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FOREWORD

Since the Conference was intended to promote informal
discussion about tho history syllabus for the School and Higher
School Certificate oxaminations, it was decided not to issuc any
formal report, but in response to many requests the lectures

have been cyclostyled. Certain suggestions which commanded a

fair measure of agreement were, however, submitted to the

Cambridge University Local Examinations Syndicate and to the

various education authorities in the Federation. These suggestions
are set out at the cnd of my lecturc on 'The Case for African History!',
From the replies I have reccived it would appear that a good deal

of further thought and discussion is called for before the education
authorities would be prepared to recommend alterations to the

existing syllabus. Undoubtedly one chief drawback to giving a more
prominent place to the history of Africa is the lack of adequate
textbooks., It is hoped that this de%iciency will be remedied in

the next few years. Certainly no person seriously concerned with
cducation in this country can remain complacent in face of a situation
in which so little teaching is given in the higher forms regarding
the history ofethe continant in which we live. Whatever the outcome
of the syllabus diseussions I hope the Conference made a useful if
modest contribution to stimulating thought and discussion on the
problems of history teaching. One concrete resplt has been the
decision to go ahead with the formation of the Historical Association
of Rhode;ia and Nyasaland, which will be an Overseas Branch of the

Historical Association of the United Kingdom.

I would like to acknowledge the co-operation of the Federal
Lducation Ministry, the Ministry for African Education, Northern
Rhodesia, the Department of African Education, Southern Rhodesia,
and the Department of Education, Nyasaland. All these made grants
to assist £;achers to attend the Conference. The Cambridge Local
~ Bxamination Syndicate presented copies of their cxamination
syllabuses and copies of old examination papers.

Messrs. Longmans and the Oxford and Cambridge University

E. T. STOKES
ssor of History
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CONFORINCD ON THD STUDY AND TUACHING OF HISTORY

Jlet August = 3rd Septomber 1959.

LgogureAgiven by Profuseor i1, T. Stokes of tlhe Dupartment of History

THI CAS.: FOR AFRICAN HISTORY

What I hope to do in this introductory talk is no more than to
open up the quostion as to what is tho most suitable form of history
teaching for Central Africa. I do not wish to argue tho case for
African history in any partissn way, but rather to oxamine diepassionately
the strength and weakness of ths casc, and to suggest where in my view
the balance of the argument lies,

One cannot begin discussing the claims of African history without
being led at once to a much larger issue: the ultimate object of all
historical study. I take it that there are two impulses behind our
interest in history. The first is an emotional impulse, an attachment
to the past for its own sake; a yearning, in Miss Wedgwood's phrase, to
push lifc back beyond the womd and to link hands with our forefathers.
This I take it, is the root of the historical sense, and its satisfaction
is the imaginative rse-living of tke past. The second impulse is more
intellectual. It secks to olicit order out of the secemingly disconnected
flow of experience. It is concernced with how things have come to be as
they arec. The first impulse is directed to the objects of natural affec-
tion; to the past of one's local environicht and socicty, or to the lives
of grecat men with whom onc feels emotionally linked. The sccond impulse
tends to be more scientific and even philosophic. Its sweep is much
wider; it looks tc the history of whole societiesy, to the nature of
impersonal historical forcos liks nationalism or industrial change. It
secks cxplanation rather thnn imaginative creation of the past, In its
wilder moments it hppes to discover some underlying pattern in history
tkat will sxplain the past and perhaps prognosticate the futures.

A healthy interest in history will sha.e something of both these
impulsss, Without any fecling for the past in its own right, without
the capacity to enter into another mental and emotional world, intellectual
or philosophic history loses the capacity to escapec from the prison-house
of immediate prejudices. Cortainly it grows arid as it losces touch with
expericnce in ite immediacy and flesh and blood of life give place to
the dend bones of abstraction. But history prompved by the first impulse,
by an cemotiocnal kinship with the past of one's own immgdlate group or
socigty,can be equally distorting and initially mcre dangerous, for it
tends to feed projudicse directly within a much narrower emotional range.
From this springs history as national myth, as thinly-disguised political
propaganda.

The greatest history, as I understand it, avoids both kinds of
defects while cbmbining both impulscs, It stands near enough to re—enact
. past emotion but detached enough to analyse and to rise superior to it.

At its height it has tho quality of Greck tragedy; it rings with the note
which Thucydides struck in his account of the disaster that overtook the
Athenian expedition to Siecily. '

A1l this may seem far from the subject of African history, but it
is kighly relovant. At prescnt thae weight of senior history teaching in
the schools falls on English and European Listory. The defocts of this
arrangemoent are obvious, Such history is neither dircctly connected
with the natural objects of intercet and affection,with the familiar
environment and with immediate cxperience, nor on the other land does it
offer any ¢xXplanation of . ow the prescnt political configuration of Contral
4'Africa was brought about.  But these are not tho most serious defects of
~ English and Zuropean history; if they were they could perhaps be offset
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by the claims thoy havesin common with the ancient history of Greece or
Rome, to a certain universal validity. Their principal defect ie their
angle of vision. As they are troated in historical writing, they are
'“uropean-centred’'. They look upon their theme with the cyes of London,
Oxford, Cambridge, Mancheoster. Now these arc no doubt cities fully as
ronowned as Salisbury, Blantyre,or Ndola, but I take it that a pcrson
brought up here in Central Africa can never fully appropriate English and
Buropean history until he can look on these gubjects from his own centre,
from the standpoint of his own society. There is bound to be some loss
in any case in the process of transmission, particularly the fesling of
emotional kinship which gives thesc subjects their significance and
relevance in their own homeland. The study of Jinglish and Europcan history
is bound to be given a more dotached intellectual status; we are more
concerned with it as an aid to cxplaining the¢ process of development by
which the proesent world has bocn shaped, e valuc the broad, impersonal
movements, the -isms more than the personalities. No doubt this is not
altogothor true of the better .Juropoan student with some foeling for his
Turopean inhecritance, but it certainly must apply to the African.

How then are we to provide a place for that primary impulse to
historical inguiry, the affectionate curiosity concerning the past of one's
immediate surroundings? In other words what local history should and
could be taught?

In the poriod next to this in the programme we shall be looking at
the Cambridge School Certificate,and there we shall obsorve in the syllabuses
for India, Pakistan, Tropical Africa, Malaya, and the West Indies, what have
been the first thoughts of those who undertook to design a history syllabus
for the new emergent nations. In particular we shall observe how the
Malaya and West Indies sylldabuses were framed on the assumption that
historical interest grows outward from the local contre, and that the
history of the homeland must be the hoart and kernel of any formal course.
Th¢ preamble to History for Candidatzs in tho Caribbean Arca (p.9 of the
Subjeet Syllabus E.G.2 (1960) ), explicitly states this belicfs

'"The purpose of this paper is to test the candidates's knowledge
of his own world. It is considered to be of the first
importancc that he should undcrstand how the community in

which he lives came into being and have some knowledge of the
principal idcas and forces whicli have influcnced its development.
For a propcr understanding of local history, it is necessary

for him alSo to have o general knowlcdge of the wider historical
se¢tting in which his community has developed. In this way the
student will not only find that the history of his®own community,
seen in its proper perspectivey; becomes far more intelligible

but he comes to rcalizc that he himseclf is a member of a world society.

Abstractly considered fecw will probably disagrece with these scntiments.
The difficultics appear whon we come to apply them to a given situation,
particularly our own. Putting aside the practical questions as to whether
local history exists as an ordered body of knowledge with sufficient

depth in timoc to be considersd a proper object of historical study, there
arises the more intractable problem as to the canon of interpretation.

It is all too lightly assumcd that because English hiétory is suitable far
Inglish schoolboys, Malayan history is pari passu suitable for Malayan
schoolboys, and Central African history for Central African schoolboys.

The assumption ignores the fact that for English history there is an agreed
interpretation that puts it beyond the reach of racial, ssctarian, or
political biass and it is this very fact which gives, English history its
educational value as a study capablaz of lifting the mind out of the narrow
cirecle of prejudices into which it is born. It was not always so,
but ceven when the Whig interprotation of history flourished vigorously it
was an educated and not ungenerous biaz. Reading Macaulay never did
anyone any harm, For Inerlishmen to study the strife of faction and party
that filled their past, wh'n that strife has been cooled by time, can be

a rewarding and invigorating activity. But to study the history of a
conflict that is still warm may in ordinary minds merely sorve to give
passion and prejudice the reinforcemert of an intellectual sanction. We
remember the aphorism that Irish hist ry is something for Englishmen to
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remembor end Irishmen to forgot.

"All this has a direct boaring on our own situation. Aspuming thnot
we can define an intelligible subject of study that possceses sufficiont
depth in time, how can wo arrive at an agreed central view on African
history? We live in a plural society at its acutest stage, in a state
ocoupioed by two separate racial groups owning no common culture, loyalty,

or nationhood. lo have therefore not merely to avoid the ordinary
occasions for bias, but somchow establish somcthing approaching a unitary
view. And for this we have nothing better to work on than a detailed

record of Furopean activities in Africa and only the rare glimpse (still
through European eyes) of what was happening in African society itself.
All this greatly affects what we mean by African history. There is
firstly all the enormous disparity in the balance of the evidence =+ the
tremendous overwocighting on the side of Turopcan activities, and secondly,
the overwhelmingly Turopean canon of interprctation. Until Africans
begin to write their own history the balance will not bogin to be reodressed,
but even then experience (as for example that of India) suggests that this
brings a shift in political rather than cultural viewpoint: Zuropean
activities will still crowd out the forefront of the picture ;, though the
picture will be painted by an African rather than Buropean artist.

The further gquestion remains as to whether there can be African
history which is not simply the record of European activities. An attempt
has been made, particularly since the War, to answer this question in the ’
affirmative. The impulse behind the attempt has undoubtedly been the
urge to create some sort of national history for the emerging African nation
states. The names of Ghana or the Federation of Mali rcflcct the nced
of a national myth and for a scense of sslf-respect. This mcans in turn
waging war against another myth, the myth @&f Darkest LAfrica, of a continent
devoid of all the arts and standards of civilized lifc, sunk in the dreari-
est and most primitive savagory. It was perhaps to be expocted that the
movement should at the outset have becn guilvy of some exaggeration, of a
desire to turn the tables on the idee fix¢ of the European mind. Mr.
Basil Davidson who has of recent years done much to make known to the
ordinary educated public the findings of scholarship and archaeology is
one of those who dods not shirk from the ringing phrase:

'Yet. the notion thot negro africa has a history of its own -

-and moreover a history of civilization - 1s ncw enough to be
controversial. Not many ycars nave »assed since it was

gererally accepted, at any rate in Zurope, that*Africans had
‘lived in a land of man-eating solitude and mental darkness.
Against *those who now deny this it is still argucd, often enough
with heat and passion, that pcoples who had ncver known the wheel,
the ploughk or the use of writing, and whose societics had become
so far removed in growth and s»ntlmunt from the societies of

- Burope - and purhens of Asia - could not be said to have =2 history

. of their own, muchk less a history of 01v1llz%tlon. But we are
still living in an “gﬂ’of discovery.., Just as Zurope learned a
century; ago that the Niger flowed from west to east‘—'and not
from east to west, as maps of Africa had showed since antiquity -
so now we find that the course of pre-European negro history
passed through many cultures and politises that were neither
 primitive nor savage .<.. The myth of "savage Africa!' gives way

to history: to the history of African civilization.'

(B.Davidson, 'The.Tvnts of Kedar', History Today, Oct. 1957)

' For Mr.Davidson i
the recason for the excessively low opinion which ?uropeans.entcrtmined
in tke nlnetcvnth century was not merely -~ . . the superiority complex
with which all non-Buropean societies — Indian, Chinese, and so forth -
were regarded, but also - the fact that Buropeans came into African
. gociety when it was in the last stnggs of degensration and decline.
That decline was itself in some degres a product of Europecan influence,
the baneful cffects of Jnroyumn guns, liquor, and slave-trading making
-themsclvea felt in the. fa. . intorior long before the direct assumption
of Zuropcan polltlcal control ¥o may well efrmunt that thoe notion of a
Zoldon age b3fore tho imposition of alicn rulo is o stock ingrediunt of
the' historical myth. of natidnalism. Yet there can be no
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doubt that, whatever the wextravaganoces of popularisation, the shify of
vision is of the firet importance. From it we may oxpect an accumula~
ting body of knowledge that ean be eet over againet tho record of
Buropean aotivitics = a record which wo know is itsolf far from free

of the clemonts of myth. In oonorete torms, appliocd to our own situatior
we should hope to develop our knowledge of the pro-ifuropoan African
culturcs of Contral Africa, so that tho stone ruins of Inyanga, Khami,
and Zimbabwe should acquiroc an ossentisl moeaning in all history toaching.

On the other hand I think we should be carcful to recognize the
limitations of tho subjoct. Although the Portuguesc records have still
to be ransacked and oral tradition to be scientifically eifted it scems
likely that on the whole we shall have to continue to roly mainly on the
archacologist for this aspuct of African history. And if history propar
begins and pre-history unds with the writton rocord, this subject is
never likoly to go much beyond that shadowy middle kingdom which has
acquired the name of proto-listory. That is, the history of African
socioties which tomsclves posscss no written records and of which no ¢
continuous body of records by outside observers exists, can scarccly ‘
bocome history in the ordinary accepted sonee.

It scems to me that wo must in practice set our sights lower. By
the shoer distribution of the cvidence we are confinoed for the most part
to modern history, and it is my own conviction that we shall gain more
profitable results from an attompt to build up a central unitary view
of the more roccnt past than in hoping to build up an elaborate corpus
of the modieval history of Central Africa. There are no doubt immense
difficulties in the way of achieving this detached central viewpoint
but tho more offort is always rewarding. It moans trying to see
the more recent past ith torms of a double action, as the joint
intoraction of the Eur:;oan and the Afriean world rather than =a
single-o6ne-way process of imposing the Wostern world on an undifferen—
tiated, charactorloss African setting. Mr. Philip Mason's book on the
growth of society in Southoern Rhodesia, The Birth of a Dilemma, while not
protonding to bo a work of historical scholarship, has attempted to
obtain such a storcoscopic image by trying to seq things simultaneously
through Zuropean and African oyes. In particular his picture of
Lobengula is particularly memorabls. The merc mental offort of trying
to s@e tho occupation of Rhodesia from the 1 :yal kraal at Bulawayo rather
than from the pioncers' base comp. on the Macloutsie river hes its roward.
Mr.Gann in his recunt book on Northern Rhcussia, The Birth of a Plural
Society, has also sought to show that the modern state in Cemtral Africa
w28 not imposed on a tabula rasa but was itself partly shaped by the
nature of pro-existing African soociety. For instance, the eoxistoncs of
a relatively powerful and woll-organizod African state in Barotseland
meant from the beginning that the systom of direct rule adopted in the
remainder of Northern Rhodcsia was inapplicable. What was the African
reaction to Zuropcan ruls? How was his society modified by it?

Zuropcan sources can bo oxploited toanswor those gquostions, Mr. Mason
has shown, for instance, that a study of the sarly diaries of the native
commissionors in Southorn Rhodosia can yield signifioant pointers. It
is along such lincs as thoess,I feel, that the Contral &Lfrican history
will be most fruitfully dovoeloped. “

-

But ie Central Africnn history an intelligible self-contained
subjcct of study? It is horo that I feel oonsiderable misgivings. It
is never, of course, possiblec to isolate any one field entirely, but
Central .ifrican history is so vory much the product of lJast and South
African Listory that I find it difficult to see it standing apart.

Bven if one can amass sufficiont matorial - and this is no diffioult
thing - we nre etill loft with questions of scale and releovanca.
personally would liko to soo 4frican history studied on a droad ¢
parochial basis., Wo have cortainly tried to do this in our
syllabue for the B.A. dogrue. It may be objeoted that th
any syllabus unduly, but tho samec objection applics to
Buroponn hietory which r..ges over an enormous fiold of
is no ronson why the hietory of the hameiumd !hﬁﬁl

A‘ " -
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emphasis, but it should be kopt, I believe, within the broader /frican
gsotting. Such an approach has a certain catholic influence on the mind
that is particularly desirable when local Central African history is
being studicd. For we must romember that the recont past is dubious as
history; that even in England,where political temporatures run lower,

the archivos close at 19093 that thore is a danger of history ro-opening
old wounds instead of performing its ministry of healing. Looked at

in its broader swoeep, however, there can be no doubt that the history

of Africa has been established as a body of ordered knowlecdge, with a
considerable and rapidly growing body of literature. Y/e may cxpect vory
soon a standard work in the two-volumed history of Africa by R.Oliver and
J.D.Fage.

There still remains the task of sesing the place of African history
in the history syllabus taken as a whole. Is it to take pride of place,
displacing English and Buropoan history entirely or rcducing them to the
level of background material? I can only state my own views bricfly.

I myself would like to sce, at the least, either British or Buropcan
history continuing to bs run in harness with African history. My view
rests on a conviction that inglish and European history will for long
retain a marked smpceriority as academic disciplines, quite apart from
other considerations. Tho wealth of their literature, the talents of
mind and pen that have been devoted to them, the constant reinterpretation
and criticism supplied by rivel schools of historians who conduct the
argument by which historical thought progresses - all these make them

an intellectual diet that will take centuries to rival. Inglish and
Duropean history (or at loast the former) should continue, in my view, to
form the staple ingredients of the syllabus. On the other hand, the
elements of novelty, experiment, and change should be provided by African
history. One may anticipate that the corpus of historical writing on
Africa will itself be rapidly changing and its balance increasingly
affected by the growing body of litcecrature aevoted to the history of
African as distinct from the history of Europcan activities. As I see
it,; each subject would stand scparately in its own right, a fixed period
of African and say a fixed period of English history, up to the School
Certificate level, *whilc at the Higher Certificate stage Europecan history
could well be brougbt back.

I hope I have started a few hares and that you will chasce them hard.

Postscrint

Since this talk Basil Davidson's 0ld Africa Rediscovered (Gollancz,
1959, Rhodesian price 26/6d) has been published. It is tho bdast general
survey of the history of indigenous African cultures that has yet appeared.

As a resllt of discussions at the Conference the following sugges-—
tions were forwarded for consideration by the University of Cambridge
Local Examination Syndicate and the local education authoritiess

i) In place of the optional South African history section in the
British and European History paper of the School Certificate there might
be substituted a defined poriod of thc history of ifrica (treatcd as a whole).

2) The 'Development of Tropical Africa' paper (which in practice few
Buropean schools take) might be transformed into a straight history paper,
turning the civics portion into a defined period of African history,

and having the other section as a rvlated period of English history.

3) Schools should be cncouraged to take a Special Subject in the Higher
School Certificate History coursec. The cxisting Special Subject option
'Great Britain and Africa 1880-1914' would give gtudents a fair historical

knowledge of the developments of mod rn Africa without in any way trespassing
on the cstablished British and Burop»an history papcrs,



CONFPIRUNCD ON THO STUDY AND TIACHING OB HISMORY
3lat August « 3rd September 1959,

Leoture given by Mr. A, Whitty , A.R.L.B.A., Surveyor of Monumente.

ZIMBABWE AND ITS PLACJ IN PRIHISTORY

The value of any discussion on the subject of Zimbabwe is greatly
enhanced if the general background of the Iron Age in Southern Rhodesia
is taken into account. No prehistoric site can properly be studied
in vacuo, and attempts to do this in the case of Zimbabwe have led to
much confusion. I therefore propose to start by giving a vory brief
outline of the Iron Age so far as it is known at present.

In this part of Africa the Iron Age lies, stratigraphically,
immediately over tiie Later Stone Age. We have no Neolithic, no Bronze
Age, nor indeed any indication of a gradual development of our Iron Age
out of the msarlier cultures. In other words it is clszar that the
Iron Age was brought here from the outside. The evidence suggests
that it was brought by Bantu-speaking peoples who came from the north.
It is vsry probable that large numbers of the Stone Age inhabitants of
the country intermarried with the newcomers. This racial mizing
differed in degree with time and place and accounts for some of the
widely varied physical characteristics found in human remains from our
Iron Age sites.

The Iron Age is defined in terms of Yts characteristic artifacts,
which include the following:-

1., Handmade pottery,

2. Drystone walling,

3. Daga buildings, ('Daga' being unburnt earth in one form or
anothep, used as a building material),

4, Primitive metalwork.

In addition to these locally mede artifacts, various imported
objects are found on Iron Age sites. These include glass beads,
porcelain, firearms and cloth,

By far jhe most important artifact, from the point of view of the
archaeologist, is pottery. Some difficulty arises from the fact that
the women were the potters, and that they were subject to exchange due
to war and raiding, so that local traditions tended to become rather
mixed. Fortunately there remain certain clearly discernible trends,
and these form the framework upon which the study of the Iron Age is
based. One of the most characteristic pottery forms has been called
'Stamped Wars', on account of the way in which decoration, in the form
ugually of rows of diagonslly placed tooth impressions, has been stamped
on to the wet clay by means of a sort of comb, probably made from a
piece of gourd, Variations on this stamped theme are found over most
of the country and throughout the whole period of the Iron Age. The
earliest (pre-ruin) pottery from Zimbabwe, for instance, is of this
general type, as is that of Inyansa (also earlier than the main building
period) , although there are marksd stylistic differences betwesn the
two. Stamped wares are not confined to early sites, however, and
appear in other contexts, some as late as the 19th century. These
last are clearly rather degsnerats forms, but are unguestionably related
to the main stamped tradition. The >ultural series of stamped pottery,
stretching from earliest Iron Age times, perhaps 15 or 20 centuries ago,
down to the nineteenth critury, together with its other associated
artifacts, has been given the name Iron Age A.

Iron Age 4 also includes other : ottery traditions more 6r less
closely influenced by or related to .he stamped wares. These include
Leopard's Kopje pottery (pre-ruin at <nami) and; guite different,
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Salisbury Ware, known asg yet only from burial sites found in the Salis-
bury Area. The pottery associated with the main building phase at
Inyanga also belongs to this group.

The other major division of the Iron Age, based again on pottery,
is Iron Age B. It is more commonly known as the Zimbabwe Culture on
account of the normal association of this pottery with stone building
work of the Zimbabwe type. Iron Age B pots were more lightly made, of
a finer fabric, and their characteristic forms are found widespread over
most of Southern Rhodesia. Nevertheless they show certain regional
variations some of which suggest that there were local cultural connec—
tions between Iron Age A and B. This is hardly surprising because they
were in fact contemporary for a considerable period.

The relationship between Iron Age A and B is well illustrated by a
study of the stone buildings which belong to each. To Iron Age A belongs
the Inyanga complex of building work, and it is extremely interesting to
compare this with the building works of Iron Age B, that is, with the
Zimbabwe type ruins. The Inyanga people used building ideas which we
can readily understand. Their stone structures such as agricultural
terraces; pit settlements, cattle kraals, dams, hut bases and walls, etc.,
were closely related to purely utilitarian needs. The functions of these
buildings are self-evident from their designs. The building technique
itself was pretty rough, but the functional ideas behind it clearly reflect
the practical needs of an agricultural community. (If, as the evidence
seems to indicate, they worked their land in the typical African manner by
using it for a few years only, until it was exhausted, and then moved on
to new areas, we need not assume an abnormally high population). Their
walling was undoubtedly an dmportent element of their economy and can be
described as a folk building tradition. The Zimbabwe type structures, on
the contrary, show no evidence of such a logical and vtilitarian under-—
standing of building. Admittedly, here, theactual technigues employed
were far superior to anything achieved by the Inyanga people, but the
motives behind 1t were vastly different. The stone walls were closely
integrated with daga livirg huts and served two main funetions, firstly to
act as screens between huts and around groups of Wuts, and secondly to act
as retaining walls for the masses of daga which resulted from successive
rebuildings of huts and other such structu es. Often enough these functions
were combined. The walling was apparently never used for agricultural
pUrposes. A study of the plans of many individual ruins and of their
relatively sparse distribution over most of the granite areas of Southern
Rhodesia has led to the conclusion that this type of building was the wark
of a dominant minority or ruling group. As such it has been described
as a form of 'prestige architecture'. By comparison with the conceptually
more sophisticated works of the Inyanga people, the Zimbabwe buildings '
reveal their essentially primitive character, which is but poorly masked by
a superior technique and sometimes by an impressive though barbaric :
ostentation.

Not only are the differences between Ircn Age A and B reflected in
their pottecry and their stone walling; the construction and use of
materials in dwelling huts are found to have differed widely as well.

Iron Age A huts consist of a light wooden framework piastered with a fairly
thin coat of daga. Such is the usual method of hut building even today,
and although the fragmentary remains on prehistoric sites seldom permit of
more than theorectical reconstruction, we may suppose that there were then,
as now, many variations upon this theme. The huts of Iron Age B, normally
found in association with Zimbabwe type walling, are radically dlfferentn
They are of monolithic daga construction with walls varying between about

6 and 14 inches in thickness. The timber frame was commonly dispensed
with, but in some cases the remains of fairly substantial poles have been
found in the thickness o. the wall.,. Generally speaking this type of hut
was relatively large, sometimes reaching a diameter of about 40 feet.

The daga used in these massive structures was usually of a high quality,
quarried from deposits of decomposed granite, often containing free kaolin,
which occur on this type of site,
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When we come to consider metal artifacts the relative richnees of
the Iron Age B sites is again evident. For instance, the gtandard of
workmanship and material of weapons and ritual objects (tho last sometimes
50 called merely because one can gee no obvious utilitarian purpose for
them!) is high, while the occurrence of the more workaday lmnlﬂments such
as hoes is comparatively slight.

:The prusence of imported articles (with the possible cxception of
glass beads which are ublqultous) ig more common on the B sites, which
have a virtual monopoly of the rare examplcs of Chinese, Middle Eastern
and Buropean ceramics which have found their way into the central African
hinterland. e

Qur division of the Southern Rhodesian Iron Age into these two main
streams, A and B, represents of course only the very broad outline of the
recent prehistory of- this part of Africa. Although each division: embodies
many local variations, Iron Age A, the background culture, advanced prac-—
tically not at all so far as its material level was concerned. With the
single exception of the Inyanga building Wworks, technical skills remained
at much the same level during the whols period. Iron Age B differs from
this background in having the concurrent qualities of being (a) ﬂldespread
(b) progressive and (c) possessed of a richer cultural level.

_ So far as chronology is concerned, the primitive cultures of central
Africa have always proved a hard nut to crack. Cut off as they have been
from the main streams of civilization, they can be related only with
difficulty to events outside their own spherec. Imports are rare, and in
any case may have been long in transit and then preserved as heirlooms for
long periods before eventually finding their way into the occupation
deposits. Moreover, even relative chronological sequences are difficult
to establish due to the fact ‘that among our Iron Age artifacts there are
very few which show any sign of systematic development in design or
technique. The ehronology of the period is therefore not well established.
Radio-carbon analysis has helped to provide a framework, and as work on
our sites goes ony will help much more. In the meantime, our best
- carbon date for the beginning of Iron Age A is about lst or 2nd century A.D.
This is actually for a site north of the Zembezi and therefore has no firm
relevance to Southern Rhodesia, although we can assume that it bears some
. relation to our own problem. For Iron Age B our sarliest carbon date

(for Zimbabwe) is 7th or 8th century A.D. .There are reasons, which I
shall discuss later, for treating this date also with some reserve, and

the results of further tests are at present awaited.

So far as more recent events are concerned, historical cvidence is
emphatic that the highly destructive Ngunl invasions from the south took
place in the first half of the 19th century. It is probable that the
social and cconomic. structure which we .see as Iron Age B was wiped out at
this time. The continuance of raiding activities by the Matabele, now
established in the southwestern part of -the country, was responsible .for
the building of hundreds:of roughly -constructed stone--walled rcfuges,
well known as 'Mashona fortifications'. Theoretically speaking, Iron
‘Age A lasted until the time that the Zuropean took over the country, although
this last period was so disturbcd by local wars, raiding and tribal move-
ments that the situations which greeted the early missionaries, traders
‘and hunters was by no means a true picture of the Southern Rhodesian Iron
Age as arwhole, We will call this the post-Nguni periodo

Now that we have coApleted this wvary brief sarvey, we may turn to
the question of Zimbabwe itself. The. first important point is that
although it is the largest, Zimbabwe is by no meens the only site of its
type. .There are certain y no less than a hundred others: also belonging
Lo Ironuﬁge‘B-and having rottery, walling, huts ete, of:the characteristic
kind.: As we shall see, however, Zimbabwe may well be the oldest among
those of-its kind and there is some slight evidence to suggest that it is
the place of origin of that peculiar srchitectural style. . Tho Zimbabwe'
ruin field falls into three main grow s. The first is a. labyrinthine
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complex of walls covering the top and upper slopes of a hill which rises
some 350 foet above the level of the surrounding country. This is some=
what inappropriately called the 'Acropolis'. At the foot of the Acropol
is a flat bottomed valley in which lies the second series of buildings,
known as the Valley Ruins, while on a raised platcau overlooking the valley
and facing the Acropolis is the third group, which includes the Great
Inclosure, better known as the 'Temple'. These three groups of bulldiag.
all fall within an area of about 70 acres, but there are in addition a
number of small outlying sites.

The first white man known to have seen the Ruins was Adam Renders,

- a trader, who stumbled on them in 1868. Renders' report rsached the eara
of a German geologist named Karl Mauch, who was thus inspired to make a
visit to the place. Mauch achieved this very hazardous undertaking in
1871 and his account of it was published in the following year. Very
much a child of his times, Mauch interpreted Zimbabwe in the romantie
manner. He suggested that the Acropolis was a copy of King Solomon's
temple on Mount Moriah, and that the Great Enclosure was modelled on the
palace which Solomon built for the Queen of Sheba. Even allowing for
difficulties arising from the fact that the Acropolis was then occupied by
a not too friendly chieftain and that the interior of the Great Bnelosure
was thickly overgrown, it is hard to see how he was able to reconcile these
interpretations with the specifications set out in the First Book of Kings.
Nevertheless, Mauch's drawings and factual descriptions are of considerable
value to the modern worker, for they tell something of what the ruins were
like at this first stage of investigation. From Mauch we know, for in-
stance, that the Conical Tower in the Great Enclosure originally stood
higher than it does at presgnt and that its top was decorated with a band
of 'dentelle'! pattern stonework. Mauch's publications kindled an interest
in the prehistoric bulldings of central Africa and the characteristically
romantic attitued to them which has survived until today.

It was twenty ycars before another investigator appearcd at Zimbabwe.
This time it was an English gentleman, of wide antiquarian interests and
learning; by the name of Theodore Bent. He and kis wife, together with
hig assistant-cartographer, Robert Swan, visited Mashonaland in 1891, the
year after the British occupation. By th"s time the site,; and octhers
like ity had been reported by many of the hunters and- traders who had
been coming into the country over the intervening twenty years. In such
reports, together with Mauch's publications, probably lay the cause of
Bent's predisposition, barely disguised in his book, towards a very ancient
origin for the ruins. Superficial examination does indeed suggest that
between the acievements of the builders of Zimbabwe and those of the
present day African lies a great gulf, Bent's conclusion matched his
predisposition and he evaluated the ruins as the work of an ancient
civilization derived from the Middle Tast of about three thousand years
ag0. He noted that the gquality of the walling varied, and considered
that the best style belonged to the earlisst period, while a later occupa-
tion was responsible for the rougher work. His assistant, Swan, aided
his interpretation by making a scries of measurcments of the Great
Enclosure, From these measurements he concluded that the building has
been set out by skilled geometricians to a very high degrec of accuracy.
He quoted dimensions measured to the nearest & inch and, converting these
into cubits, supposed that the building was orisntated and set out in a
manner which, combined with a knowledge of ancient astronomy, would provide
a highly accurate calendar for the exact timing of annual fostivals of
worship. The fact that he connected his theory to the stars of the north-
ern sky led him to conclude that the building was the work of people origi-
nating in the northern hemisphere. Delightful and .quaint as all this may
be, it has to be totally rejected, not only on account of the work done by
later investigators, but .1so because the measurements used are found 0
have been inaccurate and trecause the method, if suitably adgustsd,
be applied with similar results to almost any building of comps
complexity. But Bent's published conclusions did much to stz
view, already commonly held, that the ruins could only be tho
some cxotic civilization of the remot. past. b
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The noxt significant worker at Zimbabwe wae one of Rhodos' young
adventurors, Captain Sir John Willoughby, Bart. In 1893 Willoughby took
s month's loave to carry out hie 'investigation'. Ho clearod the super-
ficial deposits from about half of tho Groeat Enclosure, and completely
removed all doposits, down to bedrock, from a small eite, known now as
No. 1 Ruins, noarby. His conclusions wore somewhat non-committal, (a
fact hardly surprising in view of his methodse) , although onc hae tho idea
from reading his book that it soriously crosged hie mind that the buildinge
wore the work of the ancestors of the local inhabitants. From the point
of view of the modern worker, Willoughby's offorte were not only valueless,
but positively des truotlve in a high degrco.

By this time many of tho othor ruins were becoming known and in
1896 a company was floated for tho purpose of rifling them for the gold
which they had beon found to contain. Until it wae proscriboed on ordors
from Rhodes this company did untold damage to these sites, particularly
. in the Matabeleland area. Its records fell into tho hands of a journa-
list, Richard Hall, who, in collaboration with an ex—-sharchclder in the
company, published in 1902 a book on the archacology of the ruins. In
the same ycar Hall was appointod by the Administration to act as Curator
at Zimbabwe with the job of tidying up the ruins for the bencfit of
visitors. In this he considerably exceeded his warrant, and undertook
" the large-scale removel of deposits in the name of archaecology. He was
himself removed within a fairly short time but published two other books
on the strength cf the work he had been able to do. His books have
considerable valuc on account of the factual description and photographs
contained in them, but his opinions and conclusions, following in the
romantic and ancient trail of Bent, are nowadays quite unacceptable.
But again, the publlcatlons of works supporting the vicw that the ruins
are ancient and of exotic origin was quite according to popular taste.
Indeed, Hall probably did morc to fix these ideas in popular fancy than
any othcr writer.

In 1905 a change came over thce scene with the arrival in Southern
Rhodesia of Dr David Randall-MacIvcr, an archacologist appointed by the
British Associatio& for the Advanccment of Science to make a study of the
Rhodesian ruins, Zimbabwe had received thce attention of many pcople by
the time MacIver arriveds Mauch tho gecologist, Bent the antiquarian,
Willoughby the soldier, Hall the journali.t and dozens of other 'investi-
gators', many of whose ambitions worc not unconnected with the hope of
finding gold. Now, in 1905, fiftecen ycars after the country had come

- under Europcan control, the sitc was for the first time investigated by
an archacologist.

MacIver didn't spend much time at Zimbabwe, wherc the depredations
of his predecessors had, he considcred, left little of walue to the
archacologist. He spent much of his time at Dhlo-Dhlo and at Inyanga
which had not suffercd to the same extent. Nevertheless he did one
excavation in the Great Enclosurc which had notable results. Here he
dug down to what he took to be the lowest and earlicst deposits, where
he found that the walling was associated inescapably with native cultural
remeins including all thc usual articles such as typical handmade pottery,
glass beads, matalwork, etc.  Among this material he found a few fragments
of datable imported carthenware from China.  From these basic facts,
with the support of cqually s1gn1f10ant bVldOnCu from other sites, he
concluded that Zimbabwe had been built by people practiging a typical
African culturc and that judging from the imports ‘the buildings might be
dated to about the 14th century A D. or later. These conclusions have
since been found to represent uomcthlng of ‘an oversimplification, but in
general pr1n01ple no trained 1nvostlgator has found reason to question them.

MacIver's pronouncement put the cat fairly in among the ancient
pidgeons. . Despite the "act that his cvidence was the first ever obtained
in an objective and scientific manncr, popular opinion was quite unable
to stomach the thought that thesc maghificent walls could ever have been
built by the barbaric indesgcno. In the forefront of the attack on
MacIver was Hall, whqgo last book, w-~itten in roply to MacIver's publication,
consists of over 400 pages of bitter ' evilement, endlessly ropeating



itsolf and calling as witnoss tho opinions of hnif
ties of Rhodosia who had eoxprosscd at some timo or of
towards tho anciont thoory. That such opinions wore
and ofton mieinformed ae to fact ovidently did nothing
to detract from their valuc. By this timo, moreover, man
boginning to sec that in Zimbabwo was not only a valuable % &
tion but also a ready-made background of honourablo and ancient
zation, suscoptiblo perhaps of troatmont oven as a national hi
myth, which would bo hopolossly dobased by an admission that it .
tho work of tho local peoploes, This attitude still persists s £
to-day, and its supportors stick to it in the teoth of a huge mass

contrary ovidence which they totally ignore simply on the strength
their privately hoeld opinions that their present African sorvanﬁih-
possibly have donc it. Thus, from 1905 onwards the battle has ra3
between the relatively few trained archaeclogiste and other unprejudd
investigators who have carried out practical studics of the problem, and
the great mass of romantics who know what they want the past to have hacn

and are not prepared to allow it to have been otherwise.

During the twenty-five ycars after Maclver's visit, an increasing
number of people became interested in Zimbabwe, although no large-scale
excavation of a scientific naturc was carried out. It is interesting to
note that the two architeccts who did an appreciable amount of study during
this period, Mascy in 1911 and Schofield during the 1920s, both held firnly
to the local and recent theory.

i
In 1929 the British Association seni another archacologist to the 3

site with the cexplicit task of obtaining firm cvidence of date. This
was Dr Gortrude Caton-Thompson, whose wide cxperience in the Middle ZBast
was felt to be a fitting background for work on a site where the Middle
Eastern analogy was so persistently invoked to justify a theory of origins
lying in that sphere. Caton-Thompson's main offort was concentrated on
one of the lesscr known valley sitces, the Maund Ruins, where treasure :
huntors had not been so active as in the larger ruins. (She followed ?
MacIver in considering thet most of the larger buildings had been too
badly 'hogged' to provide a good chance of siccess. This vicw was found
later not to be strictly correct, as a result of the highly rewarding :
cxcavations in the Great Enclosurc by Summ rs in 1958). Shz also did 1
important work on the uppcer slopes of the Acropolis and on the plateau :
near the Great Enclosure. In all major rcspects she came out on the
side of MacIver, and for similar rcasons agreed with him in placing the |
main building period around the 14th century. Her Acropolis excavations :
provided somc cvidence, however, that the site may have ‘becn occupied a ]
fow centurics earlier, by about the 9th or 10th century A.D. Among other
things her work drew particular attention to the fact that the stone '
walling was closely associated with daga huts and that these formed an
integral clcment in the building tradition. She firmly rcjcctcd any idea
that the ruins were the work of an ancient or forecign civilization. Her
book, Zimbabwe Culturc has reomaincd the standard work for the last thirty
years.

After this, no major cxcavation was carriod out at Zimbabwe until
1958, but in 1941 a book was published in America by H.A.Wicschhoff, whq
had oxcavatod at other sites in Rhodesia and had made a study of the
Zimbabwe culturc. In his opinion the ruins were many of them even more
rccent that MacIver and Caton-Thompson had suggested,; and ho put some of
them as rocent as the 18th or oven 19th century. Thus, tho pendulum h
swung to ite full oxtrome, and opinions wore concurrontly hold which -
in dating the ruins almost any time during the last three or four |
yoars.

The next important «rent was tho discovery by the thﬁn
Ruins, 8.D.Sandos, in 195, of somo timbor
a drain built through a wall in the Groat Euur
thies wae submitted to radio—aarbom an& !

oration showod, howevor,'fhdiu‘
throe reasons. In tho first
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is resistant to attack by tormitos and deoocay, but ie nover cut by Africane,
duo to its highly astringont sap. It might thorefore havo been lying
about for a long poriod boforo being put into tho wall, Socondly, it ie
hoartwood, and bocauss tho trec as a wholo may go on living long aftor ite
hoartwood has ceasud to absorb new carbon, the analysis doos not necossa~
rily rolate to tho time that the trco was fellod. Thirdly, owing to its
high durability, tho wood may havo beon re-used many timos bofore finding
its way into thoe drain. Thus tho date of Tth or 8th century A.D. does
not nocessarily apply to the wall. It does, however, indicatc tho
pos51b111ty that the wall is of comparable ago to tho wood, and that the
51te was occupied by this pcrlod '

Not long aftor the war, the Historical Monumonts Commission had
deccided that no further oxtensive oxcavation work should bo done at
Zimbabwe for a period of ten ycars. This would have tho offcct of
sprecading the research effort over the wider ficld of tho Southern Rhode—~
sian Iron Agc in gencral and of allowing time for new techniques (for
example, as it turned out, radio-carbon analysis) to be dovoloped. The
next and most recont major excavatory effort was therefore not made until
1958, by which time the Iron Age as a whole had, in fact, bocome very
much better understood. The 1958 cxcavations were carried out on two
main sitcs: ~ on the Acropolis by K.R.Robinson, and in the Great Enclosurc
by Roger Summers, assisted by mysclf, Robinson's main objcct was to
obtain a pottery sequence covering tho whole of the Iron Agce occupation
of the sitec. Caton-Thompson's scquencec had proved invaluable in the
building up of the picture during the procoecding thirty yoars, but it had
become clear that there was greater complexity than it ¢ould account for.
As we have scen, the wholc of our cultural and chronological framework is
based on pottery, and for thls reason the Agropolis dig was of vital
importancc.

The main objcct in the Great Enclosurc was to investigate the archi-
tectural history of the ‘building, and, of course, to rclate this to the
sequence obtained from the Acropolis.

Apart from excawation work, a detailed study was made of wall-building
techniques and the architectural foaturcs associated with thom. = In the
course of tho Great Enclosurc dig it was foi'nd possible to establish a-
relationship between styles of walling and the cultural periods which were
derived from excavation work.

The detailed results of all this work have not yet becn published and
I shall confine mysclf here to a dcscription of the gencral outlines of
what was.achieved.  The pottery succession obtained from the Acropolis
was found to consist of five Classces (numbered 1 to 5 starting -with the
carliest) which represcnt five occupations of the site,; cach differing

from the others to some extent.  Thesc occupations were probably continu-
ous. and. .the differences betwsen them may well be the result of ths influx
of new but rclated groups of peoplc. Classés I dnd 2 bolong-to Iron-Age

A and arc associatcd with the light timber-framed huts charactoristic of
it. Class 1 represcnts tho finst Iron Ago,occupat;on of the sitc and
consists of a finc stamped ware. Class 2 is not a true stamped pottery
" but includes aniwal figurines. - Theny with Classes 3.and 4 we have the
.two main phases of Iron Age B. The appearance of Class 3 pottery coincides
gencrally with the first stonc walling and the first monolithic hut construc-
tion. - The earliest walling at Zimbabwe is roughly .built and unformed in
style, a fact which suggests the possibility that this stonc-building
technigue was cvolved at Zimbabwe itsclf. . Tho carlicst monolithic hut
remains are not well enough proscrved for detailed study, ‘and the question
whoether they represcnt a tradition of daga building brought in from clsce-
where remains in doubt. It is my own opinion, however, that in the
combination of daga work with stonowork that runs right through the
Zimbabwe tradition of builcing, the .systom of daga building probably pro-
ceoded that of stone. Tho stonc-building technigue secms to have evolved
not directly out of, or in imitation of, daga, so much as from the nced
to provide strong walls to rotain tho .nassos of daga Wthh quickly
accumdlatod.
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In tho Aoropolis thoso , structures wore
boing all of similar colour . toxturo, but ir
difforont colours was usod at difforont times, a
out an oxtromoly valuablo soquonco of dagas for
intorosting to noto that Hall had asaortod tho oxistor
soquonce of dagas, although he had failod to undarltmd. £
of 1%.

With appoarance of Class 4 pottery wo find a development o:
building tochniquo to tho finost type of walling. The basic di
horo is that tho stonos arc carofully matched and trimmed and ag? :
courses. The rougher walling, which wo callod Class P, is thorefec
gonorally associated with Class 3 pottory and the finor walling, calll
Class Q with Class 4 pottory, whilc both are accompanied by monoli-ﬁ

huts. it

Class 5 pottery ropresonts tho post-Nguni period, and is probaﬁﬁsi
but not cortainly connected with a very rough form of walling which we
called Class R. It is possiblc that Class R walling had been used
during the carlier poriods for unimportant buildings, but this is a point
on which cvidence is at present lacking. Aftor the Nguni invasion, which
dostroyed the Iron Age B culture, the systoem of building in monolithic
daga may have boon continued for a while by the people who occupied the '
sitec and medc Class 5 pottery. These pcoplc, by the way, were not tho b
Nguni, who moved on whon their dcstructive work was done, but werc some
'poor rclations' of the provious inhabitants under a chicf named Mugabe.
They wore mero squatters on the site, anl were living there when the first
Buropcans arrived.

The rclationship betwfon tho pottery and the styles of hut bulldins
and stone walling may thercfore bc summariscd as follows;—

Pottery Huts Stone walls
Class 1 light timber framed nonec <

IRON AGE A
Class 2 light timber framed nonec
Class 3 monolithic Class P

(random facing) <

IRON AGE B

Class 4 monolithic Class Q

(coursed facing)

Class 5 ? monolithic and Class R

light timbor (rough) POST-NGUNI PIRIOD

: S
*

In the coursc of his cxcavations on thc Acropolis, upon which this
succession ie bascd, Robinson obtained numerous samples of carbon f&um
various lovels, and thosc are now awaiting radio-carbon analysis,
far as tho chronology of Zimbabwo is concorned, it would be unwis
speculate ponding the carbon rosults s

Tho architoctural bistory of the Groat Enclosure was wc
tho basis of tho pottory sequonco, tho daga pcqum and the
ib‘ ‘

many othora which lio 'bolow '
from an insignificant occupation nuc
pottory poriod to ite pwm‘ zo W



ond of tho Class. 4 pottory period, Tho fOroat Wall and the Conical

Towor bolong to tho lasgt phasos of building. Tho structuro was cloarly
ono which gradually acquirod its prosent form by processcs of building,
delapidation, ropair, robuilding and addition, ovor a fairly long poriod
of timo. During tho Class 5 pottory poriod tho building foll into
ruinous dosuotude, but was probably usod as a cattle kraal until not long
before tho arrival of the first Europoans.

By mcans of tho cstablished sogucnce of wall gtyles it has boen
possible to oxtond our knowlodge of tho sito as a wholc, Most of the
vallcy ruins consist, for instanco, almost cxclusively of Clasgs Q walling,
and thoir construction can thorcfore bo placed with some roliability into
the Class 4 pottory poriod. Tho wholo of the walling at Zimbabwe has
beon studicd in this way and it has boeon scen to fall into a logical
pattern of devolopment covering the whole sito.

From what I have said, I hopc that it will be clcar that an undor-
standing of Zimbabwo is depcndont upon a knowledge of the Southern
Rhodcsian Iron Age as a wholo. Iron Age B, or as it is bottor known,
the Zimbabwo Culture, arose out of that background, probably due to the
arrival from the north of now pcople whose potentialitics for building
in stonc may well have chrystalliscd out for the first time at Zimbabwe.
This culture dcveloped through two main phascs on lincs which diverged
from the predominant cultural pattorn around it. Pcrhaps its most
intoresting charactoristic is thoe uniquce stylc of architccturoc which
emerged from it. Remoto as it was from the sources of irflucnce which
had guided the developmont of architectu:e in the civilizcd world, it
devecloped in isolation into a monstrous oddity. The works of the
Inyanga pcoplc, although they also did not continue to cvolve, had morc
in them which might have contributed towards a balanced advance in
material culturc.

So far as Zimbabwe is conccrncd, my own opinion is that tho high
technical standard of the better walling is the only respect in which
its matorial culturé roso significantly abovc thc lecvel of untutored
barbarism,
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THE MAKINGS OF CENTRAL AFRICA

Little more than 2 hundred ycars ago, the lands now comprising
‘ the Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland werc almost untouched by
E: Buropean influence. There werc fow natural lines of communication;
travel wae impoded by disease, by the vagariss of a tropical climate,
and by the enormous distances of thc African continent. IMost
- important of all, there seemed little to attract white.men; for the
indigenous peoplc possessed few goods and fewer wants. Thoy wore
= ¢t@upad in a variety of political communities that ranged from
comparatively highly-organiscd kingdoms, such as those of the Barotsec
and tho Bemba, to militaristic razider-states, like those of the
Matabelc and Ngoni, and to scattcred tribes like the Tongd and Nyanja,
completely devoid of any state organisation. The basis of native
1ifo was a simple slash-and-burn agriculturc, supplcmentcd by hunting,
and sometimes by fishing and cattle kceping. There was little
specialization of labour and the margin of survival was always a
narrow one. At the same timc thore was constant internccine warfare,
as the stronger groups were continually préssing on the weaker ones.
The indigenous pattern of power was further complicated by the
intrueion of numerous a2licn groups. The In*toerior might be poor, but
it did possces two sources of wealth. The first of thesc was man-
power, tho sccond ivory, and gradually several strcams of invaders
began to converge on Central Africa. From the West came Portuguese
half-castoe and members of the Umbundu tribe in search of slaves for
gale at Angola and in the cocoa plantations of St. Thomd,. From the
Saet there came Arabs and Moslcemized Afric ms who dealt in ivory and
wanted slaves for export to the clove estates of the Coast; and to
the markete of Islamic countries overscas. There were also inroads
from half-saste raiders settled in the lower Zambezi valley, and in
addition some¢ African tribes themsclves lcarnt the technique of this
now ocommercop foromost amongst these being the Yao of Nyasaland.
Slaves and ivory were peid for mainly with guns and powder and the
advance of the trade meant that the "gunpowder frontier" was steadily
moving into thoe Interior with dovastating effect. Warfarc became
" @ven moro destructive. Therc was alsc a steady shift in the internal
balance of power as tribes armed with guns were able to czpand at the
oxpense of the more backward communitics, Therc was thus heavy loss
of life, not merely from intor-tribal fighting itself, but also from
faminos that resultod from thc destruction of crops and from the
foreible abduction of so many able-bodied men and women from native

. The first Buropeans to venturc into the Intcrior were the

3 -but despite bold cxplorers such 2s Dr. Francisco Jose de

da © Almeida, Portuguese inflience remaincd confined to a string

Al ueitlcnmnts on the East and Wcst coasts 2nd along the lower
Vi ' Portugal's population was too small to cxplore these

omigrants proforrced Brazil to far-off Hogambique,

rs who did come had no means of protocting themselves
ﬂuuv abounding in the low-lying mlleys.
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number of huntors and traders pushed ahead of the main bodies of
settlors, Few of theso Southoern fronticrsmen dealt in slaves;

thore was no market for slaves in South Africa and the Southerners,
moreover, transported thoir goods in wagons and did not require slave
portors like the Arabs and Portuguese. At the same timo, the English
and Boers brought arms supcrior to those brought by their Northern
competitors, and they bogan to play an increasingly important role in
tribal affairs. But oven those pioneers could not solve the problem
of providing a steady strcam of oxports from Central Africa, Ivory,
like wild rubber, was an irreplaceablc commodity; only a fow chiefs
like Lobengula paid any attontion to thoe quostion of prescrving
eleophants, and by the end of the last ccntury the trade in tusks was
beginning to decline, even in far-off North-Western Rhodosia.

As Turopean pioneers becamc¢ morc familiar with the "Far Interior",
reports of conditions inland gradually began to reach the outside
world, but the man who did moreo than anyonc else to throw light on
conditions in Ccntral Africa was David Livingstonc. A Scot of working-
class origin,; he acquired a modical training and then entered the
scrvico of the London Missionary Socicty in Bcchuanaland. Later on
he devotcd himself almost entircly to the work of geographical
discovery. Botwoon 1851 and 1872 he travelled through many parts of
Rhodesia and Nyasaland and crosscd the Continent from coast to coast,
providing Zurope with a woalth of goographical, ethnographic and
medical information. In addition to boing an intrepid explorer and
an ecarnest Christian, Livingstone was also a2 pioneer of tropical
medicinc. But more important still, he had a religious and social
messago to preach that was well in tune with the spirit of optimism
and of commercial expansion characterizing Victorian England — Africa
must bc saved through the Gospel. But the new faith would only
flourish within a ncw sctting. The traffic must be replaccd by
"legitimate trade" in tropical goods. Selected Europcan settlers,
Livingstonc hoped,; would tcach ncw skills to Africans. Africa would
then supply the growing industrics of Burope with products like cotton,
and in turn buy manufacturcd goods from abro.d. Trade would crecate
bettcr means of communication; and stoam—-power, by doing away with
the necd for slave porters, would bring about thc liberation of Afrieca.

Livingstone's life work, followsd by a heroic dcath in the
wilderncss of North-Zastern Rhodcsia, made a tremendous impression
overseas. "Legitimate commerce™” seemed to offer new opportunities
to businessmen, whosc intercst in the region as a whole was further
roused by the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869. Religious—minded
men, who included many Scottish merchants, bccame similarly impressed
with the new opportunities for oxtonding the Gospel. At the same
time Christians of many decnominations gave their donations to missionary
societics, and by doing so they groatly strengthenecd the existing
complecx machinery for religious expansion. As early as 1859, the
London Missionary Society established a station at Inyati in Matabeleland
In the course of the 'soventies, two Scottish missions werc founded in
Nyasaland. Anglican and Catholic missionaries also_arrived on the
scene and in the North, Livingstone's own socicty set up some stations
furthcr along Lake Tanganyika, which were then linked to the Lake
Nyasa water route by the stratogic Stevenson Road. In addition,
Francois Coillard, an intrepid I'rcich Protestant, made his way to
Barotseland, where he bocame permanently established in 1884,

These carly miseionaries did not think of politics when they
began to build their first little stations consisting of mud huts or
primitive houses made of sun-dried bricks. They were prcecoccupiled
with the problem of making a living from the soil that often did not
turn out as fertile as it appoared; they had to gain the confidence
of their African neighbours, and they frequently guarrelled fiercely
amonget themselves in the fever-riddra settlements of Central Africa,
where tho death rate wag torrifying. But thoy could not help being
drown into local, and even internatic al, politics. This was :
particularly true in regions whore there was no strong indigonous S
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authority in oxistence., In Nyasaland, for instanco, the miesionarice
wore forcibly turned into rulors. The country whoro thoy had sottled
was the scone of bitter fighting; thore was no powerful chiaf to whom
thoy could turn, and tho mission stations attractoed crowds of rofugeos
willing to accopt the Whitc man's Gospel in roturn for food and
protection. The presence of these folk raisod complicatcd problems

of a disciplinary and administrative naturce. Then esupply questions
made their appearahco. The migsions could not oporate without a
commissariat, and thus in 1878 Glasgow ship buildors and morchante
ostablished a commercial body, known as the Africon Lakes Company

for the purposc of supplying tho missions and introducing "lcgitimate
trade" into the interior. The Company, however, found groat difficulty
in paying its way, for its oxponscus were too high in rolation to its
turnover. The Company also found, like so many others, that almost
the only commodity which would then stand the cost of transport from
Central Africa was ivory. In order to obtain morc¢ of this merchandise,
the Company extonded its opsrations to the north end of Lake Nyasa.

Herc its scrvants soon clashed with Mlozi, an Fast Coast freebooter,

who had made himself the local "Sultan'. Mlozi resented interference
with his local moncpoly and between 1887 and 1889 therc was a good deal
of fighting between the Company and the "North End" Arabs. Despite
the support received from most missionaries and from adventurous
fighting men like Frederick Dealtry Lugard, later raised to the peerage,
the Company was unable to dislodge tho wcll-armed Arabs from their
strongly fortified posts.

Missionary enterprisc also led to international complications.
The Portuguesc became suspicious of British missionary influence in
what they regarded as their own sphere. In addition, Germany began -
to acquire colonial ambitions. In 1884 the Germans established them-—
selves in present-day Tanganyika, hitherto under the largcly nominal
control of the Sultan of Zanzibar. The Sultan was an ally of Great
Britain, whose¢ naval power he pcrforce had to respect, but the new
intrusion meant that the previous policy of maintaining a shadowy kind
of influence through, the Sultan was no longse: .feasible. Despite
constant opposition on the part of a rcluctant Treasury, still wedded
to the principle of low taxation and low p blic expcnditure, of resent-
ful "Little Englandors'; and of some diplomatists fearful of foreign
complications, an unwilling British Govornment found itsolf compelled
to take a mors active intercst in the fatec of the handful of British
missionaries and traders in Lake Nyasa country. The number of people
concérned migat be small, but they received powerful support, especially
in Scotland, from missionary societies and their supportcrs, as well
as. from some mercantile interests. To Lord Salisbury, the British
2rime Minister and Foroign Secretary, the Nyasaland question was, of
course, not of itsclf an important onc, but as far as the wider question
of Africa was concerned, he was convinced that partition amongst the
Buropean powers was inevitable. The important thing was to carry out
the division in such a way that Britain would.receive hor due share,
and that neither the peace of Zurope nor the existing balance of power
would bcvendangegod Britain, at the same time, should take her place
in Africa at a minimum of public expenditure which, by rcason of its
‘unpopularity with the Treasury and with a large section of the British
public alike, would endanger thc Parliamentary majority of the Govern—
ment. Salisbury was thus willing to co-operatc to some oxtent with
Imperialists convinced of thé necd for further Impcecrial expansion.
Britain, many thoughtful men began to argue, was becoming rclatively
weaker, and was losing soms of her former industrial supremacy to other
powers; ¢specially Germany and the United States. ‘At the same time
protective tariffs were t coming more and morc popular with foreigners.
Only Imperial expansion w-ild thus protect Britain's futuro markets
and sources of raw materials, as well as providing some kind of
insurance against the menace of foreign tariffs.

When Nyasaland was beginning to ccome the objeet of Imperial
projects, the little country's fate wes suddenly linkod to that of the
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regions south of tho Zambesi, wherc British influence mMﬁ
point of asserting itself. As far as Matabeleland and oY
were concorned, it was ivory that formed the first attracﬁi
traders and huntors w1111ng to take the road into the "F
But then travellers,such as Carl Mauch, an adventurous German
master, and Thomas Balnos, an Znglish artist and cxplorer, b
glowing reports of gold. The popular fancy was stirred by imagiz
works, such as Sir Henry Rider Haggard's book King Solomon's 1Ming g
Most important of all, both British and South African flnancleraﬁﬁagﬁn
to pay attention to the Far North with its vast potential minmemal
resourccs., The greatest of these monicd men was Cecil John Rhodes,
the son of an English clergyman. Rhodes was a strange mixture of
dreamer and schemer, financicr and statesman. He, more than any other
person in South Africa; clearly undcrsiood how financial power could

be linked to political expansion, how political expansion in turn might
serve the investor's cause, and how popular enthusiasm could be linked

to his schemes by means of brilliantly-conceived propaganca.

Rhodes first of all succeeded in establishing control over the
diamond industry of Kimberley, where precious stones had first been
discovered in 1867. Then he acquired an important intercst in the
gold industry of the Witwatersrand. But these achievements were mere
stepping stones on the way to further expansion. Rhodes wanted the
UFar North'. Control over Rhodesia would sccurc enormous new mineral
wealth, It would also tap the still unused labour resources of South
Central Africa, for both the diamond and gold industrics nceded migrant
labour in ever increasing numbers. Expansion would also securec new
territory for British trudc and investment. This was an important
consideration at a timc when morc and more investors in the City ‘o
London werc looking for new opportunities for their capital overseasg
where they hoped for higher returns on their money than at home,
Territorial expansion seemed cvon more necessary, as other Zuropean
powers were also cxtending their hold on various parts of the African
continent from which they might exclude British investors in the future.
Lxpansion northwards, morcover, would unite vsriten and Boor in a common
task, It would afford new OpDOrthltl s for settloment to South
African farmers gcnerally accustomcd to methods of extemnsive rather
than intcnsive methods of cultivating the seil. As far as the Cape
Cclony was concurned, of which Rkhodes bocame Prime Minister in 1890,
northward expansion would make thc territory the main gatoway into the
Interior and the predominant state in South Africa. British expansion
north of the Limpopo would in turn form the stcpping st®ne of a new,
magnificent Empire; stretching from Cape to Cairo and flanking the
older Empire in India, Rhodes proceeded methodically. First of all,
through Imperial intervention, the British position in Bechuanaland,
the "Suez Canal into the Interior" was made secure against competition
from the Transvaal. Then, in 1888, Rhodes, by means of theo so-called
"Rudd Concession'" obtained a monopoly of all minerals in the countries
under Matabele sway in return for a subsidy and a promise of rifles
and a gun-boat that would brcak Barotse "canoe—power" on the Zambesi
and leave the Matabele the dominant tribe in South uentral Africa.
Rhodes then amalgamatcd with other rival financial intorests. With
the Matabele mineral concession in his pocket, he asked for a Royal
Charter that would enable him to assumc governmental powers north of
the Zambezi. In 1889 he succcedel. The British CGovernmcnt was still
gcnerally unwilling to finance colonial cxpansion at the goneral tax-—
payer's cxpense, but it had no objection if an association of private =
investors would shoulder the burden. The Charter issued to the n o
formed British South Africa Company tous gave extonsive admini
powers to its Dlrectors ch hav1ng secured these, Rhodes in 1

fully occupied Mashonaland.

Rhodes s cxpedltlon was 1ed by aa Impexlal Q i
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Jolnson was n most able man, half soldier, half ontreprenour, the sort
of man familiar to Burope in tho ago of 'allenstoin, and Johnson carricd
out his task guiokly and ufficiontly. Tho Plonvers halted at Salisbury
and thoy wore to Southorn Ruodosia what the Mayflowoer is to America,
Actually = judging by tho numbor of ongquirice whioch we have had in tho
Archives on the part of peoplo who wish to prove their descont from
Pioneors, the Column must havo numboerod about 100,000 mon. But in

fact thorc wore only a fow hundrod,nnd the Pilonocers wore soon disbanded
to look for gold. They werc, howover, due for a great dipappointmont
and tho promised Rand éould not be found. Thore werce practically no
alluvial doposits in Rhodesia, and thise wae a hoavy blow to many of

the colonists, for gold could not be worked without capital oxcept in
its alluvial form. Transport, morcover, proved a desporato problcmj
tho mining terms originally imposod by the British South Africa Company
were oxceptionally oncrous, boing bascd on tho assumption that the
country was going to contain richos beyond description. The pioncers
sufforcd from hunger and discaso, and progress was furthor intorrupted
whon war broko out with tho Matabole in 1893,

Matabelcland constituted a kind of "Black Sparta, Its entire
social structure was goarcd to war and to raiding its neighbours for
man-power and cattle. Mashonaland was one of the traditional hunting
grounds of the Matabele, but the Buropean gold-diggers cstablished in
Mashonaland werc unwilling to tolerate Matabele raids into Mashonaland
which endangored both their property and their black labour supplics.
Neither did they want a strongly armed cnemy on their door-steps, an
enemy morcover, who locked up a country that was supposed to contain
a great deal of gold. Lobengula, the m¢tzbflc King, now found himself
in a dcsperate position. Hc was anxious to avoid war with the British
who had inflicted such a crushing defecat on his Zulu kinsmen in the
south. . On the othor hand he could not permancntly resist the war
party of younger indunas who wantod new followers to build up tkeir
power and prestige; and new cnttle to incrocase the cconomic resources
of  a partly pzra51tlc cconomy. Emigration to the north of the
Zambezi may not hav® been foasible in view of the danger from the
moving.bclts of tsetse fly and from Bzrotsc canoc power. . Jameson,.
the Company's Administrator, did not himself look for war; he- perso-
nally would have preferrcd to intcgrats the Matabels peaccfully into
a wage cconomy by encouraging them to take up employment with the
Buropeans. But this unstablc.balanccec of power did not last, and war
broke out in 1893. The Matabele armics, trained to charge in close
formation, and poor shots, werc unablec to withstand the mobility and
fire-power of the small sottler force, numboring only 670 men, which
was mobilizcd in Mashonaland. The Matabcle werc crushed with sur—

prising swiftness, Bulawayo occupied and Lobengula perished on his
flight.

. Three years later the Matabels and also many of tho Mashona tribes
rose to exterminate the Buropcans. -They believed tnat the Chartered
Company had been fatally weakencd by the deféat of its forcos in the
abortive "Raid'"s against the Transvaal, designed to overthrow President
Kruger's government. . The "Raid" luft‘the country north of tho
Limpopo virtually undefended and now, for the first time in their
history, a large proportlon of the trﬂbcs ranagud to co-operate
militarily. The Rising was thus altogether a much more sorious
affair than the Matabele War.  The Matabele military organization
had not been fully smashed, and the Matabsle were furthor strengtlened,
by numerous deserters from the Native Police, with their Furopean
training and their rifles. Co~o0peration with other tribes appears to
have been dloscly linked .1ith a religious movoment identified with: the
worship of Mlimo, but there were also wider grievances. . The Matabele
objected to the seizure of much of Lobengula's cattle, holding that ]
the King's herds, frequently looted from nelghbourlng trlbos, were
tribal rather than the King's porson'l property, as the invaders appeared
to belicve. They also belioved tha the Buropoans were responsible
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for having brought the dreaded rindorpest, which was devastating the
white and the black man's cattle alikes; and they could not understand
the Buropean way of trying to prcvent the spread of the discase by
killing infected hcrds. In addition, the natives disliked the

Company's practicg of conscripting labour through headmen; they grumbled
at taxation, and at harsh dealings from individual Native Commissioners
and native policemen, and they also resented the end of their former
military suprcmacy.

This time therce was prolonged partisan warfare. The Europeans,
in relation to their numbers, suffered very heavy loss of life and a
large proportion of the settlers in the outlying districts were murdered
with their families or tortured to death. But the open veld of
Southern Rhodesia was, on the whole, not well suited to guerilla warfarc.
Partisan operations, carriecd on by tribal subsistence farmors and
pastoralists, were not likely to succced against a determincd and
self-confident encmy, able to draw on reinforcements from Britain and
South Africa. The rebels received no help from the few Africans
living in the townships, which rcmained firmly in Huropean hands.
Reinforcements were reecruited in South Africa and there was also some
assistance from an Imperial force of mounted infantry. Gradually the
rebels' will to resist was weakened in a series of engagementgs the
larger gangs were broken up and the insurgents kept on the move by
mounted patrols, whilst chains of small forts prevented the rebels
from rallying. The remaining strongholds in fortified kopjes and
caves werc blasted out with dynamite, and in addition there was steady
and effective pressurc on the rcbels by means of the destruction of
their crops and the scizure of their cattle.

The Matabele were the‘first to capitulate after skilful negotiations
conducted with considcrable personal courage by Rhodes himself, The
Mashona, who lacked any central organization, held out longer, but in
the end they too werc gradually forced to make peace, and by the cend
of 1897 Southern Rhodesia was pacified.

But by now the Duropean scttlers too had mostly been reduced to
desperate circumstances. The Country's cconomy had come to a temporary
standstill - almost ten per cent. of its white population had been
murdered, and many of the survivors had to scll their claims to their
better-off compatriots in possession of liquid cash. Throughout the
cighteen—nineties, Rhodesia was a land of reckless speculation, carried
on against a background of hardship and high expectations.

@

After the South African War, however, the mining industry was
placed on a sounder footing. It was now clear that Southern Rhodesia
did contain widely disseminated, low-grade ore bodies, which could be
worked by syndicates of small workers, who between them, just managed
to put up enough moncy to buy the required machinery. Admittedly
mining was a chancy business, and the names of many of the smaller
Rhodesian mines recad like noms de plume used on t—day's Rhodesian
lottery ticketsy '"Cross Your Luck'", "Clean Up", "Cissey! and !Breke!
21l figured check by jowl with the names of more substantial mining
concerns in contemporary dircctories.  Nevertheless, gold production
expanded guickly, and mining was greatly encouraged, both by the
discovery of vast coal deposits at Wankie, which did much to solve the
industry's fucl problems, and also by the building of an cxtensive
railway nctwork, built so as to secrve the miners' rather than the
farmers?! nceds. In addition to the smallworkers a numbcr of larger
companies, able to work gold at grecater depth, established themselves
in the country, and a considerablc number of valuable base minerals
were also found.

The early miner's fronticr attracted a typc of person very
different from the sort of man who went to Hast Africa to make his
fortunc. All the gkilled work on th mincs was doné by Zuropeans
who came from Johannesburg and furthe  afield, these men being the
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only trainod hands availablo at tho time. ey mining tovmehips rnAd
the railways also attractod whito artisans, storuksapare »ud clorks
who did jobs that woro commonly done by Indians in Hast Africa.
Farming passed in tho hands of omigrants from tho south in scarch of
cheap land, those poople who gonerally lookod upon Rhodosia as their
permanont home; not plantors such as scttlod down in Kenya and Nyasaland
to grow tea, coffeo or similar crop in order to rotire ultimately to
England.. The varly settlor had a very difficult time, and whether he
was an ontroproncur or a salariod employco or oven a farmer,. he
belonged to & labour forco that was very unstablo. A gr.at doal has
boon madc in morc rocent days of tho evils of the migrant labour systom
amongst Africans by anthropologists and economists. But in somoc ways,
ho carly settlors'! position was not so unliko that of tho Black man,
The Buropcan would drift from mine to mino in scarch of omploymont and
did not strike roots anywhoro; the miner's permancnt homo was for
long outside Rhodosia and many years passod until he lookcd upon the
Rhodosian town as "home", the placc whore he intonded to spend his
old age. Thore wore fow Europoan women in the country; settled
family lifc was rarc and it wae hard to bring up and cducnte children
properly in a country whore the breoadwinnor had to movc about constantly
and vhero thore were féw schools. There werc fow amonities: drink,
sport, gambling and politics wors the main forms of amuscment and the
averago colonist mado good use of thom =2ll. Peopls changod their jobs
a great deal; . labour accordingly was inefficiont; and thc position
only graduzslly improvod, as tho labour force gradually lost its migrant
character.

Human life, moroover, was choacp. Admittedly, carly Rhodesia
never romotoly rosembled the "Wild Wost" dr ovon Kimberley in their
pioncering days of .lawlessncss. There wore plenty of drunken pub
brawls, but gun fights and stagc coach robberics were unknown. You
can still sce carly photographs in our collecction. Thore are Wild
Wost shanties, tho mon with broad-brimmod hats, but therc arc no six-
shooters, at bust hunting riflos. The rcason for this state of affairs
is probably to bu Pound in tho country's adn.nistrative Listory.
Rhodesia was reasonably well policed from the carly beginnings znd
the British South Africa Company quickly wmanagced to6 set up & relatively
officicnt administration. Ths social luvol on the Rhodesian frontier
. Wag, moreover, & little higher than was customaery on othur frontiors.
Thorc was a substantipl numbor of younger sons of good familics, though
Rhodesia of course never romotoly resombled tho land of Eton boys and
old Harrovi#hs of colonial mythology.

The sarly scttler's dendliost cncmy, like the missionary's was

the malaria mosquito and throughout thoe pioncering-stagc, White

- mortality was high. Conditions only bogan to improve after the turn
of the prosent century, when tho scourge of malaria was largely
mastered. Gradually,wkolec familios scttled down in Rhodeosia, the
country's demographic structurc slowly degan to rescmble more that of
.older, countries and the White labour force becamo more settlod, in the
same way as the Black labour forco also started to becomec stabilized
after a time lag of wall OVur a goenoration afterwards.

In Nyasaland, tho pattorn of settlcment took a veory differcnt
shape. Foroign opposition was svopt aside and betwoen 1889 and 1891
the country was annoxed by tho Imporial Government, whiéh roceivod
financial assistance from Rhodes, who wanted the oountry as one of
the stopping stones to tho north and who also had cconomic intercsts
in the arca. But, largely in dofor nco to missionary wishos, the
country was placed unde Imporial administration. In addition
treatics wore concluded n what is now Northern Rhodosia.

The pacification of these disturbed rogions was, howover, mainly
due to Imperial forces and not to tle local settlers, as in Southern
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Between 1891 and 3&37811?&.:17 Johnst,,., the co
comissiomr,carﬂedcﬂaamasntcm
Hgoni raiders. The secret of Lis success lay in twc
sea~power. The latter was provided in the shape of
which cut the slave trading routes across Lake Nyasa, ¢
was gradually pacified. i

In the late 'nineties, Impordal troops also crossed
Rhodesia, which had by now been placod under the Chartered Co
smashed the war-like Ngoni and the Lunda Bmpire headed by

Britishk conquest was fraught witk profound cmqw M fh A
whole of British Central Africa. Throughout the region thore was an
end to independent indigconous power. Inter-tribal warfare lmh
the first time, and a limit was sot to large-scale tribal migratione;
this mcant that the location of the various African pooples MM
stabilized. Tke powor of the slave traders was crushed and the Moslems

ceased to bs effoctive competitors for the interior. v

At the same tine, the foundations were laid for a MQM
and plantation cconomy which was incompatible with the regime of |
warring native states. Nyasaland became a planter's colony, and “ﬂ“,
later followed by tea becames the country's main cash crop. :

The typical Buropcan in Nyasaland right from the start was g
accordingly a planter, a civil servant, a missionary, or a commercial
employee. Very fow White workers came into the ecountry, whilst the
role of the small Whitc trader and artisan, who had come to Southern
Rhodesia, was filled by Indians, and lator by missign-trained Africans.
White socicty in many ways thus camc %o resemble the Jast African lﬂ‘
cven the Indian pattern. It was sharply strasifiod midxy, much
more so than Southcern Rhodesia, where, one m’ght montion, the
trator rode around Salisbury on a bieycle, and the influence of the
gottlers in the political sphore was small, Nyasaland m -the Cm \
where "the Governor was always right". Politically and lOd.lh ¢
it looked towards London rather than Johannesburg or Cape | ; ]
this way again it contrasted sharply with Southern Rhodesiaj M iﬁ ¥
British South Africa Company was generally very friendly towards m,; i
Buropean colonists - cven though the Rhodosians did not think so at o
the time. The Company constituted the country's largeﬁ :’ j

it was a sleeping partner in all the mining companies and the
shareholder in the railways; and it thus identified its causc @
that of all other smallcr cntrepreneurs.

The two kinds of fronmtior, the miner's and the ﬁgltl‘
of South Africa, and the plantcr's and missionary's fremtier
Bast, ultimatcly met in Northern Brodesia. The North Wi
railway belt became the oxtreme northward lilit of Sou
North Bastorn Rhodesia tonded to follow the
of the Zambeszi, the two difforing concepts of
the first time, and the futurc of tha Foders
of the two will ultinte]; mnn;. :
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Lecfure given by Professor Z. T. Stokes of the Department - of History

- GREAT BRITAIN AND AFRICA 1880 - 1914

In the title of this talk I 'stake out more ground than I can
effectively occupy.. I 'could not resist, however, the opportunity of
drawing attention to the Cambridge Higher School Certificate special
subject of the same name, and of commending it as a practical avenue
through which the history of Africa can be studied without the necessity
of abandoning the traditional syllabus in British and European history.
In effect I.skall deal for the most part with British participation in
the Scramble for Africa in the light-of recent new interpretations.

* Until recently it was commonly assumed that English colonial policy
in the nineteenth century could be divided into two sharply defined and
contrasting phases: an anti-imperialist phase rumning roughly from the
Vienna settlement of 1815 down to 1870, and an expansionist phase
lasting from 1870 until the end of the century. The shift was brought
about, it was held, primarily by economic factors, so that international
competition for markets and raw materials dispelled the free-trade
anti-imperialism of the Manchester school and replaced it with the
imperialist doctrine that trade followed #the flag. It was usual to
point out how British policy swung from the extreme of indifference to
empire - symbolized in the report of the Parliamentary committee of 1865
recommending the ultimate avandonment of all Britain's West African
possessions except Sierra Leone - to a consuming 'earth hunger'.  Even
the lecading statesman of the Liberal party, Lord Roscbery, was prepared
to boast to an Zdipburgh audience in 1897 that in the past twelve years
2,600,000 sq. miles of territory had been adaed to the Empire, most of
them in Africa. The economic interpretation that was often placed on
this movement by contemporary statesmen, who were concerned to justify

. the cost of empire, was later powerfully reinforced by J.A.Hobson's
celebrated work, Imperialism, published in 1902. Lenin drew upon
Hobson to formulate his theory of imperialism as the highest stage of
capitalism,eand despite the allowance made for other motives by non-
Marxist historians it has been usual to réegard the 'Scramble for Africa’'
as.a locus classicus of economic imperialism,

The correctness of this picture has been challenged in recent years
in its two leading featuress: firstly, the image of a sharp break in
the nature and direction of British policy, and secondly the emphasis
that has been given to cconomic motives. Two Cambridge historians,
Ronald Robinson and J.R.Gallagher, have been the main exponents of the
new interpretation. They have sought to demonstrate the substantial
continuity of British policy throughout the whole of the nineteenth
century. .Instead of a violent swing from pacific anti-imperialism to
belligerent expansionism they argue that the change after 1870 was at
most one of emphasis and method. The underlying motive and objective
of British policy remained unaltereds the protection of British
commercial (and in a smaller degree, humanitarian) enterprise.

i |
cf. Ramsay Mnlr, Short Hlstory of the British Commonwealth, 1937, vol,II,

P«620 £L.
J.A.Willlamson Great Britain and the Empire, 1946, p.l24. £f.

%bhn Gallagher and Ronald Robinson, 'The Imperlallsm of Free Trade',

Economic History Review, 2nd ser., vo..vi, no.l, 1953.
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The means used for achioving this end had never been singlc and ﬁnﬁlhnlﬁ
but had varied constantly with time and circumstance, At one extreme
Britain had commercial relations with independent countries possegsing
modern governments like the United Statee, where there was no question
of trade requiring the support of political power. At the other oxtreme
were relations with countries like India where trade could only be secured
by Britain stepping in to establish a modern systom of law and government.
Between these extremes there grew up various forms of political dependency
that stopped short of formal British sovereignty or protection.

'Informal empire'! of this intermediate kind tended to characterize
the period before 1870, Where it failed to meet its object, however,
Britain did not hesitate to resort to military force and open amnexation.
Hence in the supposedly pacific anti-imperialist period between 1840 and
1860 Britain assumed political sovereignty over New Zealand, the Gold
Coast, Labuan, Natal, the Punjab, Sind, Hong Kong, Berar, Oudh, Lower
Burma; Kowloon, Lagos, and so on. Indeed, while in her relations with
politically weak countries like Turkey or Persia British influence was
confined to diplomatic pressure and special treaty rights, the usual
pattern was for her to underpin her influence by a chain of strong points
strung out along her trade routes. These bases, often off-shore islands,
served at the same time as naval stations, places d'armes, and commercial
entrepot centres. From them Britain was able to exercise a veiled
protectorate over surrounding areas in support of the enterprise of her
nationals, without being put to the expense or liability of actual
government. In this way she exercised a paramountecy over the Niger delta
from Lagos, over Zast Africa from Zanzibar, over Malaya from Singapore,
over South China from Hong Kong, and so on. A form of 'indirect
imperialism' could be pursyed even within the limits of the formal empire
with relation to colonies of white settlement. While control over
relations beyond the frontier and matters of imperial defence was retained
by the home government, the actual burden and expense of administration
could happily be devolved on to the colonists themselves through the
device of self-government.

'Informal empire' in the tropizal regions céuld endure only so
long as Britain had a monopoly of overseas nterprise and great power
rivalries were confined to Burope. But even when Britain felt compelled
to take tropical areas under her formal protection there was no sharp
break in policy. In line with her tradition of 'indirect, imperialism'
she still sought to keep her political and financial responsibilities to
a minimum by resorting to the device of chartered companies for the
government of new territories. Towards her white colonies she continued
with her policy of advancing self government and using them as an instru-—
ment of expansion whenever it was considered necessary to bring adjacent
areas under the British flag.

There was no indiscriminate land-grabbing; the extensions to
British territory were highly selective. Britain was content to see
huge areas pass under foreign control so long as she could secure
commercial access on cqual terms, This was the object of the abortive
Congo treaty with Portugal in 1884, the Congo Arrangement of 1885, and
the Anglo-German Agreement over Zasi Africa in 1886. In West Africa
she stood by and allowed France to secure the lion's share of the Niger
basgin. The closer British policy is studied the more difficult it is
to sustain the Hobson thesis of economic imperialism, So that the
traditional school-book plcture of the Scramble for Africa has been
challenged in this, its senond principal feature. Hobson drew upon
Africa for the bulk of his examples; but he implicitly reaognia@é
of the weaknesses of his argument. He ocmphasized that it
certain parasitic elements rather than the main body of cap:
that generated the economic pressure for colonial smmtnﬂ '
Leonard Woolf after him made no such g¢ialifications, b
recognize with Hobson the economic unp. ofitabi ‘

i Ef ke
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acquisitions and usad the fact to.domonstratea the illnsion on which

imperialist motives were founded.1
It is not necessary, however, to challenge the theorg of economic
imperialism as a whole - as the late Professor Koebner did"- to refute
its validity for British poliey. Gallagher and Robinson rest their
argument on the absence of any coincidence between the area of formal
empire and the main area of British overseas trade and investment.

'..o the historian who is sceking to find the decpest -eaning of
the expansion at the end of the nineteenth century should look not
at the mere pegging out of claims in African jungle and bush, but

at the successful exploitation of the empire, both formal and
informal, which was then coming to fruition in India, in Latin
America, in Canada and elsewhere. The main work of imperialism

in the so-called expansionist era was in the more intensive develop-
ment of areas already linked with the world economy, rather than in
the extensive annexations of the remaining marginal arcas of Africa.
The best finds and prizes had already been mades in tropical Africa
the imperialists were merely scraping the bottom of the barrel.'

It is a subtle, powerful and convincing argument.

Where established economic interests were at stake they prompted
acquisiticns that were broadly defensive in character. Such acquisi-
tions meant for the most part placing under British protection areas
which had long formed part of the economic hinterland of British trading
centres on the coast and which had hitherto been recgarded as part of the
'informal empire'. The protectorate over the lower Niger delta (0il
Rivers) in 1884, and the advance to the Zgmbesi can be placed in tkis
category. 1888 is usually taken to be the year from which dates the
mental conversioh of the Unionist Government to the idea of a new
tropical African empire. But the chief cconomic prizes had been secured
beforekand. Although ths B.S.A. Company did not take shape until after
the Rudd concession, British influence was openly cxtended to the Zambesi
in February 1888 as a result of the non-alienation agreement with
Lobengula reached on the initiative of the Cape Governor, Sir Hercules

"Robinson. But this was a counter-move against Transvaal expansion.
From an international viewpoint Salisbury had alrcady warned Portugal
in August 1887 that no pretendion of Portugal to Matebeleland could be
recognized.

The new empire which sprang up north of the Zambesi, in Central
and Tast Af}ica, had an origin other than economic. Gladstone, with
an o0ld man's seer-like prescience, had predicted in 1877 the outcome
of a possible British occupation of Zgypt:

'But our first site in Egypt, be it by larceny or be it by emption,
will be the almost certain egg of a North African Empire, that will
grow and grow until another Victoria and another Albert, titles of
the Lake sources of the White Nile, come within our borders; and
till we finally join hands across the Equator with Natal and Cape
Town, to say nothing of the Transvaal or the Orangc River on the
South, o1 of Abyssinia or Zanzibar to be swallowed by way of
viaticum on our journey.'

- Paradoxically it was Gladstone's government.in 1882 which sent
British forces into Bgypt to safeguard the lives and property of its
nationals and to ensure the secur.ty of the Suez Canal. By the end

;Leonard Woolf, Commerce and Empire in Africa Zi9297, Raxt TTT, Chap.I.

%LKogbher, ’TheVConcept f Economic Imperialism', Hconomic History Review,
gnd meruy ol 51, no.l., 1949. ' '

31N.E.Gladstone, 'Aggression on Egypt and Freedom in the Bast',
The Nineteenth Century, vol.ii, (1€ 7), pp.158-9. ?




of 1887 the failure of the Drummond Wolff Convention made it obvious
that the international guarantees which Britain required before she
felt able to bring the occupation to an end would not be forthcoming.
It had also become apparcnt that Cromer's surgery on the Egyptien -
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finances had made feasible continued British control without expense to 4
the British taxpayer - the sine gua non of Victorian Impire until i

Chamberlain took over the Colonial Office. Salisbury's mind advanced
in consequence during the course of 1888 not only to the firm conclusion
that Egypt must be held indefinitely, but that British policy must be
directed to scuring thce entire Nile basin against the encroachments of
other Buropean powers. For he shared the contemporary belief that
Egypt would lie at the mercy of the power which could turn off or divert
the Nile headwaters. Salisbury's earlier unconcern at Germany's
activities in Zast Africa, so long as they did not harm British commercial
interests, now gave way to a clear-sighted determination to reach an
agreement with her that would keep Uganda and the line of communication
from Mombasa (that is precsent-day Kenya) within the British sphere.

When he came to justify the Anglo-German Agreecment of 1890 before the
House of Lords the first advantage of the African settlement to which

he pointed was the safcguarding of the Nile sources and that 'save for
the Italian dominion over Abyssinia and its dependencies, we have no
rivalry to fear from any Buropean civilised Power until we reach the
confines of Zgypt.

Although other motives were not absent, the final decision to
retain Uganda in 1894 on the demise of the East African Company was
based upon the same overriding strategical consideration. Professor
Kcebner's criticism of the thesis of economic imperialism is particularly
convincing in its treatment of the British East Africa Company. Leonard
Woolf's attempt to depict %he Company as the tool of high capitalism is
indeed the weakest and most gquestionable part of his argument. He was
too readily impressed with the exaggerated language of the advocates of
expansion who cast about for every conceivable argument to bolster their
case.

Despite the weight of the strategic motive in leading to the
acquisition of British Zast Africa, it has to be recognised that it was
a territory of marginal importance. The “act that the retention of
Uganda was a matter of dispute in English politics is proof enough of
thils. On questions where vital British interests were thought to be
at stake there was no division. A Liberal administration had undertaken
the occupation of Igypt, and although Liberal leaders like Gladstone and
Morley continued to hanker after ultimate British withdxawal they were
quick to disclaim advocating it as an immediately practical step when
challenged by Salisbury in 1891. Similarly there was never any serious
dispute about the advance to the Zambesi. North of the Zambesi, however,
was again an arca of marginal importance. The Directors of the B.S.A.
Company werec intercsted in the mineral potentialities of Barotseland,; and
prompted by Johnston,Rhodes would like to have forestalled the Congo
Free State for possession of Katanga. But there was no possibility of
the immediate exploitation of the northern regions while Southern Rhodesia
remained to be subdued and settled. In Nyasaland there was no signifigant
economic interest at stake, but the Scottish missionaries were strongly
entrenched and had thrown out a fragile arc up the 'Stevenson Road' to
the southern end of Lake Tanganyika. Embattled with the 'Arab' slave
traders they already formed a de facto political authority,; recognised
and assisted by a British consul specially appointed for the region.

]Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series, vol.ccexlvi, c.1264, 10 July 1890.
%f, A.J.P.Taylor, 'Prelw e to Fashoda'; Rumour of Wars, 1952, p.83.

Also A.Low, 'British Publ c Opinion and the Uganda Question' Uganda Journal,
vol.18, No.2, Sept. 1954, pp.83, 97. '

L. Woolf, Commerce & Empire in Africa, Chap.VI.

z%f,M, Perham, Lord Iugard: The Years of Adventure, p.426. i -
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The practical issue was whether this area was to be =2llowad to pass under
Portuguese or German control, Salisbury was undoubtedly sincere in his
concern and admiration for the British missionary efforts, but recognised
that from the viewpoint of British interests they could not be reckoned

" — as he admitted to the German ambassador — more than 'questions of
sentiment'.l It is true that sentiment shaded insensibly into concern
for prestige. Salisbury believed that Britain inherited special
obligations as the historic leader of the anti-slavery movement and felt
it would be unworthy of her traditions to allow herself to be ousted
entirely from the region of the great Lakes which was hallowed in the
popular mind by Livingstone's name. Yet no vital interest could be

said -to be at stake, certainly not one that was worth risking the peace
of Burope,or.cven amoderate expenditure of British moneye  Lthis said,
on Sir Harry Johnston's authority, that in the summer of 1888 Salisbury
was revolving in his mind a scheme by which the region north of the
Zambesi was to be brought under British protection, but that he was
baulked by the resistancc of the Treasury. Certainly in July of that
year he rejected the open demand for a British protectorate in Nyasaland.

As late as October 30, 1888, the British minister in Lisbon was
reporting on a solution he had proposed to the Portuguese Foreign minister
by which the entire area north of the Zambesi, including Nyasaland,
should be recognised as Portuguese, on condition that the Portuguese
provided safeguards for British economic enterprise and for some form
of local self-government for the Scottish missions in the Nyasa districts,
All this illustrates on how thin a thread hung the northward extension
beyond the Zambesi.

It was only when Cecil Rhodes in the spring of 1889 offered Eo
assume the financial liabilities that Salisbury saw his way clear.
His views on the northern Zambesi region then took rapid and firm shape.
He was not interested in the Cape—-to-Cairo dream shared by leading
Africanists like Johnston, Rhodes, Kirk, Lugard and Mackinnon. In
fact by an understanding with Germany of June 1887 Salisbury had admitted
Germany's right to,extend her coastal settlement in Jast Africa inland
to Lakes Tanganyika and Nyasa. He had, indeed; as late as the summer
of 1889 agreed to take no action without previous consultation north of
the parallel of 11 degreecs south — which r2ant that Germany kept open
a claim to project the southern border of her Zast Africa sphere west-—
wards across Lake Nyasa to the fronticr of the Congo Free State. Despite
these limitations Salisbury saw the value of a British region covering
the area of‘podern Nyasaland and Northern Rhodesia. A belt of British
territory across the Zambesi would form the means of overcoming the
isolation and inaccessibility of Nyasaland and of connecting it directly
with British South Africa. The predominant British role in Hast Africa
and her leadership in humanitarian enterprise could be preserved at
little cost. Moreover, despite German claims, there was no need to
sacrifice the tenuous missiomary hold on the region at the southern end
of Lake Tanganyika and the line of the Stevenson road. It was early
apparent in the negotia®:.ons lecading up to the Anglo-German Agreement
of July 1390 that Germa:.y had no strong interests in the area and that
so long as the projected British corridor — or 'wasp's waist' - joining
the ncrthern end of Lake Tanganyika to Uganda - was surrendered, Germany
would readily concede a favourable frontier in the south, Portuguese
claims, though more tcnacious, could also be readily disposed of.

—~
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Rocognising Portugal's position up to the limits of effective occupation
it was not difficult - though it meant 'gun-boat' diplomacy - to force
her to surrender her claims on the remainder of Central Africa.

There were subsidiary ndvantages in expanding in these rcgions.
Salisbury may not have becn much moved by the glowing prospects which
Johnston and Lugard held out for British commercial enterprise and
British settlement in the highland regions of East and Central Africa,
but at lerst such prospects did suggest the possibility that at some
distant date the responsibility for government could be devolved on to
British settler communities. This contrasted with thc outlook for
colonial possessions in West Africa where the only foreseeable future
on the breakdown of chartercd company rule was permancnt administration
by the Crown.

As a final argumcnt against the predominance of cconomic motives

or even of the detormining force of impcerialism itself, it is wcll to mark

how the scramble for Africa was constantly kept subordinate to considera—
tions of Buropean power diplomacy. Bismarck had declared in December
1888: 'My map of Africa lics in Europe. Here lies Russia and here lies
Francey that is my map of Africa'. Mr. F.H. Hinsley has commenteds

'...The deadlock in HBurope was, if not the most immediate incentive,
at least the chicf underlying condition in the great phase of
extra-European expansion that now began. From the beginning of
the phasc, the policies of the governmentsy if not of all clements
in the states, werc dominated by strategic rather than by economie
and financial motives, by considerations of balance and relative
position, in Europe no less than t%rcughout the world, rather than
by purcly colonial intcrestsS....'

We have scen how for Salisbury and Roscbery the strategic motive was
uppermost. All other considerations were subordinate to protecting the
Suez route - 'the jugular vein' of the Bmpire, in Bismarck's striking
phrasec. As a consequcncc British policy pivoted on the British position
in Bgypt and the Nile Valley, and for the sake of these Britain was
preparcd to concede to Froncc a dominant positiow in West Africa. Yot
if the strategic motivc was uppormost it was — at least so far as British
policy was concerncd - symptomatic of the character of British imperialism,
So far from pursuing territorial cxpansion i1or its own sake British
policy was inherently dcfensive in mentality, and concerned above all
with the protection of established interests. inxiety over the Sucsz
route sprang principally from a desirs to safeguard the highway to the
insured markets' of India, and the Australasian colonice.

An analysis of British policy towards South Africa would also appcar
to bear ont the thesis of lir.Gallagher and Dr. Robinson that there was
no sharp break in policy in the later Victorian period. 'Indirect
imperialism' remained the koynote of the rolationship with the South
African colonios. The hoisting of the Gorman flag 4n South West Africa
in 1884 stirred Gladstonc's government into sending the Warren expedition
and into proclaiming a protecctorate over Beckuanaland in order to prevent
the Transvaal republic cstablishing a common frontier with a German colony.
But there was no intention of perpctuating the 'Imporial factor'. i
was always assumed that tho administration of Bechuanaland would eventually
be handed over to the Cape Colouy once a satisfactory agreement could be
reached on safoguarding the intercsts of the LAfrican population, Similarl;
imperial administration of Basutoland was never looked upon as more than
a temporary expedicnt, Zululand was in fact made over to Natal in 1€87.
In its other aspoct the continued process of looscning British control
and eliminating the Imperial factor can be seen in the granting of

L6 ambridge History of the British Bmpirc, vol.iii, p.99.
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rééponsible government to Natal in_1893.1

But here ‘the argumont stops. It isa significant point. In
1895 Joseph Chamberlain took over -the Colonial Office and within a few
years made the South African question the' dominant issuc in English
politics. The tide of British policy was - for a fow ycars at least -
dramatically reversed. The limitations within which Victorian colonial
policy had been forced to operate — the subordinate importance of golonial
affairs, the conscquent impossibility of obtaining money, troops, and
public support for a prolonged assertion of the Imperial factor, the:
enforced reliance on local agents to preserve British interests - all these
limitations were now swept aside. It may be argucd that the Chamberlain
era was exceptional and in the end, by the reaction it bred, scrved onlly
to confirm and rcenew the Victorian attitude to empire., While this may
‘be broadly true, it is questionable whether the South African War can be
regarded as no more than a temporary aberration. The promincnce which
it gave in English national life to colonial affairs could not be suddenly
effaced. It wrought a pbrmancnt gualitative change in. the public attitude
to tbo Empire.

The scale of effort called forth by the South African crisis was, of
coursey far from intentional. The Imperial factor had to be invoked
and asserted to an unprocendented degrec owing to the catastrophic break-
down of traditional policy. The problem originated in thé discovery of
the Witwatersrand gold re.f in 1886.  Doveloped for the most part by
British capital and enterprisc, the Rand quickly transformed the Transvaal
from a poor,; backward farming country into the richest state in South
Africa., The key to thc British economic position was thus placed outside
the ordinary colonial system and could be pr101tci by the Transvaal Boers
to Gotublle a powerful and hLostile state® threatening British paramountcy.

AT flrst‘mngland was content to roly on local agency to contain and
neutralise this threat. Because of the strong Afrikaancr vote in the
self-governing Cape Colonyy; and the advantages of a more flexible dinstru-
ment, the local agency relied upon Rhodes' British South Africa Company,
chartered in 1889.* Rhodes hoped to defeat the challenge of 'Afrikanderdom!
by.developing the newly-won territories north of the Limpopo. - If a
second Rand cculd be discovered it would quickly bring a thriving new
British colony into existoence and would perranently tilt the scales in
favour of the British element throughout South Africa. Rhodesia was to
be the irnstrument for forging a British-dcminated South African federation.
By 1893 Rhodes realfsed that his ‘hopes of quickly developed mineral wealth
werc not td® be realiscd. He concluded that the Boer suprcemacy in the '
Transvaal would have to be overthrown by violence. His imperial masters
were not ignorant of the situation. . British ministers like Ripon and
Roscbory were fully awarc of the possibility of a rising of British subjects
in.Johannesburg against the Kruger regime, and recogniscd that timely
intervention and support might casily bring the Transvaal back under the
Union Jack. Only Chamborlain scems to have been informed of Rhodes'
actual plot and he did not shrink from giving Rhodos his active connivance.
The fiasco of the Jameson Raid at the cnd of 1895 dezlt a sudden over-—
whelming blow at this disreputable type of Yindircct imporialism'.

Rhodes, the lo¢al instrumcnt on which it relie 3d, lost for = moment his
power and Crudlt, and Kruger began transformlng hls state into a
formld%ble military powcr.

The rcsult was the re-assertion of the Imperial factor in unproce—
dented strongth. A ntw high commissioner of proconsular stature was '
‘sont out carly in 1897. Sir” Alfrod Milner's appointment involved forc than
~-an issue of colbninl pol*tlcs or ovon British strategic interests, for the
South African crisis opened a channel ;through which the mounting tide
of inglish imperialist scntiment could pour. Milncrism was the antithesis
of the mid-Victorian outlook. Instsad of being rogarded as subordinate
and secondary to Britain's wider political and commercial interests, the
Empikg became the supi mc object of policy, The goal which Milnerism
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held before it wae tho wolding togother of the snattorod elemonts of the
Bupire into 'one body politie';, a self-contained veconomic and political
systom, The whole philosophy of free trade was denicd, and with it

the inmost kornel of mid-Vietorian convietion. So far from trusting
for progress to the froe action of individual initiative and epontaneity
and rogarding politics as a rogulating and harmonising but not originating
function, Milnor looked to governmont to supply tho ultimate directing
idea and shaping force of society. In thie belief he was propared to
use the full power of the state, culminating in coereive force,so as to
fashion a new unifiod South Africa prodominantly British in population,
law and oulture.

L L—

Ho was, of coursc, a visionary, and so was incredulous when the
British nation which did not shrink from the unprocodonted oxpenditure
of some £250 million on a war to pruscrve British paramountey could within
a fow yoars hand back not mercly the old Boer republics but the whole of
South Africa to an LAfrikanor majority. He could not understand, as
Chamberlain did, that tho national effort had been carricd by the war to
an unnatural height, that this offort to imposc rathor than negotiate a
solution could not be indefinitely prolonged, and that in consenting to
tho solution of sclf-govornment the nation was reverting to its permanent
political instinct. Chamborlain had poersistently rojocted Milner's
offorts to suspend the self-governing constitution of the Cape Colony
and so scoure a tabula rasa for the imposecd solution. The Colonial
Secrotary's jocular remark uttered at Johannesburg only a fow months after
the British victory - 'Downing Street is roady to abdicate' - showed a
cold intuitive flash of truth. In his doalings with tho post-war
problom, particularly over the language and education issues, Chamberlain
rovealed clearly that he sought reconciliation rather than domination.

Yot if the unnatursl®magnitude of c¢he Britisk war effort bred by ]
roaction a corrusponding volte-face and cnsured that Britain would never
again attompt a head-on challenge with colonial nationalism - white, brown
or black - , the scale of offort put forth could not be without lasting
cffects. It may bo acknowlcdge as a result of the latost interpretations
that imperialism was & moru short-lived and éexcoptional cpisode than was
previously belicved; and both Robinson and Koebner would by implication
confins it within thc narrow limits of Chamberlain's tenurc of the :
Colonial Offica betwosn 1895 and 1903, Yot the movemont left its impress.

Too muck, perhaps, should not be mads of tha immediate rosults of w
the heightoned imporial consciousness. Bbat cortainly it was in Chamberlain!
day that the colonial cmpirs in Africa was recognisod in its own right.

Whon ho made Lis stand in 1897 against tho policy of deferenca to France |

|

in settling Wost frican fronticers Chamberlain was asserting the autonomy i

of purscly British colonial intorcsts in opposition to Salisbury subordi-
nation of thesc to considerations of foreign policy and stratagy.
Similarly Chamberlain broke the hold of Treasury dootrine to which
Salisbury had so moekly deferred. Thero were already signs of change
bofore ho took offico., In 1895 the Liberal ministry had agroed to take
over finarcial rosponsibility for Nyasaland from Rhodaes, dospite the fact
that the administrative bill had mounted to £30,000, contrasted with the
paltry £19,000 for which Salisbury would not ask the Troasury in 1889.
With Chamberlain the principlc of the grnnt-in-?id was «stablished, and

more important, loans at low rates of intorost. He was able to end
cLartored company rulec in Nigeria (vhich as an oxponent of the 'Imperial J
factor' ho hed always profeesed to dislike) and assumo direct responsi-
bility by the Crown for the wholo of thisvast territory. In this way

he gave substancu to the notion of an onduring oolonial cmpire in Afrioca,
and by laying thc bagis of a pioper colonial servicc he made progress
townrds tho timo when aftor Salistury's death the private Foreign Office
empire in Jnst Africa and Nyasaland would come under Colonial Officy Yule.

There could be no going back to tho pre~Chamberlain
oven though aftor 1905 tho Britisk pablioc tondod to turn
ite own domcetic problers and to tho war-olouds ganthurin
lcast one moy soy indire t imperialiem kad boon ropl
{am with ‘Timitod Liabd Litiesmiimmiaiii

Lt

1G.S.Grahmm, Cambridgoe giltogx'gg !b
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THI SEVSNTEENTH C.INTURY CONTROVERSY

It is often said of this or that distinguished historian that
he has made a period his own'— so Professor Trevor-Ropor, for instance,
begins his attack on Professor Tawney's interpretation of the social
changes which took place between 1540 and 1640 by recognising that
this century 'may almost be defined,. thanks to his radical re-interpre-
tation of it, as "Tawnoy's century” . . . historians can no more think
of it now in pre-Tawney terms than sociologists can think of society
in pre-Marxist terms'. I sometimes wonder, howsver, whether it would
not be more true in many cases to say that a certain period or contro-
versy had made this or that historian its own. Certainly there are
no more embattled historians than those now engaged in the furious
controversy over what they variously call the Civil Wary the Great
Rebellion and the English Revolution. Trenchant and partisan pamphlets
have scarcely appeared so plentifully since the 1640s and 1650s themselves
- for like the great revolutionary debate of those decades this is a
pamphlet war. The very titles ring with the spirit of seventeenth
century controversy — Mr Lawronce Stone's 'An Anatomy of the Elizabethen
Aristocracy' answered by Professor Trevor-Roper's 'The Glizabethan
Aristocracy, an Anatomy Anatomised'. Indeed the historiography of
the Great Rebellion has undergone a development similar to its own
progressions. Woe have moved from the days of Gardiner and Firth end
Trevelyan - from the days of urbane dispute, of limited aristocratic
warfare, in which ferocity was only shown to some intruding Jesuit -
into the days of Tawney and Hill and Trevor Roper - the days of clashing
ideologies and falling heads.

Nothing, it ig said, is more ridiculous to sensiblec men than

the warfare of scholars but this at least must be said in justification
of our militant historians of the early seventesnth century. ILE Ay
is worth while to dispute about the past at all then it is supremely
worth while to debate the origins and consequences of the Great Rebellion.
Its historians are not engaged in a dcbate which is of technical, pro-—
fessional inferest but which is unintelligible to the lay reader - like
the historians, say, of mediacval household administration; nor are
they engaged in a debate which is not particularly significant or
interesting in itself but which reveals differences and weaknesscs of
historical method - like the debate on the policy and significance of
George III; nor are they engaged in a debate which appears to have no
interest or significance at all, They are examining if not the most
significant event in English history then one of the most significant
events. Whatever else they differ on they have at least in common a
gsense of that importance. We have escaped at last from the comfortable
myth that the Ciywil war was typically Znglish in its common sense, its
. moderation and so on - a War which seemed scarcely an interruption in
the orderly progress to the development of parliamentary institutions.

M.any of the text books still take this sort of line - in them, as
Christopher Hill wrote in 1940, 'the blocdshed and the violence which
accompanied the revolution are slurred over as regrottable incidents
when Englishmen for once descended to the wicked continental practice
of fighting ones another about politics. But this was only because mis—
tokios wor made, opportunitics for British compromise were misseds what
a good thing, the books imply, that we are so much wiser and more
sensible today'. Modern historians cannot casily feel such confidence
in our superior wisdom and good sense: modern historians are interested
in revolutions and used to them. So they have seen with fresh eyes
the revolutionary nature of what used to be called the Civil War.
They have noted that contemporary Rurope did not regard the war or its
aftermath as moderate or merciful - even the Europe of the Thirty Year's
War recoiled in horror at the solemn execution of a king and the
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wholesalo destruction of an estaoblished order. They have read again
the literaturc of the revolutionary left and heard ite domande echo
through thoe conturies to the present, Inoreasingly, thorofore, they
havo como to seo the period as one of rovolution and seen that to it
can be applied the so-called laws of revolution = the progreesion from
a falling out among the ruling olasses through the demands of the
middling men, through tho 'torror' to the stabilisation of the great
man. The BEnglish Revolution, so Christophor Hill calls it, and
Russian historians date from it the beginning of that modern world
whose course is marked by revolutions -~ the American, tho French, the
Russian, Increcasingly the Inglish Revolution = or tho Great Rebellion,
as it is called by the historians of whom I am one who prefers to use
the contemporary terminology in order to preserve something of the
contemporary attitudes - is coming to be secen as of equal significance
to these other great upheavals. The debate on its origins is,
therefore; no trivial or irrclevant one even if that dobate sometimes
takes us through apparently tedious and unimportant details.

I said above that the warring historians of the Great Rebellion
were in a historiographical period which corrcsponded to the bitter
idoological disputoes which followed the end of what is known as the
First Civil War. Thero is another analogy which it is illuminating
to draw. The disputes in the ycars which immediately preceded and
followed the execution of Charles I were disputes between men who had
fought on the same side and who held a number of common assumptions.
It is, indeed,; ofton the case that disputes are more bitter between
those who sharc a good deal of common ground than between those who
have littlc or nothing in common. So it was with the Levellers, the
Millenarians, the Indopendgnts, the Presbyterians: so it was with the
Anarchists, Syndicalists and Marxists before the 1914-18 war: so it
is with the Stalinists, the Trotskyites and the Titoists today. And
so it is with the contesting historians of the Great Rebellion. A1l
of them share an important set of common assumptions, all of them have
fought against a common enemy. Bofore we can understard the disputes
which divide thom we must undorstand these common assumptions.

C

'The object of this essay', wrote Christopher Hill in 1940,
'is to suggest . . . that the English Revolution of 1640-60 was a
great social movement like the French Revolution of 1789°'. This
expressos clearly what all tho contesting historians believe - that
the Great Rebellion can only be understood as the oxpression of social
and economic forces. 'Ultimately' ,writes Professor Trevor Roper, who
is, as we shall seo, the great adversary of Mr Hill and Professor
Tawney, 'Ultimately social procusses manifest themsclves in political
effects. The Great Rebellion in the central cvent of the seventoenth
century in England,; and any interpretation of English society which
leaves unexplaincd that great convulsion is obviously unsatisfying'.
Professor Trevor Roper accuses Professor Tawney of failing to provide
such an explanation in his account of the most significant economic
and social developments between 1540 and 1640. Professor Tawney does
not, of coursc, reply that an analysis of these developments need not
'ezxplain' the Great Rebellion - for he believes in thg nocessary inter-
relation as firmly as Professor Trevor-Roper - he merely roplies that
to his own mind the social and economic developments bc had doscribed
do account for the Rebeollion and the onecs which Professor Trevor-Roper
deecribes do not.

'"The orthodox attitude to the seventoenth century rovolution is
misleading', writes Mr Hill, 'becauso it does not try to ponetrate
below the surface, because it takes the actore in the revolution at

their faco valuc and assumes that the best way to find out what papg;e
were fighting about is to considor what the leaders said they nga
fighting about'. ' And although both Profe-sor Tawney and Profe
Trovor-Roper cndoavour to show that some sharp-sighted con#s.
realised the significance of social change, both really ap
problem in Mr Hill's epirit. Thie is particularly notioocs
rogard to tho problem of religion. None of the controve
take soriously tho idea that roligion was a fundamental :

e
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Qreat Robellion = at any rate not roeligion in any othor sonee than
tho oonvoniont thoologiocal clothing of veoncmie and socinl aspirastions,
Mho faot that men spoko and wrote in a religious lnnguagu ghould not
provont us from realising that thoro is a sooial contont bohind what
. aro apparontly puroly thoological idcas', writos Mr Hill, 'Wach class
eroated and attemptod to impoeo tho raligicus outlook bont sulted to
ite own noede and interests: bohind the parson stood tho squire'.

My Hill is a Marxist and Professor Tawney a nco-Marxist. One might
expeot their chief adversary to attack this sort of assumption. But
Professor Trovor-Ropor has, if anything, a more mechenistic approach
to religious belief than Mr Hill as anyonc can soc who caroe to read
the introductory chapter to his biography of archbishop Laud. Indeed
so0 resolute is ho in his dismissal of the religious feecling that I
have heard Marxist historians pleading in discussion with him for thse
postulate that morec attention should be paid to religion as a factor
in. 17th century history!

And so, as Professor Hexter complains in his summary of the
controversy in Zncounter, May 1958, the controversialists both dismiss
'conflicts over Parliamentary privilege, royal prcrogative, judicial

.independenco, arbitrary arrest, power of taxation and the rule of law
in Bngland' and count as of no significance tho fact that the Rebellion
was 'triggered by a religious uphcaval in Scotland and . . waa§7 e
traversed by the complex lines of fission that sceparated Anglican from
. Puritan'. Both find, in Hexter's rather clumsy phrase 'the source

of human action in ths circumambient cconomic configuration'. It is
in this context that thc controversy must be examined.

The idea that English history can be interpretecd through concepts
of cconomic and social chang Gisl NOts, Of gourse, a new ono Nor has
it been confined in English historiography to the Marxist or neo-
Marxist historian. The great Victorian and early twenticth century
historians were great oncs for the Riss of thc Middle Class. Professor
Postan in a brilliont essay describes how 'the middle class formula has
been used to bridge gaps in historical knowlcdge. The rccipe has been
tocredit the rising middle class with almost cevery revolutionary event
of Buropcan cultur® to which a more specific cause has not yet been
assigned., If towns grow in tho eleventh and twelfth centuries, this
was duc to the riso of the middle classes; if lay culturc and religious
disscent flourished in the late twelfth and the early thirtoenth ccen-
turies this was 2lso due to the rise of the middle class. So, if we
are to belicve some writers, was the consolidation of the national
monarchies in England and France in the later Middle Ages, the dissolu-
tion of feudal power in the fiftcenth century, the Reformation, the
Tudor despotism, the Tlizabetkan renaissance, the scicntific develop-
ment of the seventeenth century, the Puritan revolution, the economic
liberalism and the sentimental novel of the cighteenth century. In
fact the martyrdom of Poland and the Russian revolution are very nearly
the only historical phenomena which nobody has yet scen fit to lay at
the door of the newly born bourgeoisic.' But as a matter of fact,
although Professor Postan includes 'the Puritan revolution' in his
list, thc concept of the Rise of the Middle Class was not applied to
the Civil War By 'the great nincteenth and carly twenticth century
historians of the period - presumably because 'more specific causcs'
had becn and were being assignoed. It was aftcr the 1914-18 war that
first writers of history and then historians began to exporiment with
looking at the early seventecnth century through the spectacles of
class—conflict.

One of the cxplanations thus produced was the Marxist — which
we will have occasion to look at more closely in a moment. Another
was what Christopher Hill calls the 'Tory' interpretation to distin-
guish it from the prevalcnt 'Whig' interpretation. Thig. 'Tory!
interpretation — which with its mixture of authoritarianism and concern
for the small man might be doscribed as a 'National Socizlist' inter—
pretation — was being much canvassed in the inter-war ycars by writers
'whose political prejudices . royalist or Catholic sympathies and bias
~ against liberaliem in general' to quote Mr Hill's unsparing but
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accuratc account, made 'up for their lack of historical understanding.
Their idea is that Charles I and his advisers were really trylng to
protect ordinary pe.ple from cconomic exploitation by a small class of
capitalists on the make and that the opposition which faced Charles was
organised and worked up to serve their own purposes by the business men.
Though superficially occupying much of the same ground this approach

was really standing Marxism on its head, and Christopher Hill's pamphlets
TET ZNGLISH RIVOLUTION with which I want to begin my account of the
current controversy was as much concerned to deal with the 'Tory' version
as with the long established Whig interpretation of the Revolution as

a contest for liberty, religion and parliamentary governmcnt.

To Hill, as we have already seen, 'the English Revolution of 1640-
60 was a groat social movement like the French Revolution of 1789. The
state power protecting an old order that was essentially feudal was
violently overthrown, power passed into the hands of a new class, and
so the freer development of capitalism was made possible. The Civil
War was a class war in which the despotism of Charles I was defended
by the reactionary forces of the established church and conservative
landlords., Parliament beat the king because it could apocal to the
enthusiastic support of the trading and industrial classes in town and
countryside, to the yecoman and progressive gentry, and to wider masses
of the popuvlation whenever they were able by free discus-
sion to understand what the struggle was rearly about'. The most
noticeable thing about Hill's essay is that it is concernecd with moral
values to an extraordinary degree. It is really about what one should
retrospectively support. Hill is concerned to show that the revolution
was a class one not a national one and to show up the Whig historians
for pretending that 'the intercst of the bourgeolsie are identical with
those of the nation, a legand obviously convenient for our own day
though so much less trus now than in the seventeenth century'. But
he is even more concerned to show that the bourgcois revolution was in
its own time 'progressive', 'The Tories';, he says, 'stress the class
nature of the revolutlon in an attempt to deny its progressiveness and
value in its own time, to whitewash foudalism and to suggest that
revolutions never benefit more than a narrow cliqL}e'° This, He says,
" is nonsense. The court stood not for the pcople but for 'aristocratic
commercial racketeers and their hangers—on sucking the life blood from
the whole people by methods of cconomic exploitation . . . The middle
class struggle to shake off the control of this group was not mercly
selfish: it fulfilled a progressive historical funetion. « . it was
necessary for the further development of capitalism that this choking
parasitism should be ended by the overthrow of the feudal state. It
was to the advantage of the masses of the population thaf capitalism
should be allowed to develop freecly'.

This idea of Hill's is one of powerful attraction because it
allows belief in the supreme importance of economic developments -
which is the dominating belief of most historians ~ to underprop rather
than to overthrow some of the older ideas - such as that the triumph of
parliament in the civil war was a 'good thing', In fact Hill admits
some of the older arguments for the excellence of that triumph - such
as the fact that parliament's victory 'was important as establishing a
certain amount of self government' — and adds to them the execellence
that comes from being in tune with the inevitable progress of history.
It was certainly much more attractive to a shaken Whig in 1940 - and
most Whig historians were shaken by then — than the Tory on National
Socialist theory.

The 'National Socialist' theory was discredited by the war: the
Whig certaintics also became more difficult to hold. An interpreta-
tion like Mr Hill's stood, therefore, an excellent chance of achieving
canonical status. But there was one difficulty. Mr. Hill's thesis
scemed to give too much importance to the ur.an classes, to the merchants
and the industrialists. And as Mr Hexter writes, 'from the beginning
of that revolution to the end the men with the decisive power were landed .
folk not city folk, not bourgeoisie in the inconvenient etymological
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meaning of the term'. How does one get around this dilemma?  Hill
himself indicated ine solution when he included his 'progressive gsntry'
among the coalition which defeated Charles I and when he devoted a good
deal of his description of the Economic background -to the emergence of
what he calls 'rural capitalism'. Here, as we shall see, lay the
answer. But Hill's account of the rural capitalist was rather confusing
- one could never tell from one section to the next on which side the
landowning gentleman was going to crop up — and he had, in any case,

put 'trading and industrial classes in the town and countryside' before
the 'progressive gentry' in his list of the opposition.

It was Professor Tawney's achievement to produce the solution
and to produce it in an extremely convincing way. Professor Tawney
had been working in the fiecld of 16th century cconomic history since
before the first world war and had produced some exceedingly distinguished
results - among them his famous THZ AGRARIAN PRORLEM IN THS SIXTIEZNTH
CENTURY . In this he described the fate of the Inglish psasantry as
tho result of changes in the organisation of agriculture. Ty 9152
when this book was published, Professor Tawney's attitude to these
changos was rather different from Mr Hill's attitude in 1940. 'Some-
times it seems', comments Professor Trevor Roper, 'that he has been
misled by emotion, by a generous but uncritical sentimentality towards
the English peasantry and a corrcesponding hatred of the Znglish gentry
who (he supposes) rose by their ruin: "that blind, selfish, indomitable
aristocracy of county families" as he once called them which made the
British Empire and ruined a considerable proportion of the British
nation". This would never do for Mr Hill who had some hard words to
say about those 'who looked back regretfully to the stability and
relative security of the peasantry in the MNiddle Ages'. Such senti-
mentalists were, according to Mr Hill, 'quite unrecalistic and in effect
reactionary. Their role was the same as that of many liberals at the
present day who think how nice it would be if capitalism could still
work in the 'liberal' nineteenth century way without having to resort
quite so frequently to fascism and war. But fine words alter no
historical processeg'. By 1941, when Professor Tawney's article
THE RIST OF THE GEZNTRY was published in the Zconomic History Review he
had come¢ to terms with historical processes. The gentry were, as
Hexter puts it, 're-characterised'. 'Those who recall'; writes Hexter,
‘the magnificent and ambivalent sketch that Marx draws of his hero-
villaisn, the bourgeoisic, in the Communist Manifesto, will hardly fail
to recognise the lineaments of his old acquaintances in Tawmey's des—
cription of !"the agricultural capitalists . . who were making ths pace
and to whom the future belonged!, the rising gentry revolutionising the
relations of production in the country side in their ruthless single-
minded drive to appropriate the surplus value of Ingland's largest
industry'.

Hexter's guotation indicates the naturc of Professor Tawney's
solution, Por 'bourgeoisie' Professor Tawney read 'gentry'. 'To
speak of the transition from a feudal to a bourgeois society', wrote
Professor Tawney, 'is to decline upon a cliche. But a process
difficult to cpitomise in less hackneyed terms has left decp marks on
the social systems of most parts of Burope. What a contemporary
describecd as the conversion of "a gentry addictod to war'" into '"good
husbands" who "knew as woll how to improve their lands to the uttermost
as the farmer or countryman' may reassonably bc regarded as an insular
species of the same genus'. Hexter comments on this: 'The Bnglish
gentry must be transfigured into the bourgeoisic to maintain the view
that the rise of the bourgeoisie is the indispensable framcwork for
almost a millenium of history. This necessity becomes the more
pressing if one is committed to the belief that socizlly the Revolution
was a bourgeois revolution'. So instead of the application of the idea
of the Rise of the Middlec Class Profossor Tawney applied the concept
of the Rise of the Gontry.

The solution was brilliantly stuccessful. All obstacles to the
acceptanco of the thesis in Mr Hill's form fell away. 'All historians
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who havo since studied that period are inevitably if uncongciously
affected by hies re-intorpretation',writes Professor Trevor-Roper who,
as we have seen, describes the years botwoen 1540 and 1640 aeg 'Tawney's
contury'. 'It is now something of a commonplace', wrote Mr., Lawrence
Stone in 1948, 'that the collapse of the ancien regime in 1640 was an
event that must be related to a shift in tho social balance, the
transfor of a seotion of tho national income away from the crown, some
of the peorago and the opiscopacy to the middle class of gentry,
officials, and lawyers that took place in the preceding contury'.
Professor Hexter, who disagreos with Tawney's thesis, comments rucfully
that 'it does indoed seem that tho hypothesis is on the verge of
enshrinement in the pantheon of historical commonplaces'., Yet, of
coursc, Professor Tawney could not have been so successful just by a
brilliant conjuring trick - hoy presto’ the gentry are transformed
into the bourgeoisie. Two things at least arec needed to account for
the popularity of his thesis - one the feeling that it is not ridicu-
lous to describe the gentry as a capitalist middle class: the other
that it can be shown with apparcent truth that tho gentry were increasing
in wealth and influenco at the expense of tho crown and the nobility.

Professor Tawnoey's article cndeavours to show - and many would
say succeeds in showing - thet the gontry did so increasc their power
and wealth. It does not bother to demonstrate that they were a class
in the Merxist sense with a class interest distinct from that of the
aristocracy and from that of the 'lower classes' but rather relies on
the justifialtlec assumption that the reader is conditioned to think in
class terms. Professor Tawney mercly describes the gentry: 'The core
consisted'; he writes, 'of landed proprietors, above the ycomanry znd
below the peerage, togethcr with a growing body of well-to—-do farmers,
sometimos tenants of their®relatives who had succeeded the peasants of
the past as lessces of demesne farms; professional men, a2lso rapidly
increasing in number, such as the more eminent lawyers, divines and an
occasional medical practitioner; and the wealthier merchants who, if
not, as meany of them were, themsclves sons of landed familics, had
received a similar oducation,; moved in the same circles and in England,
unlike France, werc commonly recognised to be socifally indistinguishable
from them'. (We may note in passing that this differs significantly
from Hill's account of the progressive gcntry whom he included among
the victorious bourgecoisie. According to Hill the 'new kind of farmer
o « o the capitalist farmer . . might be a pirate or a slaye trader,

a rospectable city merchant who had done well in currants or a country
clothing capitalist'. Hill's account thus gives primacy to commerce
and industry - his progressive gentry being merchants or “ndustrialists
turning to the land. Tawney's account, however, significantly gives
primacy to the land itself, his 'Wualthl >r merchants' finding their

way into the ranks of the agents of historical destiny because they

were cither sons of landed families or shared their attitudes.)

Tawney, then described the 'gentry' merely and was careful to say that
the'elasticity of a class recruited from below' was 'not favourable to
precise classifications'. It was left to thc eonthusiastic disciple

Mr Stone to actually state that the gontry wore a class with clearly
defined class intecrests. 'The gentry', he writes, were 'a new class
whosc political aspirations and whose views on foroign, religious and
social policy differed fundamentally from those of the aristocracy'.

If this is truc, and although before Mr Stone no-one actually said it

no more did anyone dispute it, then the gentry class is cloarly a

middle class since it has above it another class, the 'homogenous; closed,
seglf-contained caste' of the nobility and below it a variety of property-
less classes,

If Tawncy does not bother to show that the gentry wore a class
he does show in what way they can be callod capitalist., Hill had
written of the transition from feudalism to capitalism in these terms:
'Both in the Middle Ages and in the 17th contury the first importance
of an cetatoc was that it supplicd a landowner (through his control
over the labour of othors) with the means of livelihood. But over
and abovo this, tho large ostates had in the Middle Ages maintained
with thoir surplus agricultural produce a body of retainors who would
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on occasion act as soldiers and so were the basis of power of the
foudal lords. Now, with the-development of the capitalist mode of
productiOn‘within t! ¢ structurc of feudalism, many landowners began
either to market that portion of the produce of their westates which
was not consumed by their families or to lcasc their lands to a farmer
who could produce for the market. So landowners came to regard their
estates in a new light: as a source of money profit, of profits that
were elastic and could be increased’. This is the process Tawney
shows — the capitalisation of land in that land was being used for
producing commodities to sell for cash: in that capital was being used
to develop the land in order to more efficiently producc such commo-
dities:’ in that land was being bought by merchant capitalists as a
safe investment for their profits because it could be uscd in this
‘capitalist' way, and conversely in that landowners were investing
profits from their land in industrial and commercial enterprises.
Tavmey shows the gentry turning to these various capitalist alternatives.
'Scveral typés emerge . . There is the gentleman farmer, leasing land,
till he makes money, without owning it,; and not infrequently - since
the thing is his profession - running several farms at oncc. There is
the man who works his . . /own/o . land as a commercial undertaking -

a John Toke in Kent buying Welsh and Scottish runts to finish on Romney
Marsh for the London markets a Robert Loder in Berkshire, all picety
and profits; & Sir Thomas Tresham in Northamptonshire sclling cverything,
from rabbits supplicd on a contract to a poulterer in Graccchurch Strcet
to wool to the value of £1,000 a year . . .; a Sir John Wynn in North
Wales,; cattle breeder, tribal chicftan, land-grabber; scholar and
prospector for mincrals unknown to sciencey; . . .. Thero are families
like the Pelhams and thc Twysdons, living mainly on rcents, but doing

nn tho side a useful trade in grain, hops, wool and iron in local
markets and in London. Bach type has idiosyncrasics but none is in
land for its health. All watch markets closely; buy and scll in
bulk, compare the costs and yiclds of different crops; charge the
rent, when the custom allows, that a farm will stand; kecp careful
accounts. Mr. Pussell's description of one of them - 'before all
things a busincss man' - is true of all’.

L]

Now we must note that all these examplcs arc examples not of men
from the towns bringing new ideas into the conservative countryside but
examples of men whoso familics were rural adapting themscelves to new
circumstances. 'The enterprising country gentloman', the 'owners of
emall and medium size estates' were primarily responsible for this
capitalisation of agriculture; cver although, as Professor Tawney shows,
professional gpen and merchants from the towns learning that 'properly
handled, land could be made to yield' hastened to invest in land. The
initiative is with the gentry cven although, Professor Tawney says,
(quietly completing his conjuring trick) there came to be little
differcnce between them and the urban bourgcoisic. '"The landowner
living on tho profits and rents of commercial farming and the merchant
or banker who was also a landowner represented not two classes but one.
Patrician and parvenu both owed their ascent to causes of the same
order. Judged by the source of their' incomes both were cgually
bourgeois'.

.

So much for Tawney's démonstration that the gontry were capita-
lists.. What of the second half of the eguation - that this capitalist
class increased in wealth and power at the expense of the crown and
nobility? Now, of course; it will alrcady be plain that the very
transition to capitalist agriculture will bring an increasc in wealth -
espocially in a situation described by Professor Tawney in these terms:
'Not only were prices rising, but, with the process of internal unifi-
cation, the doveclopment of specialised semi-industrial arcas, and the
growth of urban markets; demand was sprcading.' But it will not
necessarily bring an increase in power unless that increase in wealth
is not only absolutc but also rclative to the position of other groups.
If the landowning class as 2 whols - king, nobles, gentry - were able
to exploit the new situation, would there not be an incrcase in the
wealth of landowners as a whole vis a vis their tcnants rather than a
shift in ths balance of power within thc ranks of landownors themselves?
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Tho answor is that thore would, and that in order for Profeseor Tawney
to maintain that the gentry 'rose' in relation to the nobility and the
orown he must also maintain that only the gontry or the gentry in a
uniquo degree wore able to oxploit the new capitalist agriculturc.
This is precisely what ho does maintain,

As Professor Trevor Roper comments this is in many ways an odd
thosis. 'In gonoral, historical analogy would lead us to cxpect an
opposite result', writes Professor Trevor-Roper, 'Who survived better
the economic crisis of the Roman Empire, the great magnatcs or the
small landowners? Who weathercd the crises of the fourtcenth century
better, tho great landlords or the gentzy? Whose economic situation
proved stronger in sixtoonth century Spain - which was perhaps not so
different as is vulgarly supposcd from sixteenth century ingland - the
nobles or the hidalgos? Who withstood the cconomic erisis of the late
nincteenth gontury in England more successfully - the peers or the
gentry? Who in our own day can better cope with rising prices and
falling incomes, the great landlord who can sell half his cstatc to
adapt the other half or the small landlord whose property ie not g0
happily divisible?' (I should add herc for those whose ability to
answer these rhetorical questions is as limited as my own that I am
informo? by cexperts that in cach case the larger landowner is the right
answer.

Before explaining how Professor Tawney justifies this apparent
paradox I must pause to recmark on one noticeable feature of the examples
cited by Professor Trevor Roper. They are all examplces not of rural
opportunity but of rural crisis, And here we come to one of the
most important aspects of the 16th century scene as it appears both to
Professor Tawvney and to Prqfessor Trevor-Roper — an aspect which I have
not yct stressed but which is fundamental to Tawney's thesis. The
16th century was a period of rural crisis. The rcason for this was
the grecat Price Rise, what Professor Tawney calles 'the crisis of
depreciation'. Here is Professor Tawney on the effect of the threefold
increasc in prices during the 16th century. '"The ability of nature
to causc confusion with her silver is greatly inferior; we now know,
to that of human art, and in view of the dimensions of the movement
the lamentations provoked by it seem today overdone. But in judging
the effects of this most unrevclutionary of monetary revolutions three
truisms must be rcmembered. It brokc on a world which had known
within living memory something like a currency famine. The society
which cxperienced it was crosscecd by lines of petrification; which make
modern rigidities scem clastic. Axcept for brief intervals the move-
ment was continuous, on the Continent for some three gencrations; in
England for nearly four. The wave of rising prices struck the dyke
of customary obligations, static burdeons, customary dues: rebounded:
struck again: and then either broke it or carved new channels which
turned its flank. More than one country known a drecadful interlude
when anarchy was not remote. In most it was discovered, when the
worst was over, that the land system which came out of the crisis was
not that which had gone into it.'

We know alrcady the nature of the agricultural revolution so
produced in England - the emergency of agricultural capitalism. Here -
in the Pricec Revolution - Tawney has the convinecing stimulus which
explains how it was that the rural middle class which had grown up
within the old order should have become pioncers of the new. In earlier
cruder, Marxist interpretations the transformation had been wrought by
the urban bourgcois, like a deus ex machina, turning their capitalist
techniques to the land. With Tawney it becomes a question of
'Challenge and Response' - the threat prescnted by a rise in prices to
landlords dependent on fixed rontals producing first a desperate
turning to the various 'capitalist' mothods described above and then
a steady oxploitation of them once they had proved profitable.

But the Price Rise does more in Tawney's thesis than provide a
convineing stimulus, It also provides an explanation for the sharply



- G~

 various classes which Tawney's argument
find the capitalist answer to the crisis
ff than bofore. If one could not then one

ke o g
ﬂ%"ﬁ@ hane seen, it was the 'enterprlslng country gentry',

s of small and medium sized estates' who found the answer.

at landowners, says Tawney, on the whole did not. Why was

.s? It was partly a question of attitudes. The great noble was
heir of =2 wholc set of feudal assumptions - the necd for proper
display, increasing rather than dcécreasing in an age of new luxuries:
the demands of patronage: a conservatism in matters of land management
arising out of a feudal concept of the correct rslation of landlord and
tenant. All these assumptions made it difficult for the great, aristo-
cratic landowner to adjust himsclf to the new age. Again, the very
nature of his wealth was against him: 'It was locked up in frozen
agsets . . . the whole structure and organisation of their estates was

"often of a kind which, once a pillar of the social systcm, was now

obsolescent. Side by side with more lucrative possessions, their
propertics includcd majestic but unremunerative franchises . . . a

ﬂ;nulfituﬂ@ of knight's fees, all honour and no profit: frecholds created
in an age when falling, not rising, priccs had been the grzat landowner's

problem and fixed rents were an insurance; hundrcds of prickly
copyholders'. To carry through a capitalist rcconstruction was &
formidable task for which few aristocrats were fitted.

No, it was the gentry 'not tempted by large estatcs into the
somnolence of the rentier: less loaded than most noble landowners with
heavy ovorhead chargcs in the shape of great establishments! - men who
in short 'owned their property insteoad of being owmed by it'; it was

" the gentry who succecdod in finding the capitalist answer. And so the

gentry rose: the aristocracy - and with it tho Crown which had wmo

chance of successfully modernising its estates - fell. Nobles in

desperate plights give a tragic ring to Profsssor Tawncy's pagces -

nobles in debt, nobles marrying city money: nobles angling 'with a
kind of amatcurish greed' for the pickings of the court.

Here, then, was 2 decisive shift in ecconomic and henco social
and political power. And ite reclation to the Great Rebellion? Simply
this - that in the Groat Rebellion the new gontry class demanded and
got the politicel power that its wealth justified. The old feudal
aristocracy was swept away: tho weakencd Crown left at the Restoration
to face the gew capitalist class.

This was the thesis presented by Professor Tawney in 1941 with a
lﬂhbl&rﬂhip and wit which extracts cannot hope to adequatcly display.
It was a brilliant restatement of the Rise of the Bourgecisie thcory
and an immediately attractive onec. Moreover it was backed by proof of
two kinds. One was a stream of contemporary comment on the processes
Tawney described -~ comment so persuasive that the enthusiastic Mr.Stone
in 1948 was able to write that 'all the most acute and penctrating
minds of the late 16th century and carly 17th century werc aware of the
crucial importarec of the social transformation that was taking place’.

" The second proof was provided by statistical evidenca. Professor

Tawney provides statistics for 2,547 manors in 6} counties. A count

shows that in 1560 noble ramlies held 13% of the Tandsin 1640 they

hold only &%. In 1560 the gentry owned grds: in 1640 4/5ths of the

: e §5B¢har set of statistics show that in 1560 men who held ten

) the menors concerncd - large landowners - held as a group

he land, and small landowners only 57%. By 1640 less

| to large landowners as defined above: 64% belonged

We see clearly, then, an advance of gentry
small landowner against large. 'If these statis-

: 'y writos Hexter, 'we may write Q.3.D. under

Then in 1948 ¥r, Lawrence
a:astoaraqy ¥r Stone
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was not critical of Tawney. Far from it. He accepted a
conclusions; made a few of them more explicit than thoy
before; and attempied to add a contribution of his own.
bringing about of this social transformation'; he wrote, 't £
of the aristocracy is perhaps equally as 1mportant as the rise of tha
gentry'. So he examined the cconomic status of the aristocracy and
found even more conclusively than Tawney that they were in desperata TR ,
financial plight. _ b 2

Mr Stone's article produced an altogether unexpected result. 'His
little; polished pebble; placed rcverently on the cairn of the master
brought the whole structure tumbling down. For his article provoked
a devastating attack by Professor Trevor Roper. 'An erring colleague',
Professor Tawney has since written, 'is not an Amalekite to be smitten
hip and thigh'. This charitable view did not occur to Professor Trevor
Roper, In what Hexter calls 'a magnificent if terrifying work of
destruction' he amnihilated Mr Stone's thesis, Mr. Stone was unlucky
cnough to have rclied for many of his figures of noble indcbtodness upon
a set of merchant records which he had imperfectly understood with the
result that he had doubled the amounts actually owed. He was thus
relatively easy game for Professor Trevor-Roper. His appctite whetted,
however, Trovor Roper began to aim at a more difficult kill. Mr Stone's
article answering his attack was brushed aside in a footnote. 'My
views'; wrote Professor Trevor—-Roper in footnote One of the first page
of his pamphlet: The Gentry 1540-1640, 'are not modified by Mr Stone's
rejoinder in which he anyway scldom quotes me correctly'. So much
for the disciple: Professor Trcvor Roper was after the master.

It was not surprising that Mr Stone's article should lcad on to
a re—examination of Tawney's thesis. Those assertions were a little
too confident. Was it really true that all the most acute and penetrat-
ing minds of the 16th and 17th centuries had seen the truth which
Tawney had re-discovered? Or was there not here a danger of a circular
argument which awarded the laurcls of penetration to those contemporaries
acute enough to discern something like what Tawney discerncd? Was it
really true that the gentry were a class with soeigl, oconomic and
political intercsts altogether distinct from the nobility? Did the
wealthy county gentleman really have more in common with the merchant
than with the pcer? Onc might take leave to doubt the validity of
the division when one noticed how arbitrary was Professor Tawney'ls and
Mr Stone's trcatment of individual cases.

Thus Professor Tawney, as we have seen, counted Sir Thomas Tresham
as one of the new capitalist farmers: Mr. Stone counts his sons as
members of a decaying 'feudal' gentry. Professor Tawney exempts the
Russells, earls of Bedford, from his stricture on conservative landlords,
writing of their 'grandiose rcconstruction of their estates': to Mr
Stone the young earl of Bedford was a follower of Essex because he was
a ruined peers Mr Stone writes of the earl of Clare's grandfather who
by cxcessive eating and drinking 'sent all his revenues down the privy
house' as if this was a typically aristocratic excess - yet the earl
of Clare's ancestor was plain Holles, a rising gentleman whose
descendents werc to become pecrs. If these illustratéons were so
unrcliable and vitiated by the confusion between gentry and aristocracy
might not Professor Tawney's statistics also be vitiated by similar
built in confusions? ‘

So Professor Trevor-Ropcr set himself to examine the assertions
and statistics. He found that: 'the distinction between aristocracy
and gentry as if they were separate social classes is an arbitrary
distinction; and secondly, that even if such a distinction be
the conclusion that 'the aristocracy' was being replaced by.
in thc manner suggested is not only unsupport=d by sudh
been adduced but is positively repugnant to 1t. ; 5

The importance of Professor Trevorhﬁb@er‘s
of gentry and noblllty 1nto twe ﬁl" T
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It rests upon two assumptions. The first is more implicit than
explicit in the essay The Gentry 1540-1640 but it is really the more
fundamental of the cwo. It is the denial of the validity of the

modorn - and especially the Marxist - concept of class as an instrument
of interprectation for the 16th and 17th centuries. The idea emerges
from many of Trevor-Roper's other essays but I will quote here not from
them but from a historian who has taken a generally individualist line
in the controversy and adheres to neither camp, Miss C.V.Wedgwood. In
her admirable pamphlet — The Common Man in the Great Civil War - Miss
Wedgwood states clearly a view which has come to be accepted by most
non Marxist historians: 'The usc of modern terms'; writes Miss Wedg-
wood; 'in describing the society of another epoch can be misleading.

It is conveniant to use the word 'class' and hard for anyone born in
our century to dowithout it . . . But 'class' in our semsc is a 19th
century word and suggests a society stratified laterally as ours now 1is.
There was, of course, some lateral stratification in the 1T7th century
and there were social groups that can be described as 'classes' though
they did not usc the word themselves., The nobility, the larger gentry,
the smaller gentry, merchants; yeomen and so on down to the landless
labourer — such a stratification of society certainly existed.  But

the key word in the 17th century social pattern is not class but dogree,
which -suggests not the lateral grouping of sociecty we know, but a
pyramidical socicety rising step by step from lowest to highsst!',

Profossor Trevor-Ropcr's sccond point is that if one is going
to use the word 'eclass' in thelimited and convenient sense mentioned
by Miss Wedgwood, it is much more 'convenient' to think of all landcvmers
as a class rather than to stress the differcnces between large, middling
and small landowners. 'Pecrs and. gentry had, on their own different
levels, the same problems, the same ambitions, the same tastes. Both
werc landlords, both had large families, both accepted the rule of
primogeniture and the custom of entail; both had to find portions for
daughters and younger sons — it was an aristocratic age and the gentry
accepted - in general - the standards of value and conduct of the
aristocracy'.

L

These two propositions - that the idea of class is not the key
to 17th century politics or societys that in so far as class is a
useful concept it should be applied to landowners as a whole to distin-
guish them from other groups such as merchants: obviously drastically
reduce, if true, the significance of Professor Tawney's theory. i
think myself that they are true but to demonstrate their truth would
take much more time than we have available and I intend merely to say
that to my mind the trend of modern research amply demonstrates their
truth. But even if they are true Professor Tawney's thesis is not
entirely demolished - there may have been, not the rise of one class
at the cxpense of another, but = re—adjustment within a class. Stripped
of its wider neo-Marxist implications the idea that the medium sized
estate enjoyed economic advantage over the large estatec might prove as
valid and as useful.as Professor Habbakuk's demonstration that aftor
1660 the large estate owner increcascd his prosperity to a greater
extent than the smaller estate owncr. There are still Tawney's

statistics; st#ll his citation of contemporary observation.

Trevor-Roper examines both. The contemporary quotation he
deals with by balancing it with contemporary quotation on a reverse
phenomena -~ the difficulties and decline. of gentry families. As for
the statistics they come in for devastating criticism. I am going'
to anticipate here and quotc, not from Trevor-Roper's pamphlet, but
from Hexter's article. Aftor the appearancc of Trevor-Roper's article

other historians eoxamined thc statistics and found additional faults
which Hextor summarises together with those pointed out by Trevor-Roper.
You will remember that Tawney's statistics s~em to show an increase in
- tho amount of land held by owners of less than four manors. But as
Hexter says; 'a veory considerable number of gentlemen with no more than
four manors in the six and a third sample countics, owned manors in the
other thirty-three and a third counties of England, in Wales and in
Irzland. Some of them far from being small landowners werc very large
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landowners indeod. And of course any asscertion about the total number
of manors held by small landowners becomes moaninglese when we actually
have no notion how many of tho landowners so classified were really
small'. On the other hand the statistics showed a loss of land held
by large landownoers. Here, as Hexter points out, Professor Tawncy
included all the land lost by the king. 'In his six and a third
county sample the Crown holding of nearly 250 manors in 1561 dwindled
to about 50 manors in 1640. This whole loss Professor Tawncy appears
to have debited to the holders of ten or morc manors'. Now no-one
disputes the heavy losses of the Crown - it is the losses of the large
landowner that arc in controversy - and when the Crown losses are
removed from the table the losgs 'of the large holders drops from the

33 per cent that led Professor Tawney to consign them to bankruptey,

to % of 1 per cont - hardly a presage of imponding economic catastrophe'.
So much for onc set of Tawncy's statistics. What about the others -
those which show an advance of gentry against nobility; statistics
which cannot have becn distorted in the same way by the inclusion of
Crown lands? Thesc, too, arc dubious for a variety of rcasons.

'For his computations', writes Hextor, 'Professor Tawney classifics

as noble only men who hcld peerages in 1560 and the inheritors of

those pcerages'. But by 1640 one third of thosc peeragss were cxtinct
due to 'normal demographic attrition'. Moreover in other cascs the
title itself had descended to a2 more remote relative in the absence

of a son but much of the land had descended through the pcer's daughters.
As Hexter says these fatcs befcell many gentry families - 'dying without
a son to inherit the family cstate and making prowision for daughters
and younger sons out of such an estate are not among the special
privileges of the peerage . . . but such losses scarcely cver show in
Tawney's statistics as a loss to the gentry. They cannot show because
anyone but the inheritor of a pcerage of 1560 who acquires the lost
manors of the gentry is classificd merely by virtue of his acquisition
as gentry'. As Professor Trevor-Roper writes, Professor Tawney's
aristocracy 'consists of a diminishing group of those familiecs who
happened to be noble at the beginning and still noble at the end of the
period, while his gentry consists both of tho gentry who remained
gentry throughout the period and of those men whoebcgan as gentry and
ended as peers, and of those who began as mecrchants, yeomen or anything
else and ended as gentry. No wonder tho gentry, thus calculated,
appears to rise at the cxpense of thc peerage'.

Hexter gives the biography - hypothetical but eminently possible
- of a grandson of a peer of 1560 to illustrate the deficicncies of
Tawney's statistics. 'In this case our subject is a yownger son and
his father gcnerously settles five manors on him, hen the king
ennobles him; he is now a peor. He marries the rich solc survivor
of another noble family of 1560, who brings him 25 manors held in 1560
by the head of her family. In Professor Tawney's statistics all the
thirty manors our man now holds will appcar as a debit against the
nobility, aaedit to the gentry. Then gradually our man buys up
twenty manors of necdy squires. In Professor Tawney's statistics -
where our man is classificd as gentry — thesc purchases do not register
at all since they arc transfers within the gentry. So in 1640 this
descendent of a noble family of 1560, himself a noblé,; holds fifty
manors, twenty of which he bought from poor gentlemens and Professor
Tawney's tablc will score the effect of such a carecer as followss
noble losscs - 30 manors, gentry losses — O manors; noble gains —
0 manors; gentry gains — 30 manors'. ‘

I have given the various criticisms of Tawney's statistics at
length for three reasons — first bocause thoy show how difficult it is
to distinguish betweon 'classes' in Tawney's ways secondly because
they show how unreliable most statistical tables built on modern
assumptions are for the 16th or 1lT7th century; and third bucause they
must give risec to the depressing conclusion that there must be something
wrong with a historical world which has accepted Tawney's statisties
happily for a decade although once the voice of irreverence is raised
it can bc cloarly seen that the omperor has no clothas, These three
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rofloctions are worth bearing in mind when ono talks of 'scientific
history!' or demands frem a historian the sort of proof that even a
social scientist: 1s cxpected to provide. ;

So Professor Trevor-Ropor demolished Tawney's casc. There
‘was no rise of a gentry class against a noble class. There was no
‘rise of the middling land-holder agzinst the grecat. But there were: -
within the landowning class as a whole — families reacting in different
ways to the tural crisis which Tievor-Ropcr postulates cqually with
Tawney. Some of those families — at all levels - succecded; some
failed;: some remained where they were. But Trevor-Ropcr was not
“content with this revision. He added two new suggestions. One was
the Buggestion that the families who 'rose' — that is increased in
strength and wealth — whether gentry or noble; rose not because of
more skilful land management. At best land management could only
give’stabili%y; 'The improving gentry survived', writes Trevoi—Roper,
'woathurod the economic storm . . . they wore the solid substance of
rur11 society; its soundest members and, because sound, gonerally
unobtrusive'. ‘To rise a family needcd to add to land management -
indeed a family could risc without land management if it could get
tofficcs in the household, the army, and - particularly - the law!.
The secret of success was 'a risky gamble at court.  Thosc who won
that gamble - court lawysrs, court officials, court pceers and royal
favourites', runs Hexter's summary of Trevor-Ropor's thesis, 'comprised
the rising class in the century before the Great Robellion'.  Here
indeed the whcel has turned full circle for these 'rising gontry'! of
Trovor Roper are identical with the anachronistic 'feudal' survivals
of Christopher Hill, survivals who werc swept away by the 'progressive
‘gentry' among others in the Great Rebellion.

Trevor—Roper's second addition secks to rcplace this theory of
the Great Rebellion with another. The true revolutionarics, he says,
were not the victors in the gamble but some of the losers. The peers
were in a better position generally to achieve court favour and those
who did not could live off their great estat even if they had not
achieved stability 0T modernising. But the smaller gentry who could
neither modernise nor get court patronage — their fatc was desperate
indeecd. These declining gentry - radical in politics, Puritan or
Catholic in religion - werc, says Trecvor-Roper, the main-spring of  the
various 'plots' against the Tudor and Stuart monarchy. They were
also the revolutionary, radical force in the Great Rebellion. Profes—
sor Tawney's thesis, writes Trevor-Roper, ‘scems to me quite inadequate
when we comg to cxamine the actual course of the Rebellion. “For
quite apart from the fact that the Bnglish peerage, on the eve of the
Rebellion was at least as rich as at any time in the preceding century
this oxplanation entlroly leaves out of account the men, who, more than
any other; made the Grgat Rebellion - the men whosc radlcmllsm converted
it from a series of political manoevres into civil war and social
revolutions: the Independents . . . why, if revolution was simply the
least expensive form of forsclosure, were the great creditors -
lawyers and City merchﬁnts = gunorally found on the same side (for if
not royalists thby were generally prcsbytarlan') as the peers, whom"
according to Pmofessor Tawney thcy were strangling? To imagine the
Great Rebellion without the Indepcndents scems to me an absurd specu-
lation; but who werc the Indopondents? They were not 'rising' gentrys;
they were not a creditor classy nor were they a sudden phenomenon of
the 1640s. An cxamination of their claims, which were loud, and of
their previous history, which is long, seems to me to show that the
Independents, the men whosc spectacular actions have given a revoluti-
onary quality to a whole century, represent a class which Professor
Tawvmey in his interpretation of that period has somehow overlooked,
or at least dismissed as 1ns1gn1f1cant temporary c¢xcoptionss: ‘the
declining gontry'. So Trevor-Roper — who continucs in his pamphlet
to examinc the clalms‘and previous history of his declining gentry -
group - roplaccs one economic interpretation of 'the rovolutionary
character of the G.R. with another. Instead of the revolution being
the hastened cllmax of incvitable historical developmcnts it bocomes
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the last, nihilistic, throw of men doomed to failure, by definition
negative because merely dirccted at the destruction of the hated
successful - the court, the peers, the lawyers, the monopolising city.
Thus Trevor Roper.

Now before we go any further I would like to make a number of
clarifying points about Trevor-Ropcr's thesis. FPirst it is obviously
possible to accept the destructive part without accepting the construc—
tive — it is not a gquestion of accepting Tawney or Trevor-Ropcr. It
is quite possible to accept Trevor-Roper's picture of a situation in
which some members of cach strata ofthe landowning class prosper and
some fail without accepting his thesis that prosperity was esscentially
related to the court rather than to land management. So proof - if
it is forthcoming - that some rising families did depend on improved
land revenue will not reinstatc Tawney's thesis. It is also possible
to accept Trevor-Roper's picture of the successful depending on court
patronage and not to accept his identification of the Indcpendents
with the unsuccessful or his thosis that they caused the Revolution.

A demonstration that the Indcpendents were not all gentry of any kind
would not demolish the greatcer part of Trevor-Roper's picture — it
would certainly not reinstate Tawney. The sccond point I would like
to make is that Trevor-Roper is giving an idiosyncratic mesning to

the old question 'Who caused the Great Rebellion'! or 'What was the
Great Rebellion about'. lMost answers to the gquestion begin by
cxamining the parliamentary opposition to Charles I, or the split in
the parliamentary opposition which made war possible. Trecvor-Roper
dismisses all this as unimportant and counts most of the opponents of
those carly stages as on the samec side once the revolution had begun.
You may fecol that this is an indefensible position to hold but clearly
the discovery that parliament, say, was not composcd of declining gentry
is of no rclevance at all Yo Trevor-Roper's theory.

So much for the contestants. What; finally, of the future
of the controversy? Mr Hexter refers mockingly to the 'appropriate
profussional reaction to the storms ™On the one hand, this: on the
other hand, that. It is premature to arrive at any conclusion. What
we need is 37 monographs, fifteen more years of ihvestigation, a
research institute and a two million dollar grant from the foundations".
There arc some signs that the pamphlet controversy is turning into a
book controversy and even, horror of horrors, into a rescarch thesis
controversy. A book has already becn written on the Independents to
show that Trevor-Roper is .wrong about their social origin: scveral
theses are in preparation about the management of this, that or the
other group of estates: Trevor-Roper himself is busy preparing the
solid tomes appropriate to his recently acqured professorial status.
Mr Hill, who has, it is only fair to say, progressed a long way from
the exuberances of that youthful essay and is now onc of thc best
historians of the 17th century, has suggested a list of tasks for
historians to complete in order to resolve the 'enigma' of the Great
Rebellion. Among the tasks suggosted are: a more serious study of
the political effects of the 'industrial revolution' of 1540 to 1640z
more work on politiecs in the towns: a closer look at colonial and
imperial politics: an analysis of the economic situation of the
yeomanry: an cxamination of the attitude of the 'people's a detailed
study of the gentry based on the reccognition that ' we still do not
know enough about! thems a study of ideas especially at the point
where they interact with economics and, finally, the discovery of
'a better explanation of the importance for contemporaries' of
religious feeling than is yet available.

Tasks formidable and lengthy enough in all conscicnce! It
looks as if the controversy will stretch on to the crack of doom.
And yet there are senscs in which it can be held to be already ended.
So Hexter, who confesscs himself an unblush.ng Whig, maintains that
it will become obvious that both Tawney and Trevor-Roper have failed
to explain the Great Rebellion cntirely in economic terms and men
will turn to the problems of religion and liberty once again.
Certainly there are signs of this - and even Mr Hill's latest essay
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shows how far we are from 1940, Criticising Trevor-Roper he writes:
1For over a ccutury before 1640 men' all over Europe had beon suffering,
dying and killing fox what they held to.be high ideals: from the
16208 a great war was beiug waged on the Continent over ideological
dgsuce which aroused -the intensegt excitement in England and created
' a profound cleavage of opinion about foreign policy. Profossor
‘Trevor-Roper .asks us to see in all this only-a reflection of the
financial difficulties of a section of the Inglish. gontry. The
. gpiritual wrestlings of a Milton, a Vane, a Roger Williams, are
nothing but the epiphenomena of cconomic docline'. This is not far
- in language- or spirit from Hexter's sharp comment that Trevor-Roper
. reduces ‘that fairly magnificent. .upheaval, the Puritan Revolution, to
the dimensions of a foolish farce that could conceivably have been
brought-off by the lowgrade louts and sharpers who peoplc his stage.
In the squalid setting of this farce there is not room enough for
William_Chillingworth or Richard Baxter, for HEdward Coke or Francis
Bacon,; for . . . John Hampden, or John Pym, or John Milton', The
Marxist and the Whlg unite to say° 'Hconomics arc not cnough'.

o 4 ‘But befors we dlsmlss thu economic 1ntcrprotat10n let us
_“rvcord its services. :

For Professor Tawney, Hextor says, 'the motor of history is
the great impersonal sccular movements of cconomic change . . . the
pattern of history is economically determined’'. This has produced
too rigid, too doctrinaire an interpretation, forcing past cvents into
present intellectual moulds, But it has also shown up the inadeguacies
of the traditional Whig interprctation by stressing areas of evidence
which do not fit in with it. No—one will be able to 'decline upon
the cliche' of the Whig interpretation again and even if men turn
away from the rival economic interpretations they will have to
construct a ncw model for themselves, And that is an admirable thing.

Professor Trevor-Roper's services arc, in my opinion, the
great ones of having suggecsted the social and economic framcwork for
the new model.. His 'economic determinism' is of a different kind.
It is not the patte}n of history but the motives of individuals and
still more of groups which are cconomically determined. 'The rising
court gentry act the way they do!', writes Hexter, 'beecause they have
got their snouts into the rich swill box of court favour and intond
to keep them there. The declining country gentry join conspiracies,
become Puritans, and disport themselves in other unseemly and disrup-
tive ways because they cannot muscle their way to the trough. The
great crisis of the 17th century is the consequence of a certain lack
of empathy between the little piggies who went to court and had roast
beef and the little piggies that stayed home and had none'. However
inadegquate this simplec economic determinism is as a measurc of human
behaviour it has at least great advantages over Tawney's more dignified
variety. For it looks at the 17th century scene with uncommitted
oyes: it asks what economic goods men aspired to then rather than
what their place was in the march of history towards the proletarian
society. In so far as the economic and social structure of socicty
is concerncd Prgfessor Trevor-Roper is a great re-discovercr of
. contemporary rcalities — this is where he fits in with the prevalent
philosophy of the Namier school in Bnglish historiography. He has
rediscovered the court and its central importance in English societys
he has rocdiscovered the whole apparatus of patronagc znd clicntage
which my quotation from Miss Wedgwood hinted at - not of course
single handed, for Professor Necalc and many othcrs have becn at work
laying bare the same structurc, As a result we are nearer than cver
before to understanding the brecad and butter politics of the 17th
century and although as Hexter so cloquently pleads bread and butter

politics are not cverything they arc a groat deal, For my part,
as 1 havo suggested above, I believe that cie does not have to accept
the wholc Trovor-Roper thesis in order to profit from his work. I

think that his declining gentry arc a significant element of the
situation - but not so significant as he, with surely somo delight
in perverse paradox, makcs out, To my mind the declining goentry,
the stable rural gentry, the court gentry, all have their part to



boen far from sterile. It ha.s not only

of Tawney's thosis - 'Even though', writes Bez’tar

Professor Trovor- Roper's work, 'oven though it laavas-

the right road to London it holps if someonc rips up,
violently, a 'To London' sign on the Dover cliffs poin mgﬂgﬁg
It seems to me that in addition new é1gupos®a h&ve:ﬁa”

interpretation of the society which produced the Gre&“&
than any we have achleved before, :




CONFERENCE ON THE STUDY AND TEACHING OF HISTORY
31lst August - 3rd Soptember 1959,

Lecture given by Mr., Richard Brown of the Department of His%ogx,

CAVOUR, BISMARCK AND THZ MAKING OF THE NATION STATH

I have chosen this major topic of nineteenth century European
history with some misgivings. It is a subject of which I have no
direct research knowledge, but I know that many of you tcach this
subject in the upper school forms and this has encouraged me in my
choice. At the same time it has inereased my sense of misgiving for
I have a hoalthy respect for the mastery of detail which is the rceward
of teaohlng history in schools°

In the hlstary of T “uropo in the nlnutbenth century the abrupt
formation of Germany and Ltaly.as nation states were events of fundamen—
tal importance. Although Italy just failed.to achieve her aim of
becoming a Great Power, the period from.1871 - 1945 can legitimately be
regarded as the German age in HEuropean history. The battles of Sadowa
and Sedan marked the closo of the long poriod of French ascendancy in
"Europeo :

"The meking of these two nation states exerted a .fascination on the
peoples of Europe at the time and subsequently through the writings of
historians, Croce writes of the unification of Italy as "the master-
piecce of the European liberal spirit" and of the rebirth of Germany as
"the masterpiece of political art in union’ with the military virtues”.
In the two countries concerned these "masterpieces!" have long been
matters of intense national pride and have operated as national myths
of major peclitical importance. Following the collapse of the fascist
regimes German and Italian historians arc keenly rescrutinising the
steps by which thejr two countries became unified. Outside Italy and
Germany there is also renewed interest and, as Burope slides into the
background of world affairs, a greater air of reality is being injected
into the discussion,

+ + + + + + + +

There, are many ways in which this subject may be discussed, but,
with my eye on the needs of the classroom, my main concern is with
Cavour and Blsmarck in particular rather than with Zuropean nationalism
.in general.

There is, however, .one characteristic of most interpretations
which needs to be mentioned. They have been subject in their explana-
tions to an unresolved contradiction. At one and the same time it is
suggested that Italy and Germany were crcated single handed by the
incredible mastery of political events achieved by Cavour and Bismarck
and also that Ptaly and Germany were the inevitable outcome of the
irresistible power of nationalism. Obviously, you cannot have.
Carlylian heroes manipulating the course of history if determinist
- impersonal forces are also offered in the explanation. The conflict
‘arigés from the vague language and concepts which historians use about
causes., In my view, the imporsonel forces .such as nationalism are not
datermlnlst ones. They are rather the background conditions and
tendencies which make a given outcome llkely or even probable, but it
is human belngs individually exercising free w111 and the chance rela-
tlonshlp of human actions’ whlch explain the exaot nature and time and
place ‘of historical even' s, * “The human being works in: thu context of
the conditions and tendeni ics of his time, but he. is not their complete
. prisoner., Nor can he escape them altogether. Bismarck and Cavour
were not Garlyllan supermen anymore than'they were the helpless pawns
in the hands of the great impersonal -forccs suoh as nationalism and
industrialiem., ~Both men were more = ian ordinarily. capable, but no man

v
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generally supposed and that the stcps by whieh Ttaly and Gormany
bocame united were as much the result of miscalculation and fortuitous
happenings as of conscious planning. Both Bismarck and Cavour derived
much of their strength as statcsmen from their flexibility, because they
were not ticd down in advance by rigid programmses, least of all by
_ programmes which foresaw the nation states of 1870 and 1871. In fact,
we should note at once that Bismarck's Germany was a divided Germany,
for it stretched only to the river Inn and excluded the Austrian Germans.

It is not difficult to see how the lecgend arose that these two
supermen were the ‘sole arbiters of their countries histories. In the
years after 1870 the two unifications appeared as glorious triumphs of
human wills over the conditions, The underlying conditiong which made
gome form of unification probablo were ignored. The first histories,
as was natural, were written in the two countrics concerned and were
_ glorifications of recently achicecved nationhood. In Bismarck's case
these early accounts were much under the influence of Bismarck's own
Memoirs written while he was in retirement. They havc been called
"the most misleading work of autobiography ever written''. They were
dictatcd at random and without consulting the documents and even
Bismarck's hero-worshipping assistant was shocked at his disregard for
the facts.  0ld men in retirement are even more prone to egoism than
are younger ones in power. In his Memoirs Bismarck claimed conscious
plans skilfully implemented, but his day to day remarks show him to have
been much shrewder and more scoptical about controlling eventss he
sazid, "Ivents are stronger than the plans of men', and on another
occasion, '"Man cannot create the current of cvents. He can only float
with it and steer'. ® :

~ One of Cavour's favourite sayings was "history is wont to improvise"

but unlike Bismarck he left bchind no retrospective rationalisation of
his carecr. Instead it was done for him. Stats paid archivists
infatuated with the Risorgimento myth, edited his papers by leaving
parts of the documents ouuv, rewriting parts and even adding completely
spurious matter. Some sentences werc turncd inside out to mean
exactly the opposite of how they were originally written. Mussolini
considered himself the culmination of the Wsorgimento and appointed
a close friend to the ominous sounding post of Director-General of
Historical Research. Only since 1945 has it been possible to get free

aceess to the papers which contain the real story of Italian unity.

The First World War causcd one great shift. Outside Germany
‘Bismarck began to be regarded as the arch-devil. The previous argu—
ment was stood on its head, Bismarck was still super-human but for a
false cause. Within Germany, there wcre those who continued to hero-
worship Bismarck in the old way and blamed the German leaders after
1890 for the debacle of 1918. Others actually strengthened the myth
and reemphasised Bismarck's rolec. They regarded the Great War as
the result of the encirclement of Germany by hostile powers. By
backdating this supposed hostility to 1848, they found Bismarck's
achievement ar® cven greater super-human act of will, since he had
overcome by his diplomatic skill thc hostility which had prevented
German unity in 1848 and latcr conspired against its reality in 1914,
(This view has been cxamined in an important recent book "The Zuropean
Powers and the German Question” by W.Z.Mosse, in which he also rcacts
against the cult of personality and shows that Bismarck was in fact
operating in an extremely favourable diplomatic situation crecated by
events unconnected with thie German guestion and involving the policies
pursued by the other Zuropean powers.)

Cavour, his docume:.“s safe in the hands of the State, and Italy,
in any casc, on the winning side in 1918, was not given fresh historical
treatment: "Unitcd Italy" was still secn as "thec liberal masterpiece”
of which Croce wrotec. Even when. the nationality problems of cast and
_central Burope were at their most ac te and caused a closer analysis
of European nationalism, little new v 3 done on Italy.

+ + + + Fa o +
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Cavour was the younger son of a minor Piedmontese aristocratic
family and therefore had to make his own cdreer, He was first ‘a
soldier and then beécame a progressive and successful agriculturalist
and a financier. He sent for agricultural information from Northern
Burope, conducted experiments, published his results, and generally
helped to bring lurin up to date (for Turin had formerly lagzed behind
iilan and even Haples). His scientific bent was quite new in
conservative, monarchical and clerical ITurin.

Cavour was also an intellectual. An important practical
disciple of the tnglish Benthamites and the classical economists
like wnassau Senior and Adam Smith. He had a doctrinal faith in free
trade and, as is well known, was a great believer in the wnglish
parliamentary system, though, as is less well known, his practice of it
in Piedmont was full of flaws (as I shall describe).

Another characteristic not usually stressed is that in many ways
he was un-Italian. He was in fact French spezking and his articles
had to be translated into Italian. All in all, he was admirably
suited to perform the task of bringing the North European advances in
economicsy; politics, and society, and planting them in Italy.

Cavour's character was singular in its balance and good sense.
He was admired throughout surope by those - like Gladstone and Palmer-
ston - with whom he came in contact. His amiability, his tact, his
patience, and his obstinacy made him a superb uaster of the diplomatic
art. Yet he was ruthless too, and it is this ruthlessness together
with his likeableness which are unusual: Sir fobert Peel and dachia-
velli inhabited the same bpody.

His views on politics are important, for in the nationalist
myth certain aspects are glossed over. For all his protestations,

Cavour had few principles. He was an opportunist, looking for the
"juste Millieu", the empirical, the possible. For Cavour the ends
justified the means: "The thing most to be shunfied in politics' he

said" is to be taxed with Utopianism.'

Cavour's aims, so far as he had any, were two-fold. To increase
the power of Piedmont in Northern Italy and to ‘'empecher le debordement
de l'esprit revolutionairre" (prevent the upsurge of the revolutionary
et il It is the second aim which tends to be ignored in the
traditional account, for it concerns particularly Cavour's relationship
with Mazzini. Italians like to think that their roles were complement-—
ary - Cavour the brains, Mazzini the heart. In reality they were not
complewmentary but contradictory. Cavour hated Mazzini and what he
stood for. He once sentenced Mazzini to death and disliked him more
than he disliked Austria. In 1853 Cavour warned the Austrians of a

Mazzinian revolt. On another occasion he borrowed French police in
an attempt to capture the elusive revolutionary. In a document never

published he wrote to a close personal friend that he was prepared for
Civil war with the Mazzinians if public opinion became favourable.
Mazzini did not respond to Cavour's propaganda againét him and was
prepared to compromise his views to work with Piedmont, but Cavour was
not prepared to do the same.

The differences in outlook b2tween them were considerable,
Cavour believed in diplomacy, Mazzini in insurrection. Cavour had
no faith or interest in the people; Mazzini passionately believed that
unless the people benefited nothing was worthwhile. Cavour's motivat-
ions were materialist, Mazzini's spiriftural. Cavour believed in
gradualness, Mazzini in ir nediate action. Cavour believed in limited
monarchy, Mazzini in fepub;icanism.

Cavour came into power through a squalid intrique against
V'Azeglio. His best work was undoubtedly his contribution to making
Piedmont a strong and resonably enlig' tened state. The dissolution of
a group of monasteries led to the enri iment of a reliable class; o
exiles were welcomed in Turin, which captured the intellectual'leadarv‘{‘w
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ship from rlorence-‘ the armed forces were built up; economic and

‘financial ‘reforms and the mortgaging of her finances created ‘a minor

industrial revolution, led to the 1mportat10n of foreign capital, and
therefore to greater foreign concern for Pieduontese affairs. These
reforms were not a conscious preparation for Italian unlf"catlon which
Cavour, in 1850, re"arqed as ‘g lot of silly nonsense.

In Pledmontese politics his curious mixture of llbera151m and
ruthlessness of Peel and sachiavelli are well revealed. In spite
of his passionate’belief in the freedom of speech, he suppressed
opposition newspaper. In theory he bpelieved in freedom from arbitrary
imprisonment, in practice he did not hesitate to arbitrarily iaprison
people and to keep it quiet. He had a special fund (secret) for
bribing newspapers and even privately boasted of having bribed "The Times”
In elections local officials were given express orders to prevent the
election of certain candidates. Cavour's treatment of Parliament was
often extremely shabby - he would set parliamentary approval only after
sction had already been taken. And allthough in théory he believed in
a system of p.rliamentary opposition, Cavour in fact helped to destroy
opposition parties. Members were ejected from Parliament on fallacious

rounds and when out of office Cavour showed his distaste for oppositio
: Pr

by refusing to organise it. Instead he would hide away in Switzerland
conducting long range political intrigues. In Parliament he favoured
the so-called '"connubio' system of raising and saintaining a majority.
The "connubio' was 3 marriage of moderate right and left in a centre
grouping. As a result important problems get shelved because if they
were discussed the government wouyld split. fhe ‘'connubio’ system

(or ‘transformism as it was later known) helped to ruin Italian
politics after unification and prevent Italy becoming a truly democratic
state. At the time the ''conaubio” system helped Cavour .to ignore the
existence of his Czbinet. He was in fact the first of Italy's long
line of parliamentary dictutors.

wow I want go examine more closely Cavour's policy as it bore on
the making of Italy, from which it becomes clear that Cavour's real
aim was the territorial expansion of Pizdan nt and he only really became
invelved in the movement for national unification during the crisis
of 1860, It also becuvmes clear that A.J. wWhyte's claim that Cavour
knew_”the steps that had to be taken to achieve" United Italy is nonsense.

Ic s%art with - the famous entry of Piedmont into the Crimean
War in 1854. The theory that this was a brilliant coup of Cavour's to
gain recognition for Piedwont at a subsequent peace treaty is exploded.
In the first place entry meant the possibilidy of siding with Austria -
the barrier to Piedmontese expznsion - and risking precious resources
that' Cavour and others wanted kept in readiness for an attack on
Austria. vecondly, it was Britain and France who suggested Piedwmont
should enter the war because they wanted mercenaries. Thipdd jmyc3t
was not Cavour but Victor famanuel who accepted the invitation. Victor
fmmeriuel did se because he hoped to upset Cavour's government, because
he had the mentality of the barrack room and enjoyed war in which he
could be supreme; and finally becsuse he hoped. it would switch -
attention from Lombardy. It is now known that the relations between
Cavour and the King were at all tires ‘far from cordial and Cavour
only came out in favour of the war as a means of avoiding dismissal
and in spite of the opposition of all the Cabinet.

- The Congress of Parig in 1856 1as also been mythologised.
Cavour is supposed to have gone full of plans and eager to show
Piedmont's new status and vower. In fact he went to Paris reluctantly
and fearful of humiliation. Nor were Italian affairs at all in
prominence during the Congress discussions: Italy received one small
mention. Nevertheless, when Cavour actually arrived, he did see

how hostility to Austria could be ple-ed upon (ndSurla had followed

disastrous policy durlng the Crlnea‘_dar and had succeeded in annoying
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Cavour was eventually cocrced into a kind of nationalism by
public opinion and by his own realisation that it offered an opportunity
for Picduont to seize the initiative in Italian affairs from Mazzini
and the revolutionaries. It was only after this realisation that |
Cavour set his mind upon a war policy against Austria, convinced
himself that outside help was necessary and began to take advantage J
of Piedmont's position as a buffer state between France and Austria
which assured her survival whatever the outcome.

Cavour was now prepared to do anything for France to gain his
war. He was even prepared to allow Napoleon III the whole of .
Southern Italy, provided he would allow Piedmont the WNo. th.

Napoleon III had his own reasons for supporting Piedmont and
often took the initiative in his relations with Cavour. Nzpoleon
sought marriage alliances to make his position secure, and Savoy was
the oldest ruling house in furope. Napoleon alsoc saw a chance to
gain Savoy and Nice and he also wanted support against Italian
revolutionaries after the Orsini plot on his 1ife.

The famous meeting at Plombiercs between Cavour and Hapoleon
in 1853 was suggested by Napoleon. At Plowmbieres it was agreed to
try and gain a war against Austria the following spring. Nice and
oavoy would be France's reward, Lombardy and Venetia Piedmont's.
Now although the war was to seét in train the events which led to a
United Italy, they were not the events or results that Napoleon and
Cavour had foreseen at Ploubieres.

After a tantalising wait Austria was provoked into declaring
war. oxpensive victories at Solferino and iagenta evaporated
Napoleon's enthusiasa. He gave up the chance of Nice and Savoy and
made the armistice of Villafranca behind Cavour's back. Lombardy
was gained but only as =2 gift through the hands of Napoleon.

The King saw in the armistice a chance to rid himself of
vavour (in a private manuscript Victor zmma uel had denounced Cavour
as a traitor for the agre¢ment at Plombieres). When the King
accepted the aruistice, Cavour resigned and buried himself in
Switzerland.

Unforseen and unforseeable was the position in the Central
Duchies and it was here that '"events were stronger than the plans
of men'. In fact the events in the Duchies were realdly the crux to
Italian unification. Unexpectedly, and for the first time, national
feelings really was really significant in Italy's development as a
nation state. After the outbreak of war with Austria, revolutions
occurred in the Central Duchies. They contributed little to the war
effort. Then came Villafranca with the possibility of a Confederation
in Italy of which Austria would have been a meaber. This left the
revolutionaries in the lurch, 1849 would be repeated. Nationalism
became a real matter of survival. Absorption by Piedamont had not
been regarded as desirable, but after Villafranca, the Central Duchies
under Ricasoli and Farina declared for Piedmont as the only way of
conserving their gains. The Central Duchies position was purely
fortuitous. The revolutions had succeeded in the first place because
Britain had proclaimed the doctriane of non-intervention by outside
powers in order to keep france out of Italy.

It was after the declarations by the Central Duchies in favour
of Union with Piedmont that Cavour began to reassert someé control. |
After Villafranca event: had pushed far ahead of him. He had pl nad
for Picdumontese expansicr. in Lombardy and Venetia and now Ce
Italy was knocking at her door. He returned frowm Switazerl
played on nationalism within Piedmont, and by January :
azain Prime Minister. In a secret treaty wzl,t»h Franc
highly unconstitutional, he agreed ‘a s
return for French support with Wha1u,hun
had promised Lord John Russell (the &
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Cavour's ruthlessness was displayed and Cavour likened himself to
Strafford. Garibaldi was furious at his birthplace being sacrificed
to France and it was Garibsldi who now took events out of Cavour's
hands onceé more with his invasion of Sicily.

Cavour definitely did not approve when Garibaldi in April 1860
decided to make something of the Palermo insurrection with or without
Cavour's blessing. Cavour 1s supposed to have supported Garibaldi
so far as diploaatic prudence would allow. In fact Cavour thoroughly
disliked the move and refused hia woney and arus. Cavour was unable
to prevent the expedition because of Garibaldi's popularity; because
‘the King was in favour and would like. to rid himself of Cavour if he
lost his hold on public opinion; and finally because elections were
near in which Cavour had to get support for his French treaty and the
cession of Nice and Savoy. Cavour's support was limited to a delayed
telegram: he wantcd the best of borth worlds. If Garibaldi failed
it was good riddance to him; - if he succeeded, Cavour nceded the excuse
to interfere.

Mcanwhile Garidbaldi was achieving his astonishing successes
in Sicily which have been iawmortalised in frevelyan's splendid prose.
Unfortunately Trevelyan interpreted the situation solely in terus of
the heroism of The Thousend. A proper understanding of the whole sit-
uation has become possible with itlack Smith's 450 page book devoted to
the relations between Cavour, Garibaldi, and Southern Italy April -
December 1860. Garibaldi's success was due to the présence of social
revolution in Sicily. His success led on to the annexation of the
Kingdom of the Two Socilies to Piedmont, but it is of crucial signific-
ance to understand that the situation in Southern Ltaly nhads l=tttre  to
do with nationalist enthusiasa. For middle class Sicilians it was
part of their age old provincizlism against being ruled from HNaples.
At the same time there was a desperate peasant revolt against the

existing social and economic system. Garibaldi was welcomed as a
deliverer by the pgasantry gnd it was this fact (of which Garibaldi
had an instinctive appreciation) which enabled, at in any other

conditions was amerely a foolhardy enterprise, to h&Jb its brilliant
successes.

Cavour's attitude was onc¢ of continuing dislike. As soon as,
but not before, the fall of Palerwo, Cavour sent a second expedition
whose job was to take over the rule of £icily, lessen Garibaldi's
power, ruld in the intercsts of the Sicilian conscrvatives and
propagandise for Piedaontese annexation. He opposed Garibaldi's
advance on Naples, but again had to follow it up because of Garibaldi's
success. At all costs Garibaldi had to be prevented from a march on
Rowme, which would almost certainly bring Piedmont's expansionist
monarchical structure falling to the ground, whatever other form of
Itulian unification rose to take its place. Cavour was even toying
with starting a diversionary war with Austria, rather than allowing
Garibaldi to succeed.- Eventually he was forced to act. He invaded
the Papal States in order to prevent Garibaldi getting any further
and talked of hunting Garibaldi into the sea.

The situation was only redeemed by Garibaldi's loyalty to
Victor Emmanual, to whom he surrenilered his victories. Naples and
oicily werc then annexed to Piedmont by means of plebiscites -
'annexed' because¢ the plebiscites were in fact an exploitation of
democracy. IThey involved only a sizple choice between Victor
Bamanuel or the Neapolitan Bourbons (other features such as the open
ballot and the casting o. more votes than there were electors were less
important). . The plebiscites gave the false allusion that Piedmont
was really welcome in the South. The sequel is usually glossed over.
Within Piedmont nothing was known about conditions in the JScuth.
Farina, Cavour's agent there, told Casour that therc were only 100

‘unitarians (i.e. supporters of Unitea Ttaly) saong the 7,000,000

populace. - Cavour replied that unlty ‘mu$t be imposed, and bv November

1861 half the Italian army was suppressing a rebellion in the South,
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where a national spirit and knowledge even of the existence of
Victor cmmanuel and Cavour were almost non existent. The only
feelings were middle cliss opposition to the Bourbons and the pro-
Garibaldi enthusiasm of the peasants. tlore Italians were killed
in the civil war that followed unification than in all the previous
wars, insurrections and executions of the Risorgimento.

My account of Cavour's role in the unification has beem hasty
and episodic, but I hope it has shown the sort of pieture of him that
is emerging now that his papers can be properly studied. The jungle
of nationalist myth is being hacked away. Far from being,'"The
master-piece of the liberal spirit', Italian unification was part the
product of chance and part of Piedmontese ruthlessness. It is far
closer to the unification of Germany than Croce would allow. The
only real difference is that Prussia did it alones

Just about the time these stirring events were tumbling one
after another in Italy, a purely domestic crisis brought Bismarek to

power in Prussia. He was now 47. Like Cavour, BSismarck was the
younger son of a minor aristocratic family. His father was a2 member

of the Junker class of Prussian landowners, but his mother, from whom
he inherited his intelligence, was not. For a short time he was a
Prussian civil servant, but then resigned in disgust. He next spent
eight languishing years working the family estates. Unlike Cavour,
Biswarck had no interestewhatscever in agricultural improvement or in
any of the new doctrines in economics or seience, or, indeed, in-any
of the normal arts of cultured 1ife: [He had few friecnds and whentsin
power “"had no colleagues, only subordinates'. There are two features
of Bismarck's background that ought to be stressed. He was a North
German and 2 Protestant, that is, he was representative of that part
of Germany which looks out towards the Nortk Se& and the world market,
rather than to Catholie South Germany, Vienna and the outlet of the
Danube. :

When Bismarck resigned from the Civil Service (before doing so
he had abandoned his official duties to chase after a niece of the
Duke of Cleveland and nearly married her - intersting to speculate
what would have happened) he made the revealing comaent: 'The Prussian
official is like a member of an orchestra, but I want to play only the

music which I myself like, or neone at all". Jdost men in authority
love power aore for its own sake than they care to admit. In
Bismarck's case, love of power determined many of his actions. He

held it for twenty-eight years and was furious when he lost it
(deservedly) in 1890.

Bismarck was a far less attractive character than Cavour
(except to those to whom strength of will and intelligence are in
themselves attractive). Cavour gained much of hig strength as a
statesman from his wide alinost comnon-sense knowledze of the world.
Bismarck's strength lay in his power over the men with whom he would
come in contact - 2 power derived from his superior intelligence, but
also from hig ruthlessness. Cavour's ruthlessness was dissembled
under his amiability and his finesse in action, 3ismarck's was all
pervasive. Here is one example: while he was in the diplomatic
service he was an advocate of an alliance with Napoleon III in
defiance of the principle of lejitimacy on which Prussian foreign
policy had hitherto been ' ased. Lhis is what he wrote: "I subordinate
legitimism in France completely to my specifically Prussian patriotism.
Without any regard to the person at the head for the time being, Franeeﬂ
counts for me merely as a piecc, but an univeidable one, in the game of
political chess, 2 game in which I =u. called upon to serve only my own
king and my own country .... nor do I pelieve it possible to carry out -
a principle in politics as sowmething whose remotest copsequeﬂgsa; e
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1 have not time to do morv than sumaarise sone recent thinking
on oismarck, represented at its most extrewe by A.J.P, laylor's
piography "sianarck: the dan cnd the Jtatesman', nnd then consider a
few specific ilssues. laylor's great virtue is to have avoided the

teamptution to se¢ the procses of verman unification backwirds, that
i8, going backwards from the final result instead of forwirds with
events as they happened. Une of the greatest interpretative dangers
for the historian, and one that is little stressed, is his prior know-
ledge of the outcome of eventa.

R b b g
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Bisunrok wae first and foremost a Prussiian nationalist, He
believed that Prussian interests (mainly an incre¢ase in her Great
Power status) demanded that she should dominate the whole of northern
geraany and exclude Austria from veraman affairs. Hies policies were
guided therefore by the test of whether they suited the interests of the
Prussian state. Of course, the statement '"the interests of the
Prussinn state' is too general to be of much significance. dut
Prussian interests’ weant for J3ismarck the preservation of his social
class, the junkers, and therefore of the conservative, monarchical
political structure in Prussia which emersged from 1848. This meant
that at 21l costs, Prussi must not merge into Geramany, but Germany must
be Prussianised. Bismarck put this in his usual crude way when he
said "vermany does not look to Prussian liberalism, but to her strength”.
T'his led finally to the division of vermany =t the diver Inn. sut
in eny case, German unity was incidental, a by-product of the pursuit
of Prussian interests. In this sense vegman unity was a similar
process. to Cavour's predominantly Picdiontese considerations resulting
in Ita2lian unity, and remarkaoly similar in that both Cuivour and 3ismarck
had firm practical prograamnes of expansion, Cavour in northern Italy,
dismarck in northern Serminy, which were sudmergzed by the passage of
events: fthe zenious of bcth of them was to recover some seablance of
control by their ndaption to changed ciercunstainces.

At first Bismcrek's policy for Prussin differed little from that
of his predccessors. sver since the arfuct Union of 1849 and the agree-
ment cof Ulmutz in 1850, Prussia and austriz had been explicitly and
implicitly quarrelling in Germany. As lajl.r comaents "dismarck did
not invent the conflict with Austria. It had been in existence ever
since 1849, cvery Prussian hud insisted that equality was the
necessary condition for Austro-rrussian friendship. danteuffel
refused to back Austria during the Crimean war; Schleinitz demanded
military supremacy noth of the #ain in 1859; 3Barnstoff repeated this
demand in 1361. All three shrank from admitting that they could
achieve this aim only by war; ond sismarck, too, did not yet faice this
hard fact.’ :

dismarck in fact thought that Austria's difficalties ilone

particularly in Italy, would enable him to uchieve the necessary

increase of Prassian power, that is,.supremacy in north Geramany,

equality throughout Germany. And, indeed, had Austria pursued the
wisest course she would have concedesd this. Instead she acted like

a rgbbit paralysed by the snake about to strike. She neither pursued
the policy of Metternich of cocperating with Prussia, or of Schwarzenburg
and dictating to her. Bismarck, too,. was foundering in search of

the %isht pollcy. He had at least three policies for building up
.?ruﬁ%ﬁg& power each involv1ng her relations with Aastria. They were -

N R

.E§¥5¢l¥= In alllan@e ‘wi' Austria against the other German States -
2¢ | | Jan., 164 in the agreement for joint action over
Holstein, and repeated in the treaty of Gastein of
offered as late as May 1866, only a month before
ak of war. . lhe demand was: Prussia to command
\;fercea Narth of the dain.  Austria would only
aiwoul auaranhea Venatia,; |
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sucondly: A polioy built on derain nationaliss
atteapled dn hie proposal of April
sont wlected by universal suffrage,
soriossly by deraan nationaliste é
sent of the Pruseian liberale in the
fefuran.

™hirdly: Bissirok never dropped his poliey, m
seasen, of foreign allisnces (with France and Ry
would enacle Bia to increass the diplosatic §
Austris and coerce her inte reco nising the P
to eguality.

slesirck's econtrol of eveats is supposed o have begun
with the Polish revelt, This disrupted the Franco-Prussisn entente
vhick Slsasrck had hoped tu Joinm, bat sissarck is supgposed 1o have
schieved his initizl prepiratory ssster-atroke vith the Convention of
Alvensleden which 15 wlleged to hive laid the Dasis for Frussos
duselian friendsiip, In fiet the Convention wis Eistily satured imto
and Bastily vithdrawn., dugsia Jd14 st eare for Prussian patronsge, but
mers iaporiant the Convention in fict guined hia the hostility of the
othur fowers mad Jisaarck was furced to dissvov it., The read ll'iﬂ.-
ante of the Polish revelt lay in the fauct that dussia's successful
supprecaica of it vas 3 Jdefeat for the Polieh aympathicers, M‘M
fronoe ind Adsiris. It wis Prussia'as seutrality vhioh earned hepr %
dusalan gratitaede, while austria's interference earned Austris m
en.dty, thus Prussian’s position wis relatively strangthened.,

AU what atage 454 Jogurck cosm tu Delieve 3 3 wvar with muu
andertiken vitueat :llies?, It is lapossidle to suy, dut the fortuitous
desth of Frederick Vil of Sensare openes the slesvig - Eolstein question 1
and as lagler coasnts Muu‘el gtuasbled, wilhout knowing 18, throuzk the
door thut led to victary. e 4313 not foraee this Secause the Mmi.l’
and sotions of Austria and the other great powers (whick bistorians '
frequently iLgnore) counted Juatl =8 suck 22 thoss of Slamarck. . hat i»
certain is thatiustria's actions in toe Sleavig-Hgleotels affair offended
both Geraas mativnal sentigent and foreign powers. Once sore she
woskened harself, he Asstro-Prussi:n iyl seoe of Janwary 1864 waa
certudaly siscers on saawrck's part ind there vas 00 TezEon 10 Suppose
it would lesd to the gquarrel Jagurex luter elaiacd to Buve plansed or
foresesen,

It is clear thut after 1864 the atiitudes of the powrs
finslly persunded Mesgarck that Frussis could defeat Asafris i war
vithout outside Intorferences be would still bave preferced to avoid
it.

Ia the Civil war of 1866 =a Daylor coshents ‘AulﬂM
for her primicy, Prussia for equality.* It would de 3 mistake te
belisve that the war hod suck %o Jo with Jerasa unification. Sdke :
the Italias war of 18%9, astionsiist seatieent followsd rather thaa
preceded it, In any case i1a 1964, the Jurcan atates 23 o whole
side of Ausiria againat JSrussis. 3 _._. e

fee war achieved discuirck's ada of 2 n-m
Gergany. Jersiay was divided At the Jdiid, Austria vaa
dormany, and the geuth Gerain stites beciae independen

and he vis prepared $0 1eive south Ger iiny i)
ease he wis ohary of swasping northern Ue
ite, to

vith Gallic idess.
It 45 at shis



R

fear of defeat, but because of the consequences which victory
would bring." As Bismarck himself sald "iven if Prussia wins,
where Wl it llemd bt fven if we took Alsace, we should have to
defend it, and in the end the French would find allies again, and

_things could go badly." In 1867 Bismarck thouzht he had found a
means of satisfying Napoleon's need for prestige. Luxemboursz could
be acquired by France, It was in personal union with the King of

Holland who coald sell it to pay his deots. This was no trap for
France: Bismarck wanted peace while the north werman Confederation

was mede. The Luxembourgers did not consider themselves German.

What - took Bisuwarck by surprise and removed events out of his hands

was the outburst of German national feeling against France acquiring
Luxembourg. Just as after Villafranca Italian national feeling

became a force to be reckoned with so, after vadowa did werman national
feeling. All Bismarck's instincts were to compromise with new forces
in an attempt to alter their character.

As frich Eyck remarks of Bismarck and the strength of German
ppinton an 1867 "Until then he had been engazed 1n a cabinet policy,
which did not take account of public opinion and which was merely
dictated by the interests of Prussian power politics. Now he saw
that public opinion could no longer be ignored. Indeed, 2Zismarck
found that the national feeling of the German people was the strongest
weapon in his hand. From now on he brought his public utterances
" into line with this idea. He spoke and acted as the champion of the
German national cause. The Luxembourg affair was the turning point
in Bismarck's development from a Prussian to a German statesman.”

.

So far I have roughly followed the interpretation of Bismarck's
two latest biographers, cyck and Taylor: But at this point comes
the parting of the ways. fZyck, as a good German emigre liberal
now turns on Bismarck for having mercilessly plotted the downfall of
France. Taylor's interpretation continues to picture Bismarck
coerced by events. dgual certitude accompanies both interpretations.

If I now Sut forward Taylor's I do so without coamplete conviction,
but ‘because it is certainly the more arresting. We have reached the
stage where in France Napoleon is being forced on by demands for a
reassertion of French prestige, and in 1870 Gramont became Foreign
Minister of France, an extremist who hoped to humble Prussia. In
Germany Bismarck has commnitted himself to the German national cause
for his own ends. Did they include also the next stage in. the
unificatibn of Germany?

Thie cause of the war was the French reaction to Prince Léeopold's
- candidature for the vacant Spanish throne. The documents for a
complete study of this episode have recently been published. They
reveal Bismarck's secret complicity in the proposal of Prince Leopold,
.but they do not throw conclusive light on whether the episode was
planned by Bismarck to unleash a major war. Dr. Gocch ‘thinks they

do. Sut there is one curious piece of evidence on the other side
which faylor Juses.

Prince Leopold was a Hohenzollern (of the Prussian royal
family), as a Catholic and King of Spain. he would enhance the
prestige of the King of Prussia aid thus help Bismarck in his
dealings with the south Germans. It would also prevent France from
making a satellite of Spain and, by forcing her to keep an army on
the Spanish border, reduce her power to interfere in Germany (and SO
make war either less likely, or easizr for dermany - depending on
which interpretation is followed).

When France heard of the candidature she insisted on its
withdrawal and guarantees that it would not be renewed. Bismarck
is supposed to have foreseen this and that it would be a pretext
for war. Here is where the curiouc occurrence fits in. ¥n faet
France only knew of the candidature “rough a fortuitous accident -
the blunder of a cypher clerk. Oth.rwise Leopold would have been
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at u ﬂn to
the iniative from the rrench. i
the war and with it unification after it
anification had been achieved. P

Bismarck's original plan for Uniﬁeaﬂon hﬁ ‘
the Hain: during the war it was extended to the Inn .
in the South German States, chiefly as a necessity of
France. This is how laylor puts it 'Far from using th
promote unification, he sought unification to continue the i
The prolongation of the war due to the unexpected continued
of Paris had created a dangerous situation. Bismarck was di
of the South German States and their effect on protestant monarchical
Prussia. He brought them in to avoid their making separate peace
treaties with France and so prolonging the war with its ever incre
risk of foreign intervention. Unce included in the Sapire the
southern states would have to stuy in the war to the finish.

Finally, Taylor argues that at first dismarck had no &cl&g. to
annex Alsace and Lorraine because he was well aware of the dangers ﬁt’"x;
including French minorities within the German smpire. Ihe nElalu!l iy
came from the German generals on strategic grounds and from G«Elln
nationalist opinion of which 3ismarck, who had begun his career to
defeat it, was now the prisoner. what is undeniaole is that Bilnsrck
spent the next twenty years attempting to find stable diplomatic
patterns which would stave off thée consequences of the vindictive
peace treaty with France.

€

Cavour and Jismarck were great, but they were not super human.
Neither set out to unite their countries, both were swept along by the
current of events. And yet the finished forms of the two unifications
- however probaole some unification was - were peculiarly the products
of politics. Not of the politics of individual men alone, but a ¥
complicated interplay of tendency, chance, the actions of statesmen -
with consequences sometimes and sometimes not rforeseen -‘*as well as of
the unaccountable reactions of the masses.

As far as Cavour and 3ismarck were concerned, their readiness &
make compromises with everyday realities gave a false impression of th
omnipotence; at the sase time these compromises did give to the two
statesmen a greater influence on events than more rigid and l!q.:nblt
statesmen have. - Compromises, however, lead the individual f{
starting point. Cavour died early, but Bismarck lived on.
compromised with universal suffrage, though attempti -
congequences, with Catholiciswm, in a way with Socialifufz*
legislation). By 1890 sismarckian expedients werevut
political crisis of that year he could only cdu }- :
which threatened civil war in Jermany.

I will conclude with a wide gmern),'
Germany achieved unificatiun only at tm
development. [hey gained freedom of .._
crucinl readjustaents of ‘ower ‘
the rest of Western ::u:q;n
taking place, 31{
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