Captain J R Poole in 1880, Shepstone may have influenced the remembering. Poole claimed it to be a ‘narrative … taken down from the lips of Cetywayo’.39 If indeed this is correct, then it is likely to have been collected while Cetshwayo was imprisoned at Cape Town. Poole’s account suggests an extraordinary disbelief by the king in a fundamental feature of Zulu life, and an ‘explosion’ in the number of individuals called as diviners following Shaka’s death. It is possible that Cetshwayo told a story about Shaka that was relayed to him from Shepstone rather than having originated in Cetshwayo’s own oral traditions. Indeed there is evidence that Shepstone reminded or ‘coached’ Cetshwayo in matters of history – and the tale. Replying to a letter from Cetshwayo in 1874, Shepstone wrote: ‘Cetywayo’s uncle Dingana killed or drove away all the raindoctors in Zululand but there was rain in the country after they were out of it as there had been before they appeared’.40 Even the epic versions of Zulu history such as those by A T Bryant are connected to Shepstone. According to Dan Wylie (2006), Bryant relied heavily on Shepstone’s material.41

If earlier generations of South African historians often portrayed Henry Francis Fynn in somewhat saintly terms, this has occurred less so more recently. As Wylie points out, B J T Leverton wrote of Fynn: ‘until his death he was regarded both in and out of Natal as the final authority on matters relating to the natives of Natal, and it was said by many that his knowledge of the Natal tribes was even greater than that of Theophilus Shepstone’.42 However, when Leverton later edited The Records of Natal, it included less flattering references to Fynn. In a letter to Sir Benjamin D’Urban dated 1835, Colonel H G Smith (frontier commander) describes him as ‘a retrograde Christian and a progressive barbarian’, and in another letter Smith says, ‘Fynn is a greater ass and Don Quixote than one could possibly conceive’.43 Fynn seems to pop up everywhere in contemporary records of Natal – even in relation to Captain R J Garden, who reported that very early version of the story. Garden wrote an article for the Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society in 1855.44 He collected rocks from an area near the Umtamvuna River and it was Fynn who took him there. It is not unrealistic to imagine Captain Garden listening to the tales of Fynn the guide and ‘expert’ during their travels through Natal and then relaying them on.

In his notes, James Stuart adds yet another dimension to Shaka’s blood sprinkling trick, which seems not to have attracted a great deal of attention, although it may have influenced the telling of the tale. Stuart suggests a connection between the tale and a biblical story. Like many others of his time, Stuart was attempting to make a connection with ancient Judaism, and in doing so, he further clouds the origin of the tale.45 The Old Testament has several references to blood sprinkling, including the books of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers. Some people supported the theory of the historical degeneration of Zulu religion and aimed to demonstrate that the Zulu could be traced back to the Ethiopians, Moses and the Israelites. Thus, analogies were sought and found. As Patrick Harries points out, ‘educated Churchmen in the outposts of Empire – sought and found – reflections of their own morality and belief systems, and a universality of religion in the behaviour and practices of primitive people. However, in the process they created (‘invented’ or ‘imagined’) rather than ‘found’ many non-European religions’.46

The image of Shaka conveyed through the nineteenth and twentieth centuries by these tales owes much to Haggard, Shepstone, Fynn and Stuart and appears to have been interweaved. They may not all have shared aims and objectives, but they were instrumental in crafting the image. On the one hand, we have Shepstone possibly grafting aspects of African leadership onto his own, perhaps to propagate his particular type of ‘native’ administration. On the other was the threat to British hegemony by the less than ‘cooperative’ Zulu. Alongside were trader and settler interests, as well as the civilising and saving ambition of the missionaries – a Christian ideology that could be ascribed to most colonialists. Over time, some colonialists shifted their roles from what are often portrayed as the fixed categories of administrator, missionary or settler, as Etherington has pointed out.47

With all the discrepancies, biases and feedback problems, it is tempting to dismiss this story as baseless fiction. My argument is not that the tale is entirely false, but that it was largely a colonial embellishment of something far less sinister, less brutal, and certainly not Shaka-specific. There is a core of meaning about chiefly involvement in the realm of religion, and it indicates a tense relationship between the chiefs and diviners. The tales need to be read and interpreted in the context of invisible features of southern African power, including ancestors, diviners, medicines and ritual.

INVISIBLE FEATURES OF ZULU POWER

Religion and ancestors were an intrinsic part of everyday existence because the ancestors were considered ‘rulers of their descendants’ destinies’.48 Divination was firmly entrenched in the Zulu religious system, and diviners were among those who possessed the power and the authority to communicate with ancestors. Ritual and religion was also an important component of the king’s leadership. The combination of secular and the sacred roles in leadership was not unique to Shaka. Examples from eastern, central, western and southern Africa attest to close linkages between religion and politics. A chief’s power was enhanced by the ability to call on the power of the ancestors, and to access powerful medicines. A leader such as Shaka could not possibly have successfully overcome and incorporated surrounding groups without addressing the invisible spiritual aspects of power as well as the visible. Shaka’s authority was not totally independent from the people, or the ancestors.

Shaka would have found it difficult to extend his power over people outside his immediate following without reference to religious beliefs and practices. Some scholars have noted his role in religion; however, their inference is usually that it was an innovation connected to his pursuit of absolute power. Many earlier writers concluded that Shaka’s engagement in the religious realm resembled divine kingship. In the 1970s (citing the work of the anthropologist Max Gluckman), Henry Slater described changes in the Zulu political structure and power relationships as a result of transformation from a feudal mode to a system with a power holder at the top, where ‘no longer was it an office of “paramount” chief amongst many chiefs, but of something approaching divine kingship’.49 But divine kingship, as Ronald Cohen explains, ‘is a particular form of such generally enhanced supernatural status in which, as in ancient Egypt, the ruler qua ruler is a god in his own right’.50

Shaka’s authority was not independent of the people or the ancestors. He was not considered a god or the reincarnation of a previous god-king, nor was he deified or worshipped. The prosperity and continuation of the Zulu ‘nation’ did not depend upon him: the state continued after his death. Shaka did, however, have an important role in ritual, and a vital relationship between religion and power did exist. Most importantly, Shaka was simply exercising his normal religious role as a chief and it was not an innovation connected with his pursuit of absolute power. His spiritual powers were not clearly distinguishable from those of other regional leaders. Ritual and religion was an important component of the king’s leadership, but Shaka was also closely connected to diviners and traditional doctors of medicine.

During the competition for political dominance that was occurring in southeast Africa in the early nineteenth century, opportunities to seize and enhance power were more than military. Political control did not exclude ritual control. Shaka used ritual means to overcome rivals, and also aimed to incorporate groups that were recognised as ritually powerful. Strong medicines were seen to assist Shaka in gaining ascendancy over his rival Zwide and other groups jostling for power. Through conquest, Shaka was increasing his ritual power by controlling chiefs, diviners, rainmakers and medicines, by demonstrating that his umlingo (magical power, skill) was greater than that of his opponents.

Zulu conquest involved not only land, political institutions and economic power. It also meant capturing the invisible spiritual power, acquiring medicines and overcoming rival ancestors. The king’s medicine – an extension of the medicines of chiefship – would have become more important. So would the knowledge about such medicines – instruction of the medicines of chiefship. Fynn pointed out that knowledge of medicines could be bought and that some was in the hands of private families. No leaders could risk opponents using powerful medicines against them. Thus for Shaka, enhancing his own ritual status, and controlling ritual power, knowledge, activities and alliances, was essential to establishing supremacy and emphasising his umlingo.

In conquering and incorporating territories, Shaka is likely to have been confronted with the power of the ancestors of each subjugated group. This would have been very problematic, especially with groups who were unwillingly placed under Zulu influence. He would have needed to invoke the patronage of the spirits of each subjugated group and, in the unlikely event of that being forthcoming, to use other methods to destroy their power. Having shorn the chiefs of much of their ritual power, he would also have had to deal with groups who had access to the power of the ancestors and medicines – most importantly, the diviners and rainmakers. A leader would need to sort out spiritual allies from enemies just as he differentiated between political allies and enemies. There was the likelihood of tensions between diviners and the king, not least because a diviner was ‘called’, had been through a series of ordeals, and had served an ‘apprenticeship’ in order to access the knowledge, perform certain religious tasks and communicate with the ancestors – all functions giving him a degree of power.

The independent power of the diviners, doctors of medicine and rainmakers, which was part of the pre-existing system, was at variance with the centralising aspirations of Shaka. Once he subjugated chiefs, their power depended on the Zulu king. However, this was not the case with the diviners, who could potentially inhibit the development of a strong central government and ideology. As Fynn pointed out, diviners applied to their ancestors for guidance.51 As the Zulu state grew and became more complex, so Shaka set out to concentrate its spiritual power, to take control of the independent power of the diviners in order to focus spiritual dominance on his Zulu ancestors. As the concept of Zulu identity and of a Zulu ‘nation’ was in its infancy during the Shakan period, the notion of ‘Zulu’ as a social unit did not yet exist. The Zulu king’s position, policies and practices were justified through old chiefly prerogatives and reinforced through ritual and ceremony. In this way the ideology, values and ideas of the Zulu rulers were passed on to the other members of the society.

CONCLUSION

Four new explanations can be put forward regarding Shaka’s ‘blood sprinkling trick’.

1. The story has a wholly Zulu origin. It represents the struggle in politico-religious relations between the king and the those diviners incorporated into the state, and directly relates to the assertion of Zulu dominance. Shaka’s struggle with diviners was about his domination as ‘the future agent between the spiritual and material world’.52 The struggle extended to ancestors as well. During the period of change it is possible that the diviners were very influential with people on the periphery of the Zulu state. The vital point about the story is that the true diviners smelt out the heaven above, or iZulu, thus recognising Shaka’s ancestors as dominant. It is highly likely that without this religious foundation, Shaka would not have been able to hold office. He challenged the diviners and rainmakers precisely because he shared the general belief in the efficacy of their power. His aim was to demonstrate his own superiority in their realm.

2. The story is a contemporary reworking of an old story to acknowledge the religious dominance of the paramount chief. This was not unusual. Several of the myths and legends collected by W H I Bleek, for example, did not have primordial origin, but were nineteenth-century explanations of the world. These stories tell not just of struggles between Shaka and his diviners, but of similar struggles by the Sutu chief Mabulane, Mzilikazi of the Ndebele, Lewanika, paramount chief of the Barotse, Mpande, Cetshwayo and Theophilus Shepstone. While they may be merely a contamination of the Shaka story, it can be argued that these are similar cases of struggle with diviners during a period of political expansion, accompanied by the necessary spiritual expansion whereby chiefs demonstrated their religious dominance.

3 The story was a modern colonial construct (possibly based on an African tale) originating with Theophilus Shepstone. It was probably an attempt to discredit Zulu religion and the religious role of chiefs in order to facilitate colonial domination.53 This would explain the apparent absence of any reference to the story before 1854. The link between the political and religious aspects of authority was not something that colonial officials could duplicate or replace. In a version by one of James Stuart’s informants, it is Shepstone himself who is the main actor:

[He] told with relish the story of the witchdoctors, which belongs to this period of Shepstone’s work. The role of the witchdoctor was so remunerative that it was becoming a ‘racket’ with deleterious effects. Theophilus endeavoured, by means of a Solomon judgement, to sort out the true from the false. About 50 men and women were summoned to Mountain Rise on the outskirts of Pietermaritzburg, to demonstrate their skill in the grounds of the magistrate Mr Samuelson. Acting Governor Bisset and other officials were present and the whole day was devoted to the business.

Money was hidden in boots, holes in the ground and so on, and the witchdoctors were set to discover its whereabouts. At last three were singled out for their accuracy. One, a woman located by occult means the [five pounds] hidden in Theophilus’ boot, another woman found the money under the Governor’s feet and a young man a buried snuff box some distance away. Theophilus then declared that only these three would be permitted to exorcise and all the others would be punished.54

In 1843, Natal was annexed by Great Britain and in 1847 the Locations Commission ‘established the “location system” that brought the nearly one hundred thousand Africans living in Natal under the jurisdiction of the Colonial Secretary for Native Affairs, Theophilus Shepstone. From that point, as Shepstone declared, ‘The Native’s own laws are superseded [and] the Government of their chiefs is at an end’.55 It was recommended that magistrates should take the place of supreme chiefs over the African population. The commissioners believed that the hereditary powers of chiefs should be curtailed in order to end any conflict between the chiefs and the magistrates. The Local Ordinance ‘allowed by her Majesty in Council (1850) … constitutes the Lieutenant-Governor for the time being supreme or paramount chief over all the Kafirs in the district, with full power to remove or appoint subordinate chiefs or other Kafir authorities’.56 Carolyn Hamilton argues that Shepstone favoured a system of rule for Natal and Zululand that was based on Shaka’s strong central government, but that this system was equally imperial in nature.57 A declaration in May 1854, signed by Shepstone and Bhaca chiefs and councillors, stated that:

we do further acknowledge our faithful allegiance to the said Theophilus Shepstone, Esquire, as such Supreme Chief or Ruler, as effectually and to all intents and purposes, as firmly as if the said Theophilus Shepstone, Esquire, had been or had become such paramount Chief or Ruler by succession according to our laws or usage.

And we do hereby further vest in and acknowledge that the said Theophilus Shepstone now possesses and shall continue to possess all and singular the powers and authorities which according to our laws or usage are vested on or possessed by any Paramount Native Chief in South Africa not subject to British jurisdiction or authority, to be exercised and enjoyed by the said Theophilus Shepstone, Esquire, as such Supreme chief or Ruler.58

But, Shepstone could never have demonstrated the links with their ancestors or the sanctioned medicinal and ritual authority required by a true chief. He could never ascend to the spiritual world and dominate the invisible powers. It would, therefore, have been useful to show that a European could be supreme chief like Shaka without the spiritual connection that African chiefs possessed. Shepstone would have had an interest in reproducing the story, to show that the influence and power of the ancestors could actually be separated from Shaka by attempting to demonstrate that the king himself did not believe in the religious system.

Shepstone attempted to behave like a chief in many ways. He instructed a chief to allow a man to put on the headring, had a snuff-box bearer, and represented Shaka in the installation of Cetshwayo.59 Previously, diviners would have had a role to play in that ceremony, and Hamilton argues that Shepstone perceived the ‘chance of intervening directly in matters of Zulu sovereignty’.60 There is some debate concerning the extent to which Shepstone represented Shaka, but Shepstone would have realised that he was intervening in both a political and a religious ceremony. He was by no means the first to employ this tactic. According to David Chidester, Shepstone’s youthful mentor, Harry Smith, ‘intervened in Xhosa religious life not only by insisting on being called Inkosi Inkulu, “Chief of Chiefs”, but also by outlawing the practices of witch detection, rainmaking and female initiation’. Harry Smith learned just enough about Xhosa religion to identify the precise points at which it could be ‘destroyed’.61 In any event, it seems highly likely that Shepstone had a role in reproducing and popularising the tale, particularly through his links with Rider Haggard.

4. The story was a modern construct originating with Henry Francis Fynn. It was in Fynn’s interest to show that the secular and the sacred aspects of leadership could be separated and that one could be ‘made’ a paramount chief without being a ‘native’. Hamilton’s argument concerning Shepstone could be equally applied to Fynn. In all its forms the story represents the relationship between leadership, authority and religion. It is also possible that Fynn relayed the tale, for whatever purpose, to Captain Garden during their travels together.

Sean Redding points out that ‘the state, whether pre-colonial and African or colonial and white controlled, depended partly upon beliefs in the supernatural powers of political leaders for gaining the acquiescence of the ruled’.62 It is likely that potential for conflict existed between ‘localised’ and centralised or ‘national’ issues, and establishing the spiritual domination of incorporated groups reduced the need for overtly coercive measures. Nonetheless, it is likely that some conflict persisted. Stuart was told that ‘only the Zulus retained their old laws and customs. Other tribes were made to relinquish many old customs by the Zulus’.63 It is precisely this tension that is represented in the story of Shaka and the diviners. In all its forms, the tale represents the dominance of chiefs in the spiritual realm within an accepted ideological framework. Any ‘test’, therefore, did not demonstrate Zulu scepticism about the concept of divination. What we end up with, then, are two possibilities. One is that African religion is grafted onto imperial, colonial, Christian ideology; the other is that Old Testament ideology is grafted onto African.
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GEORGE MCCALL THEAL AND SOUTH AFRICAN HISTORY TEXTBOOKS

ENDURING INFLUENCE OF SETTLER HISTORIOGRAPHY IN DESCRIPTIONS OF THE FIFTH ‘FRONTIER WAR’ 1818–19

Ryôta Nishino

The study of the direct and indirect exercise of power in colonial South African history is nowhere better surveyed than in Norman Etherington’s incisive works on the historiography of Empire. One form of the exercise of colonial or settler power was through the medium of school textbooks. For students of South African history, the work of George McCall Theal is impossible to ignore because of his influence in establishing the blueprint for this history.

The influence of settler historiography was felt not only in academia but also in officially approved school textbooks. This chapter compares a school textbook written by Theal in 1890 with those published by other authors between 1945 and 1996. I analyse descriptions of the events leading to the fifth ‘frontier war’ of 1818–19 and take the war itself as a case study, to gauge Theal’s influence on later textbooks. Although many textbooks continuously recycled Theal’s pro-settler messages, some aspects were modified to reflect the government policies of the day. When, during the mid-1980s, the South African government hardened its stance on extra-parliamentary opposition and declared a state of emergency, some textbooks openly challenged the assumptions of settler historiography. After the demise of apartheid in 1994, historical perspectives that had been long excluded from textbooks were incorporated. Paradoxically, however, textbooks published during apartheid or those espousing apartheid ideology still circulated.

THE SETTLER HISTORIAN GEORGE MCCALL THEAL

The Canadian-born George McCall Theal (1837–1919) had various occupations before turning in earnest to history. His historical writing was prolific. The most prominent was the 11-volume series History of South Africa, which stretched from prehistory to 1884. Theal is recognised as one of the founders of the settler school of South African historiography. The settler historians believed that people of European descent held the right to live in and govern South Africa. Their sense of this right derived from what they saw as the mission of Europeans, as possessors of Christian civilisation, to ‘open up’ the ‘dark’ African continent and to conquer the ‘heathen’ blacks.1 The settler historians took ‘race’ for granted as a primary determinant of historical development. They regarded Europeans as ‘superior’ and ‘civilised’, and Africans by contrast as ‘inferior’ and ‘barbaric’.2 When black people appear in their work, they are typically described as an obstacle to white progress.

Partiality to European settlers predisposed the settler historians to be critical of British colonial authorities for their alleged lack of sympathy for the settlers’ conditions and circumstances.3 They defended slavery and criticised the British government for its abolition. According to Theal, the abolition of slavery made matters worse for the whites as they then had to look after the emancipated slaves. Slavery ‘was worse for the white man, who had all the care and anxiety, than for the negro, who had only manual labour to perform’.4 Another legacy that Theal left in South African historical circles was the myth of empty land (well known in the Australian context as terra nullius). He alleged that South Africa had been an empty land before the arrival of the whites and the blacks, who had arrived at roughly the same time.5 This argument justified the white settlers’ occupation of the land by means of conquest of the blacks who, he considered, had no legitimate claim to it.

By the end of the nineteenth century Theal was enjoying popularity in government circles due to his sympathy with the Boers and his attempt to forge a single white South African identity between the descendants of Dutch and British settlers.6 The Cape and Orange Free State education departments sanctioned his interpretations in their official textbooks. In her study of Theal’s work, Merle Babrow estimates that Theal wrote ‘at least half a dozen school books’, published both in English and Dutch.7

Theal’s popularity did not last forever. In the 1930s, historians such as J A I Agar-Hamilton and J S Marais challenged his use of historical evidence and charged him with writing history based on personal prejudice.8 In later decades, settler historiography came under rigorous challenge as the liberal and radical approaches of new schools of history emerged. Today, in post-apartheid South Africa, settler historiography enjoys very little credibility among academic historians. However, we need to ask how this shift in academic circles was reflected in school textbooks during the 50 years encompassing the rise and the fall of apartheid. In doing so we must bear in mind inhibiting factors such as the cost of new textbooks, difficulties in delivering new textbooks, lack of suitably qualified teachers, and the lingering influence of ideology.

Analysis of school history texts and Theal’s work by liberal South African historian Leonard Thompson led him to conclude that Theal ‘provided the basis for virtually all the textbooks that were used in South Africa during the first half of the twentieth century’.9 But what of the second half? In this chapter, I extend and update Thompson’s findings. I analyse a school textbook written by Theal in 1890, together with a range of textbooks published during that second half, to ascertain the extent and longevity of Theal’s influence.

A NOTE ON TEXTBOOKS AND THEIR FORMAT

Theal’s Short History of South Africa, 1486–1826, for the Use of Schools was published in 1890, translated into Dutch in the same year and reprinted in 1891 as Korte Geschiedenis van Zuid-Afrika,10 which testifies to his popularity in government circles. To compare with this textbook, I have selected 30 Standard 6 textbooks written in English and published between 1945 and 1996.11 Of these, 17 deal with the 1818–19 war and events leading to it, making it the most intensely covered war of the period.12 The timeframe, 1945–96, is important because it captures not only the 50 years after World War II but also, crucially, the entire period of the National Party’s official rule (1948–94), when departments of education heavily regulated the publication of textbooks. Each textbook had to be screened and approved by panels appointed by education departments before going onto a list from which teachers and schools could select titles for classroom use.13 These approval procedures inevitably imposed constraints upon the authors and publishers of the textbooks.

Dense with narrative and featuring ten maps, Theal’s textbook is 252 pages long. It develops a story that anchors South Africa in the Cape. Covering the period 1486–1826, Theal begins with the rounding of the Cape by European voyagers, thus making South African history an extension of European history. He then discusses the Dutch East India Company’s establishment of a Cape station, and the beginning of formal white settlement. He tells about difficulties the settlers experienced in contact with local Khoikhoi and other African peoples, and the settlers’ struggle against ‘unsympathetic’ colonial authorities in Britain. It is a story of Europeans marching into the interior of today’s South Africa. The text ends with the mfecane, a chain of warfare and dislocation of African chieftains, putatively caused by the Zulu.

Most of the post-1945 history textbooks in my sample were written by two or more authors. They conformed to the syllabi that prescribed equal proportions of ‘general’ and ‘South African’ history. Many devote from 40 to over 100 pages to South African history, often roughly half the text, and those published between 1972 and 1984 are the longest.14 The level of language varies. Texts aimed at English-speaking students tend to be more detailed and sophisticated in vocabulary and sentence structure.

ANGLO-XHOSA RELATIONS AND THE 1818–19 WAR

In this period, the Xhosa nation comprised two main components: the Rharhabe or western Xhosa, and the Gcaleka in the east. At the death of Rharhabe in 1782, his grandson Ngqika (also called Gaika) was to succeed him. To Ngqika’s chagrin, his uncle Ndlambe assumed the role of regent because Ngqika was deemed too young. By the late 1810s, various western Xhosa clans faced both internal feuds and British encroachment.15 The British, who had permanently occupied the previously Dutch colony of the Cape from 1806, exploited Ngqika’s political ambition. Cape Governor Charles Somerset wished to police the boundary and end cattle theft, and preferred collaboration with a Xhosa leader to direct intervention.16

At the Kat River Conference in 1817, Somerset and Ngqika reached a mutual protection agreement, despite Ngqika’s initial reluctance.17 The British recognised him as the chief of the western Xhosa and granted him a trade monopoly. In return, Ngqika was charged with the task of preventing the Xhosa from stealing settlers’ cattle.18 This led to the Spoor Law (spoor refers to the tracking of animals by following their trail). In his History of South Africa, Theal explained that this was ‘the ordinary Kaffir law, which makes a community responsible for the acts of the individuals composing it, and cannot be considered unjust when applied to people in their condition’.19 He suggested that the law agreed with Xhosa customs and allowed both settlers and Xhosa to claim for stolen cattle. Recent historians, argue that the law was exploited to increase settlers’ livestock possessions.20

The Spoor Law made Ngqika even more unpopular among the Xhosa. Ndlambe mustered support from his wardoctor Nxele (also called Makana) and his ally Hintsa (Paramount Chief of the Gcaleka, and the nominal superior of Ngqika), and waged war on Ngqika in October 1818 (Battle of Amalinde). Upon his defeat, Ngqika turned to Somerset for assistance. For his part, Ndlambe asked Somerset for peace, and asked him not to interfere with Xhosa politics.21

Governor Somerset ignored Ndlambe, and invaded his territory. In December 1818 the British, aided by Khoikhoi reinforcements, attacked Ndlambe and took 23,000 cattle. Nxele’s planned attack on Grahamstown in April 1819, for which he deployed 6000 Xhosas, backfired and brought victory to the British.22 Nxele surrendered himself to the British and was subsequently banished to Robben Island.23 Ngqika relinquished his 4000 square miles of ‘ceded territory’ between the Kat and Keiskamma rivers to Somerset.24 The territory became a ‘neutral zone’, subsequently settled by British immigrants.

TEXTBOOK APPROACHES

Textbook representations of the Eastern Cape ‘frontier wars’ have been analysed by several writers. F E Auerbach’s analysis (1965) focuses exclusively on the first ‘frontier war’ in four Standard 6 textbooks used until the 1960s. Elizabeth Dean, Paul Hartmann, and Mary Katzen (1983) found that these texts defended settler interests, and that there was much duplication between Standards 6 and 8 texts, with the latter naturally providing more detail. Discussion of the Ngqika-Ndlambe feud in Dean, Hartmann and Katzen is rather brief and focuses more on Standard 8, whereas my analysis focuses on how Standard 6 texts treat the Spoor Law and the fifth ‘frontier war’, the most narrated war among the texts examined.25

THEAL’S TEXTBOOK

The war of 1818–19 appears twice in Theal’s 1890 textbook, in the main text and in his Chronological List. The latter, which is effectively a summary of the text, describes the background to the war as follows:

In 1817 Lord Charles Somerset arranged with the Kaffir chief Gaika [Ngqika] that kraals [cattle enclosures] to which stolen cattle were traced should make good the damage. This chief and his uncle Ndlambe had been at feud for many years. Gaika professed to be a firm friend of the white people and was regarded as an ally of the colony.26

The text shows Somerset as brokering the Spoor Law and describes it as a regulation sanctioning compensation for stolen cattle. The narrative does not make clear the connection between the Spoor Law and the feud between Ndlambe and Ngqika. The latter is introduced as ‘a firm friend’ and ‘an ally’ of the settlers, prefiguring Ndlambe as the enemy not only of Ngqika, but also of the settlers. Thus, the line of amity and enmity is political and not ‘racial’.

Another paragraph in the Chronology describes Somerset’s intervention in 1818:

Lord Charles Somerset then sent a commando to help [Ngqika], and Ndlambe in his turn met with serious reverses. But as soon as the European forces were disbanded, Ndlambe’s adherents made a rush into the colony, and did a great deal of damage. In April 1819 they attacked Grahamstown, but were repulsed with heavy loss. A strong commando was then sent into Kaffirland, and Ndlambe’s power was completely broken, after which the territory between the Fish and Keiskama rivers was ceded by Gaika to the colony.27

Settler historiography would be expected to defend the interests of settlers at the expense of others. So, the war is described as having simply ‘commenced’ and does not specify who initiated it. The text leaves out the question of precipitating causes, which leads readers to deduce that war was inevitable and that settlers and Xhosas were destined to fight. European action is viewed in a benign light, as when Somerset is described as fulfilling his part of the pact with Ngqika by sending reinforcements. However, it is not at all clear that Ngqika had requested him to do so. What we learn is that Somerset’s reinforcements were so great that they saved Ngqika’s skin, and that the settler commando was ‘strong’ and broke Ndlambe’s forces ‘completely’. The conclusion of the war favours the settlers’ right to rule. A portion of land was ceded to the colony, and Theal implies that this land was a reward for aiding Ngqika to defeat his rival Ndlambe. Theal mentions the subsequent arrival of 5000 British immigrants to the ceded land, and reiterates the ‘empty land’ thesis that had become a tenet of settler historiography.

The main text is much richer in description than the Chronology and reveals Theal’s beliefs in even sharper relief. He describes conditions of the frontier:

A more serious grievance was the existence of the Hottentot regiment, on account of its irritating tendency as well as its cost … It was stationed on the frontier to prevent an inroad of the Kaffirs, but the farmers there believed that it was kept up with the object of ruling them with a high hand.28

Here, Theal reveals his sympathy with settlers. He evokes pity from readers by portraying the settlers as being subjected to predicaments. Theal describes the Khoikhoi as having an ‘irritating tendency’ and becoming an administrative burden. Yet, he justifies high-handed measures as necessary to warrant security for the farmers. Later in the section, Theal has this to say about the conditions in the Eastern Cape:

Although there was a line of military posts along the border, bands of Kosas managed to make their way into the colony and plunder the farmers. Shortly before Sir John Cradock left South Africa he sent an armed force into Kaffirland to punish the robbers, but it effected nothing of any consequence. Both this governor and Lord Charles Somerset tried to induce colonists to occupy the Zuurveld in such numbers as to form a barrier against the Kosas, and attempts at settlement were made, but on such a small scale that those who accepted grants of ground there were soon compelled to retire.29

Thus he abundantly defends settlers’ interests, describing the Xhosas as troublesome intruders who did not respect the boundary and who plundered the settlers’ property. Theal argues that the Xhosas deserved punishment for their robbery and that much harsher measures were needed, as the punishment given ‘effected nothing of any consequence’.

We learn nothing from the text about how the Xhosa might have perceived the arrival of the colonists, and how different the Xhosa and European concepts of the land might have been. At best, Theal hints that governors Cradock and Somerset struggled to populate the border with settlers, which might suggest that Xhosa resistance was dampening settlers’ willingness to fight, or perhaps point to the incompetence of the governors to devise effective policies. However, Theal does not explicitly raise such possibilities.

Theal goes on to introduce the Spoor Law and its benefits: ‘persons from whom cattle were stolen should be at liberty to follow the spoor into Kaffirland, and upon tracing it to a kraal, the people of that kraal should make good the damage’. He presents the law in practice:

Within a month after this arrangement some cattle were stolen from the colony, and a detachment of a hundred soldiers was sent in pursuit. The spoor was traced to the kraal of a captain named Habana, who refused to make compensation, so the officer in command of the troops seized some oxen, and was driving them away when the Kaffirs attempted to rescue them. A skirmish took place, in which five Kaffirs were killed, but the troops kept possession of the cattle, and returned to the colony without loss.30

The Spoor Law resulted in escalating reprisal. Defending the settlers, Theal describes the Xhosa as initiating cattle theft, but does not explain what compelled Habana to theft. Crucially, he represents the settlers as law-abiding people merely following the letter of the Spoor Law, and the deployment of European troops and the skirmish as rightful consequences of the theft and of Habana’s refusal of compensation. He does not question the legitimacy of the settlers’ reprisal, the capture of the cattle, or whether the alleged theft had actually occurred.

Theal narrates the battle between Ngqika and Ndlambe that triggered the settler intervention. Acting upon Ngqika’s request, Somerset directed Colonel Brereton and his regiment to rescue Ngqika:

The British commander [Brereton] found it impossible to restrain the savage passions of the Gaikas, who were mad with excitement and joy at being able to take revenge, and were unwilling to show mercy when any of their enemies fell into their hands. He withdrew, therefore, before Ndlambe was thoroughly humbled.31

Here Theal’s prejudice is obvious. Ngqika’s people are described as lacking emotional maturity and excited at the prospect of ‘taking revenge’, by reference to their ‘savage passions’ and unwillingness to ‘show mercy’. By stating that Brereton could not contain the emotions of the Xhosa people, this excerpt reproduces the pervasive stereotype of the African people as cruel and vengeful, rather than elaborating the political factors. It also reduces the causes of the war to personal characteristics. Theal does not even consider whether settler intervention might have heightened Xhosa emotions to the level that he derides.

In another passage, Theal narrates the attack on Grahamstown by the Xhosa in April 1819, which was defeated. This was not the end. The settlers’ revenge resumed three months later when ‘a strong army of colonists and soldiers … drove the Kaffirs … killed many of them, seized all their cattle, and burned their kraals. The old chief’s power was completely broken. The fifth Kaffir war ended by the surrender of Makana’.32

Theal introduces the settlers’ attack without any background information on their motivation or on events during the intervening three months. In hindsight, the settlers’ action look like a sudden invasion to bring the Xhosa under submission, rather than a final effort to bring the border conflict and strife to a much-awaited end. Typically, the settlers’ vengefulness is not accorded the same level of disdain that Theal gives to the Xhosa.

As an epilogue to the war, we learn of Makana’s surrender, again without any explanation. Theal does tell us that Makana was sent to Robben Island as a prisoner, and drowned while trying to escape. But he seems less eager to explain Makana’s surrender than to convey a didactic lesson: do not attempt to subvert the white authorities, as it will spell one’s downfall. Theal then introduces a scheme to create a buffer zone between the settlers and the Xhosas by which Somerset ‘hoped to secure the colony against depredations and to prevent future difficulties with the Kosas’.33 The text attributes damage to the colony to Xhosa ‘depredations’, without considering what the settlers might have done to incur the Xhosas’ wrath, and Somerset is portrayed as the harbinger of peace and stability.

POST-1945 TEXTBOOKS

How did textbooks published after 1945 describe the background to, and the course of, the 1818–19 war? Some trace the origins of the war to 1817, when Ngqika and Somerset met. D C R Clear’s 1947 textbook describes the meeting in a dialogue form:

‘I have always done what I could,’ said Gaika, ‘to stop cattle stealing. Whoever steals another man’s beast shall be punished with death.’ … ‘Good,’ replied Somerset, ‘for I intend to hold responsible for the theft of the cattle that man to whose kraal the track leads.’34

This exchange highlights Ngqika at the expense of Somerset. Ngqika looks to be the sole representative of the entire Xhosa population and a negotiator on equal footing to Somerset, and the outcome appears as a gentlemen’s agreement. The internal dynamics on both sides are overlooked. Students may well form the impression that the negotiation occurred between representatives of the whole Xhosa people, and of the British government and entire settler population. Furthermore, Ngqika is portrayed as the chief author of the law. He is shown as willing to prevent cattle theft by punishing the thieves ‘with death’. Somerset merely listens, and confirms his intention to hold the thieves ‘responsible’ without revealing his proposed plan of retaliation.

A textbook by E Syphus et al., published 40 years later in 1978, retains some of the same pro-settler sentiment. It describes these meetings in the following passage: ‘Somerset had arranged it with an eye to putting on a ceremonial display that would impress the Xhosas, so successful was Somerset that Ngqika and his retinue were too terrified to come to the conference and had to be escorted there’.35 Somerset’s effort ‘to impress the Xhosas’ might have made the exchange ‘a colourful affair’, but while this text accentuates Ngqika’s timidity, it does not state what made him so ‘terrified’. By eliding the actions of Somerset and his followers, this text excuses them from possible wrongdoing.

In 1985, a textbook by J Nisbet et al. devoted six full pages to the 1818–19 war and its background, an unusually copious amount, although four of these are marked as optional material. This optional section bridges the gap between school and academic history. For example, it incorporates the Reverend John Philip’s more critical Researches in South Africa, and sets students to examine the validity of eyewitness accounts during the Kat River Conference of 1817. Moreover, it introduces Jeff Peires’s revisionist scholarly history of the Xhosa, House of Phalo, which had been published four years previously. At the end of the section, questions test students’ critical reading of the text: ‘Why did Ngqika hesitate to meet Somerset without other chiefs being present? … Did Somerset regard this meeting of Ngqika and himself to be as a meeting of equals?’36 On the outcome of the Kat River Conference, the text says: ‘Many chiefs were not pleased with Ngqika over the settlement he had made with Somerset … Many chiefs were not present yet Ngqika had spoken for them’.37 The text is clear about the unfair way in which the conference was conducted, and how the Spoor Law favoured the settlers.

Afrikaner textbooks describe the Spoor Law in various ways. E H W Lategan and A J de Kock (1978) summarise the Spoor Law as ‘a system of mutual responsibility. This system was well known in Bantu law’.38 This text has two implications. First, it affirms Theal’s understanding of the law as rooted in the Xhosa tradition and strengthens its legitimacy as ‘mutual responsibility’, but it seems to put the onus on the Xhosa more than the settlers. Second, it portrays the law as a precedent demonstrating that whites and blacks could not collaborate, and thus that war was inevitable. Read in the context of apartheid, this portrayal may be construed as supporting the government penchant for using ‘cultural difference’ as a subterfuge for segregation. C J Joubert and J J Brtiz (1985) reiterate: ‘This was a system that the Xhosa understood. It suited their philosophy of an eye for an eye’.39 In paraphrasing the Babylonian axiom ‘an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth’, this work intimates that Xhosa law was anachronistic and cruel but culturally appropriate. Theal had earlier justified the Spoor Law as being understood by the Xhosa or rooted in their customs, and these textbooks repeat the argument.

How did the Spoor Law operate in practice? Syphus et al. suggest that it ‘was not the solution to the frontier problem. In fact the Spoor Law was to become a source of great dissatisfaction among the Xhosas because of its misapplication’.40 Having explained the law, H A Lambrechts et al. (1985) claim that ‘chiefs were sometimes unjustly punished for thefts by others. As a result, hostility on the frontier was not a one-sided affair’.41 Neither text explicitly mentions the extent to which the settlers might have been responsible for the ‘misapplication’ and ‘unjust punishment’. By eliding this question, the texts seem to exonerate the settlers, thus displaying an element of settler historiography.

To some extent, Nisbet et al. fill the gap, writing that ‘those who lived nearest the Fish River could easily be visited often by colonial forces claiming that the tracks of cattle which had been lost or stolen led to their homesteads’. As a consequence, the text continues, ‘innocent people … could then be forced to hand over cattle demanded of them by the colonists’.42 Among the texts analysed, no other work discusses settler responsibility for abuse of the Spoor Law so explicitly. A more sophisticated and alternative interpretation is presented by the professional historians Albert Grundlingh and Louis Grundlingh. Their textbook was published in 1989, when the National Party began to wind up apartheid, and the seventh impression (1994) is explicit:

Often the chiefs, who did their best to prevent stock theft, were wrongfully accused of hiding cattle. At times Boer commandos destroyed Xhosa homesteads, though the Boers had no proof that cattle had been stolen. By simply taking Xhosa stock, under the pretence that it had been stolen, the Boers increased their own herds of cattle. The way the system was abused made the Xhosa very angry since they suffered heavy losses.43

Nisbet et al. and the Grundlinghs, give more detail of settler culpability than previous textbooks. The above excerpt contrasts the Xhosa chiefs’ efforts to respect the law and the white farmers’ abuse of it, and the Grundlinghs highlight Xhosa anger. Although they express sympathy with the Xhosa, some might nevertheless interpret this as an example of impracticable cooperation between settlers and Xhosa, because the Boers acted as if they were outside Xhosa law. The implication is that Xhosa anger and the war were inevitable because of the Boers’ abuse, and these consequences were beyond British responsibility. In a similar vein, Lambrechts et al. had argued that ‘Chiefs were sometimes unjustly punished for thefts by others. As a result, hostility on the frontier was not a one-sided affair’.44 The irony is, as two editions by A P J. van Rensburg et al. (1986 and 1994) put it, that the law originating from Xhosa customs ‘pleased White farmers, but angered the Xhosa’.45

The production of all these accounts over several decades suggests that Theal’s influence, if still evident in the persistence of settler stereotypes in some textbooks, was being undermined by textbook publishers and authors, and in the government circles that screened textbooks, even at the height of the state of emergency in the mid-1980s.

In this light, how do the various texts evaluate Somerset’s action? Those published between 1972 and 1994 that evaluate his intervention in the Ngqika–Ndlambe rivalry acknowledge the tension mounting along the eastern frontier that compelled Somerset to bring stability to the area. The Spoor Law was one such example. But about Somerset’s intervention in the feud between Ngqika and Ndlambe, the various textbooks express different opinions.

For instance, Joubert and Britz simply state that ‘unfortunately Somerset also interfered in the struggle for the chieftainship of the Xhosa’,46 and the text by F A van Jaarsveld (the then doyen of Afrikaner historiography and prolific textbook author) et al. (1974) that ‘getting involved in African affairs was a mistake’.47 Lambrechts et al., for his part, comments that ‘Somerset’s policy did not take adequate cognisance of internal tensions among the Xhosa’.48 Lategan and de Kock judge that Somerset ‘acknowledged Gaika as paramount chief of the Xhosas. This was a mistake. The other Xhosa chief, Ndhlambi resented this jealously’.49 This account relates how Ndlambe’s defeat by Ngqika (aided by Somerset) made the former ‘extremely dissatisfied’, but does not extend the criticism or elaborate the ‘mistake’.50 B E Paynter (1974) goes further, explaining that Somerset’s ‘mistake in recognising Gaika as the paramount chief of all the Xhosas’ and in overlooking the claims of his uncle, Ndlambe, ‘led to a power struggle between the followers of the two chiefs’.51

All these textbooks simply note Somerset’s mistake, without extending criticism or analysing why a high-profile figure like Somerset could have made such a mistake. Read in the time of ‘separate development’ promoted by the Nationalist government, such texts conveyed an opinion favourable to that policy: African people were better off managing their own affairs independent of the white authorities.

Several texts reveal a clearly articulated ideological stance. While most introduce Somerset’s alliance with Ngqika, van Jaarsveld et al. stated that Somerset’s intervention was a mistake. But he restores Somerset’s face by listing his policies after the war, and concludes that he ‘restored peace along the frontier for some time’.52 Van Rensburg et al. (1986 and 1994) also conceded that ‘Somerset made one big mistake. He interfered in tribal clashes’. While admitting Somerset’s mistake, these texts suggest he redeemed himself: ‘After the war Somerset personally went to the frontier and announced firm measures to keep the peace’.53 This approach ultimately excuses the settlers, suggesting that they were only following Somerset’s orders and measures, and had no independent agency in taking possession of the land and the resources in the frontier zone—which of course was not the case. The defence of settlers’ actions, a chief element of settler historiography, thus finds new expression.

Many history textbooks published in South Africa throughout the 50-year period under examination narrate the course of the 1818–19 war. As early as 1947, for example, D C R Clear wrote:

Citizens from all over the colony pursued the Kafirs, burning their kraals and slaying them in hundreds, until they had driven them across the Kei River. After about two months of warfare, an astounding thing happened. One day Makana of his own accord walked into the white men’s camp. He had determined to try to save his people by giving himself up. He was banished to Robben Island and afterwards drowned in trying to escape. So ended the Fifth Kafir war of 1818–1819.54

This text reduces the war to a clash of two sides: white settlers and soldiers as ‘citizens’ of ‘the colony’, and ‘the Kafirs’. It calls the contested frontier zone ‘the colony’, and assumes that it belonged to the British and that the Xhosas were invaders. Notably, while Nxele is named, the Xhosa are generally reduced to a collective; further, it does not identify a single white individual, not even Somerset, but by emphasising the ‘citizens’ as a collective, diminishes the individual responsibility of settlers. This description of the war raises an interesting contradiction: how could two months of warfare have ensured that the ‘citizens’ had driven the Xhosa out if the prominent Xhosa leader, Nxele, could simply ‘walk into the white men’s camp’? The narrative swiftly moves on to Nxele’s surrender, suggesting he saw it as the best strategy to benefit the Xhosa nation. Finally, this text repeats Theal’s didactic message about Nxele’s drowning.

The messages conveyed in later textbooks vary. Paynter, tells us that ‘The Whites carried off 23,000 head of [Ndlambe’s] cattle of which they gave 9,000 to Gaika’.55 This sentence shows the reader that whites honoured the alliance with Ngqika, yet fails to point out the disparity of the share, or the damage inflicted on other Xhosa peoples. The text seems to suggest that blacks could gain material benefit by cooperating with whites if blacks remained subordinate to whites. This is a plausible twist, given the contemporary context of the South African government containing dissent by creating ‘independent’ Bantustans as ‘satellite states’. The shelf life of settler historiography was reaching its expiry, even in the apartheid period.

A decade later, Lambrechts et al. (1985) write:

Ndlambe, spurred on by the traditional healer Mabena [Nxele], invaded the colony at the beginning of 1819. Large numbers of warriors attacked the frontier post of Grahamstown, but the garrison succeeded in warding off the attack. In the meantime a British force was formed under the command of Colonel Willshire. Ndlambe suffered a defeat and was driven over the Keiskamma River.56

This passage suggests that Ndlambe’s decision was rational from the Xhosa point of view, but not in Western eyes, because the Xhosa acted under the influence of a ‘traditional healer’. The success of the British force is related as being unproblematic: the single British garrison thwarted ‘a large number of Xhosa’.

Overall then, despite these various narrative twists and turns, settler triumphalism remained a prominent and constant theme in school history textbooks, which indicates a degree of continuity with Theal.

In this light, the following passage by Joubert and Brtiz 1985 stands out: ‘Ndlambe was defeated, but in revenge he invaded the colony. This led to the Fifth Frontier War. With the support of burgher commandos Colonel Willshire managed to drive the Xhosa back across the Keiskamma River’.57 One obvious feature here is the labelling of Xhosa actions as an ‘invasion’, to which the colonists responded by ‘driving out’ the Xhosa. Such descriptions imply that the territory was always under British possession. This was not a new theme, of course. What seems to reflect the National Party’s dominance is the emphasis on burgher commandos acting in concert with the British. Read at the time of publication, during the state of emergency of the mid-1980s, this theme seems to serve a new political purpose. The settler-African partnership shown in Paynter’s text of 1974 disappears. Instead, while Joubert and Britz may be interpreted as stressing British vulnerability, by bringing in the burghers they seem to underline the importance of unity between the burghers and the British in the face of an African challenge. Such white unity against an African ‘total onslaught’ was then a strategic aim of the apartheid government.

By the mid-1980s, history textbooks reveal other new aspects. F E Graves et al. (1985) disclose the fallibility of the British, pointing to Somerset’s failed efforts either to send a ship with reinforcements, or to get Britain ‘to provide cavalry to patrol the frontier’.58 On the surface, Somerset’s actions appear to be an embarrassment. However, those sympathetic to settler historiography might interpret them as yet another example of the negligence and unreliability of the remote British government in time of war, which encouraged white South Africans to achieve self-sufficiency.

These new trends began seriously to undermine settler historiography. Writing more sensitive to African agency is apparent in Nisbet et al., who introduce readers to Ndlambe’s position: that Ndlambe told Somerset that the battle was between himself and Ngqika and that Somerset should stay clear of it. When defeated, ‘Ngqika then appealed to Somerset for help’. Unlike other textbooks, this work suggests that it was Ngqika who solicited support; it was not a case of Somerset volunteering his efforts. This implies that Somerset had the opportunity either to decline Nqgika’s request or offer him conditions. The text moves on to the war itself:

Nxele led a huge Xhosa army into the colony and attacked Grahamstown. Taken by surprise the garrison town was almost overrun. But, helped by a band of Khoi hunters who rode into Grahamstown in the nick of time, the British were able to regroup. With their firepower they were able to drive the Xhosa back … The British, with the help of Dutch commandos, launched follow-up operations in the area between the Buffalo and the Kei.59

Remarkably, given the context of apartheid, Nisbet et al. note that the British, in addition to receiving Dutch commando reinforcements, were assisted by Khoikhoi hunters. On the other hand, while this passage reveals the vulnerability of the British, it is possible that the defenders of apartheid might have welcomed the description. By the time of publication, a new constitution had established separate parliaments for whites, coloureds and Indians. Thus this text could be construed as a precedent for successful cooperation between British, Dutch and Khoikhoi in defeating African peoples.60 However, the text does not bow to settler apologia. It goes on to clearly relate how the British ‘burned Xhosa homes and crops, shot those who resisted them, and carried off 30,000 head of cattle. The suffering of the Xhosa was intense’.61

This expression of sympathy for the ‘intense’ suffering of the Xhosa marks a rupture from settler historiography. Similar trends had been apparent in the academic historiography of South Africa for two decades, and the cumulative effects of first the liberal and then the radical/revisionist schools were well and truly entrenched in history writing by the end of apartheid in 1994.

Post-apartheid history textbooks give different emphases to the causes of these wars. Charles Dugmore et al. (1996) entitle the relevant section of their work ‘the fight for land on the frontier’. They do not provide detailed war-by-war accounts of the hundred years of war between the Xhosa and white colonists, but give a bird’s eye view of successive conflicts. The text consciously contextualises the conflicts in material competition and puts less emphasis on racial, cultural and personality factors: ‘The first frontier wars were fought over the land … The constant movement of herds led to many arguments, and to cattle raids and counter-raids. Sometimes it also led to war’. Although not dealing directly with the 1818–19 war, the book mentions its consequences, noting that whereas the 1820 British settlers ‘were given land’, they ‘did not know that the Xhosa had also claimed this land’.62 The omission of the course of the war makes it difficult for readers to understand how ‘the British were given’ the land, but the next sentence indicates that the Xhosa had not accepted that the British were ‘given’ the land, as they ‘had also claimed the land’. This short description leaves critical readers wanting to learn more about the ways in which the British acquired the area and how the contesting claims for the land originated and ensued.

Jane Rosenthal et al. (1996) do not devote much space to the wars, but rather focus on explaining the main factors behind the conflicts. They explain the initial encounter between white farmers and the Xhosa as due to the movement westward of ‘new or lesser Xhosa chiefs’ that was made difficult by ‘the presence of the white farmers’. When war came, the ‘successful British attack on the Xhosa in 1811–12 … pushed the Xhosa east of the Fish River. This event was a turning point, as it was the first attempt at the wholesale conquest of an African chiefdom by the white colonists’. This war also affected later settler-Xhosa relations: the British ‘were not entirely successful and conflict continued … Throughout their campaigns … the British exploited the rivalry that existed between different clans’.63 Here the authors allude to Somerset’s intervention in the feud between Ngqika and Ndlambe, although lack of detail might frustrate those readers wishing to find out exactly how the British exploited the tension among Xhosa clans.

All these post-apartheid textbooks aim to jettison the assumptions of settler historiography. They reverse the perspectives of apartheid-era textbooks. In explaining the conflict, post-apartheid textbooks add material causes to the political or personal causes raised by earlier generations of textbook writers. However, many details can be lost when focusing on the ‘big picture’. It remains to be seen how future history textbooks can reintroduce the fine points of history to better explain crucial lessons from British exploitation of Xhosa divisions.

CONCLUSION

Theal’s 1890 textbook is the prime example of South African settler historiography. Although the influence of Theal’s textbook in particular, and settler historiography in general, remained strong in textbooks produced over the decades, we can perceive several phases of change as seen through the prism of narratives of the 1818–19 war.

In the post-1945 period, descriptions of the background to, and the course of, the 1818–19 war went through various shifts. In the apartheid era from 1948 to 1994, textbook authors modified their narratives to suit the prevailing zeitgeist, and even incorporated alternative interpretations. Thus, textual explication of the Spoor Law continued to hold the Xhosa solely responsible for its failure, while exculpating whites. Textbook authors consistently presented this war as inevitable.

My analysis finds that in these apartheid-era textbooks the way in which the authors describe the composition of the settlers shifts from an unspecified whole to an alliance of British settlers and Dutch commandos or burghers, and even with Khoikhoi reinforcement. While this exposes British weakness, it may also promote unity between the white forces and Khoikhoi subalterns against the Xhosa. The texts continually represent Ndlambe and Ngqika as the only representatives of the Xhosa population.

On the other hand, post-apartheid texts introduce events more from the perspective of the Xhosa and also add the material factors contributing to the war, which many texts of the previous era did not incorporate. In the New South Africa of the post-apartheid era, both professional historians and the authors of history textbooks challenge the legacy of Theal and settler historiography that aided and abetted the logic of apartheid.
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THE SUBALTERN’S ORB AND SCEPTRE

EARLY ANC LEADERS AND THE BRITISH WORLD

Peter Limb

INTRODUCTION

The exercise of imperial power in British colonies, as Norman Etherington makes clear, took diverse forms, from the subtleties of the mission station printing press to the brash push and pull of capitalist market forces.1 This was no simple, one-way domination, for the colonised took every opportunity to turn both mission press and market to their own end, and when ultimately even these avenues were closed off, they turned to political protest, creating new identities to challenge colonial hegemony.

Identities, in their diverse forms – national, social, cultural, political, gender, diaspora, imperial, and others – have been the focus of much recent research by sociologists, political scientists and historians who stress that identities are flexible, socially constructed and multiple. Historians of Africa agree that pre-colonial Africans moved in and out of multiple identities2 and that colonial and post-colonial identities were crucial to the nationalist project. The investigation of the complexity of identity helps us to frame the history of movements such as African nationalism in their widest sense and to see how the colonial subject forged such identities.

In South Africa, the new political dispensation since 1994 has encouraged research into the multiple identities of citizens. Yet we still know relatively little about the rich totality of identities of leaders of the African National Congress (ANC), founded in 1912 and known as the South African Native National Congress (SANNC) until 1923, which has ruled the country since 1994. Historians are starting to probe little-researched aspects of this theme, such as how gender identities of the male ANC leadership influenced their politics, or how ethnic identities interacted with political identities.3 A complex layering of identities is apparent, for instance, in a recent biography of ANC leader A B Xuma, who spent many years in the United States, that goes so far as to assign Xuma an American as well as an African and South African identity.4

Such works build upon a previous historiography that drew out the complex web of connections between early African nationalists and the British (and American) worlds. These writers remarked upon the appeal, in the first decades of the twentieth century, that belonging to the Empire held for Africans, especially in terms of politico-economic opportunities offered to an emergent educated black stratum.5 Identities, if fashionable for study today, were important also in British South Africa, just as they were in colonies such as Australia or India. A shared sense of identity, respect for ‘British justice’, and shared culture, such as common use of the English language, facilitated colonial rule and helped mould the outlook of indigenous political leaders.

Precisely how identification with the British World (and its eventual negation) among ANC figures contributed to the form of African nationalism is still not absolutely clear. It is thus useful to consider what we know about the identities of ANC leaders and their attitudes to things British, and to give their texts another reading to ascertain what ‘loyalty’, ‘Empire’ and ‘British’ really meant to them. What were early African nationalists’ thoughts about British traditions and British contradictions, and how did these views modify their national and social identities?

Christopher Saunders discusses the apparent paradox of why, in the two decades after the Boer War, many Africans could still view favourably the power that had destroyed their independence. He does so in terms of attitudes to Britain and Empire, but notes that this theme is still under-researched and does not deal largely with attitudes of ANC leaders.6 Here I focus on these views and on how they may have affected identities.

The invoking of British values by Africans carried ambiguity and subversive subtext. To understand African protestations of loyalty, we may pose various questions. What constituted ANC identities and how did they influence ANC attitudes to the British World? How did such attitudes modify identities? How did they change over time? I will sketch salient features and suggest some answers.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Many historians view the early ANC as a middle-class elite much enthralled with things British.7 The ANC’s emphasis on African national unity drew support from a wide range of black social strata. This inclined its leaders to identify not only with the uplift of the elite, but also with the predicament of subaltern strata in general, making the movement closer to black communities than many have assumed.8 Congress’s aim of unifying all Africans was possible at first only under the ‘British’ South African state. ANC leaders thus tended, not least for political reasons, to identify as loyal subjects of the Crown.

However, the duality of power implicit in settler society created a deeply ambiguous context in which African political culture developed. ANC aspirations for legitimacy confronted rivals in the form of imperial, state, and ethnic-based authorities, each of which claimed legitimacy and complicated the identities of Africans. ANC leaders for their part developed complex identities that could include national, ethnic, state, social, class, or other aspects. An ANC leader might, simultaneously, identify or be identified as South African, British South African, African, black, Black Englishman, colonised, Zulu, male, Christian, middle class, exploited, English-speaking, multi-lingual or multi-ethnic. These multiple and at times overlapping identities emerge in the writings of ANC leaders, who employed irony and metaphor to express their views and who, I argue, gave vent to less loyal feelings, especially in their vernacular writings.

Discussion here covers the first two decades of ANC history, until the early 1930s. I do not mean to suggest by this focus that attitudes of subsequent ANC leaders to Britain are unimportant, for they too harvested British liberal ideas that had earlier been lightly planted in colonial soil. Nelson Mandela’s admiration of British democracy is well known. Less widely know is his 1996 speech to the British Houses of Parliament in which he ‘gently but firmly reminded Britons … that it was their colonisation … that sowed the seeds of white supremacy in South Africa’. He hoped his visit

Might serve to close a circle which is two hundred years old … The first time this country entered ours as a colonising power was … [in] 1795 … Eight decades ago, my predecessors in the leadership of the [ANC] came to these venerable Houses to say to the government … they … should come to [our] aid … They spoke eloquently and passionately of the need for the colonial power to treat them as human beings … As eloquently and passionately, the British rulers of the day spoke in these Houses to say they could not and would not amend their agenda with regard to South Africa, to address the interests of that section of our population which was not white.9

In this chapter, I analyse expressions of Empire loyalty together with earlier evidence of such critical approaches.

The early twentieth century saw diverse ideological trends among Africans, ranging from variegated versions of Christianity and Empire loyalism to nascent African proto-nationalism. African leaders began to articulate their Christianity and their ‘Britishness’, which often took the form of respect for the Cape liberal tradition that developed in the nineteenth century from such factors as the anti-slavery movement, growth of a free press, and the extension of mission education and the franchise to elite Africans. British cultural hegemony had a political dimension, and social attributes such as Christianity and ‘respectability and loyalty’ to Britain served as ‘a guarantor of political advancement’10 in the Cape. In the northern polities and in Natal, this acculturation coincided with the first murmuring of a collective African national identity. In this process of identity formation, English became not only a powerful force for Anglicisation, but also an important identity marker. African literary giant Es’kia Mphahlele writes that ‘English which was not our mother tongue, gave us power, power to master the external world which came to us through it’.11

Westernised African leaders even became known as Black Englishmen. However, while these accretions of British culture served as identity markers for the nascent elite who held up British civilisation as superior to white settler rule, the ironic reality was that British rule also was settler rule.

Behind the politics of Empire patriotism were expectations by the black elite of protection and reward for loyalism. These hopes were apparent in attitudes to the South African (Boer) War. However, after the war constant rebuffs by Pretoria and London to polite black political petitions, and disappointment in British administration of the northern colonies, served to challenge the notion that Africans simply could adopt a ‘British’ identity as a solution to their crisis of identity as colonised subalterns.

Africans articulated their challenges to British and settler state hegemony in their newspapers. The views expressed in the early black press indicate that imperial loyalty was a crucial policy for black leaders, who used various methods to criticise white rule and, with few other publication outlets, often turned to newspapers. As an ‘imagined’ political community emerged, intellectuals, via the press, played a pivotal role in developing nationalism.12 The first generation of black journalists, influenced by missionary education, respected imperial values but also articulated an ‘ambivalent expression’ with ‘subversive subservience’.13 Letters from Christian converts, or kholwa, soon to dominate African politics – such as John Langalibalele Dube and Josiah Gumede – graced the pages of early black newspapers such as Ipepa lo Hlanga (Paper of the Nation, 1898–1904) and Inkanyiso yase Natal (Light of Natal, 1889–1896). Gently at first, then more stridently, they criticised pass laws, the tenuous status of Africans granted exemption from Native Law, and lack of kholwa employment opportunities.14

By fin de siècle, many black newspapers had forged close links to the regional Congresses that were precursors of the ANC. These newspapers were modest in circulation and moderate in tone, but their editors daily confronted a social system that discriminated against Africans, and hence they often came to question imperial and state authority.15 A new generation of journalist-politicians, such as John Dube and Sol Plaatje, would later take black protests direct to imperial authorities, and rejection of their protests would lead some of them to challenge imperial identities. In doing so, they would not only demand an inclusive South African national identity, but also assert other identities rooted in their African culture. However, the influence of imperial hegemony on African identities persisted, making this a complex and contradictory process.

Political life involved more than just security for the elite. As a group comprised largely of professionals and middle-income earners in a settler society, this was an elite without power and with close spatial and ‘national’ ties to other strata. By 1910, after the failure of initial African delegations to Britain and with the Act of Union writing Africans out of constitutional rights, the decline of Cape liberalism was becoming apparent.

Nevertheless, the ANC in the first decade after its formation in 1912 was inclined to continue to seek support from Britain. This was because it had few other allies – there was little prospect of cross-racial collaboration with white labour, black labour was still unorganised, and black middle classes were stunted – and the Empire appeared still powerful. Yet, the fact that the elite might challenge, if initially in polite ways, hegemonic forces blocking its aspirations suggests that African professions of loyalty – of being ‘your Excellency’s humble and obedient servant’16 – could mean not blind identification with ruling ideology but an implicit assertion of identity or statement of defiance: that the African is a better servant or, is literally a servant, trapped.

Despite a strong American influence on some early ANC leaders (notably Dube, Pixley Seme and A B Xuma), which ran parallel to British influence and was seen especially in education, churches, patronage and culture, British influences were more pronounced on ANC policies.17 Most Africans received their basic education in a British context in mission schools and developed a direct stake in the British World, for their schooling opened the way to higher education, civil service office, and accumulation.

There were many signifiers of Britishness in the ANC, whose very structure reflected the British bicameral system, with an Upper House for chiefs like the House of Lords. ANC protest delegations went to London as a last resort. Leaders in their speeches appealed to a sense of British justice. But the articulation of these signifiers was characteristically ambiguous and, as will be shown, there were limits to the Anglicisation of African nationalism.

African identities were complicated still further by constructions of imperial identity that arose in many ways, from school instruction and African cricket teams to imperial propaganda such as royal tours. Yet despite apparent African attachments to these imperial symbols, the assertion of African identities was never far from the surface.

Royal tours were part of the symbolic paraphernalia of imperial government and on the surface elicited enthusiastic response, but African attendance did not necessarily equate to total identification with the British monarchy.18 Attendance could protest Afrikaner oppression by identifying with Britain, or assert a national identity otherwise denied under settler rule. There were often material incentives to attend.19 Royal visits could bolster the ANC’s rivals, who saw such events as opportunities to bolster their legitimacy and to send protests about politics.

Symbols were an important part of the way Africans identified with Empire. Monarchies existed in pre-colonial African polities, and imperial authorities were quick to exploit this. Queen Victoria and the Union Jack were symbols commonly evoked with real affection by ANC leaders. As late as 1925, Cape ANC President Z R Mahabane, when defending the African franchise, spoke of the ‘benign reign of Queen Victoria of revered memory’.20 Even radicals drew on these symbols. A protest card of the Transvaal Native Congress (TNC) had diverse messages: a Union Jack, a declaration against oppression, and a plea – ‘for justice. We are loyal’.21 In general, Africans asserted a ‘national’ identity tied to the British Empire, but this related to the rejection by settler authorities of their right to take up full South African citizenship.

Early ANC leaders, dressed in Western clothes, delivered polite protests written in English, reflecting the passion for ‘progress’ of the kholwa strata from whence they came but negating elements of their inherited African cultural identities. Delegations and petitions to imperial authorities, couched in loyal terms, were their basic tactic in the face of Pretoria’s intransigence. In explaining these tactics, it is important to see firstly that there was still in the minds of Africans a blurring of power centres between Pretoria and London. The king of England still, theoretically, could disallow South African laws. Secondly, there were few viable alternatives. Thirdly, as ANC historian Francis Meli notes, deputations were part of traditional African political culture, while African leaders did not always understand very well the connection between colonialism and imperialism.22 When deputations failed, officials, not the Crown, tended to get the blame.

Realpolitik also was at work. When Congress sent delegations to Britain in 1909, 1914 and 1919 to argue against oppressive laws, many of its leaders were aware that their chance of success was remote. John Dube, inaugural ANC President, emphasised to Congress in 1914 the need to ‘disabuse their people of false hopes’ in this regard.23 Hence Congress was ‘not simply engaged in acts of colonial mimicry’ but was ‘asserting and affirming their identities and rights as British subjects’.24 Indeed, as Saunders argues, we may interpret Africans’ pro-Britishness as ‘a kind of anti-colonialism’.25

THE LIMITS OF LOYALTY

World War I saw a partial blanketing of African identities beneath pledges of wartime loyalty by Congress. Yet this was not uniform, with enthusiasm for the war reportedly stronger among the elite and some evidence of anti-Empire sentiment among black workers.26 Moreover, some activists expressed a qualified loyalty. In the Natal Congress, Chief Stephen Mini and Josiah Gumede found ways around empire loyalty to continue to fight for black rights.27 Congress sought to exploit pronouncements on self-determination by Woodrow Wilson and Lloyd George in order to pressure Pretoria. During the war, the limits of loyalty were tested and a greater sense of African identity was apparent. In December 1918, the SANNC sent a memorial to King George V professing its loyalty but also reminding Britain that Africans, who had ‘steadfastly maintained the supply of labour’ during the war, still ‘lived under a veiled form of slavery’.28

A crisis of identity was perceptible by the end of the war. Whites continued to deny the national identity of blacks and Britain refused to countenance intervention. As British identity was of decreasing value to Africans, what would take its place? If an African identity were to replace imperial and Union of South Africa identities, what form might it take? Fragmented forms of shattered pre-colonial African identities had survived colonisation. Memories of anti-British wars and African victories fought by African polities did not simply fade away, but endured via oral tradition. James Stuart was well aware that, by the time of the Bhambatha Rebellion of 1906, side by side with ‘native loyalists’ many Africans across the country were musing over the slogan ‘Africa for the Africans’.29 However, memories and nostalgia were insufficient to bring together such fragments. Rather, African identity had to be recast anew on a national stage. White obsession with the ‘disloyalty’ of the colonised inclined Africans constantly to reconsider their identity, but a political structure proved necessary for this effectively to be articulated. It was chiefly in the forum of the ANC that African political leaders began to design new symbols of identity and to discard old imperial and settler ones.

By the 1920s, ANC activists increasingly saw contradictions between reality and the ideals evoked by the Union Jack. The radical Josiah Gumede argued in 1927 that whereas when Britain occupied the country the flag was said to mean ‘justice, liberty, freedom and fair play’, blacks now found that it ‘means just the opposite’.30 His moderate rival in Natal, John Dube, conceded that while the African ‘was wholly loyal to the British ideal of Justice as symbolised in the Union Jack’, the debate over changing the flag was in the last analysis an issue between whites.31 Whatever their politics, Africans saw an opportunity in such debates to express support for the Empire as a way of criticising Pretoria and claiming a meaningful national identity. They continued to invoke the Union Jack to protect black rights, but increasingly viewed it, often sarcastically, as an emblem of white rule. In 1926, Natal ANC activist Ray Msimang protested the gaoling, with ‘the Union Jack floating above his head’, of black labour leader Clements Kadalie, a ‘British Black subject travelling within British Dominions in which he is supposed to be a citizen, on a British errand of unity amongst his black people’.32 Thus, Congress sought to manipulate British symbols and play off imperial versus settler powers, just as it began to generate its own rival symbols of legitimacy and identity, such as the anthem Nkosi Sikelel’ iAfrika and its green, yellow and black flag.

To what extent did unrewarded loyalty and the racist attitudes of settlers alter the Victorian Britishness of Africans and drive them to embrace their African identities? Here comparative cases may be instructive. There are major differences in the nature of colonialism in South Africa and, for example, India and Ireland.33 Gandhi, like ANC leaders, had great faith in the ideals of the Empire. But his assertion by the 1920s of an Indian national identity through dress, seen in his support for locally woven dhoti, had no parallel among ANC leaders, whose dress demonstrated ‘the aura of respectability which the early SANNC was eager to present to white and British political opinion’.34

Indian and African nationalists sought models of national identity in Europe, in the face of an indigenous past that complicated the nationalist project.35 Yet in South Africa, as in India, state violence and nationalist challenge gradually dissolved the legitimacy of British hegemony. The violence of (British) colonial rule, whether seen in the 1921 Bulhoek massacre in South Africa or in the 1919 Amritsar massacre in India, began to dissolve the ‘moral economy’ that cemented African faith in Empire. ANC leaders began to understand or to feel more acutely the inferior status of the subaltern, even if at first they did so by blaming settler colonialism and not Britain. After the 1910 Union of South Africa, they made the Union Government their main enemy and reserved for Britain a favoured place, due either to tactical considerations or cultural loyalty.

Loyalty had its limits. World War I and the period 1918–1920, when strikes and mass actions erupted on the Rand, was a time of militancy in ANC history, when the Empire began to be openly criticised. Reverend Ngcayiya, part of an ANC delegation in 1918, told the prime minister that ‘when people are starving they will stand against the Government. No people can be expected to be loyal under such difficulties’.36

Earlier, in 1916, the government had severely reprimanded ANC founder Pixley Seme for writing an uncensored press report (in Zulu) on war events. He had reported the ‘bravery’ of the German king and army, who had driven ‘our people (the English) from all places’. The British had ‘had enough’ of the war; their government was ‘in a state of chaos’ and Africans should ‘expect any day that [King] George will ask you to go and assist’, in which case they should rather be led by their chiefs, notably Zulu King Solomon kaDinuzulu.37 Seme was reporting the news, but probably felt that he could more safely speak his mind in the vernacular press. His invocation of the Zulu monarchy can be seen as a way of asserting African identity.

During crises, the mask of loyalty could fall and anti-Empire sentiment could take on nationalist or class aspects. In 1918, the Congress newspaper Abantu-Batho asserted that repression had ‘only succeeded in giving rise to a wave of nationalism unknown before in the history of our race … The spirit of nationalism has taken root … and from this oppression … will emerge a new nation’.38

At this time of acrimonious labour strikes, anti-pass law protests and occasional interaction with white socialists, some ANC leaders gave vent to anti-colonial sentiments that took on class dimensions. Patriotism and loyalty certainly have a class dimension,39 but this is complicated in the colonial situation where, as Shula Marks and Stanley Trapido note, ‘a group’s class position offers no certain guidance to its political affiliation’.40 The mix of class and race in a settler state brought with it not only a host of powerful ideas of Empire, but also white labour aristocracies that found fertile soil in racially stratified South Africa and were anathema to African nationalists.41 These themes are evident in the politics and writings of African leaders, to which we now turn.

EMPIRE ENTHUSIASTS AND CRITICS

The politics of African leaders indicate the ambiguities of contemporary national and social identities. The following examples of both moderates and radicals point to different processes at work. Identification with Empire, encouraged by the acculturation process of colonial society, contrasted with the gradual development of new African identities to fill the gap left by exclusion from settler society.

Solomon Plaatje was a central figure in black politics and literature: first ANC Secretary-General, first translator of Shakespeare into an African language, and first black South African novelist in English. He is widely regarded as a British Empire enthusiast and a moderate petit bourgeois. Yet he criticised the very Empire he upheld and had complex attitudes to nation, class and gender.42 He combined commitment to African emancipation with belief in the fairness of Cape justice. A devout Empire loyalist, he nevertheless used the coloniser’s language to re-create a sense of African dignity and African national identity. His apparent simultaneous identification with different ‘nations’ typified the dilemmas faced by early African political leaders.

Plaatje is widely seen as the epitome of the effects of Anglicisation. His diary of the Mafeking Siege vividly records his many small attachments to British culture. He treasured English literature. At Kimberley in 1931, Governor-General Lord Clarendon complimented him on his mastery of the English language.43 But what was Plaatje really saying? I interpret many of his texts to include irony, sarcasm and allegory, allowing a self-identification with Empire that was quite distinct from his solidarity with fellow Africans. His Shakespeare translations also were a political act of cultural struggle to prove the equality of African culture with that of the colonising power.44 This anti-imperial side to Plaatje has led some writers to see him as ‘one of the harbingers of post-colonial fiction’, whose subtle critique of imperialism employs subversive proverbs and songs.45 Plaatje lauds Shakespeare’s non-racialism but loathes British cinematography’s depiction of Africans as savages.46 Part of the paradox – that he appears both pro-Empire and anti-colonial47 – lies in the position of blacks in South African society, treated by the state as an amorphous servile mass.

The prolific journalism of Plaatje reveals complexities of attachment yet ambiguity towards Britain. As editor of Koranta ea Becoana (‘Bechuana Gazette’, Mafeking, 1901–1908) and Tsala ea Becoana, later Tsala ea Batho (‘Friend of the People’, Kimberley, 1910–1915), Plaatje highlighted issues of concern to Africans. This raised his national profile, and in 1912 he became first ANC Secretary-General. In 1914 he joined a Congress protest delegation to Britain and in 1919 led a second delegation. Koranta ea Becoana disclaimed ‘social equality with the white man’ in favour of ‘political recognition as loyal British subjects’. It congratulated British Secretary of State for Colonies Joseph Chamberlain on his rejection of proposals by mine capitalists that Africans should work for virtually nothing. On the other hand, it printed an article attacking Chamberlain and ‘his gold-worshipping confrères’.48 Tsala ea Becoana was published in Kimberley, ‘a supremely British place’ where imperial hegemony permeated all forms of social life.49 Yet, as a colonial mining town, Kimberley was replete with race and class contradictions. Plaatje found the racism of the white Labour Party intolerable. Despite his anti-communism and acceptance of aid from the De Beers Company, he identified with the plight of African workers and remained sceptical about the sincerity of white capitalists.50 Behind this class ambiguity was his identification of African workers as Africans, not as workers, and his own conscious identification as an African and not primarily as a member of the middle class.

Plaatje was committed to British liberalism and legalism. However, his writings illustrate attitudes critical to colonialism. In his unpublished ‘Black Dreyfus’ (1909), he criticises colonial officials including the High Commissioner for gaoling Chief Sekgoma.51 Criticism of colonial administration can lead to a questioning of the imperial centre, and this is seen in his book Native Life in South Africa (1916), a passionate exposure of the harsh effects of the 1913 Natives’ Land Act, which excluded Africans from much of the country. My textual analysis of ‘British’ terms in this work gives rather predictable results, given what we know about the author, but it also reinforces the ambiguity of Plaatje’s attitudes to Britain: respect mixed with sharp criticism of its Southern African policies. Plaatje wrote Native Life to appeal to the British public and government. He clearly identifies with what he sees as the democratic aspects of the imperial mission, but protests its exploitative and racist aspects. He inserts other identities important to him, as a South African, African, MoTswana, and member of ANC and Christian Brotherhood communities. A closer look at the book is therefore instructive.

In the prologue to Native Life, Plaatje appeals for justice ‘on behalf of five million loyal British subjects’, a loyalty that he sarcastically notes is unrecognised by the governor-general. In  Chapter 1, he warns that ‘the suzerainty of Great Britain’, which under Queen Victoria ‘of blessed memory’ was the only bulwark of Africans against settler despotism, has now been withdrawn. In Chapter 4, he tells of an encounter with an Afrikaner policeman who, pointing to the deteriorating position of Transvaal blacks under British administration, claimed that ‘The poor devils must be sorry now … that they ever sang “God save the Queen”’. Plaatje here adds a jibe against British South Africa: ‘This information was superfluous, for personal contact with the Natives of Transvaal had convinced us of the fact’. In Chapter 11, he recalls how the history of African loyalty was rewarded with the ‘ingratitude’ of the Land Act. In chapter 16, he captures the ambiguity of settler identities: ‘Our Prime Minister, on the one hand, is a British Privy Councillor and a General in the British Army; and on the other hand, he is a simple Afrikander Boer, who only speaks Dutch in Parliament’. In the next four chapters, Plaatje questions Pretoria’s Empire loyalty and its rejection of black wartime support: ‘Is it not about time that the Empire … ceased paying so much attention to those whose views are distorted by colour prejudice …?’ In the epilogue, he summarises the history of racism and oppression in South Africa. He does not exonerate Britain, which in 1902 and 1909 abrogated its responsibility for the rights of ‘the King’s Black subjects’. He concludes, pushing colonial identification to its limits, that ‘we would put it to all concerned for the honour and perpetuity of British dominion in South Africa, can the Empire afford to tamper with and alienate [our] affections?’

Plaatje thus remains loyal but is highly critical of British authorities. A moderate, he nevertheless asserts an African identity and begins to appreciate wider colonial issues. His 1921 address to the Pan-African Congress in Paris points to the ‘inferior position’ of all black subjects of all Empires at the hands of ‘exploiters’.52 His experience of the British World was not always rosy, with constant rebuffs from imperial officials. He admired many aspects of Western culture but denounced the hypocrisy of colonial rule. The product of complex links between literacy, Christianity and the colonisation in Southern Africa, Plaatje’s outward cultural trappings of the late Victorian British Empire are less a cultural cringe than a studied compromise. He probably saw no contradiction between his multiple identifications with Empire and Africa, but increasingly the former gave way to the latter.

Similar ambiguities are apparent in the politics of John Dube, inaugural ANC President. His moderation was influenced by his class position: he was an owner of small sugar plantations. Dube regarded blacks ‘as citizens of the glorious British Empire’, as ‘just awakening into political life’. Hence in 1912, he argued that ANC policy should be ‘treading softly, ploddingly’, in ‘deep and dutiful respect for the rulers God has placed over us’.53 Yet, as Marks argues, such appeals to ‘England’s duty’ were ‘very carefully contrived for maximum effect’ on white readers.54 Dube’s commitment to African unity and liberal ideals often clashed with increasingly repressive state policies that he apparently naively thought could be overcome by ‘a policy of hopeful reliance in that sense of common justice and love of freedom so innate in the British character’. Less naively, he wrote in his newspaper Ilanga lase Natal in 1913, in response to a plethora of anti-African laws, that Africans should refuse to comply with such bad laws and that ‘even going to England seems to me hopeless’. Dube sought to reassert African identities submerged under colonialism, and to this end fostered Zulu nationalism and maintained ties with the Zulu monarchy. Referring to the probability that government would ignore delegations, he noted that ‘If in truth the King will not listen to our voice, it would be well for all the Native Chiefs in South Africa to unite’. Dube also referred to Britain for tactical purposes. A petition he presented in 1918 on behalf of African workers stated: ‘No other class of His Majesty’s subjects are thus compelled to work for wages which are not adequate remuneration for their services’.55

Dube often used parable and metaphor. In response to attempts by the authorities to prevent him holding meetings in August 1918, he argued that Africans were being shackled like a buffalo, that ‘the hunting party is now approaching the thicket which contains the tiger’, a phrase that raised the ire of government. Did these idioms merely reflect the African oral tradition, or did they perhaps also enable a measure of disloyalty to authority and an assertion of an African identity? Despite his avowed loyalty, the state treated Dube with suspicion. The view of the settler and the Empire was that ‘the assembling of large bodies of Natives was undesirable because it was subversive of proper order’.56 By 1931, totally disillusioned by the failure of imperial intervention, Dube felt that ‘the thinking and educated Natives have … been betrayed by the British Government to the Colonists’.57

African nationalist sentiment became more pronounced during the war years. TNC Secretary Richard Victor Selope Thema still argued in 1918 that Africans’ loyalty ‘placed an obligation upon the authorities imperial and colonial to recognise and affirm their rights as citizens of the Empire’. But he began to mix African nationalism with appeals to fair play. ‘What we demand’, he told a meeting of Congress in Benoni called to support a wage rise for African workers and protest harsh repression of striking workers, ‘is only a sixpence. Why should we be shot for our demand? …. We are only fighting against the Kaiser … People who arrest us are against King George’.58

The class identity of these and other early African leaders inclined them to moderation, but their national identity inclined them to political resistance. The career of Saul Msane illustrates how too close an identification with the British World, combined with alienation from subaltern strata, could mute African identities. Msane visited England several times: in 1892 as part of a Zulu choir and again in 1914 as part of the Congress delegation. He accumulated several hundred hectares of land from his work in the early 1890s as a compound manager and labour recruiter. But he was drawn into politics as co-founder of the Natal Native Congress in 1900. His liberal ideas stressed measured resistance to injustice. In a speech to a SANNC meeting in 1913 protesting the Natives’ Land Act, he began by drawing attention to the Union Jack ‘floating over them … an emblem of liberty’. Africans were not consulted on the Act: ‘What they wanted was fair play’.59 Msane retained a faith in ‘British justice’. At the 1914 SANNC conference, he made ‘unrealistic and pathetic appeals for justice through reliance on the Royal prerogative’.60 Addressing the 1918 Congress, he urged Africans to be ‘inflexibly loyal to their Supreme Chief, His Majesty the King’.61 As more radical African nationalists began to investigate the possibility of alliance with black workers or explore more stridently Africanist identities, Msane remained resolutely opposed to militancy and trapped within his imperial identity.

New identities of class and nation were emerging. British models of capitalism mixed with South African industrial colour-bars to bring hardships to African workers on the mines and in offices. Saul Msane’s son, Herbert, was active in the radicalised TNC and the ephemeral but pioneering socialist Industrial Workers of Africa (IWA). He and other activists such as Hamilton Kraai, a warehouse worker, began to challenge imperial legitimacy in ways that combined class and national identities. In 1918, addressing black workers in the gold industry, Kraai bluntly rejected loyalism: ‘We are slaves under the Union Jack … We must not forget to return our Africa [to its rightful place] … This gold is also ours. It was placed [here] by God for us’.62

H Selby Msimang, at the time seeking to establish black labour unions but also active in Congress, called in 1921 for the assertion of a black identity, arguing that ‘the redemption of Africa will be hastened if the native public will realise what is commensurate with its power’. Yet he still referred to black workers as ‘Native … servant[s] of His Majesty’.63 The following year, in a letter to the ANC’s Abantu-Batho, he predicted that ‘When we have destroyed the colour bar, many Europeans will, through dislike of the native, leave the country for Australia, New Zealand and England. We would then remain behind loudly calling for the restoration of Africa’.64

From World War I onwards, African attitudes to Britain gradually but increasingly were influenced by other ideologies, including socialism and Garveyism. Communists and Garveyists spoke disparagingly of British imperialism, a practice likely to have influenced radical ANC leaders.

FROM BRITISH WORLD TO AFRICAN WORLD

Josiah Gumede was less beholden than most ANC leaders to the British World, but his disillusionment with the British Empire was a gradual process. As an induna or representative of the Zulu monarchy in the 1880s, he witnessed firsthand British subversion of an African state.65 He had early ties with quite different Britons than did most Congress leaders. In 1907 in Natal, he was in touch with Labour Party politician Ralph Tatham and, when arrested in 1907 for leaving Natal without a pass, he sent a telegram to British socialist leader Keir Hardie.66 His attitudes were often contradictory. He made occasional protestations of his loyalty, but during World War I argued that black rights were more important than Empire loyalty.67 He at first accumulated considerable land, and at times could be conservative – he testified in 1919 against communist D I Jones, perhaps reflecting a fear that his then considerable landholdings would be at risk under communism.68 Yet in 1918, he attended radical meetings and began to enunciate more clearly the need for African freedom. Gumede in 1919 was part of a SANNC delegation to Europe urging Britain to intervene against the ‘serious injustice and cruel oppression’ inflicted upon blacks. He still articulated his vision of freedom in terms of British legalism. In a letter from Britain to moderate black politician J T Jabavu, Gumede stated that ‘we ask for freedom, liberty, justice and fair play’.

The failure of the deputation, combined with discontent over negligible war service compensation and the volley of anti-black laws and black protests in 1918-20, appear to have ruptured this belief in British ‘fair play’ and shifted Gumede’s belief in the hegemony of capitalism. In the 1920s, influenced by communists and Garveyists, he became a leading radical opponent of the government.69 His appointment as full-time SANNC organiser in Natal in 1921 gave him greater insights into mass suffering. Elected ANC President in 1927, he forged close ties with the communists. In 1927, he represented the ANC at an anti-imperialist conference in Brussels, where he met other anti-colonial leaders such as Nehru, attacked South African rule as ‘slavery’, and began to accept communist critiques of imperialism. He stressed how all land had been taken from Africans ‘in the name of the crown of Great Britain’ and how the British had been turned against the Zulus by settler stories. What was different in his approach was that instead of just blaming settlers, like most other ANC leaders, he indicted the ‘whole of Europe’, the ‘Imperialism which is governing the whole of Africa today’.70

Gumede’s identities are complex and at times contradictory: African and Zulu, South African and Pan-African, Empire loyalist and anti-imperialist, landowner and radical. Despite his accumulation of capital, he had been a wage earner on the Rand, and this experience may have contributed to his later support for the cause of black workers. Like many members of the fragile black elite, his property holdings rapidly dissipated under the onslaught of anti-black legislation. Gumede also clung to his African identity. In evidence to the South African Native Affairs Commission in 1904, he stated that he had chosen not to be exempt from Native Law: ‘I do not wish to separate from my people. I do not wish education to separate me’. He could still remark, ‘There is only one Chief who rules all of us, and that is His Majesty the King’, but added that he preferred the old law, under Shaka, whereby once a chief submitted to another he ceased to be a chief, and that chiefs should not be treated with differentiation by the state.71 After his defeat as ANC President in 1930, Gumede continued to edit Abantu-Batho, publishing articles against British imperialism.72

Abantu-Batho, the voice of the ANC, was widely influential among urban Africans of the time.73 In 1918, its columns were still full of protestations of Empire loyalty and complaints about Boer disloyalty. In response to ‘Republican’ Afrikaner agitation, it swore that ‘the whole of bantudom will remain loyal to its Supreme Chief His Majesty the King’. And in the face of the repressive Land Act of a government ‘neither Dutch nor English’, the editor was certain that ‘Cape natives wou’d, if they could, go and raise from the dead Queen Victoria of blessed memory and put her back on the Throne’. Abantu-Batho applauded the wartime loyalty of chiefs.74 But the editor also pointed to the insincerity of British policy towards blacks. Commenting on Prime Minister Lloyd George’s call for self-determination for the indigenous peoples of German Africa, he reminded readers that similar concern for ill-treatment of indigenous peoples in the Boer Republics had been expressed by the British in 1899. However, the Treaty of Vereeniging, the granting of self-government to northern colonies in 1906, and the acquiescing of Westminster in 1909 to racial discrimination in the Act of Union, had taken place without consultation with Africans. The tone was decidedly angry:

There were many books written by Englishmen before the Anglo-Boer war denouncing ‘Boer treatment of the helpless native peoples’ but when peace was concluded at Vereeniging no Englishman bothered his head about the ‘helpless native’ … They now turned their energies in the direction of conciliation between Boer and Briton by sacrificing the rights of the Bantu … The same thing happened in 1909 when the British Government sanctioned the formation of the Union … without the knowledge and consent of the native inhabitants …75

These views are attributable partly to the first flowering of nascent African nationalism. In 1923, Abantu-Batho writers called for unity of black forces to fight ‘white domination’ and supported African nationalist struggles in Kenya and Swaziland76. The paper also called on Africans to emulate both Gandhi’s passive resistance and 1914 white strikers, concluding that ‘under the British Empire you shall never get anything if you do not go on strike’.77 Such views moved the Director of Native Labour to lament that ‘the whole tone of the Abantu-Batho is very much opposed to constituted authority’, and to blame ‘teachings disseminated by that paper’ for student riots at Lovedale college.78

ANC strength was at a low ebb in the 1920s and 1930s, but the period saw intensified questioning of British imperialist hegemony by activists associated with Congress, albeit often in conjunction with communists or Garveyists. ANC leaders now faced an intensification of competing loyalties. Besides state and imperial structures, a range of movements from liberalism to Garveyism and communism strove to gain African allegiances. In the 1920s, the delineation between ANC and Garveyist groups was not always clear. For instance, the ANC letterhead carried a Garveyist motto. People began to debate Pan-Africanism. Loyalty to Empire, nation, government, union, church and ethnic group competed with loyalty to Congress. As loyalties broadened and expressions of complex identities were better articulated, the previous simplistic loyalty to the Empire began to break down.

Western Cape ANC President James Thaele employed a radical rhetoric that combined Garveyism with anti-capitalism. In the pages of his newspaper The African World (Cape Town, 1925–1926), he rhetorically counter-posed to the British Empire the possibility of a new Garveyled ‘African Empire’. He enthusiastically joined the ANC boycott of the 1925 Royal Tour, not out of disloyalty, he said, but due to ‘the cumulative effect of the grievances under which we labour’.79

More bluntly, Thaele shattered any lingering monarchist illusions. The British prince was ‘nothing but a man’. The British Empire, based like all other European imperialisms on brute force and race exploitation, had gone further in its policy of divide and rule to give ‘autocratic power … to the Dominions … for no other purpose but that of racial extinction’. The British had

sold the native population … We still remember with regret the unfilled promises of His Majesty … to our Native labour Contingents … when he said that we were fighting for the freedom of small nations, every race irrespective of colour … Our native proverb says ‘Kosha etjoa moshate balata re ea latela’ – a song starts from royalty and plebians follow. If the King of any kingdom treats his promises as scraps of paper how much more will the plebians treat theirs? 80

Thaele also reprinted anti-British statements from the Irish press. Educated in the United States, he identified less with Britain, and in addition sought to build a new Africanist identity. He was eclectic and idiosyncratic but his attitudes to Empire well capture the radical winds blowing in the 1920s that, combined with the increasing consolidation of the state, made old attitudes to Britain anachronistic.

Thaele and Gumede, both Garveyists, may have been exceptional in their anti-imperialism but they gave voice to what many Africans must have been thinking about broken imperial promises. They also asserted an African identity at a time when there appeared to be little alternative to the dominant white culture. Interestingly, at this time Garveyism was making some headway in and around Sydney, in part stimulated by the visits of black sailors from ships leaving South Africa. However, as in South Africa, the assertion of a new Aboriginal identity would take time.81

Such ‘disloyal’ movements reached rural towns. Thaele addressed a 900-strong ANC meeting at isolated Sterkspruit in 1928, urging blacks to ‘free themselves from the incubus of European control’. Congress, he declared, must interview the Magistrate on burning issues and, ‘if he proves autocratic … [it should then] see the High Commissioner [and] if he became [a] dictator they would pass on to Pretoria; if … [they are] not going to listen, [then the ANC] would proceed to England’. Thaele denounced white politician General Jan Smuts as ‘controlled by [British] financial interests’.82

Other maverick activists challenged white hegemony in equally individualistic language. Theodore Mvalo, expelled from the ANC in 1924 but later reinstated, was active in the rural Herschel region, at times masquerading as an ANC leader. His speech at a meeting in 1929 mixed anti-British, Garveyist and religious metaphors. The government, he stated, ‘is Satan … The English nation is a very dirty nation. South Africa is not for Europeans, it is ours … I am not a Christian but I am fighting against these thieves’.83 Radicals perhaps felt safer criticising imperialism in the seclusion of rural areas, but how the mighty British Empire had fallen in the esteem of some Africans!

Despite the occasional onslaughts on Albion, notions of Empire loyalty persisted into the 1930s and the British connection lingered. When Nelson Mandela enrolled at the Wesleyan mission’s Clarkebury Boarding Institute for the black elite in January 1935, he entered an institution very much in the style of a British Empire school. The school’s motto of ‘Lift as You Rise’ was somewhat akin to those of African American colleges of the day. English was the only language of instruction, and the curriculum was thoroughly British, with no room for African culture or African history. Mandela readily admits that this education in the British mould groomed the elite to be ‘Black Englishmen’. Two years later, he graduated to a college of equally imperial pedigree, Healdtown, whose principal, the Reverend A Arthur Wellington, boasted of his descent from the Duke of Wellington. Mandela was to maintain English cultural accretions, for instance his love of Shakespeare, but what really impressed him was a performance at the college by the celebrated Xhosa imbongi (praise-singer or bard), S E K Mqhayi. Reciting his majestic poetry in the oral tradition typical of many rural African societies, Mqhayi startled Mandela by audaciously predicting a victory of Africans over white colonialists. Mandela’s identities were starting to multiply, his narrow Thembu and Xhosa parochialism now overlain with a growing sense of a wider African identity and, before long, by the uncertainty of an enforced position of subservience to whites – whether represented by the settler sjambok (rhino whip) or the imperial orb and sceptre. Yet, Mandela retained the best of British ideas, notably belief in democracy, justice and chivalry, the tenets of which often fitted harmoniously with African culture.84

As did many of his generation, Mandela typified an ambiguity towards the British Empire. When Malcolm Fraser, former Australian prime minister, first met Mandela, in prison in 1986, Mandela firstly asked if cricketing legend Sir Donald Bradman was still alive. He repeated the question to journalists in 1990 when, after being freed, he arrived in Canberra to thank Australians for their anti-apartheid solidarity, although the playful attempt at cultural friendship fell short for radical Aboriginal activists who criticised ANC inconsistency in failing to support Aboriginal struggles.85

Before 1940, African criticisms of Britain were aimed more at exploitative or racist aspects of Empire than at British hegemony as such. It was not until the 1940s and 1950s, when ANC leaders came under fire from radical nationalists and socialists who accused it of losing touch with its roots that a distinct Africanist identity developed.

Given the limited extant sources, it is difficult to estimate the precise effects on the identity of Africans of all these interactions with the British World. Apart from detailed insights into the lives of a handful of people such as Sol Plaatje, little is known, for instance, about the psychological effects of imperial hegemony on black South Africans. If we follow Frantz Fanon, whose Black Skins, White Masks (1952) exposed the psychological scars of colonialism, then perhaps the ‘white masks’ of over-identification with Britain, linked to rejection of ‘Black English’ identity by both whites and fellow blacks, may have created a crisis of identity for some Africans. Yet for others, the comfort of British culture or faith in British justice may have cushioned these tensions

CONCLUSION

The British World had a strong influence on Africans in South Africa. African attitudes to Britain and to its ideals remained generally favourable. Britain was held up by African leaders as a better model than the unbridled rule of settlers. British South Africa was always seen as a safer bet than Afrikaner rule. Yet behind expressions of Empire loyalty were less ‘loyal’ and less ‘British’ attitudes and a questioning of the application of imperial rule. In times of crisis and after the consolidation of a settler rule that denied Africans a place in South African nationalism, British power came under stronger criticism. Whether for tactical reasons or due to deep-felt cultural influences, the ANC was always careful to declare its ‘loyalty’. But as the decades passed, the ANC more directly and more insistently protested the contradictions and hypocrisy of Britain’s policy towards South Africa and the actions of British South Africans.

The attraction of British liberalism persisted, even when British authorities rejected African petitions (often rationalised as being due to the duplicitous nature of colonial officials). British influences remained strong among the plethora of identities of ANC leaders, moderate or radical, until at least the 1920s. By then, changes in the South African state and in ideologies, as well as growth of settler nationalism and class stratification in South Africa and of anti-colonial nationalism elsewhere, required modification of ANC faith in imperial delegations. Change also required the elaboration of African identities, and enduring British influences were retarding the emergence of a distinct African national identity. Yet, even after the ANC asserted Africans’ claims more directly, a hankering after things British persisted in ANC circles for many years. This persistence was a tribute not only to the appeal of British political traditions, but also to the effectiveness of acculturation and the depth of economic penetration.

These various identities lingered and contributed to the rich mix of social and national forces that influence contemporary South Africa. Today, many identities comprise the totality of South African society. Great plurality and vibrant, if not unproblematic, multiculturalism is enshrined in the 1996 South African Constitution. Seen by many as the most democratic in the world, this constitution reflects the powerful influences of the British World but also the resilience of indigenous peoples who, thrust into a subservient, subaltern status, nevertheless creatively turned to their own use the meanings of the orb and sceptre.
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PART III:

TRANSNATIONAL AND GLOBAL ENTANGLEMENTS


‘DISTURBING AND MOST POISONOUS AGITATIONS’

HENRY PARKES, POPULISM AND THE USURPATION OF LAW IN NEW SOUTH WALES, 1888

Jeremy Martens

INTRODUCTION

The New South Wales parliament was ‘clumsy and inefficient’ and citizens were ‘politically indifferent’, lamented the Sydney Morning Herald in early May 1888. Voters frequently chose unsuitable representatives and took little notice of their political action or inaction. Neglectful lawmakers regularly, if not habitually, disregarded the urgent need for administrative and legislative reform, ‘trifled with and compromised’ the colony’s interests, and checked its progress. Indifference was ‘the bane of the colony’; while voters were ‘galvanised into activity and seeming interest’ at general elections, their silence afterwards served to condone misdeeds and inefficiency. This silence indicated that at the ‘critical time for action’ the country would be unprepared. Yet, the Herald declared, there was no reason why New South Wales should not ‘speak its mind’ between elections and warn ‘the triflers in Parliament of their fate when the hour for passing judgment arrives’. After all, ‘Parliament is what the people make it’.1

This jaundiced commentary seems to support Alastair Davidson’s argument that there was ‘an almost total absence of the population from political life’ in colonial Australia. Except at elections, when votes could be bought by promises of ‘roads and bridges’, citizens were accorded a passive role by the administration and judiciary, as recipients of the decisions of both.2 And yet, just one day after the Herald’s commentary was published, a ‘large, irregular, and disorderly crowd’ of some 5000 or 6000 Sydneysiders spoke its mind in a most forceful manner.3 At the conclusion of a rowdy Town Hall meeting, the crowd marched on the parliamentary buildings in Macquarie Street and demanded that Premier Henry Parkes receive a deputation. When he refused, a mob, ‘animated with the desire to enter Parliament’, stormed the entrance. Sydney’s mayor, who had led the march, was swept into the buildings ‘as if borne upon a tidal wave’; only swift action by the Speaker and his officers to close the outer doors saved parliament from a ‘scene of disorder which would doubtless have developed into a riot of great magnitude’.4 Parkes later declared that it was ‘almost by a miracle’ that the mob did not invade the Legislative Assembly chamber and drive the members from their seats.5

The anti-Chinese movement that prompted the storming of parliament and led to the introduction of restrictive immigration laws throughout much of Australia in 1888 has received significant attention from historians, who agree that these measures mark the beginning of a uniform White Australia policy, enshrined 13 years later in the Commonwealth’s 1901 Immigration Restriction Act.6 However, in focusing on the agitation and its legislative consequences for Australia as a whole, scholars have neglected to provide a detailed analysis of the New South Wales Government’s handling of the crisis, which was triggered by the arrival in May 1888 of several vessels carrying Chinese passengers.

To date, the Parkes ministry’s response has been characterised in two ways. On the one hand, the premier is portrayed as an opportunist who used the agitation to justify the introduction of long-planned legislation. Thus, for Manning Clark, the storming of the legislature was a ‘victory’ for Parkes who, with his ‘fellow bourgeois politicians’, would teach the people ‘exactly how they could preserve their territory from a Mongolian invasion’.7 Robert Huttenback claims that Parkes ‘was probably far from displeased’ with the march on parliament, because it enabled him to press the British Government for a diplomatic settlement of the immigration question and increased ‘the chances of Colonial Office allowance of stringent new anti-Chinese legislation’.8 According to Phil Griffiths, Parkes and other colonial liberals were ‘looking for an opportunity to bring the Chinese immigration issue to a head’ and the arrival of the SS Afghan ‘provided the trigger they were looking for’.9 The suggestion that the political elite manipulated and controlled the crisis accords with Verity Burgmann’s view that the 1888 legislation could not have been ‘caused’ by the labour movement because it did not possess sufficient power or influence. Rather, the racist agitation expressed ‘the will of Australian capital to exclude coloured immigrants’.10

On the other hand, Ann Curthoys, Graeme Davison, Ray Markey and Andrew Markus all emphasise the cross-class alliances that underpinned the well-organised opposition to Chinese immigration in nineteenth-century Australia. For even before the Afghan arrived in New South Wales, several organisations, unions and personalities were primed and ready to spring into action. These valuable accounts chart the development of the anti-Chinese movement in detail; however, they touch only briefly upon the Parkes Government’s handling of events in 1888. While it is acknowledged that the strength of public opinion compelled Parkes to introduce legislation, that a brief sense of panic lead to ‘precipitate government action’ and that legislation reflected the ‘atmosphere of the time, excitable and verging on violence’, the transition from agitation to legislation is portrayed as relatively smooth.11 The impression is that the government successfully managed the crisis through the introduction of legislation that had been contemplated for many years. Certainly, Parkes himself hoped to convey the view that he was firmly in control. He later wrote that he and his ministers had ‘tried to see our simple duty in the crisis which confronted us, and to perform it with a single view to the demands upon us’.12

In re-examining the Parkes ministry’s response to the events of 1888, this chapter presents three interrelated arguments. First, it asserts that in March 1888 Australia’s colonial governments shelved plans to introduce new, restrictive immigration laws on the grounds that such measures might engender ‘international bitterness’.13 Parkes and other premiers instead decided to petition the British Government to negotiate an international treaty with China that would limit Chinese immigration to Australia and thereby obviate the need for local colonial legislation. British officials responded positively to these requests, and the New South Wales Government remained committed to a diplomatic solution until the eve of the crisis.

Second, I argue that this commitment to diplomacy was rapidly eroded by the massive popular protests that greeted the arrival in Sydney of the Afghan and other vessels in May 1888. Extra-parliamentary populism forced the premier’s hand. The march on parliament surprised and intimidated Parkes who, under duress, provided a written guarantee that Chinese passengers would be prevented from landing. Having given this guarantee, he was in no position to manipulate the agitation. In the following weeks, Parkes repeatedly deferred to popular pressure in flagrantly disregarding the existing law, ramming draconian legislation through the Legislative Assembly and openly defying the authority of the Supreme Court. The crisis was not a victory for the Cabinet, nor was Parkes firmly in control. Rather, the ‘disturbing and most poisonous agitations’ of 1888 hijacked the policies and dictated the actions of the New South Wales Government.

Third, I conclude that extra-parliamentary populism was a powerful force in colonial New South Wales and that Davidson underestimates the level of popular participation in nineteenth-century Australian politics. At certain junctures, the citizenry of New South Wales was quite prepared to ‘speak its mind’ in order to influence the actions of its elected leaders.

LEGISLATION OR TREATY?

Markus points out that organised opposition to Chinese immigration in the late 1880s was slow to build up a head of steam, with only 40 people attending the inaugural meeting of Sydney’s Anti-Chinese League in August 1886. It was the arrival of a delegation of Chinese commissioners in June the following year that provoked an upsurge in xenophobia and calls for restrictive legislation. The commissioners’ objective was to enquire into the condition of Chinese subjects living in Australia, but some commentators accused the delegation of spying out the land, to ‘see if it was not ripe and fit for exploitation by their countrymen’. Others fretted that the visit might result in the removal of existing restrictions on Chinese immigration. In August 1887, Melbourne unionists formed an Anti-Chinese League. Sydney’s league was reorganised the following month and a series of well-attended meetings were held in both cities before the end of the year. By early 1888 the organisational structure of the anti-Chinese movement was in place.14

The movement’s well-publicised demands for restrictive immigration legislation did not go unnoticed. In early November 1887 Victorian premier Duncan Gillies wired Henry Parkes, asking if he proposed ‘to legislate on Chinese question this Session’.15 The Victorian Government thought it ‘very desirable that stringent laws should be enacted in all of the Colonies with the object of restricting as far as practicable immigration from China’.16 Parkes agreed, suggesting that any colonial measures ‘should be framed on the same terms, and impose the same conditions’. He asked for Gillies’s views on what might constitute adequate legislation and invited Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania and New Zealand to consider the expediency of new anti-Chinese laws.17

Gillies reiterated that uniform action was desirable, but doubted whether the various colonial parliaments would be able to address the issue during the sessions then current. It might also be necessary for the colonial governments to ‘confer and exchange views as to the best course to adopt’.18 The colonies could determine a common basis for legislation at a future conference; in the meantime New South Wales and Victoria could deal with vessels carrying Chinese passengers ‘by some temporary expedient’.19 Gillies’s ‘temporary expedient’ involved administering existing law in such a way as to virtually prohibit the entry of Chinese immigrants, and it would be used to great effect when the Afghan steamed into Port Melbourne six months later.

Gillies pointed out that legislation regulating the influx of Chinese into both Victoria and New South Wales was essentially the same. No vessel entering colonial ports was permitted to carry more than one Chinese immigrant for every 100 tons of the vessel’s tonnage, unless Chinese passengers possessed naturalisation papers or exemption certificates. If the documentation produced was insufficient or failed to satisfy customs officers, then the tonnage provision would apply to these passengers as well as to immigrants intending to pay the poll tax, and the vessel’s owner would be liable for a £100 fine for each Chinese person in excess of the limitation.20 Victorian customs officials asserted that many, if not all, naturalisation papers were used fraudulently, and had been ordered to prohibit the landing of passengers unless they were ‘perfectly satisfied as to the identity of the person presenting the paper’, a ‘practically impossible’ task.21 Furthermore, there was nothing to prevent either government determining that certain ports ‘should not during the next six months be available for any vessel carrying Chinese passengers; or the alternative that during the next six months any vessel carrying Chinese passengers would be quarantined’.22 Reports that Chinese workers with dengue fever were planning to travel to Sydney afforded ‘additional justification’ for imposing quarantine measures.23

In spite of the flurry of correspondence on the issue, no further action was taken until March the following year. Markus points out that the anti-Chinese agitation had temporarily lost momentum by the end of 1887, and it is possible that in the absence of public pressure both the Victorian and New South Wales governments were content to let the matter stand.24 However, in early 1888 the Chinese Government lodged a protest against anti-Chinese laws in force in Australia and requested the British Government to eliminate ‘any part of them which may be found to be at variance with treaty obligations and international usage’.25 The Colonial Office did not consider the Chinese protest to be of much importance. One official minuted that the ‘nature of the anti-Chinese legislation is a social measure of self defence’ and was a matter ‘entirely within the competence of the Colonial Legislatures’. The British Government could ‘do nothing even if they wished. This is perfectly well known to the Chinese’. Nevertheless, ‘to humour them we may send a circular to all Colonies in which Chinese are established calling for info. as to any exceptional legislation concerning them, its objects and results, and inform the F.O. [Foreign Office] that we have done so’.26 Accordingly, the Chinese protest was sent to the governors of the Australasian colonies along with a circular despatch requesting a report on any exceptional laws affecting Chinese subjects.27

If the request was intended to humour the Chinese Government it had the opposite effect in Australia, where public feeling was ‘much exercised’ as a result of the inquiry.28 Upon receipt of the despatch Gillies wrote to Parkes suggesting a reconsideration of the Chinese immigration issue. While the Australasian governments were in accord with regard to limiting or even prohibiting the influx of Chinese, Gillies questioned ‘whether local legislation by the several Colonies is after all the most satisfactory, or even the most efficient means to be employed’. He asked Parkes to consider the possibility that ‘the influence of Her Majesty’s Government with that of the Emperor of China might effect more, and perhaps in a more convenient manner, than drastic measures adopted here’.29

The United States had recently signed a treaty with China prohibiting Chinese labourers from entering America; it should easily be within the British Government’s power to negotiate a similar agreement banning Chinese emigration to Australian ports. Thus the Australian governments’ objective ‘might be accomplished, inoffensively, through the means of diplomacy’ whereas ‘legislative measures of sufficient stringency to effect our purpose might engender an international bitterness which, sooner or later, might find means to express itself’.30 Parkes was in complete agreement. There was no doubt that the colonial governments had a ‘just ground for appealing to the Imperial Government to take up the great contention of these Australian Colonies against the continued influx of Chinese Labourers’. Self-governing British colonies were excluded from participating in the making of treaties and therefore had an ‘indisputable right’ to expect the imperial government to protect their ‘separate and peculiar interests’ by exercising the powers of treaty on their behalf. Furthermore, ‘all the inconvenient and possibly exasperating consequences of legislation by different Australian Parliaments would be avoided by the Empire in its highest capacity dealing with the subject’. Parkes and Gillies agreed that each of the colonial governments should request the imperial authorities to open negotiations with China.31

Parkes wasted no time in pressing New South Wales’s case for an international treaty and requested the governor, Lord Carrington, to telegraph a message to the Secretary of State for the Colonies in which he argued that the issue of Chinese immigration was of ‘sufficient national concern’ to be taken up by the Empire. He noted the agreement between China and the United States and failed to see why Australia should not be similarly protected. He listed the ‘more prominent phases of the Chinese question’ that specially and almost exclusively affected ‘the Australian section of the British people’: Australian ports were within easy sail of Chinese ports; Australia’s climate, trade and industry were particularly attractive to the Chinese; the British working class ‘in all the affinities of race’ were opposed to Chinese competitors; there could be no sympathy or peace between the two races; China’s enormous population intensified concerns about Chinese immigration; Australians were determined to preserve ‘the British type in the population’, and there could be ‘no interchange of ideas of religion or citizenship, nor can there be intermarriage or social communion between the British and the Chinese’.32

Parkes insisted that the Chinese ‘must be restricted from emigrating to any part of Australasia’. It was a question that vitally concerned ‘these great Colonies’, whose importance entitled them ‘to be protected by the diplomatic influence and powers of treaty which belong to the Empire’. He urged that immediate steps be taken to open negotiations with the Chinese Government and warned that the matter was ‘too grave and urgent to admit of long delay’. He warned that, however desirable it was to avoid the ‘irritation and conflict of interests’ which might arise from drastic local legislation, if protection could not be afforded as now sought, the Australian parliaments ‘must act from the force of public opinion in devising measures to defend the Colonies from consequences which they cannot relax in their efforts to avert’.33

The Colonial Office did not relax in its efforts to address Parkes’s concerns. Lord Knutsford, Secretary of State for the Colonies, obtained a summary of the American treaty and wired Carrington to assure him that the subject was under consideration.34 He then forwarded a copy of Parkes’s message to Lord Salisbury in the Foreign Office, asking for his observations on both Chinese immigration to Australia and the recently signed treaty. Knutsford noted that the question raised by the New South Wales Government was one of great importance and considerable difficulty. Feeling in Australia had ‘rapidly increased in intensity on this subject’ and there was no probability that the colonies would be content with less stringent provisions than those adopted in the United States. Salisbury in turn provided Knutsford with further details of the agreement between China and the United States and instructed the British consul in Washington to ‘send whatever information he can obtain as to the negotiations that led to the treaty’.35

Diplomatic feelers had therefore already been sent out when Knutsford received a telegraphic despatch from Sir H B Loch, the governor of Victoria, informing him that important papers on the Chinese question, prepared by Gillies, had been sent to him by mail. In this telegraph, dated 23 April 1888, Loch expressed the hope that ‘no decision unfavourable in principle to opening negotiations with Chinese Government will be arrived at, at all events until after full consideration of these despatches’.36 The Victorian papers, and similar documents prepared by the governments of Queensland and South Australia, all requested the British Government to enter into negotiations with the Chinese Government to prohibit immigration; taken together with Parkes’s telegraphed message these despatches clearly demonstrate that Australia’s colonial governments had by the beginning of April 1888 shelved plans to introduce restrictive local legislation in favour of a diplomatic agreement.37 Loch had requested that Knutsford delay opening negotiations with China until he had received the documents; by the time they arrived in London in May 1888, events in Australia had quickly spiralled into crisis.

CRISIS BUILDS

The publication of the Chinese Government’s formal protest had the effect of reigniting the anti-Chinese agitation in Sydney. On 27 March 1888 the Anti-Chinese League of New South Wales hosted a crowded public meeting at the Town Hall to protest ‘any action on the part of the Chinese Government towards assisting or encouraging Chinese Immigration into Australia’. Several prominent speakers addressed the meeting, including Edmund Barton, who flatly rejected the ‘assertion of the Chinese Government’ that restrictive laws were an infringement of international treaty obligations. Barton, and fellow legislators Ninian Melville, George Dibbs and William Schey, all asserted the Australian people’s ‘unalienable right to make laws for this land and preserve the soil of Australia for the Anglo-Saxon race’. The Member for Newcastle, James Fletcher, went further, declaring to the cheering crowd that self-preservation was the first law of nature and if ‘we did not possess all the powers requisite to enable us to do away with the terrible evil which had come upon us, then we must not be content with asking – we must demand that power’. If the British Government found the treaties with China prevented it from ‘giving us the power in a constitutional way, then it would come to a question of China or Australia’. Australians were endeavouring to build up a great empire and whatever stood in the way of accomplishing that goal ‘must be swept away, no matter what the consequences might be’.38

Three resolutions were passed unanimously. The first, moved by Barton, proposed that ‘the time has arrived for the imposition of substantial and effective restrictions’ on the influx of Chinese into Australia. It was seconded by J R Talbot, president of the Trades and Labour Council, and supported by J Lennon, president of the Stonemasons’ Society. The second resolution, proposed by Melville and seconded and supported by Schey and Dibbs, declared the meeting’s strong objection to any attempt by the Chinese Government to assist immigration into Australia, and called upon the British Government to ‘maintain the right of the Australian Colonies to frame such laws as they may consider necessary to ensure on this continent the preponderance and supremacy of the British race’. The final resolution authorised a deputation of eminent persons to present the foregoing resolutions to Carrington, to transmit to the Colonial Office.39

Parkes and Gillies’s decision to pursue a treaty was made public in early April, but this knowledge failed to quell popular demands for restrictive legislation. Sydney’s newly formed Australian Natives’ Association was one organisation intent on applying pressure on the government. At a large and sympathetic public meeting at the Town Hall, one representative of the association dismissed the view that the immigration issue could best be settled by friendly negotiations between China and the United Kingdom, insisting that ‘we must take the matter into our own hands’ and that ‘British diplomacy would ruin us’.40 Even in the Legislative Assembly there was opposition to Parkes’s diplomatic solution. In early April, Richard Thompson, MLA for West Maitland, gave notice that he would introduce a resolution declaring that the Chinese question was one ‘entirely affecting the welfare of these colonies’ and that it was ‘not desirable that the Imperial Government should be requested to intervene in order to bring about any settlement or solution thereof’.41 At a Newtown meeting of the Anti-Chinese League, MLA Ninian Melville introduced a motion demanding the government to ‘at once pass a bill to prohibit any further influx to New South Wales’. He believed that to ‘attempt to shunt this question on to the British Government was one of those little tricks that would do for those who wished to sell this country, but it would not do for Australians’.42 Parkes responded by assuring the Assembly that while in no way did he ‘stoop to the parent land’, he did act with ‘utmost respect to the Imperial Government’. By pursuing a diplomatic solution he was exercising what he conceived to be ‘high constitutional grounds, that our rights as her Majesty’s subjects ought to be protected under power of treaty’. Nevertheless, he indicated that ‘if we cannot get redress in that way at once and without delay, we shall seek to ask Parliament to give us the means of effecting our ends’.43 Reassured by Parkes, Thompson withdrew his motion.

In mid-April, Knutsford confirmed that the Chinese immigration issue was under consideration.44 Carrington received this information with ‘much satisfaction’, emphasising that feeling on the subject was ‘increasing’ and that ‘all classes’ agreed unanimously with Parkes’s views.45 However, less than two weeks later, Sydney newspapers reported that Knutsford had declined to negotiate with the Chinese Government on the grounds that the treaty proposed by Parkes and Gillies would present ‘a serious international difficulty’.46 Although the Cabinet denied the reports’ authenticity, ‘much feeling [was] already manifest’, and being ‘fomented by all press correspondents’. Carrington warned Knutsford that ministers would be ‘compelled to introduce restrictive measures of a grave character’ if the news was confirmed, and informed him of the ‘steady increase of intensity of feeling’.47 There was no foundation to the newspaper reports; the British Government was carefully considering the question of opening negotiations with China.48 Nevertheless, by the end of April public indignation had reached the level where a diplomatic solution to the crisis had become increasingly unlikely. The eruption that accompanied the arrival in Australia of several ships carrying Chinese passengers would make it an impossibility.

CRISIS ERUPTS

On 27 April, the SS Afghan steamed into Port Phillip with 268 Chinese passengers on board, 67 of them bound for Melbourne, 89 for Sydney and over 100 for New Zealand. Gillies immediately put into practice the temporary expedient he had outlined to Parkes six months previously. The Collector of Customs examined the naturalisation papers held by 60 passengers and found that ‘in nearly every case fraud was apparent’.49 The captain was informed that the vessel’s tonnage entitled him to land 14 Chinese immigrants; as he was well over the limit he faced a fine of £5300. On 30 April, the steamship Burrumbeet, carrying 14 Chinese immigrants, joined the Afghan. Both vessels were placed in quarantine and the Victorian Government subsequently proclaimed certain Chinese and Asian ports to be infected, thus empowering the health officer to detain Chinese passengers. An arrangement was negotiated with the agents of the Afghan: the hefty fine would be waived if the captain agreed to leave Victoria without landing any immigrants, even those legally entitled to enter the colony. On 4 May, the Afghan left for Sydney without disembarking any of its Chinese passengers. The immigrants from the Burrumbeet, meanwhile, were housed in the quarantine station while arrangements were made for their return to China. At noisy public meetings in Melbourne, large crowds cheered the government’s action.50

Gillies asserted that ‘in the course we have taken we have strictly kept within the limits of the law’.51 In reviewing Victoria’s handling of the crisis, however, the Sydney Morning Herald concluded that ‘the spirit of the law, if not the letter, appears to have been disregarded; the law, at all events has been strained’. By playing with legislation, the Gillies Government had ‘adopted a ruse which enabled it to get rid of the whole shipment’. Now the Afghan was steaming towards Port Jackson with 89 Chinese passengers bound for Sydney, many of whom were armed with naturalisation papers. The pressing question was whether these immigrants would be dealt with on the basis of existing legislation passed by the New South Wales parliament, or whether they would be dealt with outside the law and excluded altogether. As in Melbourne, the clamour in Sydney was ‘to admit no more Chinese under any circumstances’. In dealing with the Afghan, the Herald cautioned the New South Wales Government ‘to keep in view its obligations to the law as well as its duty to the people’.52

Parkes was not immune to the clamour for exclusion, but he continued to warn of the diplomatic consequences of drastic action. Although he was disposed to ‘take any step whatever to prohibit practically the introduction of Chinese into this country’, the question was complicated by Britain’s attempts to forge an alliance with China. He impressed upon the Legislative Assembly ‘the duty of considering this question, not from any standpoint of unreasoning ignorance, but as forming part of a great comprehensive policy which is fraught with consequences many of which we cannot at present foresee’. Parkes, it seems, hoped to borrow Gillies’s legal ploy to prevent Chinese passengers from landing at Sydney, thereby avoiding the crisis altogether. He requested George Simpson, the attorney general, to ‘examine certain points of the law in order to advise the Government’, as he was well aware of the many attempts to deal fraudulently in naturalisation certificates and was doing his utmost ‘to put a stop to it’.53

Parkes’s talk of Britain’s treaty obligations failed to impress the ‘very large and enthusiastic gathering of the citizens’ that congregated in and around Sydney’s Town Hall on 3 May. The building was so crammed that the crowd spilled over onto George Street and was addressed by MLAs and aldermen standing on the Town Hall steps. The speakers condemned the government for ‘parleying with the Home authorities’ instead of introducing a bill to prohibit Chinese immigration. Alderman John Norton, vice-president of the Anti-Chinese League, urged those present to keep up the ‘present agitation’ until the ‘object which they sought had been gained’. Three resolutions were passed with acclamation. The first emphatically condemned the continued influx of Chinese, ‘whether they be provided with English naturalisation papers or not’. The second declared that the time had arrived for the total prohibition of Chinese immigration to Australia, ‘regardless of England’s treaty relations with China, and, if need be, without the sanction of the English Government’. The third authorised a deputation, headed by the mayor and consisting of MLAs, aldermen and trade union leaders, to wait on Parkes and lay the foregoing resolutions before him.54

Immediately after the conclusion of the meeting, the mayor, members of the deputation and 2000 citizens marched along George Street to King Street and from there to Macquarie Street. The marchers joined up with 3000 others who had already taken possession of the front enclosure of Parliament House. A group had demanded to see the premier; he refused, suggesting instead that a delegation meet him at his offices the following day. There were cries of ‘The Chinese must be stopped’, ‘We will pitch them overboard’, ‘We must see the Premier to-night, or the Afghan will be here at daylight’. At this point the mayor and his deputation arrived to loud cheers. The crowd rushed the entrance and it was feared that the legislative chamber ‘would be invaded by an irate mob’. The mayor was thrust into the building and requested an interview with Parkes. Parkes declined; as head of the civil government ‘he would countenance no disorderly proceedings such as a large crowd being brought to the Houses of Parliament’ and would only receive a deputation ‘at a proper place’. The mayor sent a note to Parkes, stating that in view of the imminent arrival of the Afghan he had been requested by a meeting of 5000 persons ‘to ask you to be good enough to state if precautions have been taken to prevent the Chinese on board from landing’. Parkes wrote back: ‘The Right Worshipful the mayor. On the arrival of the s.s. Afghan the necessary steps will be taken to prevent the landing of the Chinese passengers from the ship. (Signed) HENRY PARKES’.55 The note was read to the crowd, and it dispersed.

Parkes was later to claim that prior to the storming of parliament ‘the Government had already decided that [the Afghan’s Chinese passengers] should not land’ and he disclaimed ‘any possible action on the part of the Government in deference to public agitations out of doors’.56 However, there is evidence to suggest that Parkes and his ministry were astonished and shaken by this forceful display of extra-parliamentary populism. In a report to Parkes, the acting Inspector General of Police wrote of his surprise at the unfolding of events. Although he had stationed a number of police at Parliament House ‘to preserve order amongst the persons said to be unemployed’,

it did not occur to me as being in the slightest degree probable that the large anti-Chinese meeting presided over by the Mayor of the City would march, accompanied by him, to the House of Parliament. This proceeding was a surprise to every one except the parties actually concerned in it, and is certainly without parallel in the whole course of my police experience.57

A police officer on duty during the demonstration explained that he ‘never imagined that the Chief Magistrate of the City would take the unprecedented course of marching with such a vast crowd of people to Parliament House’ or he would have taken steps to prevent the crowd from entering the gates.58

Parkes himself declared in parliament two weeks later that it was ‘almost by a miracle’ that the mob did not invade the Legislative Assembly chamber. He absolved the police of blame because the demonstration was ‘incredible to them’ and ‘one of those surprises which will occur under the best discipline and the best regulation, and which cannot be guarded against’. He worried about the dire consequences of further disorder, especially in the colony’s interior:

if this could occur in this well-ordered city, and under the presidency of the Mayor, the chief magistrate of the city, what is likely to occur in the remote thickly-populated districts such as populous goldfields, where there are not the same means of preserving order, where there are not the same influences in favour of order at work … what guarantee have we got that every centre of a thick population would not be distracted by disorderly and tumultuous assemblages of this kind?59

Parkes was caught off guard by the march on parliament and was under duress when he provided his written guarantee that the Afghan’s Chinese passengers would be prevented from disembarking. On 4 May, the day after the demonstration, Parkes immediately tried to regain the initiative when he met a delegation led by the mayor in his offices. The mayor presented Parkes with the resolutions passed at the meeting the night before, after which John Norton and William Schey pressed the point that the Sydney public were determined on total prohibition regardless of Britain’s treaty obligations with China. However, Parkes was not yet ready to ignore diplomatic considerations. So long as New South Wales was part of the British Empire, he said, ‘we must be bound by treaty rights, and we could not be expected to have much part in the making of them’. Furthermore, if the colony were to separate from Great Britain, as Norton had intimated, ‘we should be as helpless as children in regard to the Chinese’. It was preposterous to talk of separation when there were only three million people scattered over the Australian continent and more than 400 million in China; without British protection ‘We would really have to knuckle down and submit to anything the Chinese might think of doing’.60

Parkes confirmed his strong opposition to Chinese immigration, a principle he had held from the first day of his public life, but pointed out that in fact ‘the Chinese element here had been decreasing and not increasing’. Official figures demonstrated that the number of Chinese inhabitants of New South Wales had decreased from 3.71 per cent of the total population in 1861 to 1.61 per cent in 1888. He had had these figures prepared so that the ‘real state of the Chinese trouble’ might be made known to the delegation and the public at large. Parkes then addressed the delicate issue of the demonstration the night before. He made no complaint, but considered it a mistake to bring a large body of people to parliament and thus felt justified in refusing to meet a deputation in those circumstances. It was his duty as head of the government to protect the legislature ‘from the slightest appearance of pressure, because it ought to sit in absolute independence, and should not have the appearance of popular movement to overshadow it’.61

The delegation was then informed that the ship Tsinan had the previous day arrived in Sydney with 204 Chinese on board. Parkes had already quarantined the vessel and placed a police guard alongside the wharf to prevent any unauthorised landing. Moreover, in regard to the Afghan, he had without causing any excitement or disturbance arranged to send the ship’s Chinese passengers to an island plantation outside Australia. Those who refused to take up the plantation proprietor’s offer of employment would be sent back to China. He trusted that the deputation would see that the government had not been insensible to its obligations in this matter and did not know that he could say much more, except that ‘the Government should probably seek to legislate on the subject before a very long time had elapsed’. In any event, the colony’s interests would be best served if this difficult question was settled in a quiet and peaceful way and he could not see how any good could arise from ‘awakening public feeling on the subject in any strong manner’. If the delegation was satisfied with the action of the government, he thought it best if the issue was left in his hands. On this point the mayor agreed, and the deputation withdrew.62

Parkes was in a difficult position, and his comments to the deputation indicate his reluctance to commit to a decisive course of action. He had promised publicly to prevent the landing of Chinese passengers but to do so would require him to steer a hazardous course between rising public anger, diplomatic considerations and the existing law. He wished to respect Britain’s treaty commitments but was beginning to acknowledge that strident demands for new prohibitory legislation could not be ignored. Moreover, he had to confront the thorny problem of New South Wales’ existing immigration legislation. Members of the deputation applauded the premier’s plan to send Chinese passengers to an island plantation but, as the Sydney Morning Herald pointed out, ‘in case of their refusal how can we send back to China those who are legally entitled to land here?’ The newspaper correctly surmised that Parkes intended ‘to act upon the Melbourne precedent’ and use the combination of quarantine regulations and allegations of fraudulent exemption certificates to prevent the landing of any Chinese passengers from the Afghan or the Tsinan.63

As expected, the Executive Council confirmed the Tsinan’s quarantine order on 5 May, the same day the Afghan steamed into Port Jackson. Although the Afghan was granted pratique, the vessel was prevented from coming up to the wharf and instead brought up in Neutral Bay, where captain and passengers awaited orders from the Cabinet. Parkes was quick to publicise the enormous penalties both ships’ owners would face if they attempted to land passengers, suggesting that fines of £7500 to £12000 were likely. Some of those on board held genuine exemption certificates and a small number were naturalised British subjects. The owners would not face penalties in relation to these passengers, ‘but the onus of proof in these as in other matters is thrown upon the captain’. In any case, those holders of fraudulent exemption tickets would be sent back at the expense of the vessels’ owners, and others with genuine tickets would ‘probably be sent back at the expense of the Government’. In the meantime, pressure from the ships’ owners to proceed with the unloading of cargo compelled the authorities to grant pratique to the Tsinan and to permit both ships to come up to discharging berths. A detachment of police was instructed to guard the ships to prevent any Chinese passengers from landing and to protect them from possible violence.64

Parkes’s suggestion that holders of genuine exemption tickets be sent back to China at the government’s expense indicates his readiness to flout the existing law in his efforts to defuse the crisis. The 1881 Chinese Restriction Act specifically exempted from its operation both bona fide Chinese residents of the colony and Chinese who were British subjects. Parkes was prepared to sanction the landing of eight naturalised Chinese passengers, five from the Afghan and three from the Tsinan, but was adamant that the remaining Chinese passengers on both vessels should be returned to Hong Kong. On 8 May, he met with a deputation of Chinese merchants. The merchants, led by Quong Tart, simply requested that the passengers be afforded ‘the rights and privileges to which they were entitled under the present laws and regulations’. Forty-two Chinese passengers on board the Afghan and 20 on the Tsinan held valid exemption certificates. A further 15 passengers from each vessel were entitled to disembark on payment of the poll tax.65 Parkes was unmoved, for on the same day the Cabinet had ‘firmly determined to prevent any more Chinese immigrants landing. Those in the two ships now in the harbour will be sent back.’66 Quong Tart was later notified that ‘the Government see no ground which would justify any modification of the decision already arrived at and announced to the public’.67

Parkes clearly hoped that his government’s tough stance would induce the captains of both vessels to depart the colony without discharging any further passengers. However, the captains feared that ‘a serious outbreak might occur amongst the passengers’ if they attempted to sail to Hong Kong, and refused to leave Port Jackson without the protection of the Royal Navy.68 This standoff effectively scuppered Parkes’s hopes for a solution to the crisis along the lines of the Melbourne precedent, for it provided the opportunity for a legal challenge to the government’s actions. On 14 May, Mr Pilcher QC applied to the Chief Justice for a rule nisi calling upon the Crown, police and the Afghan’s captain to show cause why a writ of habeas corpus should not be issued for the release of Lo Pak, a passenger in possession of an exemption certificate. Pilcher also notified the court that another 49 applications of a similar nature would shortly be made.69 The Chief Justice granted the rule, and the full court met the following day to consider the case. At the Crown’s request, a two-day ajournment was granted; however, the captains of both the Afghan and the Tsinan were instructed not to remove their vessels from the court’s jurisdiction until all the applications had been heard. The importance of these legal proceedings was underscored by the arrival of another 218 Chinese passengers on board the SS Guthrie and SS Menmuir. Both vessels steamed into Port Jackson on 15 May and were immediately quarantined.70

The court challenge electrified the government. The prospect of being served with 50 habeas corpus writs, as well as the arrival of scores of additional Chinese immigrants holding exemption certificates, finally convinced Parkes to abandon the diplomatic option he had clung to for so long. Instead, he hurriedly moved to circumvent the court altogether by ramming draconian legislation through parliament, prohibiting further Chinese immigration and indemnifying the government for all acts performed by executive or ministerial authority in relation to the Chinese question since 1 May. No longer could Parkes afford to consider the imperial government’s position. The Colonial Office, in receipt of a formal protest from the Chinese legation in London, had requested clarification regarding the legality of the colonial government’s course of action. The lieutenant-governor replied that no legislation existed ‘authorising prevention of landing Chinese who are within limitations of existing law with respect to poll tax, or have been naturalised’; nevertheless the New South Wales Government had ‘decided to prevent at all hazards Chinese landing at this Colony, with exception of such as hold certificates of naturalization proved after strict examination not to be fraudulent, as many are’. Moreover, the government had ‘almost unanimous support of Parliament and people in this matter of urgency’.71 Having given the protestors at the parliamentary buildings a written guarantee that all necessary steps would be taken to prevent the landing of Chinese passengers, Parkes now had little option but to use all means at his disposal in attempting to fulfil his pledge. The populist agitation had forced Parkes’s hand.

LEGISLATION

On 15 May, Henry Parkes notified the Legislative Assembly that he would the following day move the suspension of the standing orders to allow a restrictive immigration bill to pass through all its stages in one sitting. This measure proposed to repeal the Chinese Restriction Act of 1881, to ‘provide for the protection of the colony from the disturbances and national dangers of Chinese immigration’, to regulate the Chinese already resident within the colony and to indemnify the government for all acts relating to Chinese immigration committed since 1 May 1888. Parkes’s motion provoked angry debate in the Assembly. While many members supported the speedy introduction of the bill and were prepared to suspend normal parliamentary procedures, a significant minority questioned the necessity for hasty legislation and condemned the premier for violating the law and subverting the authority of the Supreme Court in order to appease the mob.72

J P Abbott emphasised that Chinese immigration to New South Wales was decreasing, and it was only ‘because there has been a pointed demonstration made against the Chinese, and because the question is agitating the public mind at present’ that the Assembly was being asked to suspend the standing orders. The government had no right to violate the law and detain on vessels those Chinese legally entitled to land in the colony.73 Mr McElhone thought it degrading to ‘keep these unfortunate Chinamen prisoners on board the steamers’ and degrading that the premier ‘should so far forget his position as to pander to mob influence in the way he has done in this matter’. In fact, he believed Parkes ‘was actually frightened into the course he has taken by the deputation which came up to the House the other night’.74 Mr Garvan warned that ‘while this passion is now running through the country, individual cases of gross outrage have been perpetrated on the Chinese’. That morning two or three ‘poor, humiliated Chinese’ had been ‘pelted with pieces of blue metal by numbers of our citizens’, and he asked whether the Assembly was ‘running in the same groove as that in connection with this legislation’.75 Mr Slattery found it extraordinary that the government had made no attempt to introduce legislation until a writ of habeas corpus had been applied for in the Supreme Court. People who believed that ‘we can suspend a law because forty-two Chinese come here, and because some excitement is raised in the city of Sydney, show their unfitness to be representatives of the people in a time of excitement’.76

Parkes’s opponents were outnumbered, but even those members who supported him made the connection between the popular agitation and the decision to disregard the existing law. Ninian Melville declared that it was public opinion that gave rise to law and order, and if any legislator thought that ‘three or four gentlemen in gowns and wigs will be able to control the nationality of New South Wales he is as much mistaken as the Long Parliament was when Cromwell came down and dissolved them’. It was time to take action and not to talk about the law, Supreme Court judges or the governor. What would be said of such talk if the state of excitement in the public mind was allowed to continue and the government was forced to suppress the people? Was it not better ‘to take action in time, and give the people what they are asking for, rather than force them at the point of a bayonet to be quiet?’77 Mr O’Sullivan agreed. The people’s safety was the highest law, and it mattered not ‘whether the Constitution or a king stands in front of the interests of the people; they must be swept aside’. Nevertheless, he sympathised with the government on this issue:

[they were] between the devil and the deep sea. They have British interests on the one side to consider, and they have the manhood of Australasia behind them, stockwhip in hand, determined that they shall tread the path of patriotism or go over the cliff of oblivion. If they fail to carry out the will of the people in this matter, they utterly fail to represent the people of New South Wales.78

The government’s supporters prevailed; when the premier moved the suspension of the standing orders, no division was called and the Assembly went into committee to consider the bill. Parkes immediately rose to move the bill’s second reading. He began the debate by rejecting any suggestion that his actions were influenced by public demonstrations, and insisting that the government had never at any time ‘yielded to the pressure of popular agitation’. Yet as his lengthy speech wore on it became abundantly clear that the legislation was very much a response to the extensive anti-Chinese protests. It could not be denied, he declared, it was tacitly admitted by all, that there was ‘a widespread legitimate agitation’ on the subject of Chinese immigration. The government had played no part in promoting this agitation and yet the question was there, ‘black and startling, in the midst of our social economies, irritating, agitating all classes of persons, and operating in the most intense way’. No friend of the colony’s social fabric could allow ‘this gangrene in the body politic, this seed of disturbance in the midst of society’ to go on. It was a danger to peace, to law, to good order and stability. It was against this danger that the government proposed to legislate.79

Parkes sympathised with the widespread aversion to Chinese immigration, it was unwise, unsafe and intolerable to have in the midst of society nearly 60 000 men ‘belonging to an alien race, out of tone with us in faith, in law, in traditions, in everything that endears life’. The arrival of ships carrying Chinese passengers had provoked anger, large demonstrations, and the attempt to invade the parliament two weeks previously, and one reason for introducing the bill was to prevent ‘these disturbing and most poisonous agitations’:

[So long as the question of Chinese immigration was] allowed to rankle in the hotbed of every ill-formed and ill-informed passion – so long as that is permitted, there is food to feed inflammatory speeches and the mischievous dispositions of the worst class of persons who seek to lead the unthinking multitude. And if for nothing else than to stop this source of fuel for feeding these inflammatory influences, in the highest interests of society, in the highest interests of preserving law, obedience to authority, and the promotion of peace amongst us, the thing must and ought to be stopped.80

In the ‘crisis of the Chinese question, and it is a crisis’, Parkes continued, the government had acted with decision. He had repeatedly requested the British Government to open treaty negotiations with China and yet the imperial authorities had neglected to act. In this matter the Secretary of State for the Colonies had treated New South Wales with ‘frozen indifference’, as if the ‘wisest course was to let us alone and the excitement would die out, and there would be no need for anything to be done at all’. The colonial government was therefore compelled to follow the course Parkes had proposed, and it did not mean to turn back. Neither for Her Majesty’s ships of war, nor for the governor, nor for the Secretary of State for the Colonies, did the government intend to turn aside from its purpose, which was ‘to terminate the landing of Chinese on these shores for ever, except under the restrictions imposed by the Bill, which will amount, and which are intended to amount, to practical prohibition’. Furthermore, Parkes felt perfectly justified in violating the existing law. On the night of the storming of parliament he had given a ‘written pledge to the people of New South Wales that these Chinese passengers shall not land’:

I cast to the wind your permits of exemption. I care nothing about your cobweb of technical law; I am obeying a law far superior to any law which issued these permits, namely, the law of the preservation of society in New South Wales. So far as I have means, against every power that can be brought against me, I will carry out my pledge given on that night in writing to the free people of this country, and not allow these men to land.81

The bill’s opponents could do little to prevent its passage. These members were led by Mr Dibbs, who warned of the dangers of rushing the measure through ‘pell-mell with all its blemishes and imperfections’ without giving it ‘calm consideration and dealing with it from a judicial point of view, without passion or prejudice’. He accused Parkes of disloyalty and criticised the government for ‘rendering the law a nullity’ and ignoring the colony’s imperial obligations.82 However, even the most vocal opponents were committed to restricting Chinese immigration, for they were well aware of the dire consequences of ignoring their constituents’ demands for a new anti-Chinese law. At 7.15 am on 17 May, after a marathon sitting, the bill was read a third time and passed amidst loud cheers. The measure was extremely prohibitive. It raised the existing poll tax from £10 to £100. It decreed that Chinese arriving after the measure’s enactment could only reside in areas set aside for them by the governor-in-council; they were prohibited from travelling around the colony without a passport and were prevented from engaging in mining without the permission of the government. Chinese who were British subjects were not affected by the bill, but the Chinese population already residing in New South Wales would be subject to an annual license of £10.83

The bill had yet to be considered in the Legislative Council, but Governor Carrington was quick to telegraph the Colonial Office to ask if he could assent to it. The ‘best opinion’ in the colony was that the bill should be enacted; it considered the position of affairs to be critical, and ‘refusing to sanction would inevitably lead to most serious complications’. Furthermore, had the Chinese on board the vessels been allowed to land, Carrington declared, ‘it is certain most serious riots would have occurred, and great maltreatment’. While Sydney was quiet, there was no change in public opinion on the issue.84 However, Carrington’s request was premature, for the upper house was far more circumspect in its consideration of the bill. The government had hoped to reprise their success in the Assembly and convince the Legislative Council to suspend the standing orders and pass the bill in one sitting, but in spite of Attorney General Simpson’s best efforts, the non-elected house refused to be rushed. Brushing off accusations of ignoring the will of the people, Mr Dangar accused Parkes of ‘pandering to a wretched popular prejudice in this matter’ and insisted that the bill was far too important to consider in such a hasty way. The majority of members agreed with him, defeating the motion to suspend the standing orders by 24 votes to 8 and delaying the bill’s second reading for a week.85

Parkes was frustrated by what he considered to be the Legislative Council’s intransigence. He later wrote to Dangar that the Council ‘appears bent on picking a quarrel with the Legislative Assembly’ and that postponing the bill would ‘afford convincing evidence of this design’, especially as the lower house had deemed the law’s passage to be urgent.86 Overshadowing this delay, however, was a much greater challenge to the premier’s authority. On the same day the Council thwarted Parkes’s plans to ram through restrictive immigration legislation and provide indemnity for the government’s detention of Chinese passengers, the Supreme Court waded into the crisis. In a unanimous decision it rejected the government’s argument that aliens were not entitled to the benefit of the Habeas Corpus Act and held that the government had acted illegally in detaining Chinese passengers with valid exemption certificates. The court ordered the immediate release of Lo Pak and 49 others on board the Afghan and Tsinan.87

PARKES VS SUPREME COURT

Given the Legislative Council’s refusal to rush the passage of the Chinese Restriction Bill, the New South Wales Government had little choice but to submit to the Supreme Court’s authority. However, Parkes was thoroughly unrepentant, publicly claiming that the court’s judgment was incorrect and promising an appeal to the Privy Council.88 This bluster was a play for the masses, and served only to highlight the premier’s increasing difficulties. Clearly worried that the court-ordered release of 50 Chinese passengers would provoke public violence, Parkes immediately issued a public notice promising a £10 reward for information leading to the conviction of ‘any offender who has committed an act of violence or ill treatment upon the person of any Chinese resident in the Colony, or any act of malicious damage to the properties of such Chinese residents’.89 He also delayed the passengers’ release. The judgment was handed down on 17 May and rules absolute were promptly served on police officers and the captains of the Afghan and Tsinan the same day. It was not until 3 am on 19 May, however, that the police permitted the passengers to land.90

While the early morning disembarkation was successfully timed to avoid any disturbance, the delay was also a public demonstration of Parkes’s disdain for the Supreme Court and marked the beginning of a three-week challenge to its authority. Parkes resigned himself to the court’s ruling on exemption certificates and grudgingly ordered that Chinese holders of genuine certificates on the Menmuir and Guthrie be permitted to disembark. However, he was determined to prohibit the landing of poll-tax passengers, who under existing legislation were entitled to enter the colony on the payment of £10. All four vessels in the harbour had on board poll-tax passengers who were intent on landing in Sydney, and after the Afghan steamed out of Port Jackson on a short return trip to Newcastle under heavy police guard on 19 May, a number of prospective migrants on the other ships formally attempted to pay the tax and enter the colony. When these attempts were blocked by police and customs officials, attention again turned to the Supreme Court, which on 23 May heard applications for the release of three Chinese poll-tax passengers, one from each of the vessels in the harbour.91

The court ruled unanimously that the government was illegally detaining the three applicants and issued writs of habeas corpus against the Collector of Customs. After this judgment had been announced, a number of passengers again attempted to tender the poll tax to customs officials, but again their money was refused. Instead of immediately releasing the passengers in line with the court’s directive, customs officials had been instructed ‘on no account to allow any Chinamen to go ashore’ until the Cabinet had been consulted; the premier was determined to ‘refer the decision of the Supreme Court to his colleagues for consideration before acting upon it’.92 At a large public meeting held at St Leonards on 25 May, Parkes declared that ‘a great error had been committed by the high legal tribunal of this country’. As far as he was aware, the doctrine of great constitutional lawyers who had studied the principles of British jurisprudence was that ‘it was inherent in a free government to be able to prevent a foreigner from landing on [the colony’s] shores’. In justifying his actions, the premier raised the spectre of mob violence, claiming that if ‘people were not agitating and committing riot, it was because they had confidence in the men at the head of affairs, and knew they were doing their duty’. The government wished ‘to save their streets from bloodshed’; while in no way seeking to curry favour with the mob, it recognised ‘the danger of a possible resistance from the mob, and the danger to the peace-loving citizens of the State’. Hence the government had assured the people of New South Wales ‘that these Chinese should come no longer’; while it would not resist the orders of the Supreme Court, it would push on the bill before the Legislative Council ‘until it became law, and until a Chinaman’s tail would be seen in our streets no longer’.93

The Cabinet met to discuss the implications of the Supreme Court’s ruling on the afternoon of 26 May and, after deliberating for three hours, adopted a three-pronged course of action. First, ministers decided to apply for leave to appeal to the Privy Council against the recent judgments. Second, they resolved to enforce those sections of the existing Chinese Restriction Act that provided for heavy penalties to be levied against shipowners whose vessels carried Chinese passengers in excess of the restriction of one Chinese for every 100 tons of the vessels’ tonnage. Third, the Cabinet decided to permit the landing only of the three Chinese passengers whose release had been ordered by the Supreme Court the previous Wednesday. It had been assumed by the vessels’ captains, the Chinese passengers and their Sydney-based representative, Quong Tart, that the successful applications would be seen as a test case and that the remaining poll-tax migrants would also disembark; however, it was left to Quong Tart to explain to the bitterly disappointed passengers that while technically Parkes was not resisting the authority of the Supreme Court, he would do no more than comply literally with its directive.94

The government’s intransigence meant that the remaining poll-tax passengers were forced to lodge further habeas corpus applications in order to disembark. Compounding the frustrated migrants’ predicament, and that of the government, was the return to Sydney of the Afghan and the arrival of yet another vessel, the Changsha, with 205 Chinese passengers and crew on board. In a familiar routine, the Changsha was temporarily ordered into quarantine. The Supreme Court heard the applications of 43 poll-tax passengers distributed on board the Tsinan, Afghan and Guthrie and on 29 May ordered their immediate release. Early the following morning 15 passengers from the Afghan and 14 from the Tsinan were landed at Circular Quay; another 14 from the Guthrie joined them later in the day. Within a few days all three vessels left Sydney, along with Chinese passengers whose documentation had been rejected, or who had been denied entry into Victoria, or who were en route to other ports. The Supreme Court’s intervention also came too late for Chinese migrants on the Menmuir. Its agents had decided on 27 May that they could no longer afford to keep the vessel in Sydney.

However, the Changsha remained in Port Jackson, and attempts by its poll-tax passengers to disembark would provoke a final showdown between Parkes and the Supreme Court that would expose divisions within the government. The prospective migrants were barred from landing for over a week and when their habeas corpus applications were heard on 5 June, the Chief Justice, Frederick Darley, excoriated the Cabinet. The court had already decided the matter, insisted Darley, and those who compelled the applicants to come before it were openly disregarding its orders. Three times the court had been called upon to grant writs of habeas corpus for Chinese poll-tax migrants illegally detained on vessels in Sydney Harbour. On the second occasion, the court had clearly stated what the law upon this subject was, and further that every person in the colony ‘no matter how high his position, or how low, was bound by that declaration, and bound to scrupulously obey the law as declared’. And yet once more the law was knowingly and purposefully being disregarded and set at nought by those who, above all others in the colony, were bound to make sure that the law as pronounced by the properly constituted authorities was duly and faithfully carried into execution.95

The colony’s constitution did not provide judges with a separate staff of officers to enforce obedience to the decrees and judgments of the court, continued Darley. The Constitution cast this duty upon the colony’s executive, and ‘never before in the history of any British community, so far as our knowledge extends, has this sacred duty been disregarded’. Persons who publicly questioned the accuracy of the colony’s highest tribunal and who attempted to overawe or disparage its members placed public liberty in jeopardy and were guilty of contempt. Moreover, the justices were unaware of a precedent:

[where] that such a course of conduct as has been pursued in the matter of these Chinese has ever before been adopted at any period of our history. No Sovereign, no matter how tyrannically inclined, no Government, however unconstitutional in its act, has ever ventured to act in open opposition to, and in disregard of, the law, when that law was once pronounced by duly constituted authorities.

The danger of the course pursued by the government was obvious. Darley said little of the ‘evil example set to the weak and thoughtless in the community’, pernicious as this in itself was. However, he did emphasise that if the court had once declared that a certain class of persons were illegally imprisoned, ‘the danger of holding others who fall exactly within the same class in illegal custody is extreme’. In fact, if those restrained on the vessels were to kill someone in an attempt to free themselves they could not be punished, for the law was clear that a man illegally imprisoned was justified in taking life in order to obtain his liberty. The court felt it necessary to point out that the government was placing ‘valuable lives in jeopardy in order that their illegal mandates may be carried out’. Writs of habeas corpus were immediately issued for the 15 applicants from the Changsha and, shortly after the court hearing, all 15 were landed on their payment of the £10 poll tax.96

Parkes’s decision to challenge openly the authority of the Supreme Court, while popular with the colonial public at large, eventually exposed deep divisions within the government. In particular, George Simpson, the attorney general, was deeply troubled by the premier’s unlawful defiance. The Cabinet met on 6 June to discuss the implications of the court’s ruling and to decide upon a future course of action. Simpson had advised that in future ‘all Chinese be allowed to land who are willing to pay the tax of £10 each’, and in a letter to Parkes expressed his hope that the result of the Cabinet meeting would be ‘a determination to act upon his advice’. If otherwise, he would with ‘very great regret have to place my resignation in your hands this afternoon’.97 The Cabinet apparently heeded Simpson’s advice, and he remained at his post. Parkes could not afford the resignation of his attorney general; his refusal to comply with the directives of the court was dividing the government and was no longer tenable. The only way effectively to restrict the influx of Chinese immigrants was to change the law, and the premier resolved to concentrate his energies on pushing through the bill before the Legislative Council.

THE CHINESE RESTRICTION ACT AND INTER-COLONIAL CONFERENCE OF 1888

Governor Carrington had asked the Colonial Office on 17 May if he could enact the Chinese Restriction Bill once the upper house passed it, and received a reply a week later giving permission to assent ‘without prejudice to power of disallowance should provisions prove inadmissible’.98 However, Carrington also received a confidential telegram on 17 May stating that ‘Her Majesty’s Government hope no further restriction will be placed than those settled by conference’.99 Plans to host an inter-colonial conference on the Chinese question, first mooted by Parkes and Gillies in late 1887, had been resurrected by South Australia’s premier, Thomas Playford, after the Afghan’s arrival in Sydney.100 While Parkes supported Playford’s new initiative, he made it clear that New South Wales was prepared to act alone in addressing the crisis. Furthermore, he was unimpressed with Playford’s suggestion that New South Wales postpone the introduction of a new anti-Chinese bill because ‘immediate, decisive legislation’ by one colony ‘might affect the probability of our securing our joint objects’ and the utility of the conference. Parkes replied that he did not ‘see the value of a Conference a month hence. We consider that the Imperial Government utterly fail to comprehend the gravity of the case, and we have decided to legislate on the subject before proceeding with other business’. While prepared to participate in a conference, Parkes did ‘not feel justified in delaying legislation’.101

Parkes’ new bill was of concern to the British Government. While Knutsford was anxious to meet the views of the Australian colonies, he warned those attending the conference that the measures adopted by the New South Wales Government ‘create [an] obstacle to present negotiations with China’. He wondered whether, in substitution for restrictive legislation, the conference could adopt an arrangement that would assuage the feelings of the Chinese Government, effectively restrict immigration and protect commercial interests in China.102 Parkes was no longer prepared to consider a diplomatic solution, however. While he and his ministers were eager to maintain friendly relations between China and Great Britain, the immigration issue now had ‘a disturbing force peculiar to these colonies’ which he feared ‘the most discerning persons in the United Kingdom fail to adequately appreciate’. It had been ‘fermenting in the popular mind’ for thirty years and among the ‘labouring classes’ was ‘fast growing into a life or death question’. While for a long period there had been strong opposition to restrictive measures, latterly there was ‘scarcely any opposition openly avowed’. He did not believe that ‘a single member could be elected to the Legislative Assembly who declared himself in favour even of limited immigration of Chinese’. The ‘danger to the minds of the masses’ was ‘now past modifying by any process of reasoning or by any moral influence’.103

Regular public meetings held in small and large communities throughout the colony during May and early June sustained Parkes’s fear of the popular agitation’s ‘disturbing force’. These meetings reached a climax on 3 June 1888 when a huge procession converged on Sydney’s Domain to support the anti-Chinese cause. This gathering, attended by between ‘forty and fifty thousand’ men and women, was addressed by members of parliament and union leaders. In his address to the crowd, Ninian Melville condemned the Supreme Court justices and warned Parkes that ‘if it be not the present premier of New South Wales, a man would be found who would lead the people in driving the Chinamen from these shores in spite of the Supreme Court and its orders’. Another speaker declared that the question was one that both houses of parliament needed to grapple with, regardless of party feeling. The bill before the Legislative Council ‘was simply an instalment of what the people of this colony would demand’, total prohibition being the ultimate aim. As far as ‘the weal, the happiness, the prosperity, the homes and hearths of the people were concerned, even law itself must give way to meet their wishes’. However, the bill was a first step, and therefore it was proposed that the meeting endorse the ‘Chinese Restriction Bill of Sir Henry Parkes, as adopted by the Legislative Assembly’. The seconder of the motion declared that the gathering ‘represented the true feeling of the people of the colony upon the Chinese question’ and would prove to the members of the Legislative Council that the people wanted the bill passed into law. Other speakers in supporting the motion hoped that total prohibition would follow. The resolution was then submitted to the crowd:

at once a strange spectacle presented itself. The whole of the vast audience was influenced by the same feeling, and there uprose many thousands of hands which quivered in the air, almost as if the very lives of those to whom they belonged depended upon their sentiments being thus signified.104

Such a forceful display of public opinion could not be ignored, even by the nominated members of the Legislative Council. As Parkes pointed out to Carrington, only a few years previously the upper house ‘would undoubtedly have thrown out the Chinese Regulation Bill now before parliament; a fortnight back notwithstanding the warm feeling in that body against the Bill, it was read a second time without division’.105 On 15 June the Council read the bill for a third time. While sections granting the government the power to set aside residential areas for Chinese immigrants and to limit their freedom of movement were expunged, most of Parkes’s bill remained intact. The poll tax was increased from £10 to £100 and the tonnage restriction raised to one Chinese passenger for every 300 tons. Certificates of naturalisation were no longer allowed to be issued to ‘any Chinese on any ground whatever’ and the government was granted the power to prohibit Chinese workers from engaging in any mining pursuit. The measure also indemnified all members of the executive for all acts in relation to Chinese immigration carried out from 1 May 1888.106

The resolutions passed at the Colonial Conference, held in Sydney a few days before the bill was passed, were unable to sway Parkes. The premiers agreed that uniform legislation was desirable, and drew up a draft bill that would serve as a template for future legislation. This measure, which abolished the poll tax and increased the tonnage restriction to 500 tons, was subsequently enacted in Victoria, South Australia, Queensland and Western Australia. Parkes, however, held out. Although he promised the imperial authorities that as soon as two colonies had passed the conference draft bill he would bring the law of New South Wales ‘into strict harmony with that of the other Colonies’,107 he reneged on his commitment and his Chinese Restriction Act of 1888 remained on the statute books, a testament to the power of anti-Chinese populism.

CONCLUSION

Throughout his long and illustrious political career, Henry Parkes was a consistent opponent of Chinese immigration to Australia. Even so, on the eve of the 1888 crisis, his desire for prohibition was tempered by recognition of the ‘inconvenient and possibly exasperating’ international consequences of restrictive colonial legislation.108 Along with other Australian premiers, he threw his support behind a diplomatic solution to the issue of Chinese immigration and petitioned the British Government to enter into treaty negotiations with China. In the meantime, Parkes aimed to regulate Chinese immigration using legislation already in force. However, his support for diplomacy, due process and the rule of law withered in the face of a well-organised and hostile populist agitation. The invasion of parliament compelled the premier to provide a written guarantee that Chinese immigrants would be prevented from entering New South Wales. Protest meetings held throughout the length and breadth of the colony demanded that Parkes abandon diplomacy and enact restrictive legislation. Faced with rising public anger and the threat of violence, the government succumbed to the pressure. It disregarded existing legislation, defied the Supreme Court and rammed a draconian measure through parliament. In spite of his claims to the contrary, Parkes openly violated the law and subverted judicial authority in order to appease the mob. In 1888, extra-parliamentary political action succeeded in dictating the government’s immigration agenda.
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THE BUSINESS OF EMPIRE

THE FUJIAN TEA INDUSTRY AND TRADE THROUGH THE EYES OF JARDINE, MATHESON & CO., 1928–39

Jason Lim

INTRODUCTION

Fujian is a tea-producing province in southeastern China. The tea is mainly oolong, a semi-fermented tea. Fujian Province has traded chiefly Tieguanyin tea from Anxi County in the southern part of the province and Wuyi Cliff tea (erroneously named ‘Bohea’ tea by English merchants in the early nineteenth century) from the Wuyi Mountains in northern Fujian.

Tea played a prominent role in Sino-British relations in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Black tea was a major export to Britain and silver bullion was sent to China as payment. The balance of trade did not favour the British, who introduced opium in order to slow down the outflow of silver. The Chinese, moreover, maintained foreign trade only through the port of Guangzhou (Canton). Nevertheless, tea remained a highly popular beverage in Britain. The Chinese remained suspicious of British trade intentions. When Commissioner Lin Zexu openly burned opium stocks, Sino-British relations deteriorated. In 1839, the Opium War broke out between the two countries, resulting in a disastrous military defeat for the Chinese. The Treaty of Nanking – the first of many ‘unequal treaties’ – was signed in 1842 to end hostilities. One proviso of the treaty was that five ports in China had to be open to foreign trade, including Fuzhou (Foochow) and Xiamen (Amoy) in Fujian Province.

This chapter is about the role that one British company played in the Sino-British tea trade. The firm of Jardine, Matheson & Co was founded in Guangzhou on 1 July 1832 by two Scottish merchants, William Jardine and James Matheson. At that time, the British East India Company had held a monopoly over the Sino-British tea trade. As tea became more profitable for the East India Company, private merchants began clamouring for an end to the monopoly. In 1833, the East India Company lost its monopoly and firms such as Jardine, Matheson & Co began exporting larger quantities of tea.1 In 1842, Jardine, Matheson & Co shifted its headquarters from Guangzhou to the new British colony of Hong Kong.

By the 1920s, however, tea had lost its prominent position in Sino-British trade. The British public had turned to Indian and Ceylon teas, and China teas were imported primarily to be blended with other teas. Furthermore, China in the 1920s was in the throes of revolution and political unrest, making any business venture an extremely risky affair. Despite political and economic uncertainties, however, Jardine, Matheson & Co continued to be involved with the Sino-British tea trade.

I focus here on the problems of the Fujian tea trade as seen through the eyes of the staff of Jardine, Matheson & Co from 1928 to 1939. I do so by drawing on the rich records kept by the company and now deposited in the Jardine Matheson Archive (JMA) at Cambridge University Library. This archive is a treasure trove of personal impressions, records of business deals and correspondence revealing how the company staff responded to various political, economic, business and personal crises in China.

These 11 years were crucial for the Chinese tea industry as a whole, in the context of the rise of Chinese nationalism, increased competition from other tea-producing regions, and the urgency for China to improve tea production methods and quality. In 1928, the era of warlords governing parts of China came to an end, and economic reconstruction plans were laid out by the new Kuomintang (KMT) regime (known as the National Government) in Nanjing. In 1937, the Sino-Japanese War began, and its direct impact on the business of Jardine, Matheson & Co came with the imposition of a Chinese Government monopoly over tea exports and restriction of all foreign trade to Hong Kong.

STATE OF THE FUJIAN TEA INDUSTRY 1928–39

Many political and economic problems had a direct impact on proposals to improve the industry. Banditry, military activities of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), Japanese imperialism and intense competition from tea-producing regions outside China placed a strain on the tea industry in the province.

By the 1920s, the declining tea industry, beset by problems in production, had been cited by the Chinese as an example of their declining international prestige. The decline continued through the 1930s, as nationalistic and patriotic appeals were made to producers to improve production techniques, and also to merchants to increase exports. Tea production methods, however, continued to lag behind those in India and Ceylon. Meanwhile, the merchants in Fujian continued to focus their exports towards Hong Kong and South-East Asia, because of the Chinese population there.

Tea production figures show that China was the largest producer of tea in the world until the Sino-Japanese War broke out, largely because of the size of its domestic market. However, by the 1930s, China had long lost out to India and Ceylon in terms of their share of the international tea trade. This is evident from the production and exports figures (Table 1).

An alternative source claimed that in 1932, China produced half of the world’s production of tea; yet its exports were only 11 per cent of the world’s supply.2 It was reported in 1936 that the situation was so bad that ‘disturbed China merchants’ were attempting to pass their teas off as Indian teas.3 In 1939, China produced half of the world’s tea and yet was ranked fifth in terms of exports behind India, Ceylon, the Dutch East Indies and Japan. In 1933, the International Tea Agreement had been signed by the major exporters – India, Ceylon and the Dutch East Indies – in order to restrict the amount exported.4 This was a means to control the trade by ensuring that prices did not spiral upwards with greater exports. China, despite being a major producer, was not a signatory to the agreement because its share of the international trade was small.

In a bid to improve production methods across China and increase exports, the National Government – with help from private enterprise – established a China National Tea Corporation (CNTC) in May 1937.5 The CNTC hired a British tea expert, P E Witham, as its technical advisor. Witham never made much of an impact on Chinese tea production as the Sino-Japanese War broke out two months after the CNTC was set up. The Fujian tea industry continued to be handled by various departments and institutes set up by the Fujian Provincial Government. They were responsible for conducting research to improve planting and processing techniques, and for securing loans to tea farmers for expanding their estates and purchase modern processing machines.
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Table 1: Tea production and exports in India, Ceylon and China 1928–39 (metric tons)

Source: International Tea Committee. 1996. World Tea Statistics 1910–1990. London: 34–38, 44–47.

Despite attempts by both the National Government and the Fujian Provincial Government to improve production in the province, their work was hampered by the constant and destructive activities of bandits and also by the intrusions of guerrillas of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). The British Consul in Fuzhou reported that ‘very much which is bad and discouraging remains, but the courage with which the Nationalists are tackling some of their major problems justifies a hope for better things in the not too distant future’.6 The problem with law and order was magnified over the following years as parts of the province fell into the hands of the CCP and the National Government sent reinforcements to quell the unrest. Tea farmers and researchers also suffered from constant raids by bandits, resulting in the wanton destruction of estates and factories.7 To cap it all, the Fujian Rebellion broke out in December 1933 when several officers in the Nationalist Army stationed in the province staged a coup d’état and declared the beginning of a new ‘Chinese Republic’. The rebellion was short-lived, as the National Government again sent military reinforcements into the province, and the ‘Chinese Republic’ came to a quick end. During the Sino-Japanese War, tea factories were bombed and control of the main cities of Fuzhou and Xiamen changed hands several times between the Nationalist Army and the Japanese military. All these military and political conflicts were a bane to the attempts by the National Government and the Fujian Provincial Government to improve tea production and trade, because they were serious distractions from the implementation of new plans and policies.8

The records of Jardine, Matheson & Co, especially the ‘J’ series containing letters exchanged between the offices in China, Taiwan and Hong Kong with Head Office in London, reveal important features of the Fujian tea industry from 1918 to 1939.

This correspondence has recurring themes, notably staff matters, the quality of tea produced and exported, political troubles in Fujian province, business deals and profits, competition from other tea-producing regions (especially Japan), and the impact of the Sino-Japanese War. Each of these themes will be examined in turn to explain what was going on in the Fujian tea industry as seen through the eyes of the company.

INSTABILITY OF STAFFING

The JMA records clarify the precise role of the company in the Fujian tea trade with London and the duties and responsibilities of its staff. Jardine Matheson & Co stationed a Tea Inspector and an Agent in Fuzhou to oversee trade. The agent in Fuzhou supervised the Tea Department there, and attended to all official correspondence except that concerning tea, which was handled by the tea inspector, who also managed the Tea Department. Overall control of the Tea Department remained with the company’s office in Shanghai.9

The company ran into management problems that hampered its work. In August 1936, the Fuzhou office complained of ‘how unfortunate this Agency has been during the past two years through frequent and generally sudden changes in Tea Inspectors’.10 The consequence of having so many tea inspectors in such a short space of time was disruption in the way tea was purchased and managed, which led to ‘an adverse effect on the general results of the Tea Department’. To add to the company’s staffing troubles, key personnel died. In July 1935, the tea inspector at Fuzhou, J Pearce, passed away ‘due to serious complications’ following appendicitis. He was replaced by A B Stafford. Four years later, A M Scott Morris handed over the agency at Fuzhou to N G Hammond before succumbing to chronic nephritis on 26 October 1939.11

QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF TEA PRODUCED AND EXPORTED

Product quality was another major problem. The company aimed to ensure that the tea produced in Fujian for export met the standards imposed by its agencies in Fuzhou and Xiamen. However, company records clearly indicate their disappointment with the quality of the commodity. As early as 1929, a ‘terrible decrease’ in tea supplied from the interior was reported by the tea inspector in Fuzhou, who remarked that ‘the consequent smallness of business done by the various firms makes it rather marvellous that we can still make a living here’.12 The firm also recorded that both the British and Chinese Chambers of Commerce in Fuzhou tried to educate the tea growers in the ‘vital importance’ of the production, quality and packaging of the tea for export.13 The standard of tea produced in 1931 was described as ‘disastrous’.14 The tea inspector reported in 1932 that tea growers were making huge losses, and that the business of the company would be severely affected because some growers were not producing any tea at all for the company.15 Tea Market Reports from Fuzhou from the 1934–35 to the 1936–37 seasons reveal that certain teas produced in Fujian province were inferior in quality to global market expectations.

There was also the problem of market volatility. Company reports underlined the changing circumstances surrounding the tea trade. In 1934–35, there was a ‘general improvement’ but in 1935–36 earnings decreased. In 1936–37, the Fuzhou tea trade was apparently again on the road to recovery, only to experience in 1937–38 a trade embargo on tea imposed by the Chinese Government as a consequence of the Sino-Japanese War.16

The tea inspectors and agents stationed in the Fuzhou and Xiamen offices struggled to export tea from the province, primarily due to difficulties in procuring tea from the interior. Throughout this period, the agents in Fuzhou kept reporting that the prospects for the next tea season were not good, despite apparent improvements in the current season. The agents also noted a lack of progress in selling the stocks of tea, a sure sign that the Fujian tea industry was facing hard times. Yet, there was hope that tea quality would improve. In the Tea Market Report for 1934–35, A M Scott Morris, the agent in Fuzhou, wrote that ‘the Season has shown a general improvement over last’.17

By the 1936–37 season, the tea trade in Fuzhou had made a ‘marked recovery’, although there was ‘still plenty of room for improvement’. The next report, moreover, observed that despite the war conditions prevalent in China by then, there was ‘a very welcome improvement in the quality’ of tea produced in Fujian, with ‘considerably higher prices all round’.18

BUSINESS DEALS AND PROFITS

In 1931, J J Paterson of the Hong Kong office commented to the tea inspector at Fuzhou, James Helbling, that the turnover of the Tea Department in Fuzhou was less than 10 per cent of the Shanghai Tea Department’s and that 5 per cent of that turnover was only enough to cover Helbling’s salary. Paterson reminded Helbling that ‘the primary purpose of an Agency is to make a profit. If it can’t do that, there is no object in carrying on with it’.19 In response, Helbling politely pointed out that Paterson had been ignorant of trading conditions in Fuzhou and that ‘the old style of buying, like in Shanghai and Hankow [Hankou], is practically finished’. Helbling acknowledged the declining state of affairs in the Fujian industry and insisted the increased profit margin was due to his procurement of favourable exchange rates between the Chinese currency and the pounds sterling.20

This exchange of letters underlines the concern of both men for profits and reveals the extent of the export problems faced by the firm. It was the job of the tea inspectors to hazard a guess at the production of the next tea season, before confirming the quantities of tea to be purchased by the end of the current season. In December 1933, F P Lachlan, tea inspector at Fuzhou, wrote that it would be in the firm’s interest if exports could be arranged ‘with the least possible delay’. He had asked for a small increase of 2.5 per cent in tea exports, believing that this could result in a higher range of prices for the coming season.21 Lachlan also noted that Robert Anderson & Co – a rival agency in Fujian – had signed contracts with the tea merchants during the season, and felt that Jardine Matheson & Co should arrange for contracts to be completed before the next season. He further proposed a purchase of 1000 half-chests of tea in the hope that ‘perhaps the giving of a half share to the tea hong [merchants] might reduce costs’.22 In response, Helbling was not keen to adopt this recommendation as he felt that ‘the out-look for next season is not very bright’, but he hoped that ‘the position will improve soon’.23

The correspondence reveals the company’s heavy involvement with the purchase of tea. Jardine Matheson & Co had first sent Chinese tea buyers into rural Fujian to purchase tea in the 1850s, and this practice continued through to the 1920s. In 1928, when John Keswick joined the company, the ‘traditional tea business from Fukien [Fujian] was of great importance still’.24 Yet, in that same year, the company in Fuzhou reported that business in the province ‘shows no signs of improving’.25 In 1930, the Fuzhou office reported that business over a ‘strenuous’ week had seen prices escalate ‘to an absurd figure and we can only hope the home markets [London] can stand it’.26 In 1931, this office reported that trade in the city was declining with every passing year.27 By early 1933, the same office wrote that ‘prospects for a larger business this year are rather hopeless’.28 Three months later, as the global impact of the Depression widened, the firm noted that there were ‘bad markets all over the world for China teas, especially in London’. It reported that there were business losses, ‘but they are certainly not worse than other firms’.29 In reality, however, the onset of the Great Depression had almost no impact on the Fujian tea industry, precisely because of its highly decentralised nature and lack of modern technology.30 When the International Tea Agreement of 1933 imposed a quota on tea production and exports, China was excluded. The company letters never mentioned how the agreement might affect China (let alone Fujian), probably because it was not thought likely to have any serious impact on the industry. The concern about ‘bad markets’ for China teas was more reflective of the quality of the product rather than the effects of the Depression.

BUSINESS COMPETITION

It is interesting to note that despite the decline of the Fujian industry by the 1920s, the company was still heavily involved with the purchase of tea. It was storing and shipping tea not only for itself, but also for the agency houses of other Western companies operating in China. While Jardine Matheson & Co. was contracted to purchase tea for export, it was not the only player, or even the biggest (Table 2).

Table 2 shows that by 1935, Jardine Matheson & Co was only the second largest trader in Fujian tea, and that other British agency houses were beginning to make inroads into the trade. Harrisons, King & Irwin, for instance, was founded in Shanghai in 1878 to trade in Chinese produce; it had established its Fuzhou office in 1918. The table also shows tea contracted to the British agency houses by Chinese tea warehouses located inland. In 1934, W J Keswick in the Hong Kong office noted that the Fuzhou office intended to charge Browne, Rosenheim & Co, an import and export firm based in London, storage and interest on delayed shipments. Keswick warned Scott Morris in the Fuzhou office that ‘these people [Browne, Rosenheim & Co] are hard nuts’ and that the tea inspector, J Pearce, would have to be very tactful in his approach. Keswick counter-proposed that the Fuzhou office provide them with free storage and charge interest only on delayed payments. Keswick also warned Scott Morris not to ‘let them bluff you into accepting an unprofitable order as they tried to do with [B E] Bolton [former tea inspector] earlier in the season’.31
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Table 2: Teas contracted by British firms for the 1934–35 season

Source: JMA ‘J’ series, 31/2, Jardine Matheson & Co Ltd Tea Market Report, season 1934–35: 2, attached to letter from Scott Morris (in Fuzhou) to W J Keswick (in Hong Kong), 26 January 1935.

Trade would suffer immensely if growers could not produce enough tea for export, since profit was the bottom-line for the company. In 1935, Keswick reported that ‘the past season had certainly been an improvement over 1933/34 so far as turnover is concerned and I hope the final result will show a corresponding increase in profits’.32 Within a few months, the Fuzhou office wrote that ‘the Foochow Tea Market has been very quiet’ and that ‘teamen [tea growers] are complaining of heavy losses as their teas have been fetching 25 to 30 per cent lower [tea] prices than last year owing to the high exchange’.33 In early 1937, the Fuzhou office reported that the firm had ‘more than maintained’ their share of the tea market vis-à-vis their competitors.34 In August, the firm reported that exports had increased from 12,644 packages during the 1935–36 season to 23,825 packages during the 1936–37 season. Most of the packages – 66 per cent and 71 per cent respectively – were exported to Europe.35

Competition in other places could affect operations of the company in Fuzhou. In April 1918, Gollin & Co (Proprietary) Ltd in Sydney became the sole China tea agent for Jardine, Matheson & Co in Australia and New Zealand, on a 2 per cent commission.36 By the 1930s, even Gollin & Co faced extreme competition from Formosan (Taiwanese) black teas. Not only that, they reported that many Japanese and Chinese firms were sending tea samples and prices directly to Gollin & Co clients.37 This would have had a direct bearing on Jardine, Matheson & Co’s trade in Fujian teas with Sydney.

POLITICAL TROUBLES AND LAWLESSNESS

Political troubles within Fujian continued. There were routine company reports of the impact of banditry on tea production and trade, and the effects of the continual military skirmishes between the Nationalist Army of the ruling KMT and the guerrillas of the CCP. For instance, there was a brief anxious moment as Communist guerrillas defeated the Nationalist Army in the upper reaches of the Min River, and preparations were made to evacuate the office. The company insisted that ‘the property must look after itself – the few old servants and godown staff will … do all they can’. There was also a fear that the Communists would march on Fuzhou, but it was reported later that the situation had improved as the Communists had moved off in another direction.38 In August 1934, Fuzhou had ‘another of its usual Communist scares’ as CCP guerrillas were reported to be heading for the city. With the declaration of martial law by the Fujian Provincial Government, it seemed that ‘the general situation appears to be normal again’.39

Bandit activity had plagued Fujian since the turn of the twentieth century, and it is not surprising to find that the work of the company was adversely affected. Whereas the Fuzhou Tea Market Report for the 1928–29 season noted the political situation as ‘quiet’, with bandits ‘not so bad as last year’,40 a year later, company officials reported that life in the city was not ‘very comfortable’ as the political situation remained volatile: ‘the situation here has been and still is very critical and fighting is still going on up [the Min] river and all business, not only tea, is being held up in consequence’.41 The fighting between government forces and bandits continued right up to early 1931, when the company reported that continuous fighting had caused tea merchants to spend more money in taxes, resulting in further increases in tea prices. Apparently the bandits also held up tea supplies, destroyed buildings and killed many tea growers in rural Fujian.42

WAR IN CHINA

The Sino-Japanese War (1937–45) had a major impact on Jardine, Matheson & Co. As city after city fell to invading Japanese troops, the company began scaling back business operations. At the same time, the China National Tea Corporation began controlling all tea exports out of China. By 1940 the CNTC had complete control over the trade in unoccupied China.43 Jardine, Matheson & Co, however, expected its offices in China to ‘advise all consignments before shipment so that no unsound, or undesirable, quality could be shipped’ as it felt that the CNTC was ‘unlikely to be bound by any agreements’ as ‘their real object is a Chinese Tea monopoly’.44 A letter from the head office in London to the Shanghai office considered that ‘it seems a pity Witham can’t confine himself to his job of teaching the Chinese how to grow tea properly instead of acting as their commercial agent’.45 The establishment of the CNTC chiefly affected the Shanghai office, due to the importance of Shanghai as a port for the whole of China; there is virtually no mention of the corporation in correspondence from the Fuzhou office.

The National Government also declared that all exports of Chinese commodities were to be shipped from Hong Kong from May 1938. Therefore, all tea traders – whether local merchants trading with the overseas Chinese in a separate business network, or foreign traders such as Jardine, Matheson & Co – had to conduct their trade in Hong Kong. A M Scott Morris had to arrange storage for about 1000 packages of tea as a precautionary measure before they were exported.46 By July 1938, the government announced that no further export shipments could be made from Hong Kong unless the exchange of goods was first settled with the Bank of China and/or the Bank of Communications, two of four major Chinese banks.47 By that time, the government had also imposed Customs Notification no. 1117 – that shipments of 24 commodities, including tea, were prohibited.48

In January 1939, the National Government – having moved to its wartime capital of Chongqing further inland – declared an embargo on all exports, with effect from 31 January.49 The tea trade became a government monopoly at the same time.50 This declaration met with opposition from merchants, but Jardine, Matheson & Co doubted protests would have had any effect.51 The company also noted the bombing of Fuzhou in 1939, and the subsequent dislocation of the tea trade from the city.52 The end result of the Japanese military strikes and the subsequent closure of the port by the Fujian Provincial Government was that ‘there is not much actually doing in Foochow at present’.53

CHINESE INITIATIVES

As a business, Jardine, Matheson & Co was strictly interested in commercial deals within a trading environment conducive to making profits. The correspondence exchanged between the offices in various Chinese cities, and the exchange of letters between the Chinese offices and the head office in London, reveal the extent of business concern over the tea trade in China.

The letters – while a very useful source of information for those interested in the political and economic situation in Fujian in the first half of the twentieth century – are also notable for what they do not address. While the firm and its offices in China observed the conditions of the Fujian tea trade, there is virtually no mention of the attempts made by the Chinese themselves to revive this trade. The company’s archive seem to suggest that the Chinese were traditionalists who made no attempt to modernise the modes of production or to expand the trade beyond Europe, North America and Australia.

In reality, the Chinese did attempt to modernise the tea industry in Fujian. Many problems beset the agricultural economy of China in the 1920s and 1930s, and the conviction that the tea industry was backward vis-à-vis the Indian and Ceylonese industries was not new to the Chinese. With the country reunified under the KMT in 1928, Chinese nationalism was on the rise, but European political and economic control remained in several cities, including Shanghai. The onward march of Japanese imperialism heralded great troubles.

Nationalistic appeals were made to persuade producers to improve production techniques.54 One response of the Chinese was to introduce machines to process tea. Their use was increasingly seen as a symbol of modernisation and as a panacea for the industry. Jardine, Matheson & Co did note the use of machines, but it cautioned that ‘any scheme for the improvement of China teas must be based on an attempt to improve the existing organisation of the industry with its traditional method of hand manufacture’ and that it was no solution ‘to transplant the modern system of large scale production with expensive machinery’.55 Most of the work by Chinese tea specialists to improve production in the 1920s and 1930s was largely ignored by the company, which made no mention of either the establishment of experimental stations and factories by the Fujian Provincial Government,56 or of general programs implemented by the National Government for the tea industry.57

As a British agency house in China, the company concentrated on the export of tea to Britain. Their concern was with the supply of tea from the interior of the province, and the consumer demand in Britain. Research has shown that there had been a ‘consistent rise’ in tea imports by Britain, but the tea was mainly from India.58 Although the company’s records do contain correspondence from both Fuzhou and Xiamen, most of the correspondence came from Fuzhou, where the firm maintained a continuous trade in tea. Company officials wrote little about the trade in Xiamen. Most of the tea trade there was conducted by family business networks that included overseas Chinese tea merchants in Hong Kong and South-East Asia. Jardine, Matheson & Co was unlikely to record any improvement or decline in the trade between Fujian and the overseas Chinese communities.59 A contemporary source called Fuzhou a ‘shipping centre’ of the province because ‘it does convenient port facilities for tea export’; in the meantime, there were ‘inconsiderable amounts of tea’ exported directly from Xiamen.60

CONCLUSION

The archive of Jardine, Matheson & Co provides a fascinating record of the ups and downs of the Fujian tea industry. The correspondence and reports compiled over the years provide a useful insight into the problems faced by the company as it sought to export more China teas. The company’s major complaint during this period was the state of the industry in the face of political unrest, economic malaise and lawlessness in the province. The company was also concerned about how the supply and quality of the tea could affect output, trade and profits.

Ultimately, Jardine, Matheson & Co was a British agency house in China whose sole purpose was to reap profits and ensure a continuous trade between the two countries. Yet, when the Sino-Japanese War broke out in July 1937, the company – like any other in the province, local or foreign – suffered disruption in trade. The National Government in Nanjing also imposed restrictions on exports, which meant that the business ventures of the company came to an unceremonious, if temporary, halt.

Jardine, Matheson & Co returned to the Sino-British tea trade after the Japanese surrendered in August 1945, but their stay in China did not last long. In 1949, the CCP defeated the Nationalist army after a civil war. The company was one of many Western agency houses that lost all their property, and its European staff was ordered to leave China. The days of the old Sino-British tea trade, based on local tea growers and British tea inspectors, agents and exporters finally came to an ignominious end.
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LITTLE WORLDS

AUSTRALIAN ZOOLOGICAL GARDENS

Natalie Lloyd

Taronga Park is to be an Australian Garden of Eden … it is left for Art and Science to dress and equip it to the envy of the world.1

In the form of a model or little world, both Melbourne and Taronga zoos reflected the ideological aspirations of their designers and political enablers. However, they differed quite radically in their aesthetic. Similarly, zoos in Adelaide, Perth and Hobart also were influenced by both imperial and colonial ideology and aesthetics. This chapter takes as its subject the shifts in architectural and landscape design at Australian zoos during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, with reference to some of the broader cultural trajectories of British imperialism and colonialism during this period. It addresses and comments on the importance of the imperial and colonial context to architectural and landscaped spaces at the zoo, and their significance to the constitution of human–animal relations.

When in the early 1860s, a section of Royal Park in Melbourne, later to become the Melbourne Zoo, was first dedicated to the keeping of animals, it was in the form of a government land grant to an elite society of gentlemen who wished to pursue the ideals of acclimatisation. Among the most passionate of the society’s members was Edward Wilson, owner of Melbourne’s Argus newspaper and devotee of the principles of acclimatisation as set out by French naturalist Isidore Geoffroy Saint Hilaire. Wilson’s interests focused on the acclimatisation of animals for the benefit of pastoralists and to provide the pleasures of the English countryside for colonists – the colonial government made the land grant in the belief that the principles of acclimatisation were vital enough for state support. The gardens in Royal Park in their early development, as described by Linden Gillbank and Catherine De Courcy, were more in the vein of an experimental farm than a modern zoo.2 Large paddocks were fenced in order to hold a range of creatures freshly imported from around the globe, as well as native animals, including kangaroos and emus, which were considered to be of some interest to audiences. From the decades of the late nineteenth to those of the early twentieth century, Melbourne Zoo was subject to considerable reworking, as the lucrative and attractive entertainment business of a modern zoo outstripped the acclimatisation imperative.

Sydney’s Taronga Zoo, built during World War I and opened in 1916, was the result of a quite different set of cultural, political and economic circumstances. This zoo was financed by a generous grant and provided with land on the city’s foreshore by the new Labor Government of New South Wales. The zoo was managed by the Taronga Trust, made up of members of the state’s zoological society along with several government representatives. Premier William Holman and his political supporters saw their zoo as akin to a fantastic textbook – not only would children imbibe natural history, but a general audience would benefit from the entertainment and leisure promised by exotic captives in their ‘natural’ surrounds. The German-inspired design of barless enclosures and a new overt emphasis on the Australian flora were largely driven by the curator, Sherbourne Le Souef.

A significant shift in the symbolic and performative relationships between animals and humans has been located in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, particularly within the culture of imperial hunting. Because of doubts about the capacity of nature to supply the hunt, there was an increasing focus on the preservation of animals and their environment.3 The pursuit of knowledge about and relationship with nature was encouraged through photography and the mechanism of the camera, in preference to the gun.4

There was a period of overlap, when both the camera and the gun were in use, but developments in camera technology eventually made photography a feasible and attractive replacement for the kill.5 Similarly, the framing of animals through landscape and architectural design at Australian zoos during this period represented both the imperial intent to expand control and authority over landscapes apparently denuded of the cultural values and practices of indigenous people, and the increasing focus on preservation and ecological understandings of animals in relation to their habitat.

ZOO LANDSCAPES AND GARDEN DESIGN

The reading of landscapes and garden design as texts, and as operatives of imperial and colonial power, have become respected techniques of historical investigation over recent decades.6 Indeed James Ryan has argued that a landscape aesthetic was integral to the concept of Empire, that the ‘very idea of Empire depended in part on an idea of landscape, as both controlled space and the means of representing such control, on a global scale’.7 Empire, according to W J T Mitchell, was ‘an expansion of landscape understood as inevitable progressive development in history, and expansion of “culture” and “civilization” into “natural” spaces in a progress that [was] itself narrated as “natural”’.8 Landscape aesthetics was in evidence at Australian zoos in a variety of forms: as naturalised settings for the display of animals, and as spectacle in miniaturised form. Within the zoo, layered understandings of landscape were augmented by the production of unique (exotic) aural experience, ranging from the calls of animals to the performance of popular music concerts, that fostered identification for zoo audiences through the recognition of particular social and symbolic cues. On a larger scale, acclimatisation projects facilitated the moulding of a ‘new’ colonial landscape, and knowledges generated at the zoo and authorised by the professional elite continued into the twentieth-century to affect relationships between people, animals and the land.

When Albert Le Souef first took direction of the Melbourne Zoo in the 1870s, he set about improving its appeal as a place of popular recreation and amusement while also conducting experiments in acclimatisation. The best source of evidence we have for the layout of the gardens is a plan drawn by Caroline Le Souef, who lived and worked with her husband in the grounds of the zoo. Her plan (Figure 1) shows large paddocks, but also the beginnings of the formal garden entrance and pathways that can still be traced in the layout of the zoo today. The plan, reproduced in the early Melbourne Zoo guides, features classical garden motifs. An arch with dividing crossroads contains the grounds, and a series of dissecting pathways is marked at their juncture by circular gardens with either a single tree or a fountain. Arbours line some of the paths. The overall effect is symmetrical, with a sense of expanding order in a park-like setting. The periphery of the garden is depicted as less orderly, with dense vegetation, water and roaming animals.
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Figure 1: Plan of the Gardens of the Zoological and Acclimatisation Society of Victoria, Royal Park Melbourne, 1877.

Proceedings of the Zoological and Acclimatisation Society of Victoria, vol. 4, 1877.

John Prest suggests of early botanical gardens, which often included collections of animals, that European garden design drew on ‘a period of over two thousand years of gardening history’ when the ‘four quarters’ design had represented the four corners of the earth and, later, the four continents, Europe, Asia, Africa and America. Thus the botanical garden emerged at the beginnings of modern science and from the historical context of the ‘re-creation of the earthly Paradise’.9 After seventeenth-century navigators established that the Garden of Eden had not survived the Fall and Flood, it was alternatively conceived that the garden had been fragmented and strewn across the world. The object became the collection of the scattered pieces. The significance of this project was that it motivated comprehensive, encyclopaedic knowledge: ‘since each family of plants was thought to represent a specific act of creation, the scholar would come to understand God best who found room in a pulvillus for every genus’.10 This desire to reconstruct the Garden of Eden from its scattered state has some resonance with the objects of the acclimatisation society at Royal Park. They too were operating out of a sense of duty and their impetus was to facilitate the earthly Paradise offered up by the colonial project: ‘We are anxious to do justice to vast opportunities … a boundless area is opening before us day by day, and we feel ashamed of letting it lie idle while swarms of animal life are panting to get access to it’.11

According to Prest, the two most striking features of classical garden design deriving from the civilisations of the Mediterranean and Middle East were ‘the belief in a perpetual Spring, and the desire for peace with, and among, the animals’. Biblical allegory and meaning ascribed to enclosed gardens in the Middle Ages was extensive, and included descriptions of the Virgin Mary as a Paradise in whose womb lay Christ, the tree of life, and as the enclosed garden of the Song of Solomon.12 The fountain of life, which fed the four rivers of the Garden of Eden, was a motif of symmetrical garden design. In enclosed gardens, straight, raked alleys ‘reflected the conduct to be expected of a Christian’, while ‘the summerhouse served as a garden chapel for reflection’,13 and the walls themselves, like those of a church, offered refuge from the deformed world outside. Another important development was the distinction made between the hunting park (descended from the Assyrian paradise park) where animals could roam, and the enclosed garden where animal and plant were domesticated:

The practice of recasting life-forms for food, energy, warmth, sport, company, and so on, came to be narrated positively as a process of cultivating nature. To cultivate nature was to draw it into a moral order where it became civilized. Indeed, it was the practice that signified culture itself, a term, which, in its earliest European use, meant to cultivate or tend something – usually crops and animals … Inversely, nature beyond the orbit of cultivation came to signify a space of danger, death, and distance.14

From Le Souef’s plan and other early records of the Melbourne Zoo it is possible to determine spatial and organisational practices that contributed to human–animal relations in colonial Victoria of the 1860s and 1870s. Animals deemed useful to the improvement and sustenance of the economic and cultural activities of colonists were protected, domesticated and cultivated within the setting of an enclosed garden.

The history of gardens tells not only of the technical capacity to (re)produce ideas of Paradise or Eden, but also of the structuring and ordering of knowledge with an emphasis on spatial relations that is closely attuned to the pictorial conventions of cartography and painting.15 Of significance to this study is how these conventions develop and are transformed. The contrast in spatial layouts of Melbourne’s nineteenth-century zoo, and of Sydney’s Taronga Zoological Park, commenced in 1914, is a case in point. The ‘Key Plan’ to Taronga Park (Figure 2), unlike Caroline Le Souef’s illustrative plan, depicts an organic structure of roadways, similar to a suburban plan, that provides access to a series of enclosures numbered in reference to the animal in residence or a public facility.
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Figure 2: Key Plan, Taronga Zoological Park.

Taronga Zoological Park Trust Annual Report, 1916.

The physical area allotted to Taronga Zoo was bounded by a major road and by Athol Bay in Port Jackson. Planting and building were carefully planned so as not to interrupt the general foreshore, as part of a new preservation aesthetic. The impression from the ‘Key Plan’ is of carefully allocated space defined by classification of animal species, and of topography interpreted in accordance with the functions of preserving animals and providing a place of entertainment and recreation:

The natural beauty of the site will remain. From the harbour one will see no sign of habitation. No bricks, no red tiled roofs, will mar the beauty of the bush … nothing will be used except the rock that is lying there. Straight lines and all formality will be taboo. The creek running through the centre of the ground will become a fern gully. Lyre birds and many other species of Australian birds will flit from bough to bough. Large ponds will be made by blocking the creek and they will be full of our waterlilies.16
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Figure 3: Gardens at Taronga Zoological Park.

PH/00336, Taronga Archive.

Discursive spaces, such as those defined by species classification and geography, existed in a dynamic relationship with the art of a new ‘naturalised’ garden design (Figure 3), and a moral reframing of human–animal relations. Imperial expansion as realism or naturalised narrative of progress was, however, still implicit in this design. For example, the popularity of their miniature train may be interpreted as a reference to the imperial experience of travel through the landscape, on a scale that was popular and accessible to all. The train (and later the skylift) was an expansion of the elephant ride, which also functioned to give the zoo visitor a privileged view over the animals – the howdah (traditionally a seat with a canopy) being a clear reference to the imperial elite’s appropriation of the shikar (hunt) in the Indian Empire of earlier centuries.17

When the president of the Taronga Trust was asked about the name of the new park he explained, in a romantic gesture towards the Aboriginal people who had previously occupied the land, that an ‘aboriginal title’ was thought most appropriate, and that ‘in consideration of the magnificent harbour view to be obtained he had chosen Taronga, signifying beautiful sea view’.18 In 1911, when plans and designs for Taronga were in process, replicas of the Orphan Rock and the Three Sisters (a well-known rocky landscape visited and viewed by tourists in the Blue Mountains outside Sydney) were proposed as central structures in two of the monkey enclosures.19 Other, less specific, landscape features paralleled similar structures at London Zoo, such as Monkey Hill (Figure 4), a giant replica of a rocky outcrop that had in turn been influenced by the centrality of landscape to what became known as the Hagenbecks’ design. Both Taronga and Hobart Zoo (built in the 1920s) were heavily influenced by European zoo design initiated by the German Hagenbeck family in the late nineteenth century. The barless zoo, where animals were enclosured by a series of moats, responded to growing public dissatisfaction with animals being kept in small cages.
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Figure 4: Monkey Hill, Taronga Zoo.

PH/00467, Taronga Archive.

When describing his designs for the Hobart Zoo, its director Arthur Reid reported that ‘the site includes grassy slopes where kangaroos and deer will run, sheltered places for the small variety of birds and a wonderfully fine rocky spot; where in comparative freedom the lions will be able to prowl at leisure’.20 On top of the hill opposite the entrance gates, Reid proposed two well-planned concrete and netting runs to hold the Tasmanian tiger and devil. The design of the lion den he claimed to be ‘the finest of its kind in Australia because of its naturalness’. While preferring the natural designs of Taronga Park to those of Melbourne and Adelaide, where he said ‘the animals are confined in the approved iron cage which savours of a prison more than anything else’, Reid believed that at Taronga ‘there is too much of artificiality about the den, concrete being utilized and manipulated’.21 However, it was Taronga, of all the zoos, that provided the most overt representations of ‘naturalness’. Taronga was publicised at the planning stage as respecting the natural instincts of animals, and enclosure designs were described as being in keeping with the barless, nature principle:

For the housing of the carnivora, the latest system of barless cages will be adopted … There are natural rocky enclosures in the park and these with little difficulty can be made into large cages, walls of rock with moats are aimed at … It is recognized that many animals are of a very bright and attractive appearance when placed in cages, but in their proper habitat they naturally blend with their surroundings and become inconspicuous. The new enclosures will illustrate this and give an added interest to the exhibit while at the same time making the captive feel at home … The object will be to make the grounds popular with all classes.22

The new Taronga Zoological Park opened as a work in progress, and the construction of barless enclosures continued into the 1920s. The bear houses were altered in 1925 when some additional funding was received. They were remodelled from cages to a moated enclosure with the wall built several feet high.23 In the same year, new enclosures were built for the leopards, jaguars, pumas and other carnivorous animals previously housed in cages (Figure 5).24

The emphasis on the containment of animals in illusory natural surroundings facilitated the audience’s experience of proximity to animals, which were portrayed as both curious and threatening. Sherbourne Le Souef described the hesitant reaction of most visitors to the barless zoo encounter:

I must say that looking at unbarred wild animals took some getting used to. Una [his sister] was present on the day before we opened, and I took her up in pride to the wonderful new type of cage. She looked across the moat at the lions, said nothing and edged away. So did nearly everybody.25

Similar spectacular devices were the aspiration of Ambrose Pratt, director at Melbourne’s zoological gardens in the 1920s and 1930s, in his plans for redevelopment. In 1935, Pratt proposed that ‘each exhibit or series of similar exhibits, should where possible be seen from two or more sides, and should be camouflaged with trees and flowers. The general effect is thereby much enhanced, in the same way as a suitable background and framing shows up a picture’. Pratt and members of the Melbourne Zoo’s council were no less concerned than the Taronga Trust with the appeal of their displays and the satisfaction of the public with regard to the care of captive animals:
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Figure 5: Seal Pond, Taronga Zoo, completed in 1926.

PH/00099, Taronga Archive.

The way in which animals are shown makes a great difference in their exhibition value. Suitable surroundings and a pleasing environment enhance the effect on the visitor. A wild goat in a paddock is commonplace and uninteresting, but the same thing on a miniature mountain crag is spectacular. The designing of the enclosures and their surroundings is therefore of great importance … There is throughout the civilized world a growing sentiment for the kindly feeling towards animals. This is indicated in many ways but especially in the attempt to break away from the menagerie type of zoo towards an animal park, where the appearance and effect of confinement is eliminated as far as possible.26

It is evident that the semblance of animals in their ‘natural’ state had become the highest priority for zoo designers. Nigel Rothfels has argued that the Hagenbecks’ design, which purported to provide for the welfare of animals, was not necessarily motivated by altruism towards the captives; rather it was an entrepreneurial response to public demand for spectacle and for benevolence towards animals (Figure 6).27 The Hagenbecks’ image-conscious formula extended to the reframing of their highly successful international wild animal trading company. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the animal trappers’ task was re-narrated (particularly in popular children’s novels) as an expression of love of nature, and justified by the increasing importance attached to the capture of wild animals for projects of conservation and education: ‘In short, the business was whitened and professionalized in much the same way as other colonial industries had been …’28
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Figure 6: Lion at Taronga Zoo.

PH/00450, Taronga Archive

THE SOUND OF THE ANIMAL ENCOUNTER

The sounds made by animals were considered an important element of the sensory experience for the zoo-going audience. Zoological and acclimatisation society members had sought to increase the aural pleasures of the Australian bush through the introduction of English and other birds for their song. In 1902, the Adelaide press argued that:

In a few years we may expect that in South Australia, as is already the case in Tasmania, the long cherished memories and old associations of English rural life will be frequently reawakened by the mellow music of the blackbird, or the shrill, ringing notes of the skylark and the thrush, while the feathered immigrants will be serviceable in a more practical way by assisting the farmer in contending against the insect enemies.29

The exotic sounds of the jungle captivated Dudley Le Souef, as he recorded in the diary of his animal collecting travels in Asia during the 1880s:

It was very pleasant to hear the various sounds in the early morning issuing from the jungle. The Iguana makes a sound very similar to two branches creaking against one another in the breeze and you often hear it, then comes the Mouse deer, which make a curious guttural sound and you can hear it a long way off, they are very plentiful and are eaten by the natives. The Argus Pheasant utters a call sounding like coup coup, it has the habit of perching on the top of trees in big jungle and on anyone approaching they fly away, pigeons are very numerous and noisy, there is a large tree near here that almost always has some birds on and the deep sounding noises they make sound very different from the soft cooing we are accustomed to hear … As night approaches the different sounds die away and the jungle is very quiet, but you hear frogs, crickets and a few night birds, and occasionally the deep voice of a tiger as he wanders round the clearing about 20 yards from the bungalow.30

Zoo officials thus noted the sounds of animals as part of the collecting experience, and these sounds became part of the replication of that experience at the zoo. Sounds were reported in the press as representative of, and contributive to, the atmosphere and experience of exotic ‘other-worldliness’ at the zoo. In their enclosed setting, the collected animals contributed to a unique aural experience:

After the heat of the day it was delightful to sit at evening in front of the director’s house, smoking a cigar and contemplating the scene around … On a sudden the lion roared, the hyena screamed a monkey rattled the bars of its cage, the macaw gave a deafening screech, the flamingo sounded their strange note in chorus and then all was still again … To me the sight of the hawks and the bat and the chorus of cries recalled Kipling’s ‘Night Song in the Jungle’… But things are topsy turvy at the Zoo, because the beasts do not have to hunt for their food. They eat their fill of horseflesh in the afternoon, and then sleep on it, and who shall say especially if the meat is a bit tough, that they do not dream of forest haunts and good hunting.31

The reporter’s reference to Kipling’s poem evokes the mystery of the aural zoo at night. The wild animals are anthropomorphised and romanticised through their ‘dreaming’ of the jungle or savannah, where sound is a primary conveyance of meaning. Further to the perception of zoo animals as listening and dreaming subjects is the imagined experience of the jungle and its natural law. The play within the article is on the zoo animal as a lapsed hunter, suggesting the unnatural circumstances of captivity and the subsequent haunting of the animal by memories of the natural order and law of survival. Implicit is the hunting experience, in which both hunter and hunted are dependent upon acuity of hearing.

Another contribution to the zoo’s aural landscape was music. Concerts were an important attraction. The zoo as a public garden where citizens could enjoy musical performances located the colonial audience in a spatial network. This network was informed by perceptions of appropriate musical genres, interactions of social groups and places, the physical presence and techniques of the performers on stage, the ‘open-air’ architecture of the bandstand, and the exotic and imperial aural space.32 Yet, while such social events contributed to a sense of common civility, the sounds of the zoo also produced ambivalence about the keeping of wild animals in captivity. In one case, the cry of the elephant caused some public anxiety:

Mr Minchin said that he saw the elephant that morning, and there were no marks on her to indicate that the iron prod had been used. The probable explanation was that owing to the wet weather Miss Siam was kept in, and when she did take her walk she was fresh. In such a case she bellowed when touched by even a small cane, and ladies who heard her were often under the impression that she was hurt.

Councillor Sellar said that it was a lady who informed him of the occurrence.33

When the welfare of the animals was called into question, zoo authorities took the opportunity to reassure the public that the care of the animals was carried out to the utmost of their abilities, and emphasised scientific and moral justifications of their position as the keepers and preservers of animals.

THE LARGER LANDSCAPE

Zoos interacted with their audiences in ways that had implications beyond the spaces of the institution, especially as part of the broader project to improve and reconstruct the colonial landscape. Thus the ambitions of Ernest Le Souef, second son of Albert and Caroline Le Souef and director of Perth Zoo 1897–1932, for his newly adopted city and the southwest region of Western Australia were informed by his personal aesthetics and derivative of the values of an imperial landscape. Le Souef was enthusiastic about the beauty of palms, and cultivated an extensive collection at the Perth Zoo. He was happy to donate plants to town council projects as part of his vision to line sections of the Swan River bank with tropical palms.34 Perth Zoo’s Acclimatisation Committee had sought to improve the ornamentation of the river by encouraging the populations of both white (introduced) and black swans. An enclosure was built at the causeway crossing the river, and a keeper was appointed to look after the swans, particularly to protect their nests from egg-hunting children.35

Le Souef was also influential in the communication of pastoral technologies. His authority as a veterinary surgeon with knowledge of developments in scientific agriculture is documented in oral histories of the early group settlement schemes of the 1920s. In these schemes, returned soldiers and British settlers were encouraged to develop the southwest into a pastoral paradise:

the introduction of kikuyu grass to Margaret River … was brought in by our friend Colonel Le Souef, who brought a small handful of it and he said to us, ‘Now this is kikuyu grass, just been introduced into Western Australia. I think this will be the grass that can make the Sou’ West of Western Australia’. My dad was always one for following his advice. And so we got this little handful of kikuyu grass, put it in a patch in our vegetable garden … from that we planted quarter of an acre and the following year sold, I think it was two hundred bags of kikuyu grass to the group settlements.36

Grasses were grown at the zoo to allow visiting farmers to assess exotic crops.37 From newspaper, photographic and oral history accounts it would appear that Le Souef came to embody the project of landscape improvement, particularly concerning the southwest of the state.38 He was a popular and respected public figure, having been a colonel with the Veterinary Corp in Egypt during World War I. On returning home to Perth, he expressed relief at what he perceived as the developing ‘white’ landscape.

Le Souef’s brothers, Sherbourne and Lance, were also concerned with what they considered the important task of protecting the Australian landscape from being ‘over run’ – by cats, dingoes and the flying fox.39 Among many schemes to improve agricultural industries (particularly wool), including experiments with insecticides and fumigants, Lance Le Souef proposed the extension of the dingo fence principle in correspondence with the Council of Scientific and Industrial Research and the prime minister in the mid 1920s.40

Sherbourne Le Souef had previously written on ‘The Dingo Question’, stating that the fence built in the northwest of New South Wales had fallen into disrepair during the war, and that the ‘prevailing drought drove numbers of dogs eastwards’. He emphasised that dingoes were presenting a problem to the ‘flocks of the Commonwealth’ in New South Wales, Queensland, the Northern Territory and Western Australia: ‘They breed up in the uninhabited interior, and a continual influx occurs into the settled parts’.41 Both Sherbourne and Lance Le Souef pushed for an integrated approach to the control of dingoes by all the states. Lance wrote to a number of pastoral associations regarding the dingo and fox question, and sought funds from the national Bureau of Commerce and Industry to research the most effective means of dingo destruction. He felt the method of poisoning then in use to be ‘crude in the extreme and very cruel’:

The dingo question has become a very serious one all over Australia. It can be dealt with quite effectively by cooperation. Two things must be done: First to draw up and issue a pamphlet of instructions setting out the best method of Dingo destriction [sic] based on practice and science: Second, the establishment of a depot where poison baits will be properly prepared as well as poisons.42

Lance Le Souef based his proposal for dingo-proof fencing on the theory that dingoes travelled well-defined routes (over smooth ground in search of water and food) from ‘the open country of the interior into the pastoral areas’, and that such routes were not more than 100 to 250 miles across. Therefore he suggested that fences across these routes, patrolled ‘on the same basis as a railway line’, would keep the dingo migration in check:

From the National point of view such a scheme would operate to the general benefit of the community by making it possible for the Wool Growing Industry to expand … from the point of view of the individual States their organisations for checking the dog pest would be greatly helped by the fact that each State would only have to deal with dogs within its borders.43

Despite gaining the attention of the prime minister and the director of the Institute of Science and Industry, Lance Le Souef’s proposal was deemed impracticable and, as an alternative, farmers were reimbursed individually for netting purchased to vermin-proof their properties, a policy first enacted in South Australia.44 While the dingo fence project was unsuccessful at the time, it is a significant example of the activities and initiatives of zoo authorities in relation to the constitution and control of animal populations and the larger landscape.

CONCLUSION

The origins of Australia’s nineteenth-century zoos in the acclimatisation project made them quite different to the zoos of Britain. While London Zoo did conduct acclimatisation activities its predominant functions, as described by Harriet Ritvo, were to represent the ubiquity of British power and to distinguish between those capable of safeguarding the Empire and those unable to appreciate the scientific potential of wild animals. Such class exclusions were soon undermined, however, as the ability of the wild animal in captivity to carry the romance and reverence of imperial glory had a very popular appeal.45

In contrast, while Melbourne’s nineteenth-century zoo did cater to the public’s desire for the exhibition of animals, it was at first primarily a model farm or enclosed garden, set up to sustain and improve the variety of species available for domestic use, and thus to foster and create a living paradise on earth. The object of acclimatisation was to take full advantage of the opportunities offered by imperial expansion and colonisation, and there were strong affinities with the moral values embedded in the extension of agriculture and domestication of the landscape. These values were expressed by the picturesque and orderly structure of the gardens, and by the containment and protection of the experimental animals. The anticipated outcome was the proliferation of certain animal species that would contribute to particular cultural and economic activities in colonial Victoria.

Many of these values endured into the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century projects of zoo authorities, but an increasing familiarity and (national) identification with the native fauna and flora, as well as ties with imperial developments, caused a shift that is best illustrated in the quite different spatial layout and design of Taronga Zoo in Sydney. Taronga was similarly described as an Australian Garden of Eden, but in this case the earthly paradise was defined by the preservation of a ‘wild’ landscape.

As John M Mackenzie has argued, imperialism ‘needs to be understood through the heterogeneity of its forms and in popular, intra imperial and centripetal terms’.46 Australian zoos in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries replicated the popular functions of display and spectacle of their European counterparts, and were subject to the same public concerns regarding the welfare of the wild animals kept in captivity. Whereas Melbourne’s zoo had been an idealistic rendering of a colonial project, Sydney’s Taronga Zoo was inspired by a general imperial response to ambivalences and anxieties about the nature of the colonised world. The practical result for the zoo animals was not markedly different. Rather, it was the power to resemble and exhibit a wild and romantic nature to urban audiences that took precedence.
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‘MY EMPIRE, NOT MERELY YOURS’

AUSTRALIAN CONSERVATIVES AND THEIR IMPERIAL WORLDS

Tim Dymond

OUR HEGEMONY, NOT MERELY THEIRS

Both the Duke of Wellington and wartime prime minister Winston Churchill have occupied the post of Britain’s Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports, a position created in the thirteenth century to recognise the military and economic significance of sea-borne trade.1 So when Australian prime minister Robert Menzies (1949–66) lobbied hard for the post upon retirement, his enthusiasm seemed puzzling, not least to the man originally nominated, former British Labour prime minister Clement Atlee. Nevertheless, Menzies (who had harboured ambitions of becoming Britain’s wartime prime minister in 1940) felt entitled to be considered for such a post through his identification as an imperial subject.2

The boundaries of Great Britain, Menzies wrote in 1948, ‘are not on the Kentish coast but at Cape York and Invercargill’. His imagery of Empire, with its ties of blood and race, asserted continuities. Australians, he believed, were Britons in another part of the world, connected by a crimson line of kinship. While standing in Westminster Hall in the House of Commons in 1940, Menzies insisted that the Empire and England were ‘my empire, not merely yours … my England, not merely yours’. On taking up the Cinque Ports post in 1966, he remarked in his acceptance speech that he was the first appointment ‘from the outer Commonwealth’. So far Menzies is the only such appointment. He remained Lord Warden until his death in 1978. The post was then given to the Queen Mother, who held it until her death in 2005.3 Tempting though it is to see Menzies’s statement as a nostalgic evocation of an outdated and irrelevant world view, his underlying notion that Australia is intimately part of a broader international civilisation – previously the Empire and now called ‘the West’ – still has currency. This chapter explores how Australian conservatives accommodated a relatively frictionless transfer of identity from British Empire to US hegemony through a common sense of Anglo Western Civilisation.

During the Cold War, and after the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on New York and Washington and the 2003 invasion of Iraq, conservatives in Britain, Australia and the United States have asserted their loyalty (and praised or condemned the loyalty of others) to a transnational notion of the West. The West’s history is sometimes presented as running ‘from Plato to NATO’.4 Loyalty has been mixed with fears that particular nations’ membership of Western Civilisation might turn out to be unreliable. For example, the American neoconservative Samuel Huntington was concerned in his controversial Clash of Civilisations (1996) that Australia might ‘delink’ from the West and ‘defect’ to Asia under its Labor prime minister Paul Keating (1991–96).5 While reports of a Keating defection were greatly exaggerated, the conservative Liberal prime minister John Howard (1996–2007) rhetorically emphasised Australia’s place in the Western camp led by the United States (although he continued to pursue ties with North Asia).6

THE WATER-BOUND ANGLOSPHERE

That Menzies received an honorary harbour appointment underscored Britain and Australia’s common experience of being separated from potential foreign dangers by bodies of water, an experience also shared by the United States. Comparing Australian and US ‘cultures of liberalism’, Michael Wesley argues that Australia’s transition from Britain to the United States was smoother than that of other former British colonies because all three share this separation experience. Viewing international politics as separate and distinct from domestic politics (an experience not shared by continental European nations) encourages the assumption that international relations should reflect national values. Wesley argues that because Australia’s history as a colony and a state has unfolded under two Anglo-Saxon world orders, Australians tend to see an American world order as ‘inevitable, natural, and inherently justifiable’.7

The longstanding Anglo friendliness between Britain and the United States can be overstated. In 1895, President Grover Cleveland declared that America was prepared to go to war with Britain over the placement of Venezuela’s borders. In that clash between the Monroe doctrine and British Empire, it was Britain that blinked – concluding that it was simply not worth having a fight when the Americans saw their vital interests at stake.8 The logical endpoint of this policy was demonstrated most dramatically, and humiliatingly, during the Egyptian Suez Canal crisis in 1956. Britain’s last independent venture to keep control of an imperial asset failed when it became clear that no British military operation could succeed without US approval – which the Eisenhower administration angrily refused to provide. Robert Menzies suffered his own humiliation by attempting to mediate (in the British interest) between Britain and Egypt in the conflict, and was reminded of just how insignificant Australia had become. In the pre World War II world controlled by European empires, Australia had achieved a certain prominence through being one of the few self-governing non-European states. In a world where former colonies were becoming independent, Australia’s status was inevitably diminished.

Although the first concrete steps aligning Britain and Australia with the United States came from socialist governments (Australia’s John Curtin appealing to the USA in 1941; Britain’s Attlee signing the original NATO treaty in 1949), conservatives in both nations embraced the resulting alliances as ‘their’ political commitment. British and Australian conservatives clearly understood that the long-term aim of the rising US power was to dismantle the British Empire. Winston Churchill never saw this outcome as inevitable, but his political successors, such as Harold Macmillan, felt that the best response would be to assume that ‘These Americans represent the new Roman Empire and we Britons, like the Greeks of old, must teach them how to make it go’. This rather self-serving (for both sides) historical comparison obscures the real nature of the relationship, which was, as Christopher Hitchens observes, between two Romes – one rising and one declining.9 Australia’s post-war political leaders, according to David McLean, echoed British doubts about America’s suitability for its new role in the world. ‘It was common’, writes McLean, ‘for the political leaders who oversaw the development of Australia’s post-war relations with the US to see themselves as heirs to the accumulated experience and wisdom of the British Commonwealth’.10

After the Suez Crisis, and in response to Australia’s concern that India was displacing it as the senior Commonwealth nation, Macmillan and Menzies conducted a correspondence over the legacy of Empire. Macmillan outlined an Anglo-centric version of the Western Civilisation story that reflected his classical education: starting with the Greeks, civilisation spread through the Roman Empire to Britain, and had now been spread by the British to the outermost parts of the earth. With the Cold War challenge of Soviet communism and the rise of independent post-colonial states, civilisation would need new champions. Both conservative leaders agreed that the United States would fulfil Britain’s former role of defending the West.11

Despite Macmillan’s assurances that what was happening was all for the best, the paradoxical result was that British conservative politicians took the Empire away from Australian conservatives after World War II. They declined to fight decolonisation, and were the original advocates of Britain entering the European Common Market.

THE ABSENT CENTRE?

The best-known argument for considering Australia part of the Anglo-American world is Louis Hartz’s idea that Australia was ‘born modern’, with even less of a feudal heritage than the United States. He wrote in 1964 that the settler societies of Australia, Canada and the United States constituted ‘fragments’ of the brand of liberalism advocated by Enlightenment philosopher John Locke, unburdened by Britain’s aristocratic Toryism.12 The founding fathers of the Australian federation were exemplars of British middle-class liberal propriety and respectability – Britons to outdo the British. Historian Stuart Macintyre calls their outlook ‘colonial liberalism’, a doctrine that had to be creative in a land the colonists viewed as a blank slate. Australia had no hereditary peerage or established Western religion. In constructing a new British order in Australia, liberals had nothing to fight and conservatives had nothing to conserve. Australian conservatives therefore emphasised their imperial identity, reflected in Menzies’s argument that the Empire belonged to him as an ‘independent Australian Briton’.13 Australian conservatives tended to follow British conservatism, who emphasised tradition, state authority, and Edmund Burke’s warnings against revolutionaries, who had ‘nothing of the tender, parental solicitude, which fears to cut up the infant for the sake of an experiment’.14

For most of the twentieth century (during which Britain had mainly Tory governments) British conservatism was arguably pragmatic and untheorised. Writing in 1968, Perry Anderson described British conservatism as ‘an instinctive, ad hoc affair’. It was ‘a style, not a method’. Anderson linked this rejection of theory to what he called the ‘absent centre’ of British intellectual life: the lack of a continental-style sociological tradition. ‘Nothing is so familiar’, he wrote, ‘as the absence of an English Durkheim, Pareto or Weber’. Australian conservatism had this ‘absent centre’ in common with the British. Nevertheless, Anderson argued in his essay ‘Components of a national culture’ that the situation in Britain had been changing, at least since World War II. The source of change was the Central European influence on British life. Exiles such as Lewis Namier, Isaiah Berlin, Ernst Gombrich and Friedrich Hayek assumed prominent roles across diverse fields including history, political philosophy and economics. Often Jewish, and fleeing the lethal continental conflicts with fascism, Nazism and communism, they were attracted to the apparent social and political stability of the Anglo world. Using their continental intellectual frameworks, they set about investigating the Anglo rejection of theory and ideology, and the intellectual outlook derived from it. Anderson argued that expatriate impact on this cultural system was paradoxical: ‘In effect, they for the first time systematised the refusal of system’.15

Australian conservatism, and Australian liberalism, had a comparable experience after World War II. The postwar migration boom brought exiles to Australia who had similar life experiences and intellectual outlooks to those who escaped from Europe to Britain (and often moved on to the United States). The émigrés arrived at an important time for Australian conservatives, who were engaged in early home-grown efforts to systematise the refusal of system, in response to the Chifley Labor Government’s policies for postwar reconstruction. The founding ideas of the Institute of Public Affairs, a research organisation, and the new Liberal Party of Australia exemplified the intellectual and political styles of these local efforts.

THE VANISHING RACE AND THE FORGOTTEN PEOPLE

The Institute of Public Affairs (IPA) was founded in 1943 in the belief that business needed better quality ideas if it was to resist regulation and socialism. As its founder, Sir Herbert Gepp of Australian Paper Manufacturers, wrote in Rydges, the Australian journal for directors, in 1941: ‘there must be some permanent organisation which has no other concern than to take the broad view and to study the trend or nature of economic development’. Gepp, along with Sir Walter Massey-Greene of the Collins House group of industries, Sir Leslie McConnan of the National Bank and Geoffrey Grimwade of Drug Houses of Australia Ltd, was convinced that the approach of business and government had to change in the postwar environment. For the ‘task of continuous detailed and impartial investigation’, Gepp believed that new government and political machinery was necessary:

I therefore hope to see after the war the addition to the present constitutional structure [of] a body of experts comprising representatives from all spheres of national life, to assist the Commonwealth Government in the formation of national policy, and in the balanced development of the nation. [An] Economic General Staff of this nature should soon attain a position of such respect and importance in the community that its published conclusions would not be lightly disregarded by Parliaments.16

J R Hay writes that the IPA came into existence during the ‘peculiar circumstances’ of the 1943 election victory for the Australian Labor Party and the collapse of the conservative United Australian Party (UAP) soon afterwards. Gepp was one of the most important single influences on the IPA. His personal assistant and economic advisor, C D Kemp, acted as a go-between when the idea to create the institute was floated within the Victorian Chamber of Manufactures.17 As the first director of the Victorian IPA, Kemp recalled its sense of purpose: ‘it was clearly the task of all those who supported the free enterprise system to show that full employment, social security and a “new deal” in industrial relationships could be achieved within the framework of the traditional business system and without resort to the extreme measures proposed by the socialists’.18

When the UAP’s replacement, the Liberal Party of Australia, was founded in 1944, it was encouraged by the IPA to formulate a new business ideology of welfare conservatism and national development. Liberal leader Robert Menzies, careful to distance himself and the new party from big business, famously appealed to a broader electorate he called the ‘forgotten people’. Sociologist R W Connell has described this group as ‘non-unionised middle income earners and the declining group of the self-employed’.19 Judith Brett, however, has argued for a more expansive view. She sees the forgotten people as providing the Liberal Party with images ‘with which to recreate and enlarge its constituency’.20 In the 1942 radio broadcast where he first used the term as his title, Menzies insisted that in Australia ‘We don’t have classes here as in England’:

But if we are to talk of classes, then the time has come to say something of the forgotten class – The Middle Class – those people who are in constant danger of being ground between the upper and the nether millstones of the false class war; the middle class who, properly regarded, represent the backbone of this country.21

In addressing the family listening around the radio, Brett argues that Menzies tried ‘to persuade its members to make their private and domestic experiences the basis of their political identification, rather than their experiences as workers or as members of an economically defined class’.22 Menzies was keen to avoid being labelled conservative. He explicitly rejected ‘the old and selfish notions of laissez faire’, and insisted that ‘There will be more law, not less; more control, not less’. In order to identify the Liberals with a mass base rather than with big business, Menzies specifically directed his appeal to women, whom Brett describes as ‘the organisational mainstay of non-labour parties’ in both Australia and Britain.23

The more intellectual IPA directed its message to the educated and professional classes. Its publication, the IPA Review, identified the IPA’s version of the forgotten people in a 1948 article entitled ‘The vanishing race’. They were the ‘large and important section of the middle-income groups’ who had ‘undergone an ominous deterioration’ since 1939. They were ‘the professional and expert skill and intellectual talent of the state – teachers, university professors, doctors, lawyers, clergymen, scientists, engineers, architects, salaried executives and administrators’. The IPA Review criticised Australian business for being ‘slow to realise the potentialities of the highly educated man, slower to reward him generously, and reluctant to grant him that status to which he is entitled by virtue of his knowledge and talents’:

[Business] is paying for this neglect. In recent years, not a small part of the appeal of socialism for the university trained man has sprung from that fact that the Labour Party has been prepared to find satisfactory opportunities in public service for people highly educated in the social sciences, when the avenues elsewhere have been virtually closed.24

The early IPA criticised business for not adequately addressing what drove such people away from the capitalist system. This plea for business to recognise the role of the ‘highly educated’ could be interpreted as a plea to accept the role of the IPA itself. While it did not become an ‘economic general staff’ of the kind Gepp envisaged, the IPA clearly saw itself as a source of expertise for policymakers and parliaments of an economic rationality that was above politics. It was not an overtly ideological free market think tank, in today’s understanding– rather it advocated liberal pragmatism in a mixed economy.

Neither the IPA’s ‘educated and professional classes’ nor the Liberal Party’s ‘forgotten’ middle class were being offered a system or a theory that would liberate them from oppression. The new Australian Liberal Party’s aims were framed modestly – employment, prosperity, a home of one’s own along with stability in politics and (especially) the economy within the British Empire, now Commonwealth. These aims fitted with Donald Horne’s sardonic view in God is an Englishman (1969) that the purpose of the Empire was to make the world ‘cosy’ for the British – including Australian Britons.25 However, the new arrivals from war-ravaged Europe would make the case that cosiness and safety were not the same thing with the Empire declining and communism on the march.

EXILES FILL THE ABSENT CENTRE

The experiences of émigré intellectuals from Central Europe gave the Anglo world’s liberalism and conservatism a more cosmopolitan outlook, and a sense that the accepted order of civilisation was far more vulnerable than first appearances might suggest. After fleeing Hitler and Stalin, as well as war and social collapse, people like Hannah Arendt, Karl Mannheim, Friedrich Hayek, Arthur Koestler and Richard Krygier found refuge in Britain, the United States and Australia. Many were Jewish, with families destroyed in the Holocaust. Their ideas were shaped by their lived experience of a dying world.

While the Mitteleuropean exiles and their ideas broadened the parochial outlook of the Anglo elites, living in the Anglo West in turn influenced those exiles. They were grateful for the refuge provided by the Anglo world, but feared its liberal institutions might turn out to be as fragile as those of Europe, notwithstanding the victory over Nazism. During the Cold War the collapse of the liberal social order and its institutions seemed a real possibility. The exiles had seen it happen before.

Pondering the ruins of Europe from the unconquered Anglo countries, many exiles concluded that the ‘barbarians’ could not have brought about that destruction by themselves, but must have been abetted by something within the enlightened societies. As intellectuals, the exiles were inclined to see people like themselves as central players. And the corrosive force inside liberalism – horrible to contemplate – might have been intellectualism itself, which gnawed away at the liberal order’s foundations until society could no longer defend itself. So intellectuals were both victims and perpetrators of the undermining of liberal society. Their attraction to nationalism, which became fascism, and to revolution, which became communism, arose out of their fascination with abstraction, which in politics became utopianism. Certainly, specific events, wider social and economic developments, and pure power politics might have induced the initial chaos and instability. But it was the intellectuals, those who should have been staunchly defending liberalism, who delivered the coup de grace against the society that had produced and nurtured them.

The Anglo intellectual world was attractive to people seeking refuge from the destructive consequences of utopianism. The pragmatic, empirical and non-theoretical aspects of British, American and Australian philosophising seemed to focus on what the world actually was, rather than on changing it to what a theory said it ought to be. This non-theoretical pragmatism seemed to secure liberalism far better than had abstract ideology in Europe. The need to fortify the West in the face of Cold War challenges led these intellectuals to give the non-theoretical the strength of theory. To justify rallying around the banner of the West, the description of what was became a description of what ought to be. The liberal order had to be fought for, not just left to its own devices.

These anxieties about the opinions of intellectuals in the postwar world were not confined to marginal academics and writers; they were shared by US policymakers, particularly those connected to the new Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). To win intellectuals over to the West, ‘the Agency’ set up an international organisation called the Congress for Cultural Freedom (CCF) in 1948.26 At its height, this body promoted conferences, publications and platforms for a muscular anti-communist liberalism that rejected the fellow-travelling with communism that supposedly was rife among intellectuals during the interwar years. The aim of the CCF was not to turn leftists to the right-wing, but to ensure a strong presence for the non-communist left within the intellectual world. It encouraged cultural rather than political radicalism.

The director of the CCF’s Paris office (effectively the world headquarters) was Michael Josselson. His family were Estonian Jewish refugees from the Bolshevik revolution. After becoming a US citizen he served in the Psychological Warfare Division of Army Intelligence before joining the CIA.27 An example of the funding arrangements provided for CCF affiliates were those of the Australian Committee for Cultural Freedom (ACCF, sometimes called ‘the Association’ or AACF). According to the driving force behind the establishment of the Australian branch, Richard Krygier, ACCF financing came from the Ford, Rockefeller and Fairfield foundations, and from the American labour union peak body, the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO).28

Krygier was a Polish Jewish exile who had been drawn to ‘popular front’ politics during the 1930s, and had admired the USSR after reading John Reed’s Ten Days that Shook the World. After the Nazis attacked Poland in the wake of the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact, he and his wife fled to Wilno in northern Poland. After being accused, one night, by his communist friends of peddling ‘Trotskyist trash’ by claiming the USSR would hand Wilno to Lithuania, they woke up the next day to find they were indeed Lithuanian subjects.29 Stalin’s subsequent take-over of Lithuania in 1940 gave Krygier an ‘interesting lesson [in] how the Soviet Union takes over a country’. He was particularly struck by how local left-wing ‘dupes’ had lulled people into believing that no such take-over would occur.30

A subsequent trip across the USSR to reach Japan (which was accepting Polish refugees at the time) also left a lasting impression. The visa security man, Comrade Skoblin, remarked with a smile as he gave the Krygiers their passports: ‘I do not know why you are in such a hurry to get there. We will get there, never fear’.31 In Japan, and later in Australia, Krygier still considered himself a socialist and maintained his links with the Polish Socialist Party in exile. Nevertheless, he seriously questioned his old beliefs. He met the American novelist John Dos Passos during the war in the Philippines, where Dos Passos was a Life correspondent. The writer had been a prominent prewar radical pacifist but, according to Krygier, ‘I said I was a Left-wing and a Socialist. He said, “Well forget it. The Left-wing has been destroyed by the Communists, all over the world”’.32

Krygier became the Sydney correspondent for the American anti-communist, social democratic weekly, the New Leader, whose editors and writers included the future neoconservatives Daniel Bell and Irving Kristol. At war’s end, antagonised by the policies of the Australian Labor Foreign Minister H V Evatt, Krygier broke with socialism altogether and joined with federal Liberal parliamentarian William Wentworth to create the Political Research Society,33 which aimed to combat communist propaganda among intellectuals. Stan Keon, an anti-communist Catholic Labor politician, told him, ‘What is needed here is somebody like you [to] keep the Soviet, the Communist names before the eyes of the intelligentsia – but without any party commitment’. Krygier concluded:

if I have to do a proper job, of anti-communist propaganda among intellectuals, I must have some backing. I didn’t think I could expect to collect money locally – Wentworth didn’t do well. So I thought I must do it in connection with some organisation doing it.34

‘Some organisation’ was suggested in 1951 by visiting E C Dyason lecturer Salvador de Madariaga – a former Spanish delegate to the League of Nations, exiled since 1937. Madariaga told Krygier about the CCF, and Krygier wrote to Josselson in Paris asking for information about setting up an Australian group. He succeeded in attracting names such as orchestral conductor Eugene Goossens (to maintain the cultural emphasis) and former federal politician and High Court judge Sir John Latham.35 In 1954 he launched the ACCF newsletter Free Spirit – a self-consciously international publication that reprinted CCF writers such as François Bondy, Denis Healey and Stephen Spender. While the Paris office wanted to provide a space for the non-communist left to exercise their cultural interests away from political temptation, Krygier was more enthused about the political battle with communists and ‘neutralist’ liberals, which clearly pushed him to the right of Australian politics. Humphrey McQueen describes correspondence from the Paris office in May 1957 that complained about Free Spirit being ‘too political’.36 Another early ACCF participant, Donald Horne, recalled that ‘Almost everything about the Congress throughout the world seemed liberal, apart from the hardliners in the Australian Association’.37

Krygier was particularly concerned with the influence of Meanjin, a literary journal founded in 1940 and edited by poet Clem Christesen.38 Meanjin sought to promote a national cultural tradition, which until World War II had been claimed by left nationalists and Communist Party intellectuals as their territory. Australian conservatives traditionally had a British cultural focus, which made the contemporary anti-communist European and American orientation of a soon-to-appear ACCF journal, Quadrant, very distinctive.39 At a party in New York, Krygier met with American CCF luminaries Sidney Hook, Max Eastman, Lionel Trilling and Irving Kristol. Kristol had heard about Meanjin’s attack on the British magazine Encounter, which he edited with Stephen Spender, and suggested to Krygier that he should ‘start a magazine’. Kristol was particularly concerned with the need to provide disillusioned leftists with a forum where they could display their intellectual mea culpas. In this regard, Krygier recalled that the ‘main approach … would be, in my mind at least, the approach that Irving Kristol expressed when he advised me to try and make a magazine: he said “You need an alternative. On a cultural scene, when you have only one pole of attraction, the least you can do is create an alternative”’.40

From this conversation came Quadrant, the Australian representative in the CCF’s worldwide stable of ‘little magazines’ – which included Encounter, Survey, Quest and Commentary (published by the American Jewish Committee). Quadrant’s foundation editor, the poet James McAuley, argued that:

The magazine should give the appearance of a genuine home-grown product. [To] take this attitude is not to evince a parochial spirit of cultural nationalism but an elementary rule of prudence in dispelling such resistance as may lurk in people’s minds to a magazine supported by international funds.41

Quadrant survived the exposure of CIA sponsorship in the late 1960s that sank a number of other CCF magazines, and its twenty-fifth anniversary in 1981–82 attracted a host of prominent figures from across the globe. Greetings and congratulations were received from Zbigniew Brzezinski, B A Santamaria, Irving Kristol, Robert Conquest (Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, Palo Alto, California), Sir John Kerr, Sir Ian McLennan (chairman of BHP) and Richard Pipes (Harvard historian and staff member of the US National Security Council). The anniversary dinner attracted Prime Minister Malcolm Fraser, and media proprietors Rupert Murdoch and James Fairfax. During the numerous speeches, Quadrant chairman Clyde Packer (brother of media proprietor Kerry Packer) joked about the CIA connection, thanked Richard Krygier and acknowledged the presence of Midge Decter (a writer married to Commentary editor Norman Podhoretz):

It is appropriate tonight to have a member of the Commentary family here because it is very much part of our genealogical tree. Commentary was started in 1945 in New York by the American Jewish Committee and later gave much aid and succour to Encounter, and without these two magazines I don’t think that Quadrant would have taken quite the shape it did.42

While the British Empire had certainly emphasised the taking up of the white man’s burden, in the postwar world that idea no longer worked for conservatives in Australia. Quadrant helped lead Australian conservatism away from parochial reliance on Britain and its declining Empire as a source of intellectual succour. Although not intended at the outset to be a conservative publication, Quadrant was an important bridge between Australian and American liberal, conservative and later, neoconservative writers. Richard Krygier shared a common experience and cultural outlook with fellow exiles and ex-leftists who saw the Cold War as a fight for the ideas of Western Civilisation and the liberal order that was its finest achievement. This emphasis on ideas and values was considered a substitute for the lack of things to conserve in Australia – a characteristic it had in common with the United States more than with Britain. At any rate, Britain seemed to have less worth conserving every day.

WHAT’S GREAT ABOUT BRITAIN?

In the 1970s the narrative of economic decline entered both Australian and British political discourse. In both nations it was primarily a discussion about economic performance, and was usually framed around the need for business to become more competitive and citizens less dependent on the state. In Britain, the end of Empire gave debates about decline a sharper edge. Writing about the British experience, Andrew Gamble points out that decline has ‘no single meaning’ and depends upon ‘seeing the world and Britain’s place in it in a particular way’.43 Critics can point to a genuine decline in Britain’s influence and prestige as a global economic and political power. Decline in this context can also mean a reversion to Britain’s normal position as a European middle power. The shrinking importance of the Commonwealth, and the increasing importance of the European Economic Community to the British state, meant that Australian conservatives had even less reason to feel that the crimson tide of kinship had any concrete value. The decline of British prestige highlighted the decline in Australian prestige that had already occurred within the Commonwealth. In 1961, Menzies had complained to the British Government through the Australian High Commissioner in London that compared to the ‘brown’ Commonwealth countries, Australia did not ‘count for a row of beans’.44

Australian conservatives began to see Britain mainly as an example of what not to do with your economy and society. Commentators such as Samuel Brittan blamed Britain’s poor economic performance on the lack of a liberal entrepreneurial spirit and the stifling effect of collective institutions such as trade unions.45 The deadening effect of collectivism also became an article of faith for Australia’s anti-union H R Nicholls Society,46 and was the economic assumption underpinning the Howard Government’s ‘WorkChoices’ legislation (2006) on industrial relations. The United States, with its individualist, entrepreneurial economy and lack of an obvious collectivist culture, seemed to offer a superior, more dynamic model. The American ‘New Frontier’ and ‘Great Society’ reforms of the 1960s did provide plenty of policies for conservatives in both the United States and Australia to criticise, such as anti-poverty and affirmative-action measures. Despite this, a younger generation of Australian conservatives were still more inclined to look towards American (and American based) conservative thinkers for their ideas.

NEW INFLUENCES FOR THE YOUNG

In 1971, a young Australian named David Kemp returned from postgraduate study in political science at Yale University. He wrote for the IPA Review about Edward C Banfield’s criticism of US urban social policies in The Unheavenly City. Banfield argued that the resulting welfare state advanced the interests of bureaucrats instead of the poor.47 Kemp agreed with Banfield’s concerns about the perverse results of government ‘doing good’. American cities such as New Haven, Connecticut, which had ‘a nation-wide reputation for progressive reform’, had been unable to solve its social problems by wealth alone, despite its success in gaining federal funds. Kemp saw the potential lessons for reform in Australia, and stressed the counter-intuitive results: ‘Good intentions, enormous energy, and large resources have not, in themselves, proved sufficient for effective reform, and in some cases have actually produced great harm. Instead there must be humility and realism in assessing the implications of any projected change’.48

Kemp prefigured what would become the standard criticism of the Whitlam Labor Government’s reforms between 1972 and 1975. David Kemp was the son of IPA director C D Kemp, and became a federal minister after the Liberals were elected to government in 1996. David and his brother Rod (also a future Liberal minister) were keen to take the IPA in more contemporary directions, particularly those of a reinvigorated, classical free market liberalism. Their father, C D Kemp, was far more wary of the damage that unregulated markets might do to community morality. ‘Extreme market philosophies’, he eventually wrote in 1991, ‘enthrone profit, greed and self interest’.49 Younger members of the Liberal Party, by contrast, had become more interested in the economics of Friedrich Hayek. Another Jewish Central European exile, Hayek wrote his classic Road to Serfdom (1944) to argue that collectivism and central planning, even if motivated by the best of intentions, must inevitably lead to totalitarian outcomes.50 According to David Kemp, Hayek’s The Constitution of Liberty (1960) was actively discussed among students in the Melbourne University Liberal Club in the mid-1960s.51

David Kemp later argued that while the ‘Whitlam government in 1972 seemed to be expressing views that crossed party boundaries, by 1975 it had contributed to a crisis that shattered the consensus’. Whitlamism had ‘exposed the tensions in Australian liberal thought in an unmistakable manner’. After 1975, Australian liberalism entered its new ‘radical’ phase, support for which came from the new Liberal prime minister Malcolm Fraser. Fraser believed it was important for business to fund the development of new ideas and international contacts. He met intellectuals such as Friedrich Hayek, Milton Friedman, Norman Podhoretz and Henry Kissinger to discuss the ‘appropriate policies to achieve liberal values in the context of the times’.52 One of Fraser’s advisers, former Quadrant associate Owen Harries, later moved to the United States to edit the neoconservative journal, the National Interest.53

American conservatism was arguably a better fit for Australia, as it could accommodate liberal (and even populist) ideas. Furthermore, as American neoconservatism was more ideologically combative, it was better suited to an environment where conservatives could no longer rely on the assumed authority of established institutions. In 1982, IPA Review began to discuss social and cultural issues, and argued for a more expansive ‘new philosophy’ of personal responsibility. Free markets would not function ‘unless people generally behave responsibly within the market context: unless, that is, there are the right attitudes’.54 The new IPA director Rod Kemp explained journal’s ‘new look’. It would now cover more topics, such as ‘Education and Unemployment, Free Enterprise and the Churches’. IPA Review declared itself opposed to the growth of ‘highly active lobby groups which promote “Big Government” and often anti-free enterprise views’.55 The new look marked the beginning of the ‘New Right’ in Australia – a term that came out of the ‘Reagan Revolution’ in the United States.

CONCLUSION

Although there is no US equivalent of the position of Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports to which to appoint a retired Australian prime minister, it is easy enough for the United States to flatter Australia by referring to it as a ‘crucial ally’. At one level, Australian conservatives were able easily to shift their loyalties from Britain to the United States, because there was no shift involved at all. The common experience of being English-speaking nations girt by sea meant that the three nations had sufficiently similar world views to require very little change in basic assumptions. Conservatives had insisted that Australia was an offshoot of British civilisation – they were independent Australian Britons with a special relationship to the imperial centre. Shifting the focus to Western Civilisation and becoming a partner with the United States in a great world struggle was quite straightforward. The obvious decline of British power made the practical need for Australian conservatives of a great and powerful friend all the more obvious. While they did not claim that the American west coast was between Perth and Carnarvon, the commonality between the British, US and Australian political cultures meant that the transition from the old imperial to the new hegemonic world was relatively smooth.

Nevertheless, there were differences between the older British pragmatic conservative style and the harder systematised, or ideological, style brought by the European émigrés and later US neoconservatism. The new American Rome was a better fit for contemporary Australia than the old British Rome, because neither Australia nor America were Burkean nations. They had too little of the accumulated wisdom of previous generations to conserve.

The importance of the Australian link to Britain had been bolstered by Britain’s prestige as the centre of a global empire. Australia’s standing in the world was now no longer being enhanced by the crimson thread linking it to a middle-ranked member of the European Union. The alliance with the United States helped bolster the self-regard of Australian elites in general, and conservatives in particular, by clearly making Australia part of the West. In that sense, the alliance serves a similar function to Australia’s earlier membership of the British Empire. It may also mask a sense of uncertainty about Australia’s status in the Asian region as a Western nation. Paul Keating’s relatively mild tilt towards Asia produced anxiety both inside and outside Australia that the nation was going to ‘defect’ from the West. Such anxiety suggests that the debate about Australia’s Western status might yet reopen.
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TILL DEATH DO US PART?

COMMERCIAL TV, CHANGING FAMILY VALUES AND QUEEN ELIZABETH II’S COMMONWEALTH

Jennifer McGuire

When Queen Elizabeth II gave her first Christmas radio broadcast to the Commonwealth in 1952 she declared, ‘My father, and my grandfather before him, worked all their lives to unite our peoples ever more closely, and to maintain its ideals which were so near to their hearts. I shall strive to carry on their work’.1 In 1952, such broadcasts were the careful teamwork of the British Broadcasting Commission (BBC) and the Palace. In much the same way as the monarchy had been promoted since George V, the Palace and the BBC represented Queen Elizabeth to the Commonwealth in terms of traditional family values linked to Christian virtue. However, during the first decade of her reign, British society (and indeed the Commonwealth) underwent dramatic shifts that affected the way the Queen’s relationship with the Commonwealth was promoted.

Strict press regulations in Britain were lifted during the 1950s, following on from the 1947 Royal Commission on the press.2 In 1954, commercial television was introduced, and the first British soap opera, a family drama called The Grove Family about the intimate but innocent daily squabbles of a British family, was televised on the BBC.3 Many people began to debate traditional family values and the dominant definition of family. The Wolfenden Report on homosexuality and prostitution (1957) argued for individual freedom of actions in issues of private morality.4

This chapter argues that in the first decade of Queen Elizabeth II’s reign, the Palace actively embraced both commercial television and popular debate about traditional family values in order to accommodate a changing relationship with the Commonwealth. While media and social developments in the 1950s exposed the Royal Family as being out of touch with society and not always complying with traditional family values, the Palace chose to utilise those very tools. The Palace worked with commercial television and engaged in the debate about family values to carefully and positively promote the Royal Family within Britain and the Commonwealth as a modern, ordinary, accessible family and as part of an egalitarian Commonwealth family. To this end, it continued the Royal Family broadcast initiated by George V.

THE RADIO HEARTH

King George V delivered the first Royal Christmas broadcast to the Empire via radio in 1932. Addressing 20 million listeners, he declared, ‘I take it as a good omen that Wireless should have reached the present perfection at a time when the Empire has been linked in closer union. For it offers us immense possibilities to make that union closer still’.5 This broadcast was originally proposed by John Reith, the founding director-general of the BBC. He was a staunch monarchist who recognised the power of the radio to convey a sense of participation and to promote the modern monarchy as a family. While initially the King was hesitant, he finally agreed to the broadcast. He delivered the carefully scripted speech, written by Rudyard Kipling, at 3 pm on Christmas Day as part of the Empire Service, from a small room at Sandringham House. Microphones were connected through General post office land lines to the Control Room at Broadcasting House, and short wave transmitters delivered the message to many parts of the Empire.6

A year before the inaugural Christmas broadcast, the Empire had been strengthened through legislative means. In December 1931, the Statute of Westminster gave formal independence to the dominions of Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and South Africa, with some residual exceptions. Although the statute was not immediately ratified, it signified the independence of a Commonwealth. The preamble stated that ‘the Crown is the symbol of the free association of the members of the British Commonwealth of nations and as [such] they are united by a common allegiance to the crown’.7

According to Sir Henry Marten, the constitutional historian who had tutored Princess Elizabeth as a young girl, this statute marked a turning point whereby the Empire developed into ‘one big family’.8 This notion of family was emphasised by her grandfather in his first Christmas broadcast: ‘I speak to you now from my home and from my heart to you all’. He spoke ‘To men and women so cut off by the snows, the desert or the sea, that only voices out of the air can reach them’ and also ‘to those who are celebrating this day with their children and grandchildren’.9

Media promotion of the British monarchy as a family did not begin with George V. Historians such as Linda Colley have demonstrated that familial representations had been used by the Palace since the reign of George III.10 Yet during World War I, there was increasing concern to promote the monarchy as a British family. In 1917, the family name changed from Saxe-Coburg-Gotha to Windsor, to emphasise a shift away from German ties.11 In 1918, with the extension of the voting public, it was deemed important that the King and his family be appropriately represented in the media, and the first royal press secretary was appointed.12

In this context, the emerging medium of the wireless was important during the reign of George V for presenting domestic narratives with the royals as ‘family’ at their centre. Like photography, radio encouraged a sense of empathy. An early study entitled Psychology of Radio (1935) noted this function: ‘No radio can exist, especially no radio crowd unless the members have a lively impression of universality. Each individual must believe that others are thinking as he thinks and are sharing his emotions’.13

Simon Frith has explored conceptions of entertainment and public appeal in BBC policies during the 1930s, which were the ‘high’ years of Reithian public service broadcasting. He suggests that by then the audience was no longer a crowd. A model of how entertainment could work to bind together a community underlay the BBC’s vision of a common culture in the 1920s and 1930s. The appropriate attitudes and interests were presumed to be those normatively characteristic of the middle-class family. Frith noted that:

entertainment’s contribution to these ideas of democracy, neighbourliness, the community’s personality lay in its organisation of family life … The problem was to fit entertainment as an occasion into an intimate routine – the solution lay in the development of a particular sort of voice – intimate, authoritative and a particular sort of personality – relaxing and knowable – the radio star was public figure as private friend.14

Radio broadcasters received such nicknames as Auntie Cyclone in an effort to link listeners around the ‘radio hearth’.15 The ‘radio hearth’ of the 1920s brought a new dimension to domestic narratives and for representing the British monarchy as the family on the throne. Yet the BBC notion of universality and shared experience was class-specific, and focused on the middle class rather than the working class. From its beginning, the BBC was shaped by values of the professional middle class, especially those who had been educated at Oxford and Cambridge16 and its first director-general promoted these ideals. As Frith has argued, while ‘The central Reithian principle was that the wireless listener should be treated as active rather than passive’, Reith strove to create the specific ambience of a middle class home through the radio hearth.17

Twenty years after George V delivered the first Christmas broadcast, his granddaughter continued the tradition: ‘I am speaking to you from my home, where I am spending Christmas with my family’. She drew listeners in to her family life by expressing hope that ‘your children are enjoying themselves as much as mine’, and went on to state that ‘at Christmas time our thoughts are always full of our homes and our families. This is the day when members of the same family, try to come together’.18

When the Queen came to the throne, there was a marked revival of Christian faith in Britain, with an increase in church membership, Sunday school enrolment, and religious marriages. There had not been such an increase in Britain since the mid-nineteenth century.19 In his analysis of Christianity in Britain, Callum Brown describes the revival of the early 1950s:

The mental world which produced this [revival] was not just a world of a tiny minority … [it] was a national culture, widely broadcast through books, magazines and radio and deeply ingrained in the rhetoric with which people conversed about each other and themselves. It was a world profoundly conservative in morals and outlook, and fastidious in its adherence to respectability and moral standards.20

In this context, the Queen was seen to represent strong Christian moral leadership through her role as Supreme Governor of the Church of England.

The Queen’s first Christmas broadcast linked her own family and the families of her listeners to the concept of the Commonwealth as a broader family with shared values: ‘We belong, you and I, to a far larger family. We belong all of us to the British Commonwealth and Empire, that immense union of nations, with their homes set in all the four corners of the earth’. At this juncture, her speech was no longer restricted to her children enjoying Christmas, or families gathered in their individual homes, but used the rhetoric of family values in a more ambitious sense, suggesting an ‘immense union of nations’. The Queen then paralleled this ‘immense union’, to her family and other individual families: ‘Like our families it can be a great power for good – a force which I believe can be of immeasurable benefit to all humanity’.21

By the time of her coronation, parts of the ‘far larger family’ of the Commonwealth had begun the process of decolonisation. In 1947 and 1948 India, Pakistan and Ceylon had become self-governing dominions, with India becoming a republic in 1950. Yet its leaders chose to remain part of the Commonwealth. By 1952, there were eight members of the Commonwealth, including Britain.22

The Christmas speech worked to consolidate the ‘loyalty and affection’ of the people of Britain and the Commonwealth. It constructed the image of the happy family, not only as a way of describing her own family, and providing a bridge into the domestic lives of her subjects, but also as a metaphor for harmony and shared values for Britain and the Commonwealth. Carefully produced by the BBC, it invited the public to construct images of a happy Royal family and to link these images to their own familial situation. It also invited them to apply these images in a metaphorical sense to the nation and the Commonwealth. Hence, despite being carefully constructed, this representation injected a warmth and sentimentality that laid the foundation for later less controlled media representations.

By tying the notion of the Commonwealth to the goodness of individual families, including the Royal Family, the Queen’s speech suggested that familial behaviour could likewise benefit humanity. The speech implied that the idea of the nation and the Commonwealth were closely linked to such behaviour. What were the implications of the suggestion that the Commonwealth, like her family and everyone else’s, could ‘be a great power for good’? How was ‘good’ to be defined, and what were the implications for the Commonwealth, not to mention the monarchy, if the family as a ‘power of good’ was to be linked to specific Christian virtues such as the sanctity of marriage and the notion of fidelity?

THE SANCTITY OF MARRIED LIFE IN THE 1950S

In the immediate aftermath of World War II, definitions of family and concern about divorce were in some ways intensified by broader anxieties about the instability of British society and the Commonwealth, and the possibility that Britain was in decline. Questions of intimacy, and concerns about marriage breakdown, the accessibility of divorce and its threat to family were often tied to fears about a breakdown of British society.

At a time of change within the Commonwealth, the idea of family commitment and marriage were emphasised by the Palace. Significantly, India gained independence in the same year, 1947, that Princess Elizabeth married Prince Philip. In this year, divorce reached a peak due to the disruption of war. In 1949, the Legal Aid Act passed by the Labour government made divorce more accessible and affordable to all.23 That year, Princess Elizabeth told a Mothers Union that ‘We can have no doubt that divorce and separation, are responsible for some of the darkest evils of society today’. She emphasised that ‘broken homes cause havoc amongst children’.24 Her speech evoked fidelity and loyalty, Christian values that were publicly associated at that time with her father, George VI.

The notion of stability and commitment within the larger ‘Commonwealth family’ was reflected in the London Declaration of 1949 whereby an independent India was able to remain part of the Commonwealth despite becoming a republic.25 In that year a conference of Commonwealth prime ministers revised the criterion established in the Balfour Report that the Commonwealth was for those countries ‘owning an allegiance to the crown’.26 This development opened the way for other independent countries to join the Commonwealth.

By the early 1950s, there was arguably more stability and less separation in British families than since the end of the war. By 1954, the divorce rate had declined significantly and the number of marriages had increased.27 White weddings became increasingly popular among all classes. In November 1955, 95 per cent of women responding to a questionnaire in Woman’s Own magazine listed marriage as their most important ambition.28

These themes of morality and marital stability were emphasised in the carefully constructed Royal Christmas broadcasts of that time. In 1953, the Queen delivered her Christmas broadcast from New Zealand, where she and Prince Philip were on tour. She suggested a link between her harmonious family and her success as Queen: ‘Frankly I do not myself feel at all like my great Tudor forebear, who was blessed with neither husband nor child, who ruled as a despot’. She went on to explain that ‘there is at least one very significant resemblance between her age and mine. For her kingdom, small though it may have been was yet great in spirit’. This speech again made a link between her reign and her family, by emphasising that she was a mother and wife, ‘blessed with husband and children’, unlike Elizabeth I – who ruled as a ‘despot’.29

While she acknowledged a link with Elizabethan England in ‘the great spirit of the British nation’, the Queen intimated that the spirit was enhanced by her model family life. She downplayed her role as head of state, emphasising that unlike Elizabeth I, she was limited in her power. She reminded the audience of this by firmly placing herself within the domestic sphere, and emphasising that she had been ‘blessed with husband and children’. At a time when the nuclear family was central to the dominant conservative ideology, the Queen used family values to remind the public of her limited constitutional power. Yet if being ‘blessed with a husband and children’ made her a better queen than her Tudor forbear ‘who ruled as a despot’, then her family’s behaviour was to be linked unquestionably in the public’s mind with her performance as queen.

This focus on the less family-minded Elizabeth I served, more subtly, to distance the Queen from the domestic and political difficulties of the British monarchy during the interwar period. When her uncle ascended the throne in 1936 as King Edward VIII, he was far from a virtuous patriarch modelling family values to the nation. Indeed he was a 42-year-old bachelor determined to marry his American divorcee girlfriend, Wallis Warrington Simpson. Although the divorce laws of the 1930s were harsh and the process complex, Simpson was eventually granted a decree nisi. While initially the press baron Lord Beaverbrook worked to protect the King’s private life from the glare of the British media, the American press was less respectful.30 He was determined to marry Simpson, regardless of the controversy surrounding the issue of a monarch marrying a divorcee. However, he received a stern warning on 13 November 1936 from his private secretary Alexander Hardinge, who outlined the likely government response:

The Prime Minister and some members of the Government are meeting today to discuss what actions should be taken to deal with the serious situation … the resignation of the government … would result in your Majesty having to find someone capable of forming a government … I have reason to know that … this is hardly within the bounds of possibility.31

The next Monday, the King called the Prime Minister, Stanley Baldwin, to Buckingham Palace and announced his decision to marry. In response, the Prime Minister declared that his marriage would be unacceptable to the British people.

On 10 December 1936, Edward VIII abdicated. The following day he made a public broadcast. In referring to his brother, who was to replace him on the throne as King George VI, he spoke of ‘one matchless blessing enjoyed by so many of you and not bestowed upon me – a happy home with a wife and children’.32 The intense public debate was not confined to the morality of Edward VIII’s desire to marry a divorcee. There was also speculation about him being a Nazi sympathiser. When private papers belonging to his lawyer and confidant, Walter Monkton (who helped draft the abdication) became available at the Bodleian Library, Oxford University in 2000, they included a 1939 telegram from Edward (as Duke of Windsor) to Adolf Hitler and a personal reply.33

In her 1953 Christmas broadcast, the Queen was clearly distancing herself not only from the ‘despotic’ and childless Elizabeth I, but also from the much more recent antics of her uncle. Instead, she links herself to the familial reigns of her grandfather and her father. Yet she envisages a more modern, egalitarian reign and a less authoritarian relationship with her subjects. She is the nurturing wife and mother presiding over one big Commonwealth family. The notion of an egalitarian Commonwealth family was reflected in legislative terms in 1953, when a Royal Styles and Titles Act formally recognised the separateness and equality of each of the Commonwealth realms.34

PROTECTING THE ROYAL FAMILY FROM TELEVISION CAMERAS

The BBC worked with the Palace to carefully construct an image of the Royal Family and promote the message of Commonwealth family values. While it continued the tradition started in 1932 of using the Christmas radio broadcasts to emphasise the Royal Family as Christian and morally committed, it also worked to protect its privacy. During the 1950s, media technology was developing at the same time as social mores were being debated and challenged. In this context, the BBC sought new ways of satisfying public interest in the private lives of the Royal Family. It was keen to invite members of the Family to take part in various programs. For example, even before the introduction of commercial television in 1954, American influence upon the BBC was evident in biographical films, a style of program, popular in the United States, that focused on well-known figures and was set in their house and garden.

In 1952, a producer from the BBC wrote to Major John L Wickham CVO, private secretary to The Queen Dowager, disclosing that ‘I have just had a tentative approach on a television project which would involve Queen Mary and I would be grateful if I might put it before you in a preliminary way’.35 He explained that an American broadcaster, Davidson Taylor, ‘has been doing some biographical films’ and that the BBC and the NBC had an arrangement for exchanging and sharing films. Apparently, Taylor had completed a film on Bertrand Russell and was intending to make one on the prime minister. ‘The technique’ he explained, ‘is, I gather, to interview the victim either in an indoor or outdoor setting, or both, the whole thing quite informal, with emphasis on the pictorial side of the interview’. The BBC noted that Taylor had asked whether there would be ‘any possible chance of Queen Mary's agreeing to be filmed in such a manner in Marlborough House [her London residence]’.36 The letter describes the equipment that would be involved, including ‘ordinary newsreel apparatus’. It concludes by stating, ‘I can only add that such a film would give the greatest possible pleasure to British television viewers’. The producer reassures Wickham that Taylor is ‘a very pleasant, discreet, responsible and cultured person’, and adds that ‘If you feel able to put this proposal before Her Majesty, I would gladly come and talk to you about it in greater detail. Naturally the present proposal is timed in relation to Queen Mary's birthday’.37

The tentative and deferential tone of this letter reflects the BBC’s relationship with the Palace. Although it enjoyed a television monopoly, it was keen to work hand in hand with the monarchy. The style of program it suggested, the biographical film, was domestic in focus, relying on new film apparatus to construct intimacy. From the point of view of the Palace, this request to film Queen Mary within her familial home suited the ‘family on the throne’ public relations approach that was then in full swing. After all, it had been during the reign of George V and Queen Mary that the monarchy became linked to modern middle-class ‘family values’, and represented directly into people’s homes.

Television techniques of the early 1950s enabled people to greet the monarch in their living room as they would a long lost friend. In light of this, it would seem fitting that Taylor should be granted permission to film Queen Mary inside her home, ‘with the whole thing quite informal, with the emphasis on the pictorial side of the interview’. However, the BBC was informed that this was not possible. They replied to Wickham, offering thanks for the sympathetic handling of the request and adding politely, ‘Of course we quite understand Queen Mary's reluctance and are most grateful to Her Majesty for having even considered the matter’.38

The Palace thus made it clear that they expected the BBC to respect a clear delineation of public and private. Part of the agenda was to keep ‘live’ cameras away from Princess Margaret’s relationship with Peter Townsend, who was separated from his wife. When, in December 1953, the BBC requested to film Princess Margaret at a performance of ‘Sinbad the Sailor on Ice’, the Palace replied that they would ‘certainly send a pass for the Television Newsreel Cameramen to film on the occasion’. On the other hand, the letter emphasised that, ‘the only filming and photographic facilities that can be arranged are for Her Royal Highness' arrival’. The Palace explained that ‘The presentations are taking place in the green room and the space does not allow of photographic facilities at this point and in any event photography at such a moment is only arranged on exceptional occasions’.39

Generally, the BBC complied with requests from the Palace and was careful in its use of television cameras to portray the model royal family, a image that Dermott Morrah believes was essential to the monarchy’s survival.40 In return, the palace rewarded the BBC for its assistance. This is evident in a confidential letter from Alan Lascelles, the Queen’s private secretary, to the BBC in 1952. He explained that while the Queen did not want her Christmas broadcast televised that year, ‘she has agreed to a still photograph of herself at the microphone being taken and has told the press secretary to arrange this’. Furthermore, she indicated that it might be possible for her and the Duke to visit the BBC in February or March of the following year. He conveyed her appreciation of the help ‘so readily given to all members of the royal family and to their staffs’, adding as an aside that ‘the Queen will be pleased to accept, as you kindly suggest, a television set for her use at Sandringham. Her Majesty does not at present wish to have a set at Balmoral’.41

Although the BBC was not yet representing the Royal Family in intimate stories, various staff members attempted to inject warmth into their reports. For the coronation, four films were planned. One was to include an interview with the Queen’s ex-governess, Marion Crawford, who had fallen out of favour with the palace after she published a sentimental account entitled The Little Princesses. Due to a possible outcry from the Palace, the BBC chose to delete this interview. The producer regretted the decision, describing the interview as ‘three rather delightful anecdotes about the childhood days of the Princess’ and expressing ‘very great regret that our home viewers would not see an item which I am convinced the majority would have found extremely interesting’.42 Nonetheless, in the early 1950s the BBC’s priority was not whether the majority of viewers would have found it ‘extremely interesting’ but whether the Palace would have approved it.

CRITICISM OF THE ROYAL FAMILY

A number of developments in the mid 1950s acted as a catalyst for the Palace to agree to increase media access, as a means of promoting stability. There was much unrest in the Commonwealth over the Suez Crisis of 1956. Also in that year, Pakistan became a republic and Ghana gained independence in 1957. A number of British commentators began to question the relevance of the Royal Family to British society. Malcolm Muggeridge argued in the New Statesman in 1955 that a growing number of people feel that ‘another photograph of the Royal Family will be more than they can bear: the Queen Mother, Nanny Lightbody, Group Captain Townsend, the whole show is utterly out of hand’. He urged that ‘the Royal Family ought to be advised on how to prevent themselves and their lives from becoming a sort of royal soap opera’.43 The Daily Mirror, Britain’s best selling tabloid, asked in 1956 if the new Elizabethan era was a flop: ‘The circle around the throne is as aristocratic, as insular … as toffee nosed as it has ever been’.44

The Queen’s press secretary, Commander Richard Colville, complained to the Press Council in 1955 about the serialisation of a book by John Dean, Prince Philip’s former valet. The Queen was, he asserted, ‘entitled to expect that her family will attain the privacy at home which all other families are entitled to enjoy’. The Press Council replied that ‘the private lives of public men and women especially royal persons have always been the subject of national curiosity. This is one of the consequences of fame or eminence or sincere national affection. Everything therefore that touches the Crown is of public interest and concern’.45 This ruling raised some pertinent questions about royal privacy. If ‘everything … that touches the Crown’ was ‘of public interest and concern’, then where could the boundaries be drawn?

IMPROVING THE ROYAL MEDIA PERFORMANCE

Given widespread public criticism of the Royal Family, it was no coincidence that in 1956 the Palace expressed interest in the idea of fitting rooms for broadcasting within the palace, and showed signs of yielding to the possibility of televising the next year’s Christmas message. Presumably in a bid to maintain popularity, the Palace was keen to renegotiate media boundaries. A great deal of concern had been expressed at both the Palace and the BBC over the quality of the Queen’s 1955 Christmas broadcast. In what became known as the Gordon Report, A V D Gordon, outlined to the director-general of the BBC his grave concerns about it: ‘I fancy that the Queen’s first sight of the script was just before the first rehearsal … and she expressed hearty dislike of much of it on sight’.46

Gordon identified a ‘lack of comprehension at the Palace of the distinction between the basic composition of a script and what may be done to it profitably by rehearsal’. He then commented on the excessive amount of the Queen’s time and energy taken up by the ‘confusion of advisory voices at different stages’, which ‘combined at one moment to shatter her judgement and to put into the background the prime objective, which was to improve the quality of performance’. Gordon also reflected upon where and how events were recorded. At Sandringham, he saw ‘considerable physical and psychological advantages’ in maintaining direct access to the Royal Family’s hall, enabling the Queen to move easily between the studio and her family before the recording session. At Buckingham Palace, he felt it ‘possible to be upright and relaxed physically’ and, given the ‘advantage of familiarity and ease of access from the Queen’s private rooms’, suggested the creation in a ground floor room of ‘the atmosphere of a permanent broadcasting room whatever its other uses might be’. The Duke of Edinburgh, Gordon recalled, had told him recently that ‘I suppose this sort of thing will have to be televised one day soon and what then?’ The Duke, then, was seemingly ‘acquiescent in the inevitable rather than determined, one way or the other’.47

An internal letter from the BBC’s director-general to the director of broadcasting in 1956 outlined recent communications with the Queen’s private secretary, Michael Adeane, regarding her Christmas radio broadcast, and mentioned that Adeane had been given Gordon’s report on the last Christmas message, ‘which he read with interest’. The director-general explained how, after reading the report, Adeane pointed out that ‘the difficulties surrounding the preparation of the broadcast were unlikely to be less this year as the number of cooks will be augmented by the presence of the Queen Mother’. However, it appeared from the Queen’s latest broadcast that ‘Gordon’s work had had some permanent effect on the Queen’s speaking’. Adeane expressed great interest in fitting rooms in Buckingham Palace and Sandringham, and the director-general noted, ‘I think he will follow this up. If so, we must be ready to send experts to advise what should be done’.48

The Gordon Report and the candid comments of the Queen’s private secretary demonstrated an increasing desire for a polished performing monarch, with a recording studio built into the family home. The royal domestic setting, which was the very setting that Colville had sought to keep BBC cameras away from, became the focal point for a sort of palace theatre.

ENGAGING WITH THE FAMILY VALUES DEBATE

Ultimately, the Palace responded to public criticism and the stance of the Press Council by embracing media developments and by engaging with the less rigid, more intimate ideas of family that were beginning to be promoted in British society. During the mid to late 1950s, the traditional patriarchal family structure was giving way to a more modern egalitarian model. Stuart Hall say the development of youth culture and mass media as reflecting that shift: ‘Young people in the post-war period were confronted with the contradictions of the true and false elements in their culture, because the wave of post war prosperity has raised them to cultural thresholds which offer rewards unequal to the expectations aroused’. In consequence, he suggests, ‘Most young people compensate for their frustrations by an escape into the womb-world of mass entertainment’.49

While many people questioned traditional institutions including the monarchy, there was, as Hall argues, an escape into the mass media. The powerful presence of television, radio, popular newspapers and magazines, and the influence of Hollywood celebrities through the cinema, were shaping ideas and images of family life.50 On the shift to youth culture, Elizabeth Nelson argues that the term ‘youth’ in post-war Britain was a ‘powerful and concealed metaphor for social change’.51 Arthur Marwick maintains that ‘A liveliness and spirit of innovation penetrated through many layers’ of Britain’s ‘still stratified society’, and that in many ways Britain seemed to have broken out of the straightjacket of dullness and conformity.52

Several pieces of legislation underpinned this transformed social landscape. The first public lottery since the eighteenth century was held in 1956. Up until then, there was strict legislation on betting and gaming.53 The Wolfenden Report (1954–57) on homosexuality and prostitution recommended relaxing laws on homosexuality. thus paving the way for further legislative reforms in the 1960s, for example, the 1967 Sexual Offences Act.54

These changing family values were emphasised in the Queen’s 1956 Christmas radio broadcast, which promoted peace and the easing of the furore within the Commonwealth over the Suez Crisis, and struck a new note of realism:

Our relations with one another are not so very different from those which exist between the members of any family. We all know that these are not always easy, nor can their course forever run untrammelled. [Therefore] there is no law within a family which binds its members to think, or act, or to be alike and surely it is this very freedom of choice and decision which lends its special value to friendship given in these times of stress and disagreement. It is a gift for which we are often truly and rightly grateful. None the less, sharp and painful differences involving deeply both intellect and emotions are bound to arise between members of a family and also between a friend and a friend and there is neither virtue or value in pretending they do not. … In all such differences, however, there comes a moment when for the sake of ultimate harmony, the healing power of tolerance, comradeship and love must be allowed to play its part. I speak of a tolerance that is not indifference, but rather a willingness to recognise the possibility of right in others – of a comradeship that is not just a sentimental memory of good days past, but the certainty that tried and staunch friends of yesterday are still in truth the same people today – of a love that is ready to rise above recrimination and anger.55

By highlighting the importance of tolerance and forgiveness within the family unit, the Queen seemed to suggest that families were perhaps becoming less rigidly structured. Her comments may perhaps allude at a personal level to Princess Margaret’s situation, and at a broader level to relations within the Commonwealth. The speech promoted the royal family as an egalitarian group of individuals who did not always agree on everything. It emphasised that, regardless of such differences of opinion, there is ultimately an affection holding the family together.

THE PERSONAL STORIES – COMMERCIAL TELEVISION

The Palace embraced both debate about family values and the performance aspects and accessibility of the Royal Family. Certainly, the development of the Royal Family as media performers on radio had already been highlighted in the Gordon Report, and the arrival of commercial television signified a further shift. Arguably, we can see the turning point in an internal BBC memo of November 1957. During that month, two television programs commemorated the tenth wedding anniversary of the Queen and Prince Philip. The first was produced by the BBC and entitled Ten Royal Years; the second was made for commercial television by the Independent Television Authority (ITA) and called The Happy Years.

Cecil McGivern, Deputy Director of BBC Television Broadcasting, reflected in an internal letter, ‘Our programme was a straightforward compilation [of newsreel material] and done with considerable professionalism, skill and polish’, while the commercial program ‘struck a different note’. In contrast, the ITA program ‘was not an official, objective document’ but rather ‘a personal, subjective account, a story’. McGivern outlined in point form his concerns about Ten Royal Years: ‘A– … a very good professional operation, but it lacks warmth. B– … more a royal progress than a wedding anniversary. C– How could you inject warmth?’ His central concern was that the BBC’s wedding anniversary program, while professional, was ‘not quite the way to commemorate a successful marriage’.56 The question he posed was how to inject ‘warmth’ into representation of the family on the throne, and that question has become central to the ongoing debate about the representation of monarchy in familial terms.

McGivern described the narration of the ITA program: ‘The story-teller was a Court Correspondent [who] appeared at intervals in vision, he told anecdotes, talked about these 10 years of marriage through his own mind, eyes and experience’. He acknowledged how ‘At first, I rather shrank back [at] the Queen’s ten years of marriage being explained by a commoner (a commoner whose voice had a slight but definite cockney accent). Then I became interested in the extra warmth he added’.57

The idea of the Queen’s marriage being narrated by a commoner with a cockney accent was novel in 1957. Indeed, the notion of a commoner representing all of the viewers was itself significant. Ultimately, it was he who told the story. He had the power to shape the narrative of the emotional intimacy between the Queen and her husband. Unlike the formal representation of the BBC, using newsreels to engage its middle-class audience, this narrative imposed a representation of the public (a man with a cockney accent) on the marriage. Power seemed less visibly in the hands of palace officials and more in the hands of the public in this production by the public, for their consumption.

The BBC deputy-director remarked that in watching the commercial documentary, ‘I forgot my scruples’. This comment reflected a shift from the deferential subject viewing a royal event, to a consumer being entertained by the intimacy of the Royal Family, entertained in a less detached and more personal way. He repeated the words ‘I felt’, suggesting that the ITA representation affected him emotionally, not just rationally. This emotional impact was reflected in his observation that ‘the idea of a marriage and a family was kept to the front more than in our program’. He also noticed ‘more close ups and more human close ups, for example, rain in puddles, batteries of lamps at London airport, people, faces, simple human moments’. The use of television techniques to emphasise such ‘simple human moments’ was focused on making the narrative interesting to viewers rather than simply presenting it. Although he judged that ‘there were aspects in terms of compilation – acoustics, professional continuity’ that were not as professional as in the BBC’s program, he conceded that ‘while professionalism is important, and the basis, it isn’t the end product’. McGivern ‘was struck by the two words, our “Royal” their “Happy”’: ‘The word “happy” in such a context is something of a risk with reference to people in the know but that is surely an unnecessary thought as regards this marriage and the fact that for Britain and the Commonwealth it has undoubtedly been a very happy marriage indeed. Apart from that, the reason for the programme was a marriage, not a royal progress’.58

The BBC’s approach had been to describe the occasion not in terms of emotion, but simply as ‘the royal marriage’. This was largely in keeping with the ethos of the palace press secretary, Colville, who advocated a carefully controlled representation of the Royal Family with a degree of deference and formality. The commercial approach, which paralleled the changing sentiments of the tabloid press at the time, seemed to encroach upon the intimacy of the Royal Family by measuring their feelings and behaviour. As McGivern recognised, the word ‘happy’ was indeed a risk for people in the know, in relation to the royal marriage, and raised the question of authenticity. This was less a problem with formal, controlled representations than with intimate and informal ones. If professional distance from the Royal Family was maintained, then the question of whether the Queen’s marriage really was a happy one would not arise. However, with ‘happy’ written into the ITA’s program’s title, the couple’s emotional intimacy became central to the family representation.

McGivern reluctantly acknowledged that he had been ‘forced to come to the personal conclusion that for the greater number of potential audiences, the ITA effort was more appealing and successful than ours’. The question, then, was one of ‘potential viewers’ and appeal. He welcomed the opportunity to compare the BBC’s scrupulousness with ITA’s rather different outlook, and saw it as an occasion to ‘demonstrate to us what ‘weight’, as the result of past years, we have on our shoulders’. and ‘an opportunity to consider again if we can and should get rid of some of this “weight”’.59

‘CAMERA CABLES, VIDEO CABLES’ IN THE ‘AMERICAN BOWLING ALLEY’

Only a few weeks after the BBC reflected upon the merits of the commercial approach to the royal wedding anniversary, it injected some commercial flair into the Queen’s first televised Christmas broadcast, in 1957. A detailed media statement from the BBC noted that it had been charged with making the technical arrangements on behalf of itself and ITA. It explained that Her Majesty would ‘speak from the Long Library at Sandringham (built by Edward VII as an American bowling alley). The room has good acoustics and is in a part of Sandringham House [from which] minimum disturbance will be caused to the household’. The Queen would be seated at a desk and would speak from the script with the aid of a prompter. There would be two cameras. In charge of the presentation would be Antony Craxton, based in the mobile control room in the grounds. Camera, video, microphone and lighting cables would all be permanently installed from an outside broadcast vehicle connected to the library. To ensure a secure transmission, there would be ‘two music’ circuits to Broadcasting House and two ‘control’ circuits.60

These press notes marked a new stage in the marriage between the monarchy and the BBC. Ironically, while Colville had worked hard to keep television cameras far from the royal family’s domestic space, the media, together with a plethora of cables, was being invited in to create the first televised Christmas speech. Furthermore, the press notes explained that the Queen was to wear make-up for the cameras and, with the aid of her prompter and script, would be seated carefully at a desk to accommodate them. The careful accommodation of television, and the broadcast of the message not only on the BBC but also on the commercial ITV, signified that the Royal Family was becoming more willing to oblige the public. While the Queen was televised alone rather than with her young family for this first televised Christmas message, she used her speech to promote the notion of the monarchy as an ideal family more forcefully than she ever had before. People no longer merely imagined the intimacy between monarch and subject through cosy radio messages – now it was beamed into their homes. The Queen spoke to people in their sitting rooms, and not merely as their sovereign, but as a wife and mother.

The Queen, while advocating traditional values, emphasised the novelty of the event, that ‘landmark television has made it possible for many of you to see me in your homes on Christmas day’. She reminded viewers of her own family and her home: ‘My own family often gather round to watch television as they are at the moment and that is how I imagine you’. The television suggested a link, something watched by all families, joining the world in their collective sitting rooms: ‘I very much hope that this new medium will make my Christmas message more personal and direct. It is inevitable that I should seem a rather remote figure to many of you. A successor to the Kings and Queens of history: someone whose face may be familiar in newspapers and films but who never really touches your personal lives’. The speech emphasised the importance of the Queen no longer being a remote figure, the latest in the lineage. Instead, she expressed her wish to touch the ‘personal lives’ of her subjects. The question was how.61

‘But for now, at least for a few minutes I welcome you to the peace of my home’, she continued. The welcome was not merely into the formality of her palace, but to ‘the peace’ of Sandringham, which was her family’s private home. With the scripted speech and the carefully directed television cameras, the Palace set definite limits – ‘a few minutes’ – on this royal domestic hospitality.62

Her message celebrated the virtues of family life within a broader framework of traditional values, and with the emphasis on continuity. She regarded the possibility of people seeing her as ‘another example of the speed at which things are changing all around us. Because of these changes, I’m not surprised that many people feel lost and unable to decide what to hold onto and what to discard, how to take advantage of the new life without losing the best of the old’. She emphasised that ‘it’s not the new inventions which are the difficulty’; ‘the trouble is caused by unthinking people who carelessly throw away ageless ideals as if they were old and outworn machinery’. It was crucial, she said, not to discard religion and morality, for ‘At this critical moment of history, we will certainly lose trust and respect of the world if we just abandon these fundamental principles, which guided the men and women who built the greatness of this country and Commonwealth’.63 The danger lay in the disregarding of traditional institutions such as marriage, family life and the monarchy.

The premise of this speech was the importance of fundamental principles, including religion and morality, in personal and private life. These principles, she argued, had ‘built the greatness of this country and the Commonwealth’. By linking religious traditions and public and private morality with the ‘greatness’ of Britain and the Commonwealth, she tied Christian family values together with the state, and the nation. The Queen’s espousal of these values suggested that the personal behaviour of herself and her family were linked to the security of her subjects.

Next, the Queen turned to international politics:

We can take pride in the new Commonwealth we are building … In the old days the monarch led his soldiers on the battlefield and his leadership at all times was close and personal. Today things are very different. I cannot lead you into battle, I do not give you laws or administer justice, but I can do something else, I can give you my heart and my devotion to these old islands and the people of our brotherhood of nations. I believe in our qualities and in our strength, I believe that together we can set an example to the world which will encourage upright people everywhere. I would like to read you a few lines from Pilgrim’s Progress … ‘My marks and scars I carry with me, to be a witness for me that I have fought his battles’.64

Promising to give one’s heart via the television was especially problematic, in that the opening of the royal heart echoed the quite literal opening of the door to the royal home and her private familial sphere. Giving one’s heart, in this context, implied a blurring of boundaries, with a transformation of intimacy being central to the monarchy’s relationship with the public. By asserting that ‘together we can set an example to the world which will encourage upright people everywhere,’ the Queen implied that the royal family were ‘upright people’ of solid public and private morality.

This first televised Christmas speech invited the public for a few minutes only into the Queen’s home, but her visibility provoked people’s curiosity. Were they not a human family? While the broadcast emphasised that the Queen was touching viewers’ personal lives, she was touching their lives with a carefully edited, sanitised ‘truth’. To touch people’s personal lives through the intimacy of a television performance not only injected warmth and familiarity, but also opened up many questions.

‘PRINCIPLES WE KNOW ARE RIGHT AND GOOD’

Although the Royal Family was promoted as an ordinary, happy family with ‘upright’ values, definitions of ordinary happy families and of upright behaviour were becoming less rigid and traditional during the 1950s. This increased fluidity and flexibility of definition coincided with a time when commercial television was scrutinising private intimate behaviour and also Royal intimacy. In other words, it was a time of increased debate about the delineation of the private and public sphere. Within this context, the relationship between Britain and the Commonwealth was also being questioned.

The BBC continued, throughout the 1960s, to debate the benefits of maintaining goodwill at the Palace, and gradually became more adventurous in their requests for more intimate portrayals of the Royal Family. While the Queen’s Christmas television messages excluded her husband and children from participation, her words continued to link her growing family to the symbolic Commonwealth family. In her 1960 Christmas speech, the Queen exclaimed that ‘this year I was delighted to get so many [telegrams] when my second son was born … [their] flooding in at that time made me feel very close to all the family groups throughout the Commonwealth’. She went on to explain:

arguments and strained relations, as well as natural disasters have all helped to produce an atmosphere of tension and uncertainty all over the world. It is at times of change, disorder and uncertainty we should cling most strongly to all those principles we know to be right and good … only a determined effort … can halt and reverse a growing tendency towards violence and disintegration. Despite the difficulties there are encouraging signs. For instance in Africa, Nigeria has gone through the process of achieving full self-government in peace and goodwill. This great nation has decided to remain a member of our Commonwealth65.

The 1960 message reinforced the theme that Christmas is ‘traditionally a time for family reunions’ and a time when ‘in Asia and in Africa we were made aware of the great volume of goodwill … [from those] who make up our Commonwealth family’. She then pointed to a change that would reverberate throughout the 1960s: ‘It is natural that the younger generation should lose patience with their elders for their seeming failure to bring some order and security to the world. But things will not get any better if young people merely express themselves by indifference or by revulsion against what they regard as an out of date order of things’. This focus, too, served a dual purpose, by comparing teen rebellion against elders with conflict-resolution in the Commonwealth. At least the Queen, the Duke and their young family seemed to be a paragon of family virtues, with old and young working together to maintain harmony.66

As early as January, the BBC had stressed the importance of using the Christmas speech to emphasise harmonious Commonwealth relations, and had stressed the importance of linking political developments to the notion of family and community. As Tangye Lean, the deputy-director of external broadcasting, advised the director-general:

The Christmas day broadcasts by the Monarch were probably the biggest single factor for marking Commonwealth unity in Empire broadcasting before WWII. The extent of their impact has since increased [and] with increasing distribution of sets and the amount of re-broadcasting in a political situation which still bears the threat of dissolution it would I think be the wish of the director of external broadcasting to submit that a maximum use of the occasion should henceforth be made to heighten the sense of immediate community in the English speaking world.67

Much evidence attests to the BBC’s close involvement in the construction of the speeches. This was evident in the 1960 speech, where the focus was on presenting a monarch in touch with the public. The BBC suggested changing ‘all the little family groups’ throughout the Commonwealth to the less patronising ‘families’ throughout the Commonwealth. And for ‘Paragraph 2, line 3 suggest in place of ‘this year I was particularly pleased’ with ‘early this year it was wonderful’. The writer of this note stated that ‘“particularly” is a beast of a word and the whole phrase has the flatness of conventional royal acknowledgement’. The Queen should state that it ‘gives us people of the Commonwealth that special relationship’ which, the BBC argued, ‘identifies the Queen with the phenomenon described’. In addition, they favoured use of ‘the world’ in place of ‘mankind’. They edited one phrase to read, ‘depend on a constant striving towards its improvements’, arguing that the original phrasing, which included ‘better things’, was ‘either vague [or] to some a reference to mere material advance’. 68 This careful editing process highlights the great care taken by the BBC and the Palace to use media technology and ideas about family to promote an accessible monarch.

The 1964 Christmas message emphasised a more relaxed, less authoritative monarch. The Queen suggested that chaos within a family of individuals and in the Commonwealth family was healthy: ‘All of us who have been blessed with young families know from long experience that when one’s house is at its noisiest, there is less cause for anxiety. The creaking of a ship in a heavy sea is music to the ears of the captain. In fact little is static and without movement there can be no progress’. She went on to emphasise that ‘we don’t wish to impose a particular form of government on any peoples in the world …’69 The intimacy of television was embracing the rhetoric of a more relaxed, less authoritarian family model.

WINDS OF CHANGE

The early 1960s saw winds of change in Britain, the Commonwealth and the Palace. International events influenced domestic changes and helped modify the make up of Britain and the Commonwealth. Harold Macmillan’s ‘Winds of Change’ speech in Cape Town in 1960 signalled Britain’s new irritation with the apartheid policies of South Africa, which soon after became a republic and, unlike India, withdrew from the Commonwealth. However, this withdrawal was more than matched in coming years by the admission of dozens of newly independent countries from Africa, Asia and the Caribbean, a trend paralleled by immigration from many of these countries that changed Britain’s cultural mix. At the same time, dominions such as Australia and New Zealand began to look to Asia.

These winds of change made an impact on the Palace too. In 1966 a letter from the BBC general manager, outside broadcasts, television, noted that ‘there is a distinct wind of change at the Palace. It has been growing in momentum over the past few months’. He added that ‘We have not so far been allowed to televise the royal banquet during a state visit in this country’, but suggested that they soon might be.70

The BBC was in fact able to use the ‘wind of change at the Palace’ to get a foot in the door before their competitors. The changes at the Palace were the result of a number of factors, including public criticism of the monarchy. Ultimately, they gave rise to the BBC’s 1969 Royal Family documentary, in which viewers saw footage of the Queen and her family at work and at home. The idea for the program was, in part, that of William Heseltine. Heseltine was an Australian who had joined the Palace press office in 1964, having formerly been private secretary to Australian Prime Minister Sir Robert Menzies. In 1967, he replaced Richard Colville. The idea for a documentary was also put forward by Lord Brabourne, son-in-law of Lord Mountbatten. A film director, he had produced the television program The Life and Times of Lord Mountbatten which, he said, ‘wasn’t a soap. It was a matter of conveying these people as human’.71

To oversee the project, a joint BBC and ITV committee was established, headed by Prince Philip. The Palace press office was also involved. A respected BBC documentary maker, Richard Cawston, was recruited by Brabourne and Prince Philip as director. Cawston and the BBC were allowed to record footage of the Royal Family, including day-to-day activities of the Queen. They were able to film all situations and to record unrehearsed conversations. After gathering 43 hours of film, the documentary was edited into a 90 minute program.72 It bristled with familial images, including a barbecue scene by the loch where Charles mixed salad dressing, the Duke cooked sausages and the Queen made a salad.

The documentary was first shown on the BBC on 21 June 1969, and eight days later on ITV. It was viewed by 68 per cent of the British public.73 Among its critics was David Attenborough, the naturalist and controller of BBC2, who warned Richard Cawston, ‘You are killing the Monarchy with this film you are making. The whole institution depends on mystique and the tribal chief in his hut. If any member of the tribe ever sees inside the hut the whole system of tribal chiefdom is damaged and the tribe eventually disintegrates’.74 Attenborough’s comments fail to recognise that this was by no means the first time that members of the tribe had seen inside the hut. Since the late 1950s, the Queen’s televised Christmas messages had not only invited members in, but had promoted images and ideals from inside that hut.

Undoubtedly, it was during the first decade of the Queen’s reign that the Palace and the BBC actively sought to promote the monarchy and the Commonwealth through using, rather than ignoring, developments in the commercial media. They focused on developing the idea of a commercially popular, intimate, performing monarch. At the same time, they embraced the changing social mores of the 1950s and early 1960s. Far from ignoring the family values debate and the move to a less rigid and more egalitarian family structure, the Palace and the BBC worked to link these changes not only to the domestic lives of the Royal Family, but, more significantly, to the rapidly transforming Commonwealth.

ENDNOTES

1     Queen's Christmas broadcast 1952, R34/862/13, Written Archives (WA), British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), Caversham Park, Berkshire.

2     Stephen Koss. The Rise and Fall of Political Press in Britain. London: Hamish Hamilton: 614.

3     Stephen Wagg. 1992. ‘One I made earlier: Media, popular culture and the politics of childhood’. In D Strinati and S Wagg, editors. 1992. Come on Down? Popular Media Culture in Post-War Britain. London/New York: Routledge: 161.

4     H A Hammelmann. 1958. ‘Committee on homosexual offences and prostitution’. Modern Law Review 21 (1): 68–73.

5     George V, ‘The first ever Christmas broadcast, 25 December 1932 …’. Accessed 9 September 2007. Available at http://www.royal.gov.uk/output/page3590.asp.

6     ‘Broadcasts’. Accessed 9 September 2007. Available at http://www.royal.gov.uk/output/page4953.asp.

7     Statute of Westminster. 1931. Statutes of the United Kingdom 22, ch. 4, George V (11 December).

8     Robert Lacey. 2002. Royal: Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth. London: Warner: 115.

9     George V, ‘The first ever Christmas broadcast, 25 December 1932’.

10    Linda Colley. 1992. Britons: Forging the Nation 1707–1837. New Haven CT: Yale University Press.

11    Philip Zeigler. 1978. Crown and People. London: William Collins: 31.

12    Frank Prochaska. 1995. Royal Bounty: Welfare Monarchy. New Haven CT: Yale University Press: 187.

13    Hadley Cantril and Gordon W Allport. 1935. Psychology of Radio. New York: Harper: 221.

14    Simon Frith. 1983. ‘The pleasures of the hearth: The making of BBC light entertainment’. In Formations Editorial Collective. The Formations of Pleasure. London: Routledge: 115.

15    Wagg, ‘One I made earlier’.

16    Simon Frith. 1988. Music for Pleasure: Essays in the Sociology of Pop. Cambridge: Polity Press: 28.

17    Frith, Music for Pleasure: 28.

18    Queen's Christmas broadcast 1952, R34/862/13, BBC/WA.

19    William Shawcross. 2002. Queen and Country. Toronto: McClelland & Stewart: 43–44.

20    Callum Brown. 2001. The Death of Christian Britain: Understanding Secularisation. London: Routledge: 6.

21    Queen's Christmas broadcast 1952, R34/862/13, BBC/WA.

22    There were, however, strong rumblings of a republic in South Africa, which suggests a rather less unproblematic Commonwealth.

23    David Cannadine. 1988. ‘Divorce’. In his History in Our Time. New Haven CT: Yale University Press: 116.

24    S Clarke. 1958. Palace Diary. London: Harrap: 44.

25    Commonwealth Secretariat website. Accessed 9 September 2007. Available at http://www.thecommonwealth.org.

26    Commonwealth Secretariat website.

27    Arthur Marwick. 1996. British Society since 1945. London: Penguin: 52.

28    Cynthia Whyte. 1970. Women’s Magazines. London: Michael Joseph: 138.

29    Shawcross, Queen and Country: 57.

30    Edward, Duke of Windsor. 1953. A King’s Story. London: Cassell; Wallis Simpson. 1965. The Heart Has Its Reasons: The Memoirs of the Duchess of Windsor. London: Michael Joseph.

31    Simpson, The Heart Has Its Reasons: 244.

32    Edward VIII’s broadcast after his abdication, 11 December 1936, ‘Historic royal speeches and writings’. British Monarchy website. Accessed 9 September 2007. Available at http://www.royal.gov.uk.

33    ‘Abdication letters keep their secret’. BBC News, 1 March 2000. Accessed 9 September 2007. Available at http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/661966.stm.

34    Royal Titles Act, 1953. British and Foreign State Papers 160: 2 (29 May).

35    BBC to Major J L Wickham, Marlborough House, undated (between January and June 1952), R34/862/12, BBC/WA.

36    Marlborough House was Queen Mary’s residence until her death in 1953. Queen Elizabeth II then donated it for use by the Commonwealth Secretariat, and it is still used for that purpose.

37    BBC to Wickham, January 1952, R34/862/12, BBC/WA.

38    BBC to Wickham, 18 April 1952, R34/862/12, BBC/WA.

39    Buckingham Palace to S J de Lotbiniere, 2 December 1953, R34/862/16, BBC/WA.

40    Dermot Morrah. 1958. The Work of the Queen. London: William Kimber.

41    Sir Alan Lascelles to Mr Nicholls, 27 October 1952, R34/862/13, BBC/WA.

42    G del Strother, ‘The Coronation Film Two – The Young Queen: Miss Marion Crawford’, 30 October 1952, R34/862/13, BBC/WA.30 October 1952.

43    Malcolm Muggeridge. 1955. ‘The royal soap opera’. New Statesman, 22 October.

44    ‘Is the new Elizabethan Age going to be a flop?’. 1956. Daily Mirror, 24, 27, 28 September.

45    K Rose. 1985. Kings, Queens and Courtiers. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson: 52.

46    A V D Gordon to Director General, Report on Queen’s Christmas broadcast 1955, 23 January 1956, R34/1105/1, BBC/WA.

47    Gordon to Director General BBC, Report on Queens Christmas broadcast 1955.

48    Director General to Director of Broadcasting, Re Christmas broadcast, 31 July 1956, R34/1105/1, BBC/WA.

49    Stuart Hall. 1959. ‘The big swipe: some comments on the classlessness controversy’. Universities and Left Review 7: 50–52.

50    Hall, ‘The big swipe’.

51    E Nelson. 1989. The British Counter-Culture 1966–1973. London, Macmillan: 39.

52    Marwick, British Society since 1945: 140.

53    Marwick, British Society since 1945: 141.

54    John Ramsden, editor. 2002. The Oxford Companion to 20th Century British Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 307.

55    Queen’s Christmas broadcast 1956 (draft only), R34/1105/1, BBC/WA.

56    Cecil McGivern, Deputy Director of Television Broadcasting, memo, 20 November 1957, ‘Ten royal years BBC 9.00 to 9.30 pm and The Happy Years 11–11.30 pm. ITA 25 November 1957’, T16/186/4, BBC/WA.

57    McGivern, memo, 20 November 1957.

58    McGivern, memo, 20 November 1957.

59    McGivern, memo, 20 November 1957.

60    BBC Publicity Department, ‘Press conference notes re: broadcasting Xmas 1957, 3pm Christmas day November 1957’, R34/1105/1, BBC/WA.

61    Queen’s Christmas broadcast 1957, ‘Drafting of Christmas 1957 message (Queen)’, T16/608/1, BBC/WA.

62    Queen’s Christmas broadcast 1957, ‘Drafting of Christmas 1957 message (Queen)’.

63    Queen’s Christmas broadcast 1957, ‘Drafting of Christmas 1957 message (Queen)’.

64    Queen’s Christmas broadcast 1957, ‘Drafting of Christmas 1957 message (Queen)’.

65    Queen’s Christmas Broadcast 1960, cited in A V D Gordon to CPPS, ‘re: The Queen's Christmas Broadcast 1960’, 15 December 1960, R34/1105/2, BBC/WA.

66    Queen’s Christmas Broadcast 1960, cited in Gordon to CPPS, 15 December 1960.

67    Tangye Lean to BBC Director General, 28 January 1960, R34/1105/2 BBC/WA.

68    Queen’s Christmas Broadcast 1960, ‘Note drafting of 1960 broadcast, secret draft II’, R34/1105/2, BBC/WA.

69    British Monarchy website.

70    Peter Dimmock, General Manager Outside Broadcasts, Television to C P Tel, 14 February 1968, ‘State visit of President of Italy 16 July 1968’, T16/186/8, BBC/WA.

71    B Pimlott. 1997. The Queen: A Biography of Elizabeth II. London: H Collins: 381.

72    Pimlott, The Queen: 380, 382; Lacey, Royal: 222.

73    Pimlott, The Queen: 382.

74    Shawcross, Queen and Country: 153.

PRIMARY SOURCES

ARCHIVAL SOURCES

British Broadcasting Corporation, Caversham Park, Berkshire.

Royal Titles Act, 1953. British and Foreign State Papers.

Statute of Westminster, 1931. Statutes of the United Kingdom.

CONTEMPORARY PUBLISHED SOURCES

Duke of Windsor, Edward. 1953. A King’s Story. London: Cassell.

Simpson, Wallis. 1965. The Heart Has Its Reasons: The Memoirs of the Duchess of Windsor. London: Michael Joseph.

NEWSPAPERS

Daily Mirror.

New Statesman.

WEBSITES

BBC website. http://www.bbc.co.uk.

British Monarchy, official website: http://www.royal.gov.uk.

Commonwealth Secretariat website: http://www.thecommonwealth.org.

REFERENCES

Brown, C. 2001. The Death of Christian Britain: Understanding Secularisation. London: Routledge.

Cannadine, D. 1998. History in Our Time. New Haven CT: Yale University Press.

Cantril, H; Allport, G W. 1935. Psychology of Radio. New York: Harper.

Clarke, S. 1958. Palace Diary. London: Harrap.

Colley, L. 1992. Britons: Forging the Nation 1707–1837. New Haven CT: Yale University Press.

Crawford, M. 1950. The Little Princesses. London: Cassell.

Frith, S. 1988. Music for Pleasure: Essays in the Sociology of Pop. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Frith, S. 1983. ‘The pleasures of the hearth: The making of BBC light entertainment’. In Formations Editorial Collective. The Formations of Pleasure. London: Routledge.

Hall, S. 1959. ‘The big swipe: Some comments on the classlessness controversy’. Universities and Left Review 7: 50–52.

Hammelmann, H A. 1958. ‘Committee on homosexual offences and prostitution’. Modern Law Review 21 (1): 68–73.

Koss, S. 1984. The Rise and Fall of Political Press in Britain. London: H Hamilton.

Lacey, R. 2002. Royal: Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth. London: Warner.

Marwick, A. 1996. British Society since 1945. London: Penguin.

Morrah, D. 1958. The Work of the Queen. London: William Kimber.

Nelson, E. 1989. The British Counter-Culture 1966–1973. London, Macmillan.

Pimlott, B. 1997. The Queen: A Biography of Elizabeth II. London: Harper Collins.

Prochaska, F. 1995. Royal Bounty: Welfare Monarchy. New Haven CT: Yale University Press.

Ramsden, John, editor. 2002. The Oxford Companion to 20th Century British Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Rose, K. 1985. Kings, Queens and Courtiers. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Shawcross, W. 2002. Queen and Country. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart.

Strinati, D; Wagg, S, editors. 1992. Come on Down? Popular Media Culture in Post-War Britain. London: Routledge.

Whyte, C. 1970. Women’s Magazines. London: Michael Joseph.

Zeigler, P. 1978. Crown and People. London: William Collins.

Cite this chapter as: McGuire, Jennifer. 2008. ‘Till death do us part? Commercial TV, changing family values and Queen Elizabeth II’s Commonwealth’. Orb and Sceptre: Studies on British Imperialism and its Legacies, in Honour of Norman Etherington, edited by Limb, Peter. Melbourne: Monash University ePress. pp. 12.1 to 12.20.

© Copyright 2008 Jennifer McGuire
All rights reserved. Apart from any uses permitted by Australia’s Copyright Act 1968, no part of this book may be reproduced by any process without prior written permission of the copyright owners. The fact that this book is published online does not mean that any part of it can be reproduced without first obtaining written permission: copyright laws do still apply. Inquiries should be directed to the publisher, Monash University ePress: http://www.epress.monash.edu/contacts.html.


NORMAN ETHERINGTON

A BIBLIOGRAPHY OF PUBLICATIONS AND PRINTED PUBLIC ADDRESSES

BOOKS

2007. Mapping Colonial Conquest: Australia and Southern Africa, editor. Perth: University of Western Australia Press.

2005. Missions and Empire, editor. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

2001. The Great Treks: The Transformation of Southern Africa, 1815–1854. London: Longman.

1992. Peace, Politics and Violence in the New South Africa, editor. Oxford: Hans Zell.

1991. The Annotated She, editor. Bloomington: University of Indiana Press.

1984. Theories of Imperialism: War, Conquest and Capital. London: Croom Helm.

1984. Rider Haggard. Boston: G. K. Hall.

1984. Time Gentlemen, Please!!: The Story of the Fight to Save the Aurora Hotel, 1983 (anonymously authored). Adelaide: Kitchener Press.

1978. Preachers, Peasants and Politics in Southeast Africa 1835–1880. London: Royal Historical Society.

OCCASIONAL ORATIONS

2000. ‘Blainey revisited on the causes of war’. The Cunningham Lecture for 2000. The Academy of Social Sciences in Australia, Canberra. November.

1996. ‘The Historical profession in our universities: Trends and prospects’. Presidential Address to the 1996 Conference of the Australian Historical Association’, Melbourne. July.

1990. ‘Imagining Africa; penetrating Africa’. Inaugural Professorial Lecture, University of Western Australia. August.

1986. ‘Projecting imperial power’. Address on the occasion of the opening of the Maritime Museum of South Australia by Queen Elizabeth II. Port Adelaide. March.

1980. ‘No longer a young country’. Address to a special joint sitting of both houses of the South Australian Parliament commemorating the opening of the Constitutional Museum in Old Parliament House, Adelaide. July.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO BOOKS

2006. ‘The political uses of dead races: A South African case’. In P Grimshaw and R McGregor, editors. Collisions of Cultures and Identities: Settlers and Indigenous People. Melbourne: University of Melbourne: 209–222.

2005. ‘Introduction’. In N Etherington, editor. Missions and Empire. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 1–18.

2005. ‘Education and medicine’, in N Etherington, editor. Missions and Empire. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 261–284.

2005. ‘The Missionary writing machine in nineteenth-century KwaZulu-Natal’. In J S Scott and G Griffiths, editors. Mixed Messages: Materiality, Textuality, Missions. New York: Palgrave Macmillan: 37–50.

2003. ‘Genocide by cartography’. In D Trigger and G Griffiths, editors. Disputed Territories: Land, Culture and Identity in Settler Societies. Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press: 207–232.

2001. ‘Introduction’. In L Stiebel, N Etherington, J Carruthers and V Forbes. Thomas Baines’ Map of the Gold Fields of Southern Africa. CD ROM. Pietermaritzburg and Durban: University of Natal Press and Killie Campbell Africana Library.

2001. ‘Blainey revisited: Has peace broken out in the late 20th century?’ In B Hindness and M Jolly, editors. Thinking Peace, Making Peace. Canberra: Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia: 7–20.

2000. ‘The standard of living question in nineteenth-century missions in KwaZulu-Natal’. In J de Gruchy, editor. The London Missionary Society in Southern Africa, 1799-1999. Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press: 156–165.

1999. ‘Writing Truth and Reconciliation history for Nelson Mandela’s South Africa’. In L Manderson, editor. Reconciliation: Voices from the Academy in Australia. Canberra: Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia: 5–14.

1999. ‘Missions and Empire’. In W R Louis and R W Winks, editors. Oxford History of the British Empire, Volume 5. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 303–314.

1997. ‘Kingdoms of this world and the next: Christian beginnings among Zulu and Swazi’. In R Elphick, editor. Christianity in the History of South Africa. Berkeley and Johannesburg: University of California Press and David Philip: 89–106.

1996. ‘Why South Africa is unlikely to follow the Yugoslav or the Soviet route to ethnically based fragmentation’. In P Rich, editor. Reaction and Renewal in South Africa. London: Macmillan: 263–273.

1995. ‘Old wine in new bottles: The persistence of narrative structures in the historiography of the Mfecane and the Great Trek’. In C Hamilton, editor, The Mfecane Aftermath: Reconstructive Debates in Southern African History. Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press: 35–49.

1995. ‘Putting the Mfecane controversy into historiographical context’. In C Hamilton, editor. The Mfecane Aftermath: Reconstructive Debates in Southern African History. Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press: 13–20.

1995. ‘Gender issues in Southeast African missions, 1835-1865’. In R Ross and H Bredekamp, editors. Missions and Christianity in South African History. Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press: 135–152.

1995. ‘The arts and Australia’s Asian neighbourhood’. In D Myers, editor. Re-inventing the Humanities: International Perspectives. Melbourne: Australian Scholarly Publishing: 142–147.

1994. ‘Is it too soon to begin devising explanations for the death of apartheid?’ In P Rich, editor. The Dynamics of Change in Southern Africa. London: Macmillan and St. Martin’s Press: 101–119.

1989. ‘The “Shepstone system” in Natal and beyond the borders’ and ‘Christianity and African society in the 19th century’. In W R Guest, editor. A New History of Natal. Pietermaritzburg: University of Natal Press: 121–137 and 195–214.

1988. ‘Myths of local history’. In C Liston, editor. Bridging the Gap: National Issues in Local History. Sydney: Royal Historical Society of New South Wales: 6–19.

1986. ‘African economic experiments in colonial Natal’. In W R Guest, editor. Enterprise and Exploitation in a Victorian Colony. Pietermaritzburg: University of Natal Press: 265–285.

1986. ‘Chief Buthelezi and the Zulus’. In J Hirst, editor. The Future of South Africa. Melbourne: The History Institute: 49–53.

1984. ‘Capitalist and socialist theories of imperialism with particular reference to South Africa 1890–1920’. In Southern African History: New Perspectives. Johannesburg: University of the Witwatersrand Senate Special Lectures, 1984: unpaged.

1982. ‘South African missionary ideologies 1880-1920: Retrospect and prospect’. In T Christensen and W R Hutchison, editors. Missionary Ideologies in the Imperialist Era: 1880-1920. Arhus, Denmark: Aros: 191–199.

1981. ‘Anglo-Zulu relations, 1856-1978’. In A Duminy and C Ballard, editors. The Anglo-Zulu War, New Perspectives. Pietermaritzburg: University of Natal Press: 13–52.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE OXFORD DICTIONARY OF NATIONAL BIOGRAPHY

2004. Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Individual biographies of: François Coillard; William Ellis; James Frederic Elton; William Percival Johnson; William Cotton Oswell; Frederick Courteney Selous; John Richardson Selwyn; and Theophilus Shepstone.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO OTHER ENCYCLOPEDIAS

2005. ‘South Africa: Boer expansion into the interior of South Africa’, ‘South Africa: Difaqane on the highveld’, ‘Lesotho treaties and conflict’, ‘Missionary enterprise, pre-colonial: religion, culture, imperialism’, ‘Lesotho: Moshoeshoe I’, ‘South Africa: Natal in the 19th century’, and ‘White settler factor: economic and political’. In Kevin Shillington, editor. Encyclopedia of African History. New York: Fitzroy Dearborn.

2003. ‘War, demographic aspects’. In Paul Demeny and Geoffrey McNicoll, editors. Encyclopedia of Population, Revised edition. New York: Macmillan Reference USA.

2002. ‘The History Trust of South Australia’. In Wilfrid R Prest; Kerrie Round and Carol S Fort, editors. The Wakefield Companion to South Australian History. Adelaide: Wakefield Press: 260–262.

JOURNAL ARTICLES

2004. ‘Were there large states in the coastal regions of Southeast Africa before the rise of the Zulu Kingdom?’ History in Africa 31: 157–183.

2004. ‘A tempest in a teapot?: Nineteenth-century contests for land in South Africa’s Caledon Valley and the invention of the Mfecane’. Journal of African History 45: 203–219.

2004. ‘A false emptiness: How historians may have been misled by early nineteenth century maps of South-eastern Africa’. Imago Mundi 56 (1): 67–86.

2004. With David Maxwell. ‘Missions and empire’. Journal of Religion in Africa 34: 194–199.

2002. ‘Outward and visible signs of conversion in nineteenth-century KwaZulu-Natal’. Journal of Religion in Africa 32: 422–39.

2002. ‘Reviewing “the evidence” for The Great Treks’. South African Historical Journal 47: 191–202.

2002. ‘Workshop report: Indigenous peoples and religious change: Reassessing mission Christianity in an international historical perspective’. Dialogue (Journal of the Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia) 21: 10–12.

2001. ‘Kandahar, Kabul and Jalalabad: Been there, done that’. CISA (Journal of the Centre for International Strategic Analysis) (November-December): 8.

1996. ‘Postmodernism and South African history’. New Contree 40 (November): 28–41.

1996. ‘PoMo and South African history’. Southern African Review of Books 44: 10–12.

1996. ‘Recent trends in the historiography of Christianity in Southern Africa’. Journal of Southern African Studies 22: 201–219.

1996. ‘The Gendering of indirect rule: Criminal law and colonial Fiji, 1875–1900’. Journal of Pacific History 31: 42–57.

1994. ‘Fissures in the post-apartheid academy’, South African Historical Journal 31: 205–208.

1993. ‘Edward Palmer Thompson (1924–1993)’. Southern African Review of Books 28: 5.

1991. ‘The aftermath of the aftermath’, contribution to the ‘Colloquium, “The Mfecane Aftermath”: Towards a new paradigm’. South African Historical Journal 25: 154–162.

1991. ‘The Great Trek in relation to the Mfecane: A reassessment’. South African Historical Journal 25: 3–21.

1988. Natal’s black rape scare of the 1870s’, Journal of Southern African Studies 15: 123–140.

1988. ‘Are we over-building Adelaide? Myths and realities’. Building and Architecture 15: 14–16.

1987. ‘Missionary doctors and African healers in Victorian South Africa’. South African Historical Journal 19: 77–91.

1987. ‘Buchan, imperialism and psychoanalysis (II)’. John Buchan Journal 7 (Winter).

1986. ‘Historical origins of the South African Revolution’. Lumen 15: 7–12

1986. ‘Buchan, imperialism and psychoanalysis (I)’. John Buchan Journal 6 (Autumn).

1984. With Carmel McKeough. ‘Jubilee 50’. Journal of the Historical Society of South Australia 12: 3–21.

1983. ‘Missionaries and the intellectual history of Africa: A historical survey’. Itinerario 7 (2): 116–143.

1983. ‘The capitalist theory of capitalist imperialism’. History of Political Economy 15: 38–62.

1982. ‘Reconsidering theories of imperialism’. History and Theory 21: 1–36.

1982. ‘Theories of imperialism in Southern Africa revisited’. African Affairs 81: 385–407.

1981. ‘Frederick Elton and the South African factor in the making of Britain’s East African Empire’. Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 9: 255–274.

1980. ‘The historical sociology of independent churches in Southeast Africa’. Journal of Religion in Africa 10: 108–126.

1979. ‘Labour supply and the genesis of South African Confederation in the 1870s’. Journal of African History 20: 235–254.

1978. ‘African economic experiments in colonial Natal, 1845-80’. African Economic History 5: 1–15.

1978. ‘Rider Haggard, imperialism and the layered personality’. Victorian Studies 22: 71–88.

1977. ‘Social theory and the study of Christian missions in Africa: A South African case study’. Africa 47: 31–40.

1977. ‘Rider Haggard’s imperial romances’. Meanjin Quarterly 36 (2): 189–199.

1977. ‘South African origins of Rider Haggard’s early African romances’. Notes and Queries (New Series) 24: 436–438.

1976. ‘The origins of “indirect rule” in nineteenth-century Natal’. Theoria 47: 11–21.

1976. ‘Mission station melting pots as a factor in the rise of South African black nationalism’. International Journal of African Historical Studies 9: 592–605.

1975. ‘Natal’s first black capitalists’. Theoria 45: 29–41.

1974. ‘Hyndman, the Social Democratic Federation and imperialism’. Historical Studies (Australia) 16: 89–103.

1974. ‘Theories of empire and modern American imperialism’. Australian Journal of Politics and History 20: 210–222.

1970. ‘An American errand into the South African wilderness’. Church History 39: 62–71.

EXTENDED REVIEW ESSAYS

2006. ‘Empire’s fate’. Arena Magazine 81: 40–43.

2002. ‘The view across the river: The Colenso family and Natal’. Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History. 30: 154–158.

1998. ‘Zulu Kings, coronations, and conversations with colonial officials’. South African Historical Journal 39: 228–235.

1996. ‘Children of bondage/breaking the chains’. South African Historical Journal 34: 303–308.

1996. ‘Betrayed trust’, South African Historical Journal 34: 291–295.

1993. ‘A history of South Africa’. International Journal of African Historical Studies 26: 450–453.

1993. ‘Black gold’. Southern African Review of Books 25 (May/June): 20–22.

1992. ‘Shrinking the Zulu’. Southern African Review of Books. 4 (September/October): 23.

1992. ‘The long conversation: Of revelation and revolution’. International Journal of African Historical Studies 25: 213–216.

1991. ‘Journeys from old to new faiths’. International Journal of African Historical Studies 24: 7–9.

1989. ‘Declines and falls’. Victorian Studies 32: 573–577.

1989. ‘You can’t get there from here: A future South Africa without apartheid’. Southern African Review of Books 9: 3–5.

1988. ‘Buthelezi and the South African Revolution’. Southern African Review of Books 2: 3–5.

1984. ‘The House of Phalo, and before and after Shaka: Papers in Nguni history’. Journal of Southern African Studies 11 (1): 157–161.

1981. ‘Black peasants in Natal and Zululand: The agenda for research’. Journal of Natal and Zulu History 4: 74–78.

1981. ‘The subjugation of the Zulu’. Journal of African History 5: 108–110.

1979. ‘Half a loaf for African history’. African Economic History 8: 260–263.

© Copyright 2008 Norman Etherington
All rights reserved. Apart from any uses permitted by Australia’s Copyright Act 1968, no part of this book may be reproduced by any process without prior written permission of the copyright owners. The fact that this book is published online does not mean that any part of it can be reproduced without first obtaining written permission: copyright laws do still apply. Inquiries should be directed to the publisher, Monash University ePress: http://www.epress.monash.edu/contacts.html.


INDEX

Abantu-Batho, 7.7, 7.11, 7.12, 7.13

Aberdeen Street, Perth, 4.16

Aboriginal history, vi

Aboriginal people of Australia, 4.7, 4.12, 4.18, 4.19, 7.14, 10.7

acclimatisation, 10.1–10.2, 10.4, 10.10, 10.14

Acclimatisation Society of Victoria, 10.3

Act of Union (1910), South Africa, 7.4, 7.6, 7.12

Adelaide, 4.13, 4.22, 10.1, 10.8, 10.10

Adelaide Terrace, Perth, 4.13

Adelaide, Queen, 4.13

Admiralty Arch, London, 4.31

Afghan, SS, 8.2–8.3, 8.7–8.12, 8.16–8.17, 8.19

Africa, vi–xi, 2.1, 2.4, 2.9, 3.1, 3.8–3.10, 4.7, 5.5, 5.7, 5.9, 5.10, 6.1, 7.1, 7.6, 7.9, 7.11–7.12, 7.14–7.15, 10.3, 12.14, 12.16

Africa and the Victorians, vi

African National Congress (ANC), x, 7.1–7.15

African nationalism, 7.1–7.2, 7.6–7.7, 7.10

African World, The 7.13

Africans, 2.5, 2.8, 3.3–3.4, 5.2, 5.12, 6.1, 6.11, 7.1–7.10, 7.12–7.15

Afrikaner people of South Africa, 2.1, 6.8–6.9, 7.4, 7.9, 7.12, 7.15

Afusi, 5.6

Agar-Hamilton, J A I, 6.2

agriculture, 4.10, 9.9, 10.12–10.14

Ainuddin, Khan Bahadur, 1.16

Aitken, W M, Lord Beaverbrook, 12.5

Ajmer, 1.8

Albany, W A, 4.2

Albert Hall, London, 4.1, 4.30

Albert Square, Perth, 4.14

Albert, Prince, 4.14

alcohol, 1.5, 2.2

alcoholism, 1.7, 1.13–1.14

Alexander, Fred, vi

Ali, Khan Sahib Hashmat, 1.13

Amalinde, battle of, 6.3

America and Americans, 4.1, 4.4, 4.8, 4.31, 5.3, 5.7, 7.1, 7.4, 7.14, 8.4–8.5, 10.3, 11.1–11.3, 11.6–11.12, 12.5, 12.6, 12.12. See also United States

American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO), 11.7

American Jewish Committee, 11.8–11.9

Amoy. See Xiamen

Amritsar massacre, 7.6

Anderson, Perry, 11.3

Anglo-Zulu War, viii, 3.1–3.17

Anti-Chinese movements, 8.1––8.20

Anti-Chinese League, 8.3, 8.6–8.8

Anxi County, China, 9.1

ANZAC Day, 4.34

apartheid, x, 2.1, 6.1–6.2, 6.8, 6.10–6.12, 6.13, 7.14, 12.16

Arendt, Hannah, 11.6

Argus (Melbourne), 10.1

Art Gallery, Perth, WA, 4.1

Asia, 4.7, 9.2, 9.10, 10.3, 10.10, 11.1, 11.12, 12.14, 12.16

Assyrian paradise park, 10.4

Athol Bay, 10.6

Atlee, Clement, 11.1

Auckland, v

Australia, vi–xii, 4.2, 4.4, 4.9, 4.11–4.13, 4.14–4.15, 4.17–4.18, 4.20, 4.26, 4.28, 4.30–4.31, 6.2, 7.1, 7.11, 7.14, 8.1–8.10, 8.19–8.20, 9.8–9.9, 10.1–10.2, 10.6, 10.8, 10.10, 10.12–10.14, 11.1–11.12, 12.2, 12.16

Australian Committee for Cultural Freedom (ACCF), 11.7–11.8

Australian history, vi, ix

Australian National University (ANU), vi

Australian Natives’ Association, 8.6

Australian Paper Manufacturers, 11.4

Azizuddin Ahmed, 1.15

badminton, 1.8

Baldwin, Stanley, 12.5

Baleka ka Mpitikazi, 5.5

Balfour Report, 12.4

Balfour, Paddy, 2.3–2.4

Balmoral, 12.7

Banfield, E C, 11.10

Bank of China, 9.9

Bank of Communications, 9.9

Bantu, language group and Bantu-speaking peoples, 2.6, 6.8, 7.12

Bantustans, 6.10

Bareilly, 1.6

Barotse people, 5.5–5.6, 5.11

Barrack Street, Perth, 4.28, 4.33–4.34

Barron, Edward, 4.13

Barton, Edmund, 8.6

Beaufort Street, Perth, 4.14

Beaufort, Francis, 4.14

Beaverbrook, Lord. See Aitken, W M

Bell, Daniel, 11.7

Bellairs, W, 3.5

Berlin, Isaiah, 11.3

Bhambatha Rebellion, 7.6

Bible, 10.3–10.4

Biddulph, Thomas, 2.3–2.4

billiards, 1.8, 3.16

Bird, John, 2.9, 5.2

birds, 4.18, 10.6, 10.8, 10.10–10.11

Birdwood Square, Perth, 4.14

Birdwood, William, 4.14

‘Black Dreyfus’, 7.8

Black Skins, White Masks, 7.15

Blakeway, D B, 1.11–1.12

Blomley, Nicholas, 4.3

Bloomsbury district, London, 4.16

Blue Mountains, New South Wales, 10.7

Boas, Harold, 4.20

Bodleian Library, 12.5

Boers, 2.1, 4.1, 6.2, 6.8–6.9, 7.2–7.3, 7.9, 7.12. See also Afrikaner people of South Africa

Boer War, 4.1, 7.2–7.3, 7.12

Bold, W E, 4.18

Bolshevik revolution, 11.7

Bolton, B E. 9.7

Bomford, revenue officer of Datia, 1.8

Bond, Geoffrey. See Langa, James

Bondy, François, 11.8

Bosanquet, Oswald, 1.8–1.10

Botany Bay, 4.10

Brabourne, Lord, 12.16

Brackenbury, Henry, 3.15

Bradman, Donald, 7.14

Brett, Judith, 11.4–11.5

Brisbane Street, Perth, 4.14

Brisbane, Thomas, 4.14

British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), xii, 12.1–12.17

British Empire and British Commonwealth of Nations, v–xiii, 3.18, 4.1–4.2, 4.16, 4.30, 7.5, 7.7, 7.9, 7.11, 7.13–7.14, 8.10, 11.1–11.2, 11.5–11.6, 11.9, 11.12, 12.1–12.13

British Empire and Commonwealth history, v–xiii

Brittan, Samuel, 11.10

broadcasting, 11.5, 12.1–12.14. See also radio, television

Broadcasting House, London, 12.2, 12.12

Broken Hill Pty. Ltd. (BHP), 11.9

Brown, Ann, 2.5, 2.7

Brown, Callum, 12.3

Brown, Christina, 2.7

Browne, Rosenheim & Co, 9.6

Britz, J J, 6.9, 6.11

Bryant, A T, 5.8

Brzezinski, Zbigniew, 11.9

Buckingham Palace, 12.5, 12.8–12.9

Buffalo River, 3.1, 3.2

Bulhoek massacre, 7.6

Bulwer, Henry, viii, 3.3–3.9

Bundelkhand, 1.4

Bureau of Commerce and Industry (Australia), 10.13

Burgess, Andrew, 5.7

Burgmann, Verity, 8.2

Burke, Edmund and Burkean ideas, 11.3 11.11

Burrumbeet, SS, 8.7–8.8

Buthelezi people, 5.4

Callaway, Henry, 5.2, 5.7

Cambridge, 3.7, 8.22, 9.1, 12.3

Cambridge University Library, 9.1

Cambridge, Duke of, 3.13, 3.16

cameras, 12.6–12.7, 12.9, 12.12–12.13. See also photography

Campbell, Walter, 1.16

Canada, vi, x–xi, 3.1, 6.1, 11.3, 12.2

Canadian history, vi, ix

Canberra, 7.14

Canton, 9.1. See also Guangzhou

Cape Colony, 3.1

Cape Town, 2.6, 3.1, 3.9, 5.8, 7.13, 12.16

Cape York, 11.1

capitalism, 7.10, 7.11, 7.13

Carrington, Lord, 8.5, 8.15, 8.19

Catholics and Catholicism, 4.13, 11.7. See also Christianity

cats, 10.13

Cawston, Richard, 12.16

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), 11.7, 11.9

Cetshwayo, Zulu king, 3.1–3.2, 3.9–3.11, 3.16, 5.8

Cetywayo and his White Neighbours, 5.8

Ceylon, xi, 9.1–9.3, 9.9, 12.3

Chamberlain, Joseph, 7.8

Changsha, 8.17, 8.18

character, the role of in British appraisals of subaltern capacities, 1.2–1.3, 1.17

Charles Street, Perth, 4.15

Charters, Samuel, 2.4

Chelmsford, Lord, 3.1–3.16

Cherry, A, 3.5–3.6

Chifley, Ben and Chifley Labor government, 11.4

China and Chinese, 4.31, 8.1–8.21, 9.1–9.10

China National Tea Corporation (CNTC), 9.2, 9.8

Chinese Communist Party (CCP), 9.2–9.3, 9.8, 9.10

Chinese immigration, 8.3, 8.5, 8.8, 8.12–8.15, 8.21

Chinese Restriction Act of 1881, New South Wales, 8.12, 8.16–8.17, 8.19–8.20

Christesen, Clem, 11.8

Christianity, 4.13, 5.5–5.6, 5.8–5.9, 5.13, 6.1, 7.2–7.3, 7.8–7.9, 7.14, 10.4, 12.1, 12.3, 12.4, 12.6, 12.13

Church of England, 12.3

Churchill, Winston, 11.1–11.2

Claise Brook, Perth, 4.17

Clarendon, Lord, 7.8

Clark, Manning, 8.2

Clarkebury Boarding Institute, 7.14

Cleveland, Grover, 11.2

Clash of Civilisations, 11.1

Clear, D C R, 6.10

Clifford, H H, 3.9–3.11, 3.13–3.15

Cloete, Stuart, 5.6

Cohen, Ronald, 5.10

Cold War, 11.1, 11.3, 11.6, 11.9

Colenso, Agnes, 2.1

Colenso, Charles, 2.1

Colenso, Frances, 2.1

Colenso, Harriette, 2.1

Colenso, J W, 2.1, 2.7, 2.8

Colley, Linda, 12.2

Collins House, Collins House group of industries, 11.4

Colville, Richard, 12.8, 12.9, 12.11

Colvin, E D, 1.11–1.12

Commentary, 11.8–11.9

Common Market, 11.3

communism, 7.8, 7.11, 7.13, 9.8, 11.3, 11.6–11.8

Congress for Cultural Freedom (CCF), 11.7–11.9

Connell, R W, 11.4

Conquest, Robert, 11.9

conservation, 10.9

conservatism, xii, 4.16, 11.1–11.4, 11.6, 11.8–11.12. See also neoconservative

Convention Centre, Perth, 4.34

convicts, 4.4, 4.14–4.17, 4.20, 4.25, 4.28, 4.31–4.32

corroboree, 4.19

cotton, 4.3

Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (Australia), 10.13

crabs, 4.18

Cradock, John, 6.5

Crawford, Marion, 12.7

Crawford, Max, vi

Craxton, Antony, 12.12

Crealock, H H, 3.2, 3.10, 3.12, 3.14–3.15

cricket, xi

Crimean War, 4.1

Crowley, Frank, vi

cultural relativism, viii

Cunynghame, Arthur, 3.1

Curthoys, Ann, 8.2

Curtin, John, xi

Curzon, George, 1st Marquess, 1.7

D’Urban, Benjamin, 2.2, 2.4, 2.6, 5.8

Daily Mirror, 12.8

Daily News, 3.11

Darley, Frederick, 8.17–8.18

Dassehra celebrations, 1.14

Datia, 1.1–1.17

Davidson, Alastair, 8.1–8.3

Davison, Graeme, 8.2

De Beers Company, 7.8

De Courcy, Catherine, 10.1

de Kock, A J, 6.8–6.9

Dean, Elizabeth, 6.4

Dean, John, 12.8

decolonization, viii, x

Decter, Midge, 11.9

deer, 10.7, 10.11

defence, 4.7

Delhi Durbar (1911), 1.6

Delhi Street, Perth, 4.13

democracy, 7.2, 7.14, 12.2

dependency theory, ix–x

Derrida, J, 4.3

Dibbs, George, 8.6, 8.15

Dingane, Zulu king, 2.7, 5.5, 5.8

dingoes, 10.13

divine kingship, 5.10

diviners, 5.1–5.13

Dlamini people, South Africa 5.4

Dodds, Jane, 4.18

Dos Passos, John, 11.7

Drangadhra, 1.14

Drug Houses of Australia Ltd, 11.4

Dual Mandate in Tropical Africa, vii

Dube people, 5.4

Dube, J L, 7.3–7.6, 7.9–7.10

Dugmore, Charles, 6.12

Duke of Edinburgh. See Philip, Prince

Durban, 3.5, 3.9–3.11

Durkheim, Emile, 11.3

Durnford, Anthony, 3.13

Durnford, Edward, 3.13

Dutch, 6.2–6.3, 6.11, 6.13, 7.9, 7.12

Dutch East India Company, 6.3

Dutch East Indies, 9.2

Dymond, Timothy, xii

East Africa, 1.7

East India Company, British, 9.1

Eastman, Max, 11.8

economics, 4.4, 5.10, 7.1, 7.15, 9.1–9.2, 9.9–9.10, 10.1, 10.4, 10.14, 11.1, 11.4–11.6, 11.9–11.10

education, 1.4, 1.6–1.8, 1.17, 4.30, 5.5, 6.2, 7.3–7.4, 7.12, 7.14, 10.9, 11.3

Edward VII, King, 3.16, 12.12

Edward VIII, King, 12.5–12.6

Egerton, William, 1.16

Egypt, 5.10, 10.13, 11.2

elephants, 2.3, 10.6, 10.12

Elizabeth I, Queen, 4.29, 12.5–12.6

Elizabeth II, Queen, xii, 12.1–12.8, 12.10, 12.12, 12.14–12.15

Elizabeth, Queen Mother, 11.1, 12.8–12.9

Ellenberger, D F, 5.6

Ellice, Charles, 3.16

Empire and Commonwealth history, v–xiii

Emtonjaneni, 3.11

Encounter, 11.8

England, v, 2.2, 3.2, 3.10, 3.12–3.13, 4.3–4.4, 4.25, 4.30, 7.5, 7.9–7.11, 7.14, 8.8, 11.1, 11.5, 12.5. See also Great Britain, British Empire

Entonjaneni, 3.15

Eshowe, 3.2–3.7

Esplanade, Perth, 4.21, 4.34–4.35

Etherington, Norman, v, viii–xiii, 5.5, 5.9, 6.1, 7.1, 13.1–13.5

Ethiopians, 5.9

Europe, 7.6, 7.11–7.12, 9.7, 9.9, 10.3, 11.4, 11.6

Evatt, H V, 11.7

Fairfax, James, 11.9

Fairfield Foundation, 11.7

Fannin, J E, 3.5–3.6

Fanon, Frantz, 7.15

fascism, 11.3, 11.6. See also Nazis

feminism, vii

feminist history, vii

fifth ‘frontier war’. South Africa, 6.1, 6.4, 6.6

Fiji, viii

Fisher, Gerald, 1.13–1.14

Fitze, Kenneth, 1.13, 1.15

Fitzgerald Street, Perth, 4.15

flamingoes, 10.11

Fletcher, James, 8.6

flying foxes, 10.13

Foochow. See Fuzhou

Forbes, Archibald, 3.11

Ford Foundation, 11.7

Fort Evelyn, 3.9

Fort Newdigate, 3.11–3.12, 3.15

Fort Pearson, 3.10

France and the French, vi, ix, 4.1, 4.13, 4.20, 4.28, 10.1

Francis Street, Perth, 4.14

Fraser, Malcolm, 4.12, 4.21, 7.14, 11.9, 11.11

Frazer, Charles, 4.3

Free Spirit, 11.8

Fremantle, C H, 4.2

Fremantle, WA, 4.5, 4.10–4.11

Frere, Bartle, 2.1, 3.1, 3.4, 3.6, 3.8–3.9

Friedman, Milton, 11.11

Frith, Simon, 12.2–12.3

frogs, 4.18, 10.11

Fujian province of China, 9.1

Fujian Rebellion (1933), 9.4

Fukien. See Fujian

Fuzhou, 9.1–9.10

Fynn, Henry Francis, viii, 2.2–2.8, 5.6,–5.11, 5.13

Fynn, Henry Francis Jr, 2.7

Fynn, William, 2.6

Fynney, F B, 3.8, 5.2–5.3, 5.7

Gaika. See Ngqika

Gallagher, J, vi

Gallipoli, 4.14

Gamble, Andrew, 11.9

Gandhi, M K, 7.6, 7.12

Gaoze, 3.10

Garbutt, H W, 5.3, 5.6

Garden City movement, 4.18

Garden City movement in town planning, 4.5

Garden of Eden, 10.3–10.4, 10.14

Garden, R J, 5.1, 5.8, 5.13

Garling, Frederick, 4.22

Garvey, Marcus, Garveyism and Garveyites, xii, 7.11, 7.13–7.14

Gascoigne, John, x

Gcaleka, section of Xhosa people, 6.3

Gcaleka, Xhosa chief, 3.1, 6.3

gender analysis, ix

Geological Museum, Perth, WA, 4.1

geometry, 4.2

George III, King, 12.2

George V, King, 7.5, 7.10, 12.1–12.3, 12.7

George VI, King, 12.4–12.5

George Street, Sydney, 8.8–8.9

George, Lloyd, 7.5, 7.12

Gepp, Herbert, 11.4–11.5

Germany and Germans, 7.7, 7.12, 10.1, 10.7, 12.2

Ghana, vii, 12.8

Gifford, Prosser, vii

Gillbank, Linden, 10.1

Gillies, Duncan, 8.3–8.8, 8.19

Gingindlovu, battle of, 3.2

Gluckman, Max, 5.10

goats, 5.7, 10.9

Goderich Street, Perth, 4.13

Goderich, 1st Viscount, 4.13

gold rush, Western Australia, 4.16

Gollin & Co, 9.8

Gombrich, Ernst, 11.3

Goossens, Eugene, 11.8

Gordon Report, 12.8–12.10

Gordon, A V D, 12.8

Government House, Perth, 4.10, 4.25–4.26, 4.28–4.29, 4.33

Government of India, 1.1–1.5, 1.10–1.12

Govind Das, 1.3

Graham, Captain, 2.4

Grahamstown, 2.2, 2.4–2.6, 6.3–6.4, 6.6, 6.10–6.11

Graves, F E, 6.11

Great Britain

army, 4.2

Colonial Office, 2.1, 3.8, 4.1, 4.4, 4.13, 4.25, 4.31, 8.2, 8.4, 8.5, 8.6, 8.12, 8.15, 8.19

Empire. See British Empire

Royal Navy, 4.2, 8.12

War Office, 3.13

Parliament, 7.2, 11.1

Privy Council, 8.16– 8.17

Royal Family, 12.1–12.17

See also British Empire

Great Exhibition of 1851, 4.1, 4.14, 4.30

Greeks, 11.2–11.3

Greenwood, Gordon, vi

Grey, Charles, 1st Baron Grey, 4.13

Greytown, 3.4, 3.6

Griffiths, Gareth, xi

Griffiths, Phil, 8.2

Grimwade, Geoffrey, 11.4

Groenhout, Fiona, vii, xii

group settlement schemes, 10.12

Grove Family, The, 12.1

Grundlingh, Albert, 6.8

Grundlingh, Louis, 6.8

Guangzhou, 9.1

Guildford, W A, 4.13

Guinness Book of Records, 5.1

Gumede, Josiah, 7.3, 7.5–7.6, 7.11–7.13

Guthrie, SS, 8.12, 8.16–8.17

Guy, Jeff, 2.8

H R Nicholls Society, 11.10

Habana, 6.6

habeas corpus, 8.12–8.13, 8.16–8.18

Habeas Corpus Act, 8.15

Hagenbeck family, 10.7, 10.9

Haggard, H R, 5.1–5.3, 5.5, 5.7–5.9, 5.13

Hall, Stuart, 12.9

Hamilton, Carolyn, 2.1

Hammond, N G, 9.4

Hancock, W K, vi

Hankow, 9.5

Hardie, Keir, 7.11

Hardinge Street, Perth, 4.16

Hardinge, Alexander, 12.5

Hardinge, Baron Charles, 1.8–1.9

Hardinge, Henry, 4.16

Harries, Owen, 11.11

Harries, Patrick, 5.9

Harrisons, King & Irwin, 9.6–9.7

Hartmann, Paul, 6.4

Hartz, Louis, 11.3

Harvard, 11.9

Havelock Street, Perth, 4.13

Hay Street, Perth, 4.13–4.14

Hay, R W, 4.13

Hayek, Friedrich, 11.3, 11.6, 11.10–11

Healdtown Institution, 7.14

Healey, Denis, 11.8

Hegel, G W F, 4.3

Heirisson Island, 4.20

Helbling, J, 9.5–9.6

Henderson, E Y W, 4.13

Herschel, 7.14

Heseltine, William, 12.16

Hicks Beach, Michael, 3.7– 3.9

Hintsa, Xhosa king, 2.4, 6.3

historiography, i–xiii, 6.1–6.2, 6.4–6.5, 6.8–6.13, 7.1

Hitchens, Christopher, 11.2

Hitler, Adolph, 11.6, 12.6

Hlobane, battle of, 3.2–3.3, 3.5

Hobart, 10.1, 10.7

Holland, Robert, 1.8

Holman, William, 10.1

Holocaust, 11.6

homosexuality, 1.2, 1.7, 12.1, 12.9

Hong Kong, 8.11–8.12, 9.1–9.2, 9.4–9.7, 9.9–9.10

Hook, Sidney, 11.8

Horatio Crescent, Perth, 4.13

Horne, Donald, 11.6, 11.8

Hottentot. See Khoikhoi

Howard, John and Howard coalition government, 11.1, 11.10

hunting, 1.7, 1.14, 2.2, 4.18, 7.10, 10.2, 10.4, 10.11–10.12

Huntington, Samuel, 11.1

Huttenback, Robert, 8.2

hyena, 10.11

ideology, 5.4, 5.9, 5.11, 5.13, 6.1, 6.2, 7.4, 7.11, 7.15, 10.1, 11.3–11.4, 11.6, 11.11, 12.5

iguanas, 10.10

Ilanga lase Natal, 7.9

immigration, xi, 6.4–6.5, 8.1–8, 8.10–8.12, 8.14–8.15, 8.18–8.21, 12.16

Imperial and Commonwealth History, v. See also British Empire

Imperial Cadet Corps College, 1.7

Imperial Cadet Corps of British India, 1.4, 1.7

Imperial College, London, 4.1

Impey, L, 1.5–1.6, 1.11

Inanda, 2.7

Independent Television Authority (ITA), 12.10–12.12

Independent Television ITV, 12.12, 12.16. See also Independent Television Authority

India, vii, viii, x–xii, 1.1–1.2, 1.4, 1.8, 1.13–1.14, 1.17, 2.1, 4.3, 4.16, 4.31, 6.3, 7.1, 7.6, 9.1–9.3, 9.10, 10.7, 11.2, 12.3–12.4, 12.16

Indian Mutiny, 4.13

indirect rule, vii, x, 1.1–1.2, 1.15, 1.17, 2.1, 2.9

Indore, 1.8–1.9, 1.11

Industrial Workers of Africa (IWA), 7.10

Inkanyinso yase Natal, 7.3

Institute of Public Affairs (IPA), 11.4–11.5, 11.10–11.11

Inter–Colonial Conference of 1888, 8.19

International Tea Agreement (1933), 9.2, 9.6

International Tea Committee, 9.3

Invercargill, 11.1

IPA Review, 11.5, 11.10–11.11

Ipepa lo Hlanga, 7.3

Ireland, 7.6, 12.2

Isandlwana, 3.2–3.4, 3.13

Israelites, 5.9. See also Jews

Jabavu, J T, 7.11

jaguars, 10.8

Jamaica, v

James Stuart Archive, 5.4–5.5

Japan, 9.2, 9.4, 11.7

Japanese imperialism, 9.2, 9.9

Jardine Matheson Archive (JMA), 9.1, 9.4, 9.7

Jardine, Matheson & Co, 9.1–9.2, 9.4, 9.6–9.10

Jardine, William, 9.1

Jews and Jewish organizations, individuals, 11.3, 11.6–11.7, 11.10

Jhalawar, 1.14

Jhansi, 1.3

Johannesburg, v

Josselson, Michael, 11.7–11.8

Joubert, C J, 6.8–6.9, 6.11

Jubilee Museum, Perth, 4.1

Kadalie, Clements, 7.6

kangaroos, 4.18, 10.1, 10.7

Kat River, 6.3–6.4, 6.7

Katzen, Mary, 6.4

Keating, Paul, 11.1, 11.12

Keiskamma River, 6.4, 6.10–6.11

Kemp, C D, 11.4, 11.10

Kemp, David, 11.10–11.11

Kemp, Rod, 11.10–11.11

Kenya, 7.12

Keon, Stan, 11.7

Kerr, John, 11.9

Keswick, W J, 9.6–9.7

Khambula, battle of, 3.2, 3.5

Khan Bahadur Ainuddin, 1.16

Khan Sahib Hashmat Ali, 1.13

Khoikhoi people, 6.3, 6.6, 6.9, 6.11, 6.22, 6.24

kholwa, 7.3, 7.5. See also Christianity

kikuyu grass, 10.12

Kimberley, South Africa, 7.8

King Street, Sydney, 8.9

King’s Park, Perth, 4.21

Kingsford, Samuel, 4.13

Kipling, Rudyard, vii, 10.11, 12.1

Kissinger, Henry, 11.11

Knutsford, Lord, 8.5–8.7, 8.19

Koestler, Arthur, 11.6

Koranta ea Becoana, 7.8

Kostof, Spiro, 4.5

Kraai, Hamilton, 7.11

Krantzkop, 3.4, 3.6

Kristol, Irving, 11.7–11.9

Krygier, Richard, 11.6–11.9

Kuomintang (KMT), 9.2, 9.8–9.9

KwaMagwasa mission station, 3.10–3.11, 3.16

Laband, John, 3.5

Labour Party, South Africa, 7.8, 7.11

labour unions, 7.11. See also trade unions

Lachlan, F P, 9.5–9.6

Lagos, v

Lake Henderson, 4.13, 4.15–4.17, 4.19

Lake Irwin, 4.13, 4.17–4.18

Lake Kingsford, 4.13, 4.17–4.18

Lake Monger, 4.18

Lake Poulett, 4.13

Lake Sutherland, 4.13, 4.17

Lake Thomson, 4.13

Lal Panna Lal, 1.11

Lamb Street, Perth, 4.13, 4.16

Lamb, William, 2nd Viscount Melbourne, 4.13

Lambrechts, H A, 6.8–6.10

Land Act (1913), South Africa, 7.8–7.10, 7.12

land titles and ownership, 4.4

landscape design, 10.1–10.2, 10.6–10.7, 10.14

Langa, James (Geoffrey Bond), 5.3

Langalibalele, 2.1, 3.3

Lascelles, Alan, 12.7

Lategan, E H W, 6.8–6.9

Latham, John, 11.8

Latoria family, 1.3

Le Souef, Albert, 10.2, 10.4, 10.12

Le Souef, Caroline, 10.2, 10.4, 10.12

Le Souef, Dudley, 10.10

Le Souef, Ernest, 10.12

Le Souef, Lance, 10.13

Le Souef, Sherbourne, 10.1, 10.8, 10.13

Le Souef, Una, 10.8

Lean, Tangye, 12.15

Legal Aid Act (1949), 12.4

Legge, John, vi

Legislative Council, WA, 4.28

Lennon, J, 8.6

leopards, 10.8

Leslie, David, 5.2

Lester, Alan, xi

Leverton, B J T, 5.8

Lewanika, Barotse king, 5.5–5.6, 5.11

Liberal Party of Australia, 11.4–11.5, 11.10

liberalism and liberals, 7.4, 7.8, 7.13, 7.15, 8.2, 11.2–11.4, 11.6–11.8, 11.10, 11.11

Life Magazine, 11.7

Lim, Jason, xi

Limb, Peter, v, x, xii

Lin Zexu, 9.1

lions, 10.8, 10.11

literary criticism and theory, viii–ix

Lithuania and Lithuanians, 11.7

Little Princesses, The, 12.7

Lloyd, Natalie, xi

Lo Pak, 8.12, 8.16

Loch, H B, 8.5

Locke, John, 4.3, 11.3

Lockyer, Edmund, 4.2

London, 3.1, 3.7, 3.8, 3.14, 4.9–4.10, 4.11–4.12, 4.21, 4.26, 4.30, 5.8, 7.3–7.5, 8.6, 8.12, 9.3–9.4, 9.6–9.9, 11.10, 12.6, 12.11

London Declaration of 1949, 12.4

London Zoo, 10.7, 10.14

Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports, 11.1

Louis Napoleon, Prince Imperial, 3.2–3.3

Lovedale, 7.13

Lucknow Street, Perth, 4.13

Lugard, Frederick, Lord Lugard, vii

Luneburg, 3.1–3.2

Lunguza ka Mpukane, 5.5

Mabulane, 5.5–5.6, 5.11

Macdonald, Frederick, 1.3

Macintyre, Stuart, 11.3

Mackenzie, J M, xi–xii, 10.14

Mackie, W H, 4.13

Macmillan, Harold, vi, 11.2

Macquarie Street, Sydney, 8.1, 8.9

Madariaga, Salvador de, 11.8

Madhya Pradesh, 1.1

Mafeking, 7.8

Maguda, 5.6

Mahabane, Z R, 7.5

Mahlabathini, 3.9, 3.11, 3.13

Makana, 6.3, 6.6, 6.10. See also Nxele

malaria, 4.18

Malaysia, xi

Malta, 3.3

‘The Man who would be King’, vii

Mandela, Nelson, 7.2, 7.14

Mannheim, Karl, 11.6

Maori people, vi

Maphasa, Chief, 2.5

Marais, J S, 6.2

Margaret River, 10.12

Margaret, Princess, 12.7, 12.10

Markey, Ray, 8.2

Marks, Shula, 7.7, 7.9

Markus, Andrew, 8.2–8.4

Marten, Henry, 12.2

Martens, Jeremy, xi

Marwick, Arthur, 12.9

Marxist theories of history and imperialism, ix. See also neo–Marxists

Mary, Queen Dowager, 12.6–12.7

Massey–Greene, Walter, 11.4

Matheson, James, 9.1

Maynard, John, xii

Mbopa, 5.2

McAuley, James, 11.8

McClendon, Thomas, 2.8

McConnan, Leslie, 11.4

McDonald, Donald, 2.2

McGivern, Cecil, 12.10–12.12

McGuire, Jennifer, xii

McLean, David, 11.2

McLennan, Ian, 11.9

McMahon, Henry, 1.5

Mcotoyi ka Mnini, 5.4

McQueen, Humphrey, 11.8

Mdlaka, 5.3, 5.7

Meanjin, 11.8

Mechanics Institute, Perth, 4.29

medicine and medicines, 5.9–5.11

Meeta, xii, 2.3, 2.5–2.9

Melbourne, v–vi, 4.13, 4.15, 4.31, 8.3, 8.7–8.8, 8.11–8.12, 10.1–10.4, 10.8, 10.14

Melbourne, Lord. See Lamb, William

Melbourne Street, Perth, 4.15–4.16

Melbourne University, v–vi

Melbourne University Liberal Club, 11.10

Melbourne Zoo, 10.1–10.2, 10.8, 10.14

Meli, Francis, 7.5

Melville Water, Perth, 4.10, 4.12

Melville, 2nd Viscount, 4.12

Melville, Ninian, 8.6–8.7, 8.13, 8.19

Menmuir, SS, 8.12, 8.16–8.17

Menzies, Robert, xii, 11.1–11.4, 11.5, 11.10, 12.16

mfecane, 6.3

Mfolozi River, 3.11

Mgobozi, 5.3, 5.7

Middle Drift, 3.5–3.6

migration, 10.13–11.4. See also immigration

Millett, Mrs. Edward, 4.11, 4.19

Min River, 9.8

Minchin, Colonel, 1.11

Mini, Stephen, 7.5

missionaries, 2.1–2.2, 2.6, 5.2–5.3, 5.5–5.7, 5.9, 7.3. See also Christianity

Missions and Empire, xiii

Mitchell, W J T, 10.2

mobs and mob violence, 8.1, 8.9, 8.13, 8.16–8.17, 8.21

Mohlomi, 5.6

Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact, 11.7

monarchists, 7.13, 12.1

monarchy, xii, 2.1–2.2, 4.1, 4.13, 4.25, 4.28, 7.4, 7.7, 7.9, 7.11, 12.1–12.17

monkeys, 10.7, 10.11

Monroe doctrine, 11.2

Montgomery, A N, 3.5–3.6

Montreal, v

Moodie, Dunbar, 2.8

Moore, G F, 4.13

Morel–Ednie Brown, Felicity, x

Morrah, Dermott, 12.7, 12.18

Morris, Donald, 2.3

Moses, 5.9

Moshweshwe I, King of Lesotho, 5.6

Mothers Union, 12.4

Mount Eliza, 4.5, 4.19–4.22, 4.28, 4.30, 4.32, 4.35

Mountbatten, L F A V N, Lord Mountbatten, 12.16

Mphahlele, Es’kia, 7.3

Mqhayi, S E K, 7.14

Msane, Herbert, 7.10

Msane, Saul, 7.10

Msimang, H S, 7.11

Msimang, Ray, 7.6

Mthonjaneni, 3.2, 3.9–3.11, 3.14–3.15

Muggeridge, Malcolm, 12.8

Murdoch, Rupert, 11.9

Murray Street, Perth, 4.13–4.14

Murray, George, 4.13

music, 10.2, 10.10–10.11, 12.12, 12.15

Mvalo, T, xii, 7.14

Mzilikazi, Ndebele king, 5.5–5.6, 5.11

Mzimkhulu River, 2.7–2.8

Nabha, Raja of, 1.7

Nada the Lily, 5.2

Namier, Lewis, 11.3

Natal, 2.1–2.2, 2.4–2.9, 3.1–3.8, 5.2, 5.5, 5.8–5.9, 5.12, 7.3, 7.5–7.6, 7.11

Natal and Zulu history, x

Natal Native Border Guard, 3.5

Natal Native Congress, 7.10

Natal Native Contingent (NNC), viii, 3.3–3.6

Natal Native Mounted Contingent, 3.5

National Interest, 11.11

National Party, South Africa, 6.2, 6.8, 6.11

nationalism, x, 7.1, 7.3–7.4, 7.7, 7.9–7.10, 7.12, 7.15, 9.2, 9.9, 11.6, 11.8

Native Life in South Africa, 7.8–7.9

Natural History Museum, London, 4.1

naturalization, 8.12. See also immigration

Nazis and Nazism, 11.3, 11.7–11.7, 12.5. See also fascism

Ndabambi ka Sikakana, 5.4

Ndebele people, 5.5–5.6, 5.11

Ndlambe Xhosa chief, 6.3–6.6, 6.9–6.13

Ndukwana, 5.4–5.7

Negende, 5.6

Nehru, P J, 7.11

Nelson Crescent, Perth, 4.13

Nelson, Elizabeth, 12.9

Neo-colonialism, viii

neoconservatism, 11.1, 11.9, 11.11

neo-Marxists, viii–x

Neutral Bay, New South Wales, 8.11

New Delhi, 4.7

New Haven, 11.10

New Holland, 4.2

New Leader, 11.7

New South Wales, vi, xi, 4.2–4.4, 4.12, 4.14, 8.1–8.17, 8.19–8.21, 10.1, 10.13

New Statesman, 12.8

New York, 11.1, 11.8–11.9

New Zealand, v–vi, x–xi, 7.11, 8.3, 8.7, 9.8, 12.2, 12.5, 12.16

New Zealand history, vi, ix

Newcastle, 4.16, 4.19, 8.6, 8.16

Newcastle Street, Perth, 4.16, 4.19

Newcastle, Duke of, 4.16

Newdigate, E, 3.2, 3.10, 3.12

Newtown, New South Wales, 8.7

Ngcayiya, Rev., 7.7

Ngqengelele, 5.4–5.5

Ngqika, Xhosa chief, 3.1, 6.3–6.13

Nisbet, J, 6.7–6.8

Nishino, Ryôta, x

Nkrumah, Kwame, vii

Nkosi Sikelel’ iAfrika, 7.6

Nobela, 5.2–5.4, 5.7

North America, 8.22, 9.9

Northbridge, Perth, 4.5, 4.34

Northern Territory, 10.13

Norton, John, 8.8, 8.10

Nova Scotia, v

Ntando ka Mbaba, 5.4

Ntombe Drift, 3.2–3.3

Nxele, 6.3, 6.10–6.11; See also Makanda

O’Dwyer, Michael, 1.1, 1.3–1.6, 1.10

Old Testament, 5.9, 5.13. See also Bible

oolong tea, 9.1

opium, 9.1

Opium War, 9.1

Orientalism, ix–x

Owen, Francis, 5.5

Oxford, 2.4, 12.3

Oxford Dictionary of Biography, 2.4

oysters, 4.18

Pacific history, vii

Packer, Kerry, 11.9

Packer, Clyde, 11.9

Pakistan, 12.3, 12.8

Pall Mall, London, 4.10–4.11, 4.30

Palmerston, Lord. See Temple, Henry

Pan-Africanism, 7.12–7.13

Pan-African Congress, 7.9

Pareto, Vilfredo, 11.3

Paris, 7.9, 11.7–11.8

Parkes, Henry, 8.1–8.21

Parliament House, WA, 4.8, 4.15

Parliament of New South Wales, 8.1, 8.8–8.9, 8.13–8.18, 8.20

Parshad, Diwan Kamta, 1.4

Paterson, J J, 9.5

Patterson, S B, 1.10

Paynter, B E, 6.9–6.11

Pearce, J, 9.4, 9.7

Pearson, Charles Knight, 3.2, 3.4

Peires, Jeff, 6.7

Pensioner Barracks, Perth, 4.5, 4.8, 4.14–4.15, 4.28–4.29, 4.32

Perth, x, 4.2–4.35, 10.1, 10.12–10.13, 11.11.

Perth Gaol, 4.29

Perth Mint, 4.34

Perth Zoo, 10.12

Philadelphia, 4.8

Philip, John, 6.7

Philip, Prince, 12.4–12.5, 12.7–12.10, 12.15–12.16

photography, 10.2, 12.2, 12.7

Piccadilly Circus, 4.31

Pietermaritzburg, 2.7, 3.9–3.10, 5.12

Pilgrim’s Progress, 12.13

Pinetown, 3.5–3.7

Pipes, Richard, 11.9

Plaatje, Sol, 7.4, 7.7–7.9, 7.15

Playford, Thomas, 8.19

Podhoretz, Norman, 11.9, 11.11

Point Heathcote, 4.19

Poland, 11.7

Polish Socialist Party, 11.7

politics, 1.2, 1.18, 2.5, 5.1, 5.9, 6.3, 7.3–7.7, 7.9–7.10, 8.3, 11.2, 11.5–11.8, 12.13

poll tax, 8.3, 8.11–8.12, 8.15–8.18, 8.20

polo, 1.8

Pongolo River, 3.1

Poole, J R, 5.8

populism, 8.1–8.3, 8.9, 8.12, 8.20–8.21, 11.11

Port Durnford, 3.10–3.11

Port Elizabeth, 3.9–3.10

Port Jackson, 8.8, 8.11–8.12, 8.16–8.17, 10.6

Port Natal, 2.2–2.3, 2.5, 2.7–2.8. See also Durban

Port Phillip, 8.7

Portland Place, London, 4.10

possums, 4.18

post-colonialism, ix–x, 7.8

Poulett-Thomson, Charles, 1st Baron Sydenham, 4.13

Poulton, Henry, 1.13–1.14

pragmatism, 2.8, 11.5–11.6

Pratt, Ambrose, 10.8

Press Council (UK), 12.9

Prest, John, 10.3–10.4

Pretoria, 7.3, 7.5–7.6, 7.9, 7.14

Pridmore, Julie, 2.4–2.5, 2.7

Pritchard, Charles, 1.8

prostitution, 4.18

Psychological Warfare Division of Army Intelligence (USA), 11.7

Public Library, Perth, 4.33

pumas, 10.8

Quadrant, 11.8–11.9, 11.11

Queensland, 8.3, 8.6, 8.20, 10.13

Quest, 11.8

Quong Tart, 8.11, 8.17

race and racism, x, 2.6, 2.9, 3.11, 6.1, 7.7–7.8, 7.13, 8.5–8.6, 8.14, 11.1, 11.4–11.5

radio, 11.5, 12.1, 12.2, 12.3, 12.6, 12.9, 12.10, 12.12. See also broadcasting

railways, 4.18–4.19, 4.29, 4.34–4.35, 10.13

rainmakers, 5.10–5.11

Reagan, Ronald, 11.11

Reed, John, 11.7

Reid, Arthur, 10.7–10.8

Reith, John, 12.1

religion, 5.1–5.2, 5.7, 5.9–5.11, 5.13, 8.5, 11.3, 12.13. See also Christianity

Researches in South Africa, 6.7

Residency Courts of India, 1.8

revolution, 9.1, 11.6

Rharhabe section of Xhosa people, 6.3

Rharhabe, Xhosa chief, 6.3

riots, 4.26, 8.1, 8.16. See also mobs

Ritter, E A, 5.1–5.3, 5.7

ritual, 5.9–5.10

Ritvo, Harriet, 10.14

Road to Serfdom, 11.10

Robben Island, 6.3, 6.6, 6.10

Robert Anderson & Co, 9.6–9.7

Robinson, Ronald, vi

Rockefeller Foundation, 11.7

Roe, J S, 4.4

Roman Empire, 3.1, 11.2–11.3, 11.11

Rorke’s Drift, 3.2, 5.2

Rose Hill, New South Wales, 4.10

Rosenthal, Jane, 6.12

Rothfels, Nigel, 10.9

Royal Family, Great Britain, xii, 12.1–12.17

change of name, 12.2

Royal Park, Melbourne, 10.1, 10.3–10.4

Royal Styles and Titles Act (1953), 12.6

Royal Tour (1925), 7.13

Russell Square, London, 4.16

Russell Square, Perth, 4.15–4.16, 4.31

Russell, Bertand, 12.6

Russell, John, 1st Earl Russell, 4.16

Ryan, James, 10.2

Rydges journal, 11.4

Said, Edward, ix–x

Saint George’s Cathedral, 4.33

Saint George’s Terrace, Perth, 4.8, 4.12–4.16, 4.28–4.32

Saint Hilaire, I G, 10.1

Salisbury, Lord, 8.5

Samuelson, S M, 5.7, 5.12

Sandringham House, 12.1, 12.7–12.9, 12.12– 12.13

sanitary reform, 4.18

Santamaria, B A, 11.9

Sarawak, viii

Saunders, Christopher, 7.2, 7.5

Schey, William, 8.6, 8.10

Schoeman, P J, 5.3, 5.7

Schreuder, Hans, 3.5

science, 10.3, 10.13, 11.10

Scott Morris, A M, 9.4–9.7, 9.9

Seddon, George, 4.19–4.20

Sekgoma, 7.8

Seme, Pixley, 7.4, 7.7

Seondha, 1.13, 1.17

settlers, 2.1–2.2, 2.5, 2.7–2.8, 3.3, 4.5, 4.7, 5.9, 6.1–6.13, 7.2–7.7, 7.9–7.10, 7.12, 7.14–7.15, 10.12, 11.3

Sexual Offences Act (1967), 12.10

Shah, HMS, 3.11

Shaka, Zulu king, x, 2.2, 2.7, 5.1–5.13, 7.12

Shakespeare, 7.7–7.8, 7.14

Shanghai, 9.4–9.6, 9.8–9.9

Shanghai Tea Department, 9.5

Shaw, A G L, vi

Shepstone, Arthur, 5.8

Shepstone, Elizabeth, née Brooks, 2.2

Shepstone, John, 3.6

Shepstone, Maria, née Palmer, 2.6–2.8

Shepstone, Theophilus, viii, xii, 2.1–2.9, 5.2, 5.6–5.9, 5.11–5.13

Shepstone, William, 2.2

Singapore, xi, 9.11, 9.14

Singh, Anant, 1.3

Singh, Bhavani, 1.4

Singh, Govind, 1.1–1.18

Singh, Gulab, 1.5

Singh, Raghunath, 1.13

silver, 9.1

Simpson, George, 8.8, 8.15, 8.18

Simpson, Wallis, later Duchess of Windsor, 12.5

Sino–Japanese War, 9.2, 9.4–9.5, 9.8, 9.10

Slater, Henry, 5.10

slave trade, 2.2

slavery, 6.1, 7.3, 7.5, 7.11

Smith, Harry, 2.4, 2.6

Smith, Keith, viii

Smuts, Jan, 7.14

social classes, 4.5, 4.7, 4.10, 4.12, 4.21, 4.29, 7.2, 7.4–7.5, 7.7–7.8, 7.15, 8.5, 8.19, 11.4–11.5, 12.3

socialism and socialists, 7.10–7.11, 11.4–11.5, 11.7

Socwatsha, 5.8

Solomon kaDinuzulu, Zulu king, 7.7

Somerset, Charles, 6.3–6.7, 6.9–6.12

South Africa, v–vii, x–xii, 2.1, 2.6, 2.9, 3.1, 3.9, 3.12, 3.16, 5.1, 5.8, 5.13, 6.1–6.3, 6.5, 6.7, 6.10, 6.12–6.13, 7.1–7.8, 7.10–7.15, 12.2, 12.16

South African Constitution (1996), 7.15

South African history, vi, xiii, 6.1–6.13

South African Native National Congress (SANNC), 7.1, 7.5–7.6, 7.10–7.11

South African War. See Boer War

South Australia, 8.3, 8.19

South Perth, WA, 4.2

Southey, George, 2.4

Soviet Union. See Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Spain and the Spanish, 4.4, 4.8, 11.8

Spanish ‘Laws of the Indies’, 4.4

Spender, Stephen, 11.8

Spoor Law, 6.3–6.6, 6.8–6.9, 6.13

sport as a factor in imperial rule, 1.8

St George’s Terrace (formerly King George’s Terrace), Perth, 4.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.20, 4.28

St Leonards, New South Wales, 8.16

St Paul’s mission station, 3.2, 3.10–3.11, 3.15

Stafford, A B, 9.4

Stalin, Joseph, 11.6–11.7

Stanley, F S, 3.13

Statute of Westminster (1931), 12.2

Sterkspruit, 7.14

St George’s Terrace (formerly King George’s Terrace), Perth, 4.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.20, 4.28

St Leonards, New South Wales, 8.16

St Paul’s mission station, 3.2, 3.10–3.11, 3.15

Stafford, A B, 9.4

Stalin, Joseph, 11.6–11.7

Stanley, F S, 3.13

Statute of Westminster (1931), 12.2

Sterkspruit, 7.14

Stirling Street, Perth, 4.8, 4.10, 4.34

Stirling, James, xii, 4.1, 4.3–4.4, 4.8, 4.12–4.13, 4.16, 4.19–4.20, 4.31, 4.34

Stone, G. F, 4.13

Stone’s Lake, 4.13

Stonemasons’ Society of New South Wales, 8.6

street naming practices, 4.13–4.14, 4.16

Strehlow, T G H, 4.12

Stretton, Hugh, v

Stuart, James, 2.7, 5.4–5.5, 5.7–5.9, 7.6

Suez Crisis (1956), 11.2, 12.8, 12.10

sugar, 7.9

Supreme Court of NSW, 8.3, 8.13, 8.15–8.21

Survey magazine, 11.8

surveying, 4.2–4.4, 4.7, 4.30

Sutherland, Henry, 4.13

swamps and swamp drainage, 4.4–4.5, 4.7–4.8, 4.13–4.14, 4.16–4.20, 4.29, 4.31, 4.34–4.35

Swan River, 4.2, 4.4–4.5, 4.12, 4.14, 4.20, 4.29, 10.12

Swan River Colony, 4.2, 4.4, 4.14, 4.20

swans, 4.12, 10.12

Swaziland, 2.7, 7.12

Sydney, 7.13, 8.1–8.10, 8.13, 8.15–8.17, 8.19–8.20, 9.8, 10.1, 10.4, 10.7, 10.14, 11.7

Sydney Morning Herald, 8.1, 8.8, 8.11

Sydney Town Hall, 8.1

Syphus, E, 6.7

Taiwan, 9.4

Talbot, J R, 8.6

Taronga Zoo, 10.1, 10.4–10.10, 10.14

Tasmania, 4.4, 8.3, 10.10

Tatham, Ralph, 7.11

Taylor, Davidson, 12.6

tea, xi–xii, 4.18, 9.1–9.10

television, 4.1, 12.1, 12.6–12.7, 12.9–12.16

Temple, Henry, 3rd Viscount Palmerston, 4.16

Ten Royal Years, 12.10, 12.11

tennis, 1.8

terra nullius, 4.3, 6.2

textbooks, 6.1–6.13

Thaele, J, 7.13–7.14

Theal, George McCall, x, 6.1–6.13

Thema, R V S, 7.10

Thembu people, 7.14

Thesiger, F A. See Chelmsford, Lord

Thompson, Andrew, xi

Thompson, Leonard, 6.2

Thompson, R W, 3.13

Thompson, Richard, 8.7

Thukela River, 3.1, 3.4–3.6, 3.8

Tieguanyin tea, 9.1

tigers, 7.10, 10.8, 10.11

Times of Natal, 3.3

Tower of London, 4.29

Town Hall, Perth, 4.33

Town Hall, Sydney, 8.6, 8.8

town planning, 4.5, 4.7–4.8

Townsend, Peter, 12.8

trade unions, xi, 8.8, 11.10

Trades and Labour Council of New South Wales, 8.6

Trafalgar Square, 4.31

transnational history, ix

Transvaal, 2.1, 7.9

Transvaal Native Congress (TNC), 7.5, 7.10

Trapido, Stanley, 7.7

Treaty of Nanking, 9.1

Trilling, Lionel, 11.8

Trotskyites and Trotskyists, 11.7

Tsala ea Becoana, 7.8

Tsinan, SS, 8.10–8.12, 8.16–8.17

turtles, 4.18

Twentyman, A C, 3.5–3.7

Tyler, Josiah, 5.3

Tyndall, Captain, 1.6–1.12

Ulundi, battle of, 3.1–3.2, 3.8–3.9, 3.11–3.16

Umkomanzi, 2.7

Umnyamana, 3.10

Umzimkulu River, 5.1. See also Mzimkhulu River

unequal treaties, 9.1

Union Jack, 7.5–7.6, 7.10–7.11

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), xi, 11.7

United Australia Party (UAP), 11.4

United Services Club, 3.16

United States of America, xi, 4.2, 4.8, 7.1, 7.13, 8.4–8.5, 11.1–11.4, 11.6, 11.9–11.12, 12.6. See also America

University of Adelaide, v

University of Melbourne, vi

University of New South Wales, vi

University of Queensland, vi,

University of Sydney, vi

University of Western Australia (UWA), vi, ix, xi

utopianism, 11.6

Uvunhlazi, 2.2, 2.7

Uys, C J, 2.1

van Jaarsveld, F A, 6.9

Venda, 5.5

Venezuela, 11.2

Vereeniging, Treaty of, 7.12

Victoria and Albert Museum, 4.1, 4.30

Victoria Public Library, Perth, W A, 4.1, 4.29

Victoria Square, Perth, 4.14

Victoria, Australian colony, later state, 8.3–8.6, 8.8, 8.17, 10.14

Victoria, Queen, 3.16, 4.1, 7.5, 7.9, 7.12

Virginia, 4.8

Voortrekkers, 2.7

Vumandaba, 3.10

Vunhlazi. See Uvunhlazi

Walter, E V, 5.3, 5.6

Wanneroo, WA, 4.16

Ward, John, vi

Washington, D.C., 4.8, 8.5, 11.1

water, 4.3, 4.5, 4.7, 4.12–4.13, 4.16–4.20, 4.22, 4.35, 10.2, 10.13, 11.2

Waterloo Crescent, Perth, 4.13

Weber, Max, 11.3

Weir, Jennifer, viii, x

Weld Club, 4.33

Wellington Street, Perth, 4.13

Wellington, A A, 7.14

Wellington, Duke of, 4.13–7.14, 11.1

Welsh, David, 2.1

Wentworth, William, 11.7–11.8

Wesley, Michael, 11.2

Wesleyan Methodism, 7.14

West Africa, viii

Western Australia, 4.1–4.29, 8.20, 10.12–10.13

Western Civilisation, 11.1–11.2, 11.9, 11.11

Wheelwright, W D, 3.5–3.6

White Australia policy, 8.1

Whitehall, London, 3.13, 4.1, 4.25

Whitlam, E G and Whitlam Labor government, 11.10–11.11

Wickham, J L, 12.6–12.7

William and Mary College, 4.8

William IV, King, 4.13

Williamsburg, Virginia, 4.8, 4.10

Willshire, Colonel, 6.10–6.11

Wilson, Edward, 10.1

Wilson, Woodrow, 7.5

Winks, Robin W., v–vi

Witham, P E, 9.2, 9.8

Wolfenden Report, 12.1, 12.9

Wolseley, Garnet, 3.2–3.3, 3.8–3.16

wombats, 10.1

Wood, Evelyn, 3.2, 3.4–3.5, 3.10, 3.12

Wood, J B, 1.6, 1.9, 1.10, 1.12

World War I, 4.1, 7.5, 7.7, 7.11, 10.1, 10.13, 12.2, 12.4

World War II, xi, 1.13, 6.2, 11.2–11.4, 11.8

Wuyi Mountains, 9.1

Wylie, Dan, 5.1, 5.7–5.8

Xhosa people, 2.2–2.5, 2.7, 5.13, 6.3, 6.5–6.13, 7.14

Xiamen, 9.1, 9.4–9.5, 9.10

Xuma, A B, 7.1, 7.4

Yale University, v, 11.10

Young, J J R, vii

zoos, xi–xii, 10.1–10.14

Zulu people, 2.1–2.3, 2.7, 3.1–3.8, 3.10–3.11, 3.13–3.16, 5.1–5.13, 6.3, 7.2, 7.7, 7.9–7.12

Zululand, 2.7–2.8, 3.1–3.2, 3.5–3.6, 3.9, 3.14, 5.3, 5.8, 5.12

Zuurveld, 6.5

Zwide, Ndwandwe king, 5.1

© Copyright 2008 Norman Etherington
All rights reserved. Apart from any uses permitted by Australia’s Copyright Act 1968, no part of this book may be reproduced by any process without prior written permission of the copyright owners. The fact that this book is published online does not mean that any part of it can be reproduced without first obtaining written permission: copyright laws do still apply. Inquiries should be directed to the publisher, Monash University ePress: http://www.epress.monash.edu/contacts.html.

OPS/page-template.xpgt
 

   

   
	 
    

     
	 
    

     
	 
	 
    

     
	 
    

     
	 
	 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





OPS/images/os080010_f05.jpg





OPS/images/os080010_f04.jpg





OPS/images/os080010_f06.jpg





OPS/images/os080010_f02.jpg
TARONGA ZOOLOGICAL PARK

SYDNEY
. §
S x 1






OPS/images/os080010_f01.jpg





OPS/images/os080010_f03.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f20.jpg
e
()
&

REkTH RAllygy s
SINK IT.....c.2*]

DR GALLOP WE'VE WAITED 100 YRS





OPS/images/os080004_f19.jpg





OPS/images/os080009_t02.jpg
Variety of black tea Total

Comgon | Souchong | iy | Sanis [ B

P [P

Fim T ) e e )
o wags | 20709 | sz | w0 | s | w0 | e
it
oo s | 800 | w6 | w6 | | vme | waw
P
Senssenarom | w0gs | w | o | = | = |
Teromacs | oan | zms | % | 7w | - | esm
woeacs | as | me | m | m | = | om
T o I L S I
woegacs | e | o | — | m [ - | e
Treoare | [ = | = |
pi
s | | = | = | & | = | e
&b
e B I R I e I

SCota






OPS/images/os080009_t01.jpg
Year India Ceylon China
1028 Prooiton | 183321 107265 300000
Exports 162822 107374 56005
7029 Prooicton | 196334 110000 250000
Expons 174122 114118 7318
7630 Proditon | 177391 110000 27500
Exports 163155 110271 975
7031 Proaicton | 178754 110000 200000
Exports 156916 110663 4245
0% Proaicton | 196706 115565 2500
Exports 167880 114679 39520
703 Proaicton | 17402 100126 21000
Exports 148850 98004 41958
7031 Proaicton | 181007 0101 200000
Expons 152473 99198 47089
703 Proaicton | 178900 00180 200000
Exports 149513 90230 38140
70%  Prodicion | 170250 0267 780000
Expons 1423 98951 37284
7037 Proaicton | 195157 102550 700000
Expons 149080 9948 40857
703 Proaicton | 204960 112006 750000
Expons 158,460 106929 41625
703 Prooicton | 205200 07625 720000
Expots. 149254 103448 22558






OPS/images/os080004_f16.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f18.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f17.jpg





OPS/images/9780980361674.jpg
ORB AND SCEPTRE

STUDIES ON BRISH IMPERIALISM AND TS LEGACIES,
IN HONOUR OF NORMAN ETHERINGTON

EDITED BY PETER LIMB

2 MC;NASH University





OPS/images/os080004_f13.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f12.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f15.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f14.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f09.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f08.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f11.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f10.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f07.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f06.jpg





OPS/page-map.xml
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




OPS/images/os080004_f01.jpg
PERTH 102930 an
« At e ety






OPS/images/os080004_f02.jpg





OPS/images/logo.jpg
% MONASH University

ePress





OPS/images/os080004_f05.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f03.jpg





OPS/images/os080004_f04.jpg





