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When nativesbecameAfricans. A higorical sociolinguistic study of semantic
changein colonial discourse*

Abstract

The word nativas a key ternin nineteenth-century British colonial administrative
vocabulary. The questias howit comego be centrato the classification ahdigenous
subjectdn Britain’s southern African possessioinsthe early twentieth century, and how the
word s appropriatedy colonial citizengo designate the racd indigenous subjectslo
answer the question, | construct a semasiological history of resta/evord that hat do

with the identification of a person with a plamgbirth, by residencer by citizenship. | track
the mannem which speakers invest old words with new meaninggpecific settings and
differentiate among thein different domainsin the cas@f native, a signal keyworid
recruitedto do particular workn several contemporaneous discourses which take different
ideological directiongsthe nature of the involvement of their speakers changes. The result
is a particularly complicated word history, and one which offers atoltlee waysn which
colonial rhetorids domesticateth specific settingsit the very saméme asthe colonising
power eschews in the process of divesting itself ib$ colonies.

1. Introduction

The lexicon used ovéime and across spate designate the difference between citizens and
subjectdn colonial Zimbabwes demonstrably complex (Fitzmaurice, 2015). Indeed, the
investigation of the raced discoutbat marks the biography of Zimbabvasa British
colony,asa rebel republic and thexsa postcolonial African state suggests thagasits

rootsin the language of British imperialism. Specifically, the public discourtiee late
nineteenth centurgbout and ofBritain’s colonies exemplifies the extetatwhich the term
nativeis usedto referto African indigenous colonial subjects.

The questioms how this word acquires the status of official terminology for the classification
of indigenous subjecisa Britain’s southern African possessionsthe early twentieth

century, and how the woid appropriatedy colonial citizendo designate the race of
indigenous subjectsTo approach this question, | construct a semasiological history of native
asa word that ha® do with the identification of a person with a pldgebirth, by residence

or by citizenship.ln sodoing, | track the mannémn which speakers invest old words with

new meaningf specific settings and differentiate among therdifferent domainsin the

case of native, a signal keywasecruitedto do particular workn several

contemporaneous discourses which take different ideological direestms nature of the
involvement of their speakers changes. The résalparticularly complicated word history,
and one which offers a clue the waysn which colonial rhetorics domesticateth specific

! | amgratefulto Joan Beal and Cathy Shrank for their commentan earlier draft ando two anonymous
reviewers for their advice and additional references. All infelicities are ahime.



settingsat the very saméme asthe colonising power eschewsn the process of divesting
itself of its colonies.

My argument rds upon the assumption of a rich historical sociolinguistic framework for the
study of semantic-pragmatic changeublic (and private) discourse between 1890 and

1960. Accordinglyjn section 2, | set out a framework for the application of a model of
linguistic change which attentis the cultural and discursive conditions that rbayriterial

in semantic change (Fitzmaurice, 2013h section 3, asthe first stepn a historical
sociolinguigic history of native, | inspect the received histagpresentedn the OEDs

entries dating from 1900l the latest revisiom 2003 for the word. The aim of this
examinations to begin construing the social structure of the word's polysasy,

documented and illustrat@a the dictionary entries and quotations. The attestation dates are
useful indicators of the periodisation of the senses attriltati® use of the word and aid

the selection of the materials for intensive stusigtion 4 provides the specific historical
context of British colonial expansiaon Africa, which sees the establishment of British

imperial discourseln section 5, | deploy a data-combing procedtoadentify key discourse
contexts within a rangef material for closer inspection of the rhetoric that accompanies and
frames the use of native. A series of searches for full-text occurrehiteskeywordn

databases (including British Newspapers Online, The National Archives Cabinet Papers and
JSTOR) generated a large corpus which forms the rich intertextual research context for this
study, and which yields a number of illustrative excerpts. The sooftles public discourse
examined thus include British newspapers, reports and addresses about the African colonies
presentedo meetings of the Royal African Society and publisimetthe Society's official

journal, African Affairs. | also examine official despatches and parliamentary debates
focussing on the administration of the colonies. The sowfgesvate discourse examined
include private letters and memoirs.

In sectionss and7, | map the discourse onto the external histdrthe actors, agents and
institutions involvedn producing the universef discourseasthe basis for locating key
events that trigger or ushierchangesn discourse, including changesthe meanings of key
expressions. The restudta rich account of meaning change tisabotedin the historical and
discursive conditions of British colonial administratiarAfrica.

2. Contingent polysemy and discursive thresholdsin accounting for semantic change

The development of a rich historical sociolinguistic framework for the study of semantic-
pragmatic change respontisthe challenge of connecting the stages and typelsange that
affect a lexical itento the different, specific material circumstantest appeato be critical

to change.

The linguistic framework | adopt for the investigation of semantic-pragmatic clenge
Elizabeth Traugots IITSC (Invited Inferencing Theory of Semantic Change) (Traugott and
Dasher, 2002). Underlying this modgkhe presupposition that linguistic expressions have
multiple meanings (i.e. they are polysemous). The model locates the seeds of semantic
changean a speaker's innovating pragmatic behaviouhe cours®f conversational



interactionin situational contexts of utterance. The notion of context deployedshezetral

to the analytical framework of historical pragmatics (Fitzmaurice & Taavitsainen, 2007;
Jucker & Taavitsainen, 2013). Thus the temporal, ideological and experiential stances of the
interactants both shapes and influences the nature of the sitnatrbich talk occurs. For
example, a speaker might ueeexpressionn such a way that generates a novel

implicature specifi¢o that context of utterance whichinferredby the hearer, what Traugott

and Dasher (2002: 17) teram ‘utterance-tokenmeaning’. Alternatively, the speaker might
exploitanexisting (shared) conversational implicatur@anad hoc wayn a new situational
environment. Such innovative usdstransferred into new situational contexts of

conversation and, more importantly, takerbymther participants (hearers and speakers),

have the potentidab catch onn a discourse community witin ‘utterance-type meaning’

(Traugott and Dasher, 2002: 16)the new use persisits the community, speakecan

investit with social value and givié sufficient currency foit to spreado other situational
contexts andio other speakersin the process, the new use acquires pragmatic strength and
becomes more prominent than the other uses or meanings of the expression (see Fitzmaurice
2016a).

Polysemy itselfs agnostic, of coursét is speakers and hearers who invest particular
expressions with social, personal and other (speaker) measitigesy select them for use
specific contextsSothe questioms howwe evaluate the pragmatic strength and social
prominence of innovative meaninigsuse. In other words, do speakers evaluate or hold
particular attitudes towards the new polysemies that arise sptaker innovations social
terms? One watp understand the natuod the relationship among the new and existing
uses/meaningsf an expressiorat any particulatime within a universe of discourseto
structure the polysemy terms of the factors that might promote the prominence of atuse
the expense of others. | call this notion of dependent or contextual polysemy contingent
polysemy. Contingent polysemy captures the factatay particular time, some meanings
associated with a word will be more prominent than others for particular conversational
interactantat a particular moment depending upon the temporal, ideological and experiential
stance of those interactants.

This notion thus rests on the assumption that polysemies of expressions operate within a
broader discourse. This means that questions of collocation, lexical variation and rhetorical
variation all contributéo the discursive context. This complex context then allovis us

identify the polysemies and explore the nature of their contingebay argue that key terms
have complex polysemies that are contingent both upon the interactants and the discursive
contextsin which they are used. Depending upon the specific historical setting and the
ideological domairn which the interactants perform, a group of expressions may index the
identity ofits users.

For example, Robinson (2012) found thrathe particular Sheffield community she
investigatedn 2005, people of 60 years of age reported that they associated the word skinny
primarily with being‘'mean’ (‘stingy, ungenerouls Predominantly identifiedsmemberof

the local working-class community, they h&dhe local meaning of the terim contrast,

people (mainly women) of 30 yeavageor younger primarily associated skinny with



‘skimmedmilk’ asin skinny latte, the coffee drink made with skimmed milk. The key
contextual factor here was that the women worketie vicinity of the university, manyf

themin university and city cafes and coffee shops. Although these women were familiar with
the traditional, local significatiofmean’), the use of skinny that they encountered more than
any other wa referencdo the lack of fain themilk usedto make posh coffee.

Consequently, the structure of the polysemy of skinny contrasts for young Sheffield women
and their mothers. Robinson constructs this semantic variation within a particular speech
communityassociolinguistic variation. &minterestedn the relationship of the prominent
meanings selectdaly particular speakets the external circumstances that might actiate
promote those meanings.

Polysemyis intrinsicto semantic change but there nimgspecific circumstances that appear
to promote or trigger shifts this (social) structural relationship among the meanifigs
words. Althoughwe might pointto the specific external circumstandesvhich change

might be triggeredh the meaningf a particular expression, the greater challaage
extrapolate from the specifics af individual caseo identify a mechanism (or a principle)
account more generally for the discernible start of char@eit would be usefulo be able

to label the external conditions that shape chamhdellow Pilosoff (2012)in adopting
Whitlock's (2000) notion of the discursive threshimdeferto the momenat whichan

(external) process or event effects chaingegroup’s discourse. Because words are part of
discourse, they may be susceptitaehiftin specific contexts. A discursive threshold, then,

is a histori@al moment that accommodates semantic-pragmatic change and, consequently,
discursive changeln my framework, new discourses are grountgednd build upon

linguistic elements that have been coveotlprivately disseminated. These include new
conversational implicatures (utterance-type meanings) created and shared between
interlocutorsin the domain of private conversations. The discourse of private conversations
does not arbitrarily become public; something must happtre worldto change the status

of the discourse from private public andatthe same time, potentially, the meaniofshe
vocabulary thais the content of the discourse. Specifically, a particular event may have the
effect of making a hitherto private discourse public, iarttie process, restitt the
conventionalisation of conversational implicatures. Once the threshold of that event has
passed, the private discursive elements appear and eiméngepublic domairo receive
widespread and popular recognition. The threshold marks the waning of one discourse and
the growng acceptance and use of anotasthe group adds a new style/regigteits

discursive repertoire. The use of the new registsubjectto the same factor@sany otheiin

the community, namely, interlocutor and communicative context. Once thesréegist
establishedt becomes a discourse. Importantly, a community may have more than one
discourse.

2 Elsewhere, | have argued that the complex vocabolapplitenessn 18" century Englands markedby
multiple interpretations depending upon the contéxtse, the interactants and purpofeommunication
gFitzmaurice,ZOIGJ).

In sociolinguistic terms, locatingy identifying the discernible staof a changés the actuation problem.



In his study of the language and behaviour of white farmeguestcolonial Zimbabwe,
Pilosoff (2012) identifies the fast track land reform programme (FTLRP) badtf00asan
event that triggered the reemergenta discourse that hath all intents and purposes,
disappeared from the public domain after independent®80. The discursive threshold of
the FTLRP marked the reappearaircthe publicsphere of discursive practices which had
flourished during the war of the 1970s and which had subsequently been rewiribted
discourse shared among a small grobiprhite farmersn specific private settings. | have
invoked the discursive threshdldexploring the changes the meaningsf the term African
in the discourse of whites and bladgkZimbabwein the course of the twentieth century
(Fitzmaurice, 2015).In some circumstances, the conventionalised implicatures of particular
expressionsanattain thestatus of coded meaning, that is, a semantic convention of the
languageat a specific time (Traugott & Dasher, 2002: 16), leaving the older meaasngs
mere traceslf the original coded meanirmaj anexpression reducés a tracan certain
contexts orif it disappears, then the now usual pragmatic meaning may become the
predominant meaning. | watd test this notion further on a different historical discourse
that of imperial Britairat the end of the nineteenth century.

More broadly, thenye interrogate the natuid the contextn which meaning change arises;
is it identifiablein the discourses of a particular periodroa particular speech community?
Are there related or connected expressions that mark the discoursieh particular
semasiological changes occuf® conduct the analysis of semantic-pragmatic chamge
discourses thatanbe understoodscontexts that generate these novel implicatuvesnust
ground the modeh specific ideological historical domains that produeerelevant social
discourse.In the case for examinatiowe see a signal keyword being recruitedio
particular workin severakcontemporaneous discourses which take different ideological
directionsasthe involvement of their speakers changes. | focus on a particular, particularly
complicated word history; | will adopt this modelexamine the semasiological history of
nativefrom the late nineteenth centurythe 1960s.

3. A semasiological history of native from 1850 to 1960.

The natural starting point for this investigatisihe OED entry for native (n). The nature of

a dictionary entry, a two-dimensional record, does not ritadkeribly usefulin reflecting

particular realities of language use. For exanmpjgresenting a list of senses, the dictionary
format invites the inference that they occur successively oveffithereis nevertheless a

great deal of informatioim the OED entry for the noun native, for instance, evidence and
illustration of numerous usages of the item; discontinuous uses, and localised uses over both
time and space. However, without examining the quotations that illustrate the definitions and
making particular inferences about their own cotext, the reader must decddeithery’s

*1 adopt the term sense label the different categorie$ meaning (i.e. Senses 1 througjfattributedto the
word nativein the OED online. This decisidsintendedo help clarify the discussioof the pragmatic,
contextual and discursive meanings thataissuein relationto the designated dictionary meanings
documentedn the OED.



terminologyto construct the relationship among the senigesderto apprehend the
complex history of the word. Sense | concerns senses radaigth (mainly historical
terminology), includingeferenceto a person born under a specified plansign, or with a
particular mark.

Our focus herés on Sense Il, namelysenses relatingto birthplace or country of origin

which consist of the particular characterisation of a person’s relationship to a place with
which theycanbeidentified from birth [3a], oto residency or citizenship [3b]. Sense

3a referdo ‘[a] person borin a specified place, region, or country, whether subsequently
resident therer not’. The entry includes the additional usage informatiou. with of),
illustrated with a quotation containing the phrase from Robert Louis SteveAd$owing,
cook, native of Sana, China...John Hardy, nativieondon,England’. Together with sense
3b (‘A person residenn a particular @ceor locale; acitizen’), sense 3a indicates the extent
to which the attributes of native are relative rather than absolute. The assertion of birth or
belonging juxtaposes those viewashativeto a place with those doing the viewing, looking
atthe persotin relationto the place. Indeed, thé"2dition of the OED online (2003)
includes the comment on 3&req[uently] with mildly depreciativeonnotations’.

Interestingly, the quotation (attestiedl800)in (1), usedo illustrate the use of natite

referto a denizen of a place, appetosleriveits negative force from the combination of
evaluative adjectives (superior, odious) and the definite articlet@tlderpin the stance of
the observer:

1. ‘The girl...was...really much superitw the resbf the odious nativeis theirneighbourhood’ (E. Hervey,
Mourtray Family, 1.173).

The dictionary entry includes notes on historical uses which are juxtaposed with comments
on meanings that are attributiehe usage associated with varieties or particular plases,

in the case 0Bc (see 2), whiclis attributed specificallyo Australa and New Zealand. This
sense seents have acquired sufficient currenicythe Australian and New Zealand context

to have been coded, albeit briefly.

2. 3c. Austral. and N.Z. A white person bamAustraliaor New Zealandasdistinguished from first-
generation immigrants and Aborigines. Now disused.

There are comments that alludethe historical appropriatenessrelevance of the use
illustrated, for example, with the rather unspecific deictiow’ in the phrasénow]

disused. The problemof coursds thatwe haveno way of locating the time that the deictic
‘now’ refersto beyond paying attentiaio the date attributetb the entry. A closer loo&t the
guotationgn (3) indicates that sense Bdighly local and limitedin both geographical and
temporal terms.

3a. 1900. Canterbury Old & Ne®. The Committeef the Christchurch brandf the N.Z.Natives’
Association wishe® record [etc.].
b. 1917. Huon Times (Frankli)6 Feb. 6/1. She was boat Pitt Town, near Windsor, New South Wal@es,
1821...and was possibly the oldest living natieé the Commonwealth.
c. 1966.G. W. Turner Eng. Langn Austral. & N.Z.iii. 62 The word natives was requirbg Europeans
bornin Australia, viho formedan AustralianNatives” Associationin 1871.



As illustratedin the quotationg (3), nativeis appropriated for us@ the first half of the
twentieth centuryo distinguish whites borim New Zealand and Australia from (new)
(presumably white) immigrants. The relevance of the distinéipotent for constructing the
identity of New Zealander@gspeople who eschew the labsittler’ to assert their righto be
identifiedasNew Zealand natives. This sense setmigve been conventionalizedan
utterance-type meaning, even codadhis particular contexgsevidencedy its adoption
asofficial terminologyin the quotationg (3a) and (3c)As the term distinguishes New
Zealand or Australian-born whites from tieeritories’ indigenous peoplaye are invitedto
infer that for the people for whom this use would be prominent, native and aborigine are
differentiatedIn this case, the choice of native signals the atteéogssert ownership and
imply the possession @i otherwise empty region.

The 1989 entry for native was updated®003 forthe third edition of the OED
{http://www.oed.com.eresources.shef.ac.uk/view/Entry/12p308& new entry has a
separate, additional sense (5) for referan@member onindigenous ethnic group of a
specific region encounterdxy Europeans. The content of this new sense (5) atrtte
complexity of the polysemy of native the history of English and illustrates the
susceptibilityof the expressioto pragmatic strengthening and variation of connotation,
across botlime and space. The general definition given for Sense member ofin
indigenous ethnigroup’) does not include condeedetail of context, time, or place. Instead,
it is annotated with a comment that appeangresent the definitioasa usagén the mouth

of a particular kind of speaker, one who would assert that a nawoénferior status
‘Freq[uently] with a suggestion of inferior status, culture, etc., and hence (esp[eiially]
modern usage) considered offenaivéhe detail appeain the entries for the subsenses of 5,
which illuminate the historgf nativein terms ofBritain’s historyasanimperial power and
her colonial possessions. Subsense 5a spegiiemember of the indigenous ethnic group
of a countryor region,asdistinguished from foreigners, esp. Europesalonists’. The
guotations usetb illustrate 5a amplify this commeasthey are from sources abdgititain’s
coloniesin North America (1777), Australia (1804), Africa (1896, 1950) and Ireland (£931).
Importantly,eachof the quotations contrasts the perspeabivstance of the European
colonist with that of the indigenous people he or she encountérs New World (1777)n
Sydney, Australia (1804 Matabeleland, Africa (1896 Ireland (1931) anth Rhodesia,
Africa (1950). These uses identify the temgpart of the imperial vocabulary ustmtalk
about the people found across the imperial world from the eighttethté twentieth
centuries. Underpinning this sensé¢he distinction of the imperial power from the mass of
subjectdn the different parts of the empifEo the extent that these subjects are not British,
theyare natives oBritain’s possessions.

> 1777.W. RoBERTSONHist. Amer. (1778). 1. 98.Columbus...continued to interrogate all the natives.

1804. Sydney Ga27 May 4. The numerous natives those parts aren the most friendly terms with the Europeans.

1896.F. C. SELous Sunshine & Storm Rhodesiia5. No one could have recognised...in the quiet, submissitree. ..the
arrogant savagef old times.

1931.E. O'NEILL Mourning becomes Electna. ii. 238. The natives dancing naked and innocent withootviedgeof sin.

1950.M. CHAPPELL Rhodesian Adventure xiii. 143. There was nothing here wheepioneers came. Save bushveld and
natives and wild animals.


http://www.oed.com.eresources.shef.ac.uk/view/Entry/125303

The term native has a different referent®lew Zealand discourse, namdiyJabel the
bureaucracy responsible for managing the aboriginal sulijeitte British protectorate.
Specifically, institutions set upy the state for the Maori exclusively, sug$primary
schools, were labelledative schools’ until their abolitionin 1969 (Donald Fraser, p.clh
this case, native and aborigine are consonant terms, both realisations of the concept
INDIGENOUS. The two distinct uses of natiirethe course of the twentieth century clearly
instantiate how contingent polysemy occurs particular speech community. For second
generation New Zealand whites, the use of ndativeferto themselves representslaimto
be true, authentic New Zealanders, not settlers. For New Zealand government dfficials,
contrast, native was a descriptive term usedksignate the policies that hawedo with
administering the lives of Maoris. This selseonsistent witlthe OEDs sense 5a0f
course, what the dictionary cannot make cig#éine pattern or the structure of native
polysemyWe haveto read through the senses and examine the attested uses illustth&ad
guotationgo work out the relationship amomg-existing senses, artd discover whether
theyco-exist within the same speech community.

In sense 5b, the OED identifies a geographically specifiotde term within the same
periodto referto ‘a member of the indigenous Indian or Inuit peoples of NArterica’ (s.v.
5b). The dictionary entry specifies that this subsenss &t ‘now’ [i.e. asof the date of the
entry, 2003]Jn generally accepted use, presumailn\contrasto its usein the quotations
collected from 1763, 1856 and 1910rhe OED online entry indicates that native was
appropriatechsa modifier for the peoples of Canadgparticular from the 1970s (asthe
guotations attested 1976, 1992n the updated 2003 entry), but the term Indian has since
been rehabilitateth the American southwebt.

Perhaps logically, following the increasing specificity of the category of indigenous person
identified by the term through time, subseriges markedasparticularto South[ern]

Afr[ica]. The definition—‘a memberof any of the black peoples of South Afriee,
distinguished from a person wigwhite or of mixediescent’—is accompaniethy the
comment, now chiefly hist[orical] or ironic, and avoideakoffensive. Occas|[ionallygsthe
native: black peopleollectively’. The OED entry for 5c emphasizes the localised use, both
geographically and historically speakingreferto black African people. This local

6 1763.J.WooLMAN Jrnl. 13 June (1971) viii. 128Vly meditations weren the alterationsf the circumstancesf the
natives...since the comingn of the English.1856.R. M. BALLANTYNE Snowflakes & Sunbeams vii2 Thisis the trading-
store.lt is always recognisabld, natives arén the neighbourhoodyy the bevyof red men that cluster round it, awaiting the
comingof the store-keeperl910. Encycl. Britl. 476/2. The natives have adopted many custimsite civilization.

1976. Tundra Times Oc0. Since you are a Native and maypdthe North Slope Borough many people are gairitink
your interests are goirtg be primarily for the Native people. 199R. M. Bone Geogrof Canad. North iii. ix. 217. The
James Bay hydrproject...set a precedent for other Natives who now face the quesficesource developmean Indian

or Inuit lands.

" The phraséfirst nation’ has also gained currency, particularyCanada.The following current example includes the use
of nativeaswell asfirst nation:‘Gabor Maté, a retired doctor, saitiThere’s an official narrativeof this countryas
democratic andneof the best placeas the worldto live. That wouldbe severely challengeifl we actually talked about the
conditionsof nativesin their communitie’d The crisisgn Attawapiskat cam# light amidstan ongoing campaigto abolish
the Indian Act, a statute that marked 140 ye&existence last week and which puts the governimerdntrolof most
aspect®f First Nationdife.” (““We’re cryingoutfor help”: spateof suicides signals despaif Canada’s FirstNations’,
Observerl7 April, 2016).



(southern African) sense draws upon and refetise formal designation of race (black,

mixed race) and generates the connotations of racism that accompany the specialisation of
reference. For the reader who lacks knowledge of the clarifying context nedessary
apprehend the particular historical moment of the specific southern African use of native,
distinguishing betweefironic’ and‘historical’ uses of the terns very difficult. In other

words, the specific orientatido a historical periogdanbe made onlyy linking the

annotating comment (e.gnow’, ‘chiefly historical orironic’, ‘avoided asoffensive’) to the
guotations and making the inference that theisisenic.

4a. 1826W. Shaw Diary31 Dec., Baptized five Adult Nativesn their professiomf faithin our Lord Jesus
Christ.
b. 1948.A. Paton Cry, Beloved Countiiy viii. 171.Mostof the assaults reported wdrg natives against
Europeans.
c. 1951.A. Gordon-Brown Year Bk. & Guid&. Afr. 299. The local authoritin whose area a Native
employedshould...provide for the accommodatioof such Native and his family.
d. 1990.R. MalanMy Traitor's HearB0. Natives cookeany meals, polishedhy shoes, madmy bed, mowed

the lawn, trimmed the hedge, and dug halasy father's direction.

The quotationgn (4) above, attestad 1826, 1948, and 1951 illustrate the categorical sense
of nativeto distinguish the black African referent from a white European. Tihere

important differencén tone and purpose then between the quotation (4b)Haoon’s

(1948) Cry, the Beloved Country and Ridlialan’s self-consciously ironicsein his (1990)
memoir about growingp among racist Afrikaner nationalists (48¥)Jalan’s useis historical,
butasit also ventriloquises the anachronistic attitude of his racist Afrikaner patasts,
intendedo be readasironic. It is also anachronistic becausg 1960, native has largely been
replacedn the discourses of southern Afribg African, whichin turnis replacedy the
1990shy black,asexploredin sections 6 and 7 below.

Between the eighteenth and early twentieth centuries native was rebruiEedlish visitors
and coloniser$o label the indigenous people they encountered abnoaatious foreign
places from America and India South Africa. A careful review of senses 5a and 5c for
native indicates thdty the end of the nineteenth centuthg term’s reference had speciadid
to apply primarilyto black Africans, buit is not clear precisely whehwas established with
specific referenceo black Africans. A potent clue lies sense 5dIn Britain and the United
States during the period of colonialism and slavery: a black pefgsinican origin or
descent. Obs.This ‘obsolete’ sensas localised and historicgglto vocabulary useth

Britain and the USA, associated with colonialism and slavery respectively. The British usage
of this particular sensés aptly illustrated fronDickens’ novel, Dombey and Son (1846-8),
which the choleric Major Bagstock terrorisése Native’, his ‘dark servarit

5. The Native, who hado particular name, but answered any vituperative epithet, presented
himself instantlyat thedoorand venturedo comeno nearer.
'You villain!" said the choleric Major, 'where's the breakfast?'
The dark servant disappearedsearchof it, and was quickly heard reascending the siaisuch a
tremulous state, that the plates and dishethe trayhe carried, trembling sympatheticalyshe came,
rattled again, all the way up. DombeyS&n 1848:chapter 20).



In Dombey’s mercantile capitalist worldBritain’s reach and sway across the empire bang
extraordinary range of assets, including exotic servants, from Africa and the Caribbean. The
American use of the senseequally localisedto referto slaves, typicallyf African descent.

The OED quote&E. Kirke’s” (JameR. Gilmore) My SoutherrFriends (1863)in which the
connections explicitly made:

6. Joe was a dark-colored mulatto man, about fifty yehegje. He was dresseth a suitof “butternut
homespun,” and heldn his hand the ordinary slouched hat wbgrthe “natives.” His hair—the short,
crispy woolof the African—wassprinkled with gray, antle had the thick lips and broad, heavy
featuresof his race. Ky Southern Friends, 1868, 106)

These uses appearbe establishenh Britain and American the middle of the nineteenth
centuryto referto people of African descent, whom Britons or Americans encountered within
the domestic sphest home, not abroad. Accordingly, they might be considered essential
ingredients oinimperial discourse that originatesthe metropoligo talk about and classify
the subject peoples under imperial control, whether abroAttica orathome. As such,

these highly restricted historical uses appeaontributeto the input force for focussing the
association of native withAfrican’.

If nineteenth-century colonialism and slavery are critical institutiotise establishment of
the meaning of nativio referto black people of African originr descentye needto
examine the context which generatesabexistence of the senses enumerated under 5.
Specifically, the potency of these institutianghis period suggests that there was a
discursive threshold that must have been felt through the westerntavadderin the
generation of meanings that associate native specifically with the (Blaesanin English
on both sides of the Atlantidn the next section, | argue that the expansioBrahin’s
colonial empire into African the last quarter of the nineteenth centarg critical context for
inaugurating and establishing a distinctingerial discourse within metropolitan British
English of which the specialisation and focussing of nasieecentral pari.

4. The 19" century British Empire and the Scramble for Africa

Three factors-historical, anthropological and politiealconvergeto create the critical

context for the emergence of whet might term‘(British) imperial discourseFirstly,

Britain’s reach extended across the globe throughout the nineteenth century, bringing new
legal, military and economic opportunitiaswell asgenerating new responsibilities fam
expanded Britain At the same timd)arwin’s scientific theories on the differentiation of

® To check the OED history agairestintegrated databasé public discourse, | conducted a sésearclkesof
The Times Digital Archive for nativasa keyword between Januat880and Decembet926in news articles,
lettersto the editor and editorials. This exercise yielded 2646 documents contadting and Africa101
documents containing native and New Zealand,5hdbcuments containing na¢iand Canada. Noref the
instancesn the‘Canada’ set included the us# native (5b); the majority were attested usksative (3a, 3b).
In the ‘New Zealand’ set, a numbenf instance®f native were usetb referto Maori (native 5a) and a number
were usedn senseg3a and3b); there were only 2 instance$usein sense (3c). The vast majorifinstances
of nativein the2646documents fofAfrica’ reflected the uses under sense (5a);iatide documentsn central
and southern Africa, the majboriwere used with sense (5c).
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species shapadid-nineteenth century notions of difference and differentiation among
peoples, resultingn the construction of race, a concept that was instrumiensalaping

British attitudedo the administration of affairi® her dependencies. These two developments
were given sharp focus the last two decades of the nineteenth centnryreso-called
Scrambleo carve up Africa among the major European powers (Harlow and Carter, 2003).
These convergei the emergence of a British consciousness of the nature and status of this
empire, which was expresseda developing discourse about the nature of the relationship of
Britain to far flung places, markets and territories and the people whom the British and their
agents found there.

The seeds dBritain’s empire had been sovimthe New Worldn the seventeenth century.

After the eighteenth-century American wafdndependence and the loss of the American
colonies Britain’s imperial attention shiftetb India and the Caribbean and therAfrica.’

In the early nineteenth centuritain’s colonial empire acquired possessionthe West

Indies, trading postis West and East Africa, the white settlement Cape colony, Malaysia and
Singapore, and the white settlement colonies of Australia and New Zealand. British
expansion did not proceed entirely smoothly; there were driggerent dependencies

the middle of theertury which required expensive British military resourt@esesolve. In

the winter of 1849-50, the Prime Minister, Lord John Russell, was fétogadtify Britain’s
continued responsibility for the Empire on the following grounds:

‘contribution towards the civilizing of distant portions of the world, imperial strength,
responsibility for the welfaref native races like those of New Zealand and Natal, the
security offeredy colonial portdo British shipping... and, finally, the inability of

the coloniego defendthemselves’ (Koebner & Schmidt, 1964:70-1).

In India, the 1857-8 uprising, called the Sepoy mutiny, against British policy highlighted the
consequences of attemptsimpose British legal, cultural and religious institutions on Indian
society (Mamdani, 2012: 8 places which had significant numbers of white settlers, there
were conflicts with the indigenous people over the possession of land; for instance the New
Zealand War# the 1860s were fought over land (Sinclair, 2000). These cdhcl

concerns did not slothe impetus of colonial expansion. Charles Didldeook, Greater

Britain, related his 1866-7 global trip around the English-speaking wbilde ‘made his
readers conscious of the fact that Great Britain had extendedtteuwdrld into a Greater
Britain which was held togethéy the bonds of race, language amel’ (Koebner &

Schmidt, 1964: 88)He concludes his memolry observing thatthe difficulties which

impede the progreds universal dominion of the English peofikin the conflict with the
cheaperaces’, thus distinguishing between the Englisthe dearraces’) and those they
vanquished around the worldhe cheapraces’) (Dilke, 1868, vol 2, p. 405).

° See Porter (1996) for discussiohthe complex relations between Britain and colonies and dependencies until
the mid-nineteenth century. Note that British administradiba colony varied depending upon whetheavas a
(white) settlement colonyn which case progress towards self-government was roadet, in which case

policy regarding the administratiaf the indigenous people was categoriasthative policy’ (Porter,

1996:19).
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Dilke’s ideas reflected the nineteenth-century construction ofasaeneans of classifying
difference, and ultimatelgsa mean®f marking different levels of social, cultural and
economic development. Darwinisatheorising evolutionary change though natural
selection—seemedo answer the question that Dilke had raised about unequal development
across the worldn consequencéracialist ideas that humans were different, which had
existed before Darwin, were confirmed andurn, intellectual justifications slid towards
racism’ (Johnson, 2003: 1099. A considerable body of work developed around these
ideas™! For diverse interpreters of Darwitfrica was the great laboratory, a testing ground
for religious and scientific beliefs, a sitewhich the energies and faculties of cialis

society could forcibly shape, refine, and redefine the fecund magse tham, Africa seemed
tobe’ (Harlow & Carter, 2003: 88).

The emergence oface’ in these terms provided an important additional legitimisatdhe
‘civilising” mission of Europén Africa which was championdaly imperialists and
missionaries. Indeed, the warkAfrica of missionaries and explorers like David
Livingstonein the 1850s created enormous public inteireste ‘dark continent’.*?

Livingstone’s work drew wide support from men like Harry Johnston, a prominent explorer
and colonial administrator, who wrote that missiotengthen our hold over the country,
spread the use of the English language, they induct the natives into the best kind of
civilisation andin fact each missiois anessayn colonisation’ (Oliver, 1957: 182).

Missionary activity thus went hand hand first vith exploration and then colonisation

throughout Africa.

Between 1840 and 1880, British expansion continued apammmercial, economic and
political terms, intdthe Gold Coast, Lagos, Sierra Leone, Natal, Basutoland, Griqualand
West and th@ransvaal’ (Wesseling; trans. Pomerans, 1996: 31). The last two decades of the
nineteenth century witnessed a scranfilyi¢he major European powessplit Africa up

between them. Britain and half a dozen European countries, including France, Germany,
Italy, Belgium and Portugal, looked Africa for potential new markets and for sources of

new incomean the form of raw materials like rubber, iron and steel, cotton, gold and
diamonds.In 1885, the German chancellor, Bismarck, sponsored a confeneBedin to

mark thecontinent’s partition.It culminatedn the ratification of a General Act of the

1% Johnson (2003: 107) distinguishtescialism’ from ‘racism’. He notes, race is usedto denote any groupf
people, unitedy common descent and identifibgl skin colour and physiognomy. Common bonds are also
usually expresseith termsof shared language, history, cultuneoutlook.In the 19thc, race became a universal
tool of categorisation, but also the kieyunderstanding customs and behaviour. Racialism was thus agedm u
to describe differences between races. Ra@srbelief that some races are inherently superior, andtters
are inferior, and those races therefore require differeatinent.’

" For example, HerbeRpencer’s evolutionary philosophy, Benjamkiidd’s sociology, and Dudleidd’s
political science explored the political and social implicatiohsonstruingDarwin’s scientific theoriegs

social theories (see Harlow & Carter, 2003).

* Livingstone’s Missionary TravelsndResearcheis South Africa (1857) was a bestsellercompelling
dramaof self-improvement, expanding knowledge, and non-sectarian Chifistiétnde’, it advocated the
importanceof commerce, Christianity and civilizatiao the successful Europeamission’ in Africa (A. D.
Roberts, 2004).
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Conferencéto adjudicate such disputes of trade, territory, spheres of influence, and the use
of “spirituous liquors(Harlow and Carter, 2003:14). Although the Act represamedtempt
to prevent European conflict over political and economic inteneske region, the major
powers continuetb compete and press thaimbitions repeatedlin the last decades the
‘imperial centuryin Egypt, the Congo and the Transvaal (see Wesseling, trans.
Pomerantz, 1996). After 1884, Britain acquifegponsibility for the Niger Coast, Somali,
portions of Malaya and New Guinea, for Bechuanaland, Zululand, for ragi@ast Africa
and beyond the Limpopo River, for Upper Burma Znankzibar’ (Koebner and Schmidt,
1964 196). British (like German, French and Portuguese) expansion into regions of the
world that were not settldaly Europeans was motivatég commerce and speculative
capitalism.

The ‘Scramblé represents a discursive threshold which cemeant@ahperial vocabularyo
classifyBritain’s possessions accorditgthe type of administration judged be

appropriate. After 1880, there were very few territories that were annexed outright that would
warrant the labelcolony and thus guarantee the metropoli¢anntry’s assuming

responsibility for all aspects of their administration. One was British Bechuanaland (Porter,
1996: 113). The rest tendé&mlbe ‘protectorate’s whose principal administrative
responsibilities fell on the shouldersasfauthority on site who could call upon the
metropolitan country for help and protectibit was neededn practice, this arrangement
between the metropolitan country and the protectorate was mayketteaty which enabled
Britain to identify somebodyn placeasauthority and thus minimises own responsibility.
Ideally, Britain soughto delegate responsibility for administering and policing a particular
territory wherever possible (Porter, 1996: 105). For instance, the British government
delegated authority for the annexed territode8Vest Griqualand and Basutolatucthe
government of the Cape. However, Porter (1996: 104) noteBititgih’s ‘favourite

instrument of vicarious colonial administrationthe 1880s was the charterggnpany’, a
commercial body wholly outside the domain of government. The British government issued
royal charterso commercial companies suakCecil Rhodes’s British Souh Africa

Company which authomsl themto exploit commercially and police the territories over

which they sought control. Accordingliy the TransvaaRhodes’s chartered company

servedn place of British colonial administration, ostensibly exempting the British taxpayer
of the cost of colonial administration. Rhodes also used his charter coagmbwgsis for
proposingo run the region north of the Limpopo Rivarexchange for the mining profits
anticipated from the goldfields of Mashonaland and Matabeleland. Rhodes was also
ambitiousto found a new British settlement colony, Rhodesia,iari899, the company got

its royal charter (Porter, 1996: 99).

Thusin the course of the nineteenth century, a British metropolitan vocabulary developed for
managing, discursively, the bureaucratic machinery and political typology of imperial
responsibilityin Africa and elsewheria the Empire:® The terminology of foreign and

3 See Banton (2015"%ed.) for detail®f the developmertf colonial government structures and systems for
managing relations with London froh801.
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imperial administration-colonies, protectorates, spheresnfiuence, charters-marks

British policy discourseln the last two decaded the century, a British colonial discourse
emerges and becomes established for dealing with particular challenges and difficulties for
the colonists and colonial administratorgolvedin governing the African territories.

Centralto this languagés the problem of howo manage the difference and differentiation of
colonial citizens and subjeatsterms of rights, law and administratidnis in this discourse

that the term native becomes a key wadrdthe next section, | examine the meanings that are
associated with the term natiasit is usedto define the key problenm governing southern
Africa atthe turn of the century.

5. Southern Africa and ‘The Native Question’

In general, British imperial administrators labelled the decisions and processes de&signed
manage the indigenous people of dependencies and coloaie® policie judging that
their needs were considertxbe distinct from those of white settlénsthe colonies (Porter,
1996: 19)In other words, this sense of native pertaohe indigenous people of places
abroad (cf. OED s.v. native 5a). Britairmpproactio the administration of white settlement
colonies suclasNew Zealand and Canada wasupport the settlets achieve self-
government (Porter, 1996: 15-16). Howe\wrrgolonial territories not marked out for large-
scale European settlement, notablyfrica, British administrators and their agents tened
be much exercisdoly what,in the colonies anoh Colonial Office parlance, was labell&tie
Native Questioh In this sectionye examine the wain which native [5a]s supersedeuh
southern African discourdsy native [5c], and the mannir which this explicitly racist
usage come® underpin British Imperial discourse about the territories.

‘The Native Questigrbecame a polite euphemismthe last decaded the nineteenth
centuryto label the problem of hoto organise the colonial stateorderto enable a tiny
foreign minorityto rule overanindigenous majorityAs Mamdani (1996: 3) note&t was a
dilemma that confronted every colonial power and a riddle that preoccupied theitest of
minds’. Porter explains Britais ‘native problemin South Africa, noting that the crisis of
conflict between whites and blacks could never be resalvadegion where the frontieod
Britain’s control were not clearly defined, where there were competing interebts form

of the Afrikaner republics, and where whites were vastly outnumigrbthcks: ‘[t]he
problem would not solve itself. Natives did rfdie out’ in Africa asthey did, conveniently,
in North America and\ustralasia’ (Porter, 1996: 56). Cecil Rhodes put the matter stamkly
1887,in a debate on the parliamentary registration Bill (also alltol@dthe official papers
as‘the NativeQuestion’). This speech focusdon the registration of black voters, and
Rhodes explicitly connects entitlemeatpolitical rights with race, whiche constructsn
terms of racial superiority:

7. 1will lay down my own policy on this Native question. Either you h&weeceive them on
anequal footingascitizens, otto call them a subject race. Well, | have madenygmind
that there mudbe class legislation, that there must be Pass Laws and Peace Preservation
Acts, and thatve have goto treat_natives, where they drea state of barbarisrm a
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different wayto ourselvesWe areto be lords over them. These ang politics on native
affairs and these are the PolitmfsSouth Africa. Treat the nativesa subject peoplaslong
asthey continuén a stateof barbarism and communal tenure; (Vindex, 1900: 169). [My
emphasis-SF]

Rhodes uses the term natimehis 1887 speedi two of the OEDs senses. When referring

to the problem ofthis Nativequestion’ (line 1),heuses sensga ‘[a] member of the

indigenous ethnigroup...as distinguished fronforeigners’. However, his referende

nativesin the context of local conditions and matt€éiss Laws and Peace Preservation
Acts’) (line 4) indicates use of the more specialised, local sense 5c, the indigenous black
people of South Africa. This specialisatisrmarkedby the lexical contexin which native
occurs; the people referréalbelongto a distinct'subject race’, ‘in a stateof barbarism and
communalkenure’. These are the grounds for distinguishing between citizens, who have the
franchise, anda subjectpeople’, whom the citizendord over and deprive of the franchise

by legislative mean®Rhodes’s languageas emblematic of British imperial racisniThe

Native Questiohacquired gathered weight and urgency for Cecil Rha$dsposed a
formidable challengéo the British South Africdompany’s designs on the permanent
occupation of the territory across the Zambezi River possegysadse who were destingd

be subject races. However, his agent, Dr. Jameson, used the incursion of the Ndebele into
Mashonalandn 1893asanopportunity for the company, using Maxim guttsgdestroy the
Ndebele, resultingh the settlement of Matabelelabg white settlers for the pursuit of gold.

In 1894, nowasPremier and Secretary for Native Affairs for the Cape Colony, Rhodes
reflected orfthe Native Question’ for South Africaaswell asthe new territorieg explicitly
racist terms:

8. The proposition that | would widlo putto the Housés this, that | do not feel the fact of our
wantingto live with the_nativedn this countryis a reason for serious anxietg.fact, | think
the natives shoulde a source of great assistartoenostof us.At any ratejf the whites
maintain their positiomsthe supreme race, the day may come wheshall all be thankful
thatwe have_the native with us their proper positionVe shall be thankful thate have
escaped those difficulties which are going on amongst the old nations of the world.

Nowi it happens thadh the rearrangement of the Cabinet | was given the charge of the
natives, and, naturally, what facet was the enormous extent of the native problem.
additionto the nativesn the colony, emresponsible, on this side of the Zambezi, for half a
million of natives, and on the other side of the Zambam tesponsible for another half-
million. By the instrumentality of responsible government, and also bytlzatother
position which | occupy’ | feel that lamresponsible for about two millior$ human
beings. The question which has submitted iteatfiy mind with regardo the nativess this-
--Whatis their present state? | find that they are increasing enormodtisig. that there are
certain locations for them where, without any right or tiléhe land, they are herded
together. [My emphasisSF]

Rhodess position on‘the Native questions given concrete conteiri the Glen Grey Act,
which representedh the words of'Vindex”, the editor oRhodes’s speechesa practical

1% At the same timasRhodes was engagétthe parliamentary politicsf the Cape Colony, assuming the role
of Premier and the positiaf Secretaryf Native Affairsin 1894 (Vindex, 1900:369),he was the chairmaaof
the British South Africa Company, the chartered company fuhgaegpeculative capital which soudltopen

up goldfields norttof the Limpopain the last decadef the century.
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attemptto deal with the native questiomlegislating for the more unciviled and ignorant
natives crowded together a part of the Cap€olony’ (1900: 369). The Act, made law
1895, ‘allowed Africansto acquire land under individual tenure on strictly controlled terms,
provided for local councils, and imposed a labour tax intetmlptbpel Africans into

working for whiteemployers’ (Marks & Trapido, 2004). This meant that the vast majarity
Africans were restrictetb communal lands, later called resenesthey were unablt® meet
the criteriato qualify for individual tenure. The labour tax effectively forced African neen
labour for whitesRhodes’s optimistic view of theo-existence of white and bladk Africa
was predicated on the whites maintaining their stastthe supremeace’ while the

‘natives kept‘their properplace’. Importantly,Rhodes’s speech highlights the specialisation
of the sense (and therefore use) of native from the notion of the indigenous person of a
territory asviewedby the foreigner (sense 5@)the clear, specific referentethe black
African on both sidesf the Zambeziasviewedby a colonist governing that territory (sense
5c). At the same timegswe shall see, thens evidence that the phraSeative questioh
becomes a fixed phrase, almost mnemadniceferto the potential for conflict arising from
the situatiorin which a small number of colonists assume a tiglkebntrol the lives and
livelihoods of vast numbers of indigenous peapléheir own space.

The phraséthe Native questiohwas not restrictetb the discourse of politiciang 1892,

the South African writer, Olive Schreiner, wrateher brother commenting on her own
perspective orthe native question one which challenged the standard view of the Imperial
project,asexpressetty Rhodes.

9. I’ve been having a great look into affairsing<imberly. Dr Hillier is[Dr Jameson’s|dearest
friend & was his partneie got a long Ieon while | was there & raagarts
of it. ’ve a great liking fdr Jamespn. Affer Rhofles's the man | like best South Africa. |
suppose you heard begoyou left that the man Hart who flogged the black raadeath the
other day was-fal entertainatla great dinner by the ladies & gentlemen of Cathcart the other
day,in honour his returto themin joy & peace. "Ye shall see greater things thanttizisye
may marvel." (Lines 50-58)...........
| was goingo go forth on_the native question, & the long waveeactionary conduct of
which the late mutilations, this floggirig death casat East London are only the little first
forerunners - but you would only laughme,so| reservemy mental breath. (Lines 89-94.)
Olive Schreineto William Philip (‘Will") Schreiner, 9 October 1899CT Manuscripts &
Archives, Olive Schreiner Letters Project transcription. [my empheSig

Schreinets referenceo ‘the native questidrconcentrates attention on the implications of
colonial government for the actual lives of black peapliée colony. Far from treatingas
anacademic matter, she offers a horrific illustrationté native questionrelatingan
instance of howRhodes’s ‘supreme race’ ‘lords’ over ‘the native’. Schreiner comments on
the killing by floggingof a ‘black man’ by a settler, Hart, and his subsequent celebrdtyon
his fellows, implying that he had been putdanger. Schreiner appe#odreat the phrasasa
euphemism, preferring use descriptive language instead of nomenclatuneghlight the
savageryof the ‘long wave of thee-actionaryconduct’ representedly the flogging case.

The label native was increasingly ugedlistinguish between black and white, between
subjects and citizens Africa. The distinction, evidently unremarkalb the last decade of
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the nineteenth centuryg southern Africa, was also adopteglcampaigning organizations
and usedn publications that were critical oblonists’ policiesin Africa. For examplen
1900, on behalf of the Aborigines Protection Society, AltteBease (President) ahdR.
Fox Bourne (Secretary) published tlimtlines of a Suggested Charter for Natives Under
British Rulein SouthAfrica’, in which they understood native® comprise all who are not of
white race, antb include British Indians, Malays, and all otlfevloured persons”) within
Her Majesty's dominions SouthAfrica’ (p. 7). In this document and others, native was
juxtaposed with European aitd use reflects common practice battthe African colonies
and possessions airdthe Colonial Office. The writers of the pamphlet do not define
precisely what they medy ‘Native Question’, but they do construe the phrasgjustice for
the nativeraces’ (p. 3). Among théexplanatory observations’ that accompany the draft
charter s the following headedAreas reserved foNatives’:

10. From most of the partsf South Africa formdy owned reserved by them, but deemed
suitable for European use, those natives not witlingmainasdrudges have been expelled.
But they retain occupation, more or less guaranie#eem, of very extensive areimsCape
Colony and Natal, of the whotd#f Basutoland and nearly the whole of the Bechuanaland
Protectorate, andf about a thiraf the Transvaal. The territories assigned by its charter
the British South Africa Company, indeed, appedre the only extensive areas under
British dominion in which theris uncertaintyasto the rightof the native occupants live
permanently on land set apart for their use. Recent eweotiser localities, howeveas
well asin Rhodesia, have arousidthese native occupants reasonable aksta the
security of their tenure even of districts hitherto recognasdsklongingto them. (p. 12, The
Native Questiorin South Africa: Outlinesf a Suggested Charter for Natives Under British
Rulein South Africa: submittetb HerMajesty’s Government on behalf of the Aborigines
Protection Society. 1900). [My emphasiSF]

The Aborigines Protection Society (APS) was founiaetiB35-7by anti-slavery campaigners
to champion the rights of indigenous peopteterritories acquiredyy Britain, from Fiji and
New Zealandto South Africa. The term native a key parbf the vocabulary of the APS
writers; they adoptt in sense 5ap referto the indigenous people of the particular overseas
colonial territory they are concerned with, regardless of period or location (Heartfield, 2011
71ff). As missionaries and humanitarians bagethe metropolis, the APS campaigners have
atthe centre of their discourse the distinction between the British Crowitsag®nts and
administrators (Europeans) and the natives oCloe/n’s possessions the Empire. The
polysemy of nativés evidently contingent upon the historical moment, temporal stance and
imperial viewpoint of the speaker/writer. For the APS campaigners, writing about the
indigenous peoplef Britain’s colonial possessions generally, native naturally regetise
indigenous peoplesf those possessiorig, contrasto the European settlers or administrators
in those places. Thereforig,their 1864 pamphlet on the Mag@kiople’s rightsto landin

New Zealand, they refeéo the Maoriasnatives'” By the encbf the centuryasthey turned

In the1864pamphlet entitled: A Protest Against the ConfiscatibNative Landsn New Zealand. The
Reportof a Debatén the Legislative Councibf the Colony, together with the Memoriafithe Aborigines
Protection Society and other Documents, the memorialists refetotthes Maori peopletThe natives,
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their attentiorto Africa—the Cape colony and other British African possessidghgir use
of the term nativés focussedo distinguish the indigenous (African) people from the white
European settlers.

Regardless of their political stangevantage point, commentatarssouthern Africa and

Britain alike used the phraseative questiohto referto the same phenomenon, namely the
potential for conflict between black and whitejmmodern parlancérace relations

(Ashforth, 2014: 1-2). The Scramble for Africathe last two decades of the nineteenth
century thus marks the threshold of the emergence of a cotangurageo talk about the
civilisation, administration and, ultimately, pacification of the natives, no longer broadly the
‘indigenous (peoples of Africa, India and America), but now, increasingly specifically,
‘(black) Africans of Britain’s African possession¥Ve thus see a shiih the reference and
connotations of native from the indigenous peoples of a foreign posststierblack

African (as opposetb white, Anglo-Saxon) peoples of a possession on the African continent.

6. Localising nomenclature: the social structure of polysemy in the colonial period

From 1910 onwardye see the bedding down southern African institutions and official
discourse of the nomenclature inherited from the imperial project that focused onifrica
the Scramble of the 1880 this section, | examine the manimemwhich the establishment
of self-governmenin southern Africa provides the circumstances for the domestication or
adaptatiorto local conditions of the practices, institutions and nomenclature that had marked
British colonial administration. | argue here that increasingly distinct discourses develop.
Emblematic of the difference between British official discourse and southern African
administrative languags the focussing@f the sense of nat to 5¢(‘a member of anyf the
black peoples of South Africasdistinguished from a person wigwhite or of mixed
descent’). Accompanying this focussirig the emergence of distinctive connotations
associated with the choice of natteereferto black Africans:®

In 1910, the various protectorates, possessions and calonisterritory that stretched

from the Capeo the Transvaal were united under the Union of South Africa. Further north,
the Southern Rhodesian white legislature decltogdin the Union, but opted for self-
governmenasa British colonyin 1923. Although the establishment‘sflf-governmenitin
southern Africa between 1910 and 1923 resutteddependence or separation from Britain,

moreover, are entirely unrepresentedhe New-Zealand Legislature; and although the treBWaitangi
nominally invested them with all the righd§British Subjects they have been practically treateal separate
andanalienrace’.

16 Mamdani (1996: 111), discussing the definitafmativein colonial Nigeria, observes that the statutory
definitionin section 3f the Interpretations Act includeta nativeof Nigeria” and &‘native foreigner”.
Further, & native foreigner” was definedas“any person (not being a natied Nigeria) whose parents are
memberof a tribeor tribes indigenouso some parof Africa and the descendardbsuch persons, and shall
include any person ore whose parents was a membésuchtribe”. The point wasio doubtto cast the net
wide enougho catch within its fold every person with any traxféAfrican ancestry. The objective wasarrive
ata racial definition, not a culturahe’. This particularlyagute observation applige the casef southern
Africa tooby 1910.
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communication on matters of mutual interest continued between administrators and the
British. A major forum which facilitated contact was the Royal African Society, whose
journal published reports about current affaré\frica following their presentatioto
meetings of the Society London.These reports covered a range of topics pertitzent
Africa, including politics, geography, philology, agriculture and culture, and many were
contributedby colonists and settleeswell asby travellersard colonial administrators. They
provide interesting illustrations of the nomenclature usemmunicate the state of the
administration of African affairto interested British audiences.

The following extract (11)s from a report compiledy H. E. Rawson of the findingsf a
Commission set the task of assessing the statéaafe affairs’ in South Africa on the eve
of Unionin 1910. The report illustrates the institutional appropriation of naseelabel for
the relevant office and officers responsible for governing all aspects of African‘tixes:
Secretary for Nativa ffairs’ (p. 147). Nativas used specificallyo referto black African
peoplein sense 5dn contrast with referende whites(‘European’). The report also uses the
termin a generic fashionthe Native—to referto the African manasin ‘the increasing
wants of the Native and of hismily’ (p. 148). The extract (119 taken from the
Commissioners’ conclusion:

11. Finally the Commission haue record that from every quarter have been received most
satisfactory reportsf the general state and condatthe Native people. That they are
remarkably law- abidings illustrated by the small number of police required for the
administration of justicein the Transkeian Territories, besides their own Headmen, there is
onanaverage but one policem#mevery four thousand of population. There has been little
crime of a serious nature, and the percentage of convictions for drunkergassmely
low. To their credit also bi said that they invariably respect {h@sonsof European
women and children left unprotectedtheir midst. Generally, the Native people are rising
the scaleof civilisation; they are advancing intellectually; and by their loyalty, their
obediencdo the law, their large shane the industrial life of the country, and their direct and
indirect contributiongo the public revenue, they are responding worttiilhe generous
policy of this Colonyin the Administratiorof Native Affairs. (H.E. Rawson, 1911: 149)

The administrative use of nativasillustratedin this extract, indicates thdtis a standard
part of the terminology for describing black South Africans, terminology fomuseblic by
politicians and civil servants thetshared with organisations suasthe Royal African
Society and the Aborigines Protection SocfétyThe systenof administration that Rhodes
had inaugurateth the Cape Colony foiNative Affairs is alludedto in the reference made
the role of Headmen’ in providing protection and policing the Transkei territories. This
system was refineh the new Uniorasinstitutional segregation (Mamdani, 1996: 77).

" The terms Native and European were generally and widelytoskstinguish blacks and whités southern
Africa atthis time (Fitzmaurice, 2015). For example, the South African wrigtjamnalist, Solomoit.

Plaatje, who was the first secretary genefahe South African National Native Congress (later the African
National Congresdh 1912,published @ooktitled NativeLife in South Africa, Before and Since the European
War andthe Boer Rebellioin 1916 (Willan, 2004). The terminology was not restrictecgspecific discourse
communitiesat the turnof the twentieth century.
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By 1926, when the Governor, Sir John Chancellor, and Prime Minister, Sir Charles Coghlan,

of the self-governing colony of Southern Rhodesia addressed the Royal African Society, the

terminology for describing the infrastructure of institutional segregation was well established.
In extract (12), the juxtaposition of native races with white races and European races makes
clear the focused referemof nativeto ‘black African’ in Southern Rhodesia:

12. | amcertain that absolute segregatairthe native races, that is, their removal entirely from
all relationships and all contact with the white race, wouldtlomce impracticable and
disastrouslt would be economically impracticable, and the European races would suffer
from complete segregation no less than the nativest Buatuld be disastrous the native
population, forit would condemn therto stagnation, moral, intellectual and material, and
experience elsewhene the world has shown thai keep the African racen the pathof
progress, the constant stimubfscontact with European racissessential. (1926: 3-4). [my
emphasis-SF]

These two excerpts (11, 12) indicate the extemthich therds a distinctionin colonial

Africa, between two types of pers@asMamdani (2001:654) puts ‘those indigenous and
those not indigenou# a word, natives angbnnatives’. Importantly, the sysimdeveloped

for administering the affairs of black Africamsmost British colonies was one of indirect
rule, carried ouby a Native Authority, which comprised a hierarchy of tribal chiefs who
were appointed from above (Mamdani, 1996: 53). The very clear distinction of citizen and
subject was replicatad the separation of systems of education, justice, agriculture and
administration for whites and blacks.

In the first half of the twentieth century, official government nomenclature underwent
increased domestication or localisatemthat native was usdd classify a system of
administration for the management of black Africdnghe colonial perioih Rhodesia, the
Native Affairs Department was the umbrella body responsible for African education whereas
education for whites was the preserve of the Department of Education (Mlambo, 2014: 102).
The 1936 Native Registration Act restricted the free movement of African people into and
within urban areas, requiring African mencarry a pass proving authorisatitmbein town
(Mlambo, 2014: 109). Overseeing the implementation of the syst@ative administration

was the Chief Native Commissioner. 8oSouthern Rhodesia (and Northern Rhodesia)

until 1957, native was a designation of administrative offices for African affairs.

The extento which the language usé@dRhodesido classify peopléy race had become
embedded locallis evidencedn contemporary notes on nomenclaturavork published
abroad. For instance) a political review of the basis for the Central African Federation
publishedn an American journain 1957, the writer offers the following footnote:
‘Traditional usagean Africa refersto whitesas“Europeans” andto blacksas‘“Africans” or
“Natives,” even though a European magnativeto Africa andis permanently settled the
(Albinski, 1957: 187). This footnote indicates that the wiggredisposedtb construe native
in sense 3 and that his own use contrasts with what he te@gsthe ‘traditional’ use, 5c,
whichis newto him. The prefacéo a study of African educatian Southern Rhodesia
publishedn the USAin 1960 remarks on the terminology udedeferto black Africans:
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13. ‘African’ refersto African Negroes. They forran overwhelming proportionf the
populationof Southern Rhodesia; andfrican’ is the designation they preféNative’ has
been the official term hitherto appliéal African Negroes; the Government, however, intends
to changset to Africanin all laws. (African Affairsin Southern Rhodesia, 1957, p. v.)
African developmenin educatiorin Southen Rhodesia. Franklin Parker, 1960. International
education monographs No. 2. Ohio State University Press.) [My empHaEis

Parker’s gloss for his American readershginstructiveashe adopts a term that wéxy, the
mid-twentieth century, associated particularly with American experienegerto a black
person: Negraln light of the fact thain the 1960s African Americans were beginniag
eschew Negran favour of blackijt is possible thaParker’s language for construa slightly
old-fashionedy thistime (see OED online negro s.v. 1.8 )Examples (12) and (13)
suggest that upon discovering a terminology with which they are unfamiliar, outsidérs felt
was necessy to offer some glossing of the local language for their target readeirshing
latter case, Americans.

In the 1950s, the public discourse of Rhodesian politicians like the Prime Minister, Sir
Godfrey Hugginsin speeches and presentations desidoeBritish audiences, displays
apprehensioonf the polysemy of native and the rhetorical wibr&an be usetb perform.In
excerpt (14)in a speecho a joint meeting of the Royal Empire Society and the Royal
African Societyin London, Huggins uses the phrase African natives. The head nous here
natives andby modifyingit with African, the speaker invites the inference that African
natives constitute one subset of the natives of Southern Rhddesilaer wordsit seems
thatHuggins’ language anticipates the notion (expressedlbinksi, 1957) that whites
(Europeansaswell asblacks (Africans) are natives of this particular place. Thus Huggins
uses nativén sense 3, openingupto interpretatiomssense 3a'@ person borim a place,
region orcountry’) or assense 3b‘écitizen’). By doing so, he challenges implicitly the
notion that Southern Rhodesia should be considered a colony ocbypidite settlers only
temporarily. Thigs a notion that the white supremacist Rhodesian governchalié¢nged
explicitly in 1965in its unilateral declaration of independence (UDI) from Britain, which
signalled the rejection of black majority ridea precondition for independence. Strikingly,
then,it is possible thaHuggins’s selection of nativen sense 3 might be construedan
attemptto claim for whitesaswell asblacks, the status of legal and legitimate citizens of
Southern Rhodesia. This use recalls the adoption of natiMew Zealand-born whites
distinguish themselves from settlexmigrantsin the early twentieth century (see section 3).
African thus simply serve® specify the referents:

¥ The OED includes the following note its updated2003entryof Negro:‘The term Negro remained the
standard designation throughout the 1téth9th centuries, and was still usash standard designation,
preferredby prominent black American campaigners saskV. E. B. DuBois and Bookef. Washington, until
the middle yearsf the 20th cent. With the ris# the Black Power movemeint the 1960s, the

designation black was reclaimadan expressiorof racial pride and, since then, the term Negro (together with
related terms suchsNegress) has fallen from favour aisdow typically regardedsout of dateor even
offensivein both British and American English. Negsostill, however, useth positive contextaspartof the
namef certain organizations, particularly the United Negro College Fundndmdtorical context, with
referenceo baseball's Negrbeagues.’
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14. 1 would like atthis stagdo saythat | know there are a few African natives who have risen
out of their environmenin one generation and they have become knowledgeable, highly
civilised beings. These are the people whomserover here and they are the people who
canlead their communityo a higher standard, and they are, from the European point of
view, a problem because they amdifferent from mosbf their fellow-men(Huggins,
1952:146). [My emphasis-SF]

Huggins quite explicitly addresses his British audiergeu(see ovekere’), seekingo
characterise for them, the difference between highly educated Africans who, for example,
travelto Britain and‘their fellow-men’ who do not. Huggins thus highlights the statétloé
Native question’ in Rhodesian the 1950s and indirectly alludesthe preoccupation of
legislatasin Africa andin Britain with the matter of a small number of whites governing a
large black majority® In his address, Huggins offers for consideratiea successful plan,

the example ofSouthern Rhodesia, wheran attemptis being madé¢o improve the lot of the
Bantu people andisthey advance, increase their opportunisiethat the races can live side
by sidein complete amity, each wiiks own social life, but working togethar a common
cause—the improvemenin the lot of all thepeople’ (Huggins, 1952: 144). Huggins adopts
multiple termdo referto blacksin Rhodesia, including native, African and Bantu, the latter a
term more often associated with the nomenclature of the apartheid government of South
Africa (see below). However, when Huggins mentions Southern Rhodesian whites, he refers
to them eithemsEuropeans, doy nationality alone without modificatiorthe average
Southern Rhodesian regards Rhodasiais home and his children's home and he knows that
if he wishedo stayin Africa he must carry the African withim’ (Huggins, 1952: 146).
Accordingly,in this presentation addresded British audience, the apparent polysemy of
nativeis complicatedby the use of apparent synonytogeferto blacksin Rhodesia.

Huggins uses nativa sense 5c, but where specifies the term with the adjective African,

the head noun has the force of sense 3a or b, thus allowing the logical inference that the
country also haSEuropeans’ (whites) who are also natives. However, presumably because
the expression European natii@spaque and misleadinige opts simply for Southern
Rhodesian, andsillustratedin the quotation, juxtaposes this with African (see Fitzmaurice,
2015).He also uses African(g)black’) alone,in juxtaposition with Europeafiwhite’). He

also adopts Bantio referto blacksin colonial Rhodesia, a use encountare8outh African
discourse and thus a choice that invites the reasonable inference that Huggins had some
sympathy with apartheid ideology.

If my readingof the motivation for selecting one sense over another for niative political
rhetoric of Southern Rhodesian politiciaaseasonabl@ thatit signifiesin part, the

¥ The presidenof the Royal African Society, Lord Hailey, concluded the meeting wittiali@ving statement:
‘Tt is fortunate thain Central Africa the problens in handsso wiseasthoseof Sir Godfrey Huggins. | know
something, moreoveat first handof his attitude towards the interesifsthe Africansin Southern Rhodesia, and
what lamaboutto say may perhagse of comfortto those who are anxious about the representafitiative
interestdn the political organsf the future. The interest showy Sir Godfreyin regardto Native affairds not
merely theoreticalhe has shown again and again a very lively personal interédtican affairs, and a wide
practical knowledgef their feelings and their needs. That knowledge has been daimetsonal inquiry into
the affairsof the AfricanReserves.” Note his usef the term Africango referto blacksin Southern Rhodeskt
the same timasNative and Africario specify the domaiof the law, rights, etc. pertainirig Rhodesian

blacks.
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argument that whiteaswell asblacks might be nativi® Rhodesiait is evident that the
polysemy of natives especially complexOn the one handt follows that the formal removal
of nativeto label offices and departments responsible specifically for the administration of
blackpeoples’ lives would be entirely logical. And indeed,Rhodesian 1960, the official
terminologyto referto offices devotedo the management of the affagEblack Africans

was changedothat officers like'Native Commissioner’ were renametDistrict
Commissionerand,in 1962, theNative Affairs Department’ was renamed thiéMinistry of
Internal Affairs’.

Onthe other hand, such a wholesale shift of nomenclature underlines the fact that the use of
nativeto referto blacks had comw be recognizedshighly pejorative and offensive and
indicative of the negative attitude towards the referent on the part of the speakier

words,it must have been regularly associated with significantly negative connotatians for

to have been removed from the official administrative discourse. Importantly, while any
reference (however implicitp race and racial difference might have disappeared from job
titles, the distinct administrative systems for blacks and whites remainedimitubdesia.

In South Africa, native was replacbkgl Bantuasan official racial designatiom 1951, when
the Nationalist Party government institutionalised apartffetd.the centref the apartheid
system was the notion that Soutfrica’s population was made up of foutacial groups,
namely, white, coloured (mixed race), Indian (Asian) and African (blatdtvoerd’s
government appropriated Bantthe name giveto the southern African group of Niger-
Congo languages (Bleek, 1862and focussed to label (South African) black peopli.

also adopted a neologism, Bantustan$abel groups of native reserves into territories that
wereto becomehomelands’ for distinct African‘nations’, differentiatedoy language and
culture.In this way, the apartheid system involved the process of assigning distinct ethnicities
to groups of within the parameter of r&teThe old‘Native question’ in South Africa was
reframedn apartheid termasthe project of ensuring that the whites remainedsiygeme
race’, in Rhodes’ terms,‘lords’ over the subject races. Thiantu’ scciety was constructed

20 Ashforth (2014:76) reports the treatmefinativein official South African documents suelsthatof the
Native Economic Commission, appointedl930by the Minister for Native Affairsin Annex11on
terminology:“This wordis nowin common use throughout the Union for the Bantu-spealénglps, anih
that sense has acquired the fon€a proper nourit is accordingly used wideliyp the Report, ang written

with a capital initial letterlt is not a very suitable word, however, inasmasit excludes all other people who
are likewiseé“native” to the countrylt also leadso such contradictionas“indigenous Natives” and*“foreign
Natives”....The Commission has also employed the words Abantu (as a andrBantu (aanadjective),
which wouldbe more suitable than Native for geneusd.” See Mamaehni’s observatioron this apparent
contradictionin footnotel2 above. Notwithstanding the commenfghe Native Economic Commissiam
terminology, from the 1950s, Bantu was uasd noun an@nadjectivein the official and everyday discourse
of white South Africans.

?'| amgratefulto ananonymous reviewer for remarém the complexityof South African terminology anits
history. | acknowledge that thesis a terminological minefield for anyone who writes about southericafand
agree entirely that the impositia ethnic classifications, racial categories and language namtas pre-
colonial linguistic ecologyf southern Africa, grounded Western precepts and experience, had the effect
consolidating colonial contrah southern Africa and provided a conceptual basis for apaiitheist-colonial
South Africa. However, treatmeat South Africain particularis beyond the scopef this studyasmy focusis
on Southern Rhodesia aiitd renegade successor state.
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asheterogeneous, and reserves were creai@idnal homes’ to accommodate the plurality
of cultures representdyy the ethnic divisions within African society (Ashforth, 2014: 153
ff). Ashforth notes:

Within the ‘Bantu’ group of the human species the [Tomlinson] Commission found
subgroups differentiatelaly language antieneral culturalcharacteristics’ (1;7). Four
major linguistic divisions-Nguni, Sotho, Venda, and Shangaan-Tengee noted,
and the Report claims thawlturally, there are points of similarigswell as

difference between the various groups and thigroups’ (2;13). (2014: 159).

Ashforth observes that because the term native bore the suggestioiosial antecedence

to Europearcolonization’, Bantu was taketo be ‘more accurate’ (Ashforth, 2014: 185, fn.

23)?? Thus official South African discourse exchanged native for terminology dedigned
serve government policy, a vocabulary based on tribalism, which favoured the extension of
indirect rule under apartheid. This vocabulayemblematic of apartheid, immediately
acquired pejorative meaningln contrast, the Rhodesians exchanged native for Afrasan

the former term was perceivadincreasingly offensive, paternalistic and anachronistic on
the one hand anasimplying that whites could not be citizens on the other. Regardless, they
did not reform or abolish the institutional segregation and the method of administration used
to manage the lives of blacks Rhodesia. The middle of the twentieth century thus witnesses
a palpable spliin attitudes toward the use of languagsouthern Africao describe black
Africans and the institutions designdgovern them. English-speaking colonials and
republican South Africans and Rhodesians drop theiteofficial discourse but not the
administrative institutionso designated.

As evidenced from the discussionthis section, the discourse of politicians and
administratorsn southern African the colonial period when directatithe British
government ands agents reflects the domestication or localisation of their vocabéary.
nativeis keyto the structure of British colonial administrationAfrica, the terms
increasingly focussesb thatits primary sensés 5c¢,to describe black Africans. This
common shared ud® colonial and British administrations ends1960.

In 1960, the British Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, addressed a meeting of the joint
Commonwealth Societies London (13 April, 1960) about his tour Bfitain’s African
dependencies earlier that year. His own langimggnificantashe uses Africarto referto
black Africans. Macmillan refert® distinct peoplén different parts of Africdby name, thus
the‘Basuto’ (197), and théYorubas’, ‘Ibos’ and‘Hausas’ ashe remark®n the benefits for
Nigeriato bind these differerfpeoples’ together (195)He reports beingstrengthened and

22 Ashforth 014:185, fn.23) quotes the comments Secretary for Native Affairdr Werner Eiselein 1957
asfollows: ‘Because they attactso much valudo their Bantu languages and atsaa numbeof Bantu culture
traits, the colourless appellation Natiseggradually being replaced with Bantu, which is, moreoaer,
indicationof the government policto establish progressive Bardommunities’. A careful readin@f Eiselen’s
ethnological writing and political speeches challenges the tdribrs quotation. Eiselen, a social
anthropologist and Afrikaner nationalist public intellectual priciakingup politics, was instrumentéh
developing a varietgf anthropology(‘volkekundé) groundedn his beliefin racial science, racial segregation
and Afrikaner nationalism (Bank, 2015).
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encouragedo hear of the harmony between the African and Européabitants’ of
Bechuanaland (197), and being impressed‘th&outhern Rhodesia the proportion of

African children attending primary schoagshigher tharin any other countrin the whole
continent ofAfrica’ (196).In the case of South Africa, he laments that the government
‘believe in the separate social, economic and political development of the black or coloured
SouthAfricans’ (Macmillan, 1960: 198). The questi@what shaped this newly

differentiated vocabular recount his African experienceshis compatriotaswell asto

sigral the new tenor of British official discourse.

What marks the distinct spiit the ideological, social and political discourse of British
administrations and colonial administratiosashe decolonisation of AfricasBritain

withdrew from her various protectorates, territories and colonies between 1949 an@®1979.
February 3, 1960, Harold Macmillan addressed the South African Parliahteatend of his
momentous trigo Africa to warn that thewindsof change” were blowing through Africa.

With this explicit acknowledgment of the importance of African nationalism, he signalled the
rapid dissolution oBritain’s empirein Africa (Hargreaves, 1996: 204). The rise and
development of popular nationalist movemeat®ss Africa challenged the Colonial

Office’s preparations for orderly imperial departure. Johnson (2003: 191) notéslibat
colonies had been taken over there was a general expectation that they would, under British
rule of ‘protection’, develop into modernisedhtes’. However,in the post-war world, Britain

did not have the financial wherewithalsupport the development of the coloniies

readiness for independeneéd.the same time, there were considerable probiaersstting
timetables for departure and identifying the groups that would assume power. The basis of
colonial administration was indirect rule, where traditional rulers (like chiefs and headmen)
and their descendants were the local leaders (cf. section 6 above). Colonial administrators
like Lord Hailey, were anxiou® reform Native Authorities and entrench thanthe
constitutional structures of the colonies and train new African ¢titassume government

roles (Hargreaves, 1996 : 129). However, change was acceleydteslemergence of

African middle classes, educated along Western lines and orgamisatibnalist political
movements, who were preparedight colonial ruleto achieve immediate self government
notwithstanding the Coloni@ffice’s plans (Johnson, 2003: 191).

Britain’s protracted and troublédemission of responsibility in Africa, asHargreaves

(1996: 221) termg, was presagebly political unrest which was expensive for the British
Governmento tackle?® British troops were embroildéd the Mau Mau emergendy Kenya

from 1952to 1956; there were rioia Cameroun (1955) and emergencdreSouthern

Rhodesia and Nyasaland (1959). Britain recalculated the timetable for departure and granted
independenca swift successioto Cameroun, Togo, Nigeria and Mauritamal960;to

Sierra Leone and Tanganyika1961;to Uganda, Malawi and Zambia 1962; ando Kenya

 Hargreaves (1996: 172) notes that eanrliis tenureasPrime Minister, Macmillan orderedeost-benefit
analysisof colonial policy: a survepf the progressf individual colonies towards independence, accompanied
by “something like a profit and loss account feachof our colonial possessiorns) thatwe maybe better able

to gauge whether, from the financial and economic pafintew, we are likelyto gainor loseby its departure”.’
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in 1963%* After the break-up of the Central African Federation, Northern Rhodesia became
Zambia and Nyasaland became Malawi964. The third member of the Federation,
Southern Rhodesia, the white settler self-governing colony, unilaterally declared
independence from Britain November 1965 and styled itself the republic of Rhodésia.
1960, white South Africans votdxy a narrow margino make the country a republic amd

1961, South Africa withdrew her applicatitmjoin the newly created British

Commonwealth.

These developments provide the crux for the disappeaodmedive from British

nomenclature about Africa aritg replacemenin Rhodesian and South African

nomenclature Britain’s administrative structure adjustemitake accoundf the changem

her overseas responsibilities. Harold Wilson, Labour Prime Minister, renamed the Dominions
Office the Commonwdtn Relations Offican 1964, which was subsequently renamed the
Commonwealth Office, and now the Foreign and Commonwealth Offfiees designated

the office responsible for managing British relations with her former colonies, many of which
became members of the Commonwealth of Nations (Banton, 2015: 9; Hargreaves, 1996:
221).

Accordingly, the complex contingent polysemy which renders the use of rsdigain
underpinedby major events By 1960, then, the semantic-pragmatic structure of the
polysemy of nativés both complex and contingent, such that the choidke term betrays a
particular ideological stance of the speaker or authority.

7. Concluding remarks

By 1960, then, native [5c] had disappeared from public and official discourse of the Colonial
Office on the one hand and from the administrative nomenclature of the governments of
newly independent countri@s Africa on the other. The term was replacedfficial South

African nomenclaturéy a label-Bantu—that was associated with the apartheid system
which prolonged racial segregation until 1984official Rhodesian discourse, African was
commonly usedo refer exclusivelyo black people, anoh government nomenclature, native
was replacedhy a series of euphemistic labels desigtwechask continued institutional
segregation under the white supremacist government. The examination of private discourses
is beyond the scope of this study but suffid® say that native remaineal the private

discourses of white Rhodesians along with a violent and highly raced lexicon for talking
about peoplén Africa (Fitzmaurice, 2015).

It is evident that social factors condition the specialisation of particular meanings for
particular group®f speakers. The Scramble for Africethe late nineteenth-century
inaugurated the relationship of European (non-native) and (African) r@ativézen and

* Decolonisation continued into tH®70s with tiny colonies like the Gambia attaining independénd®65,
and those protectorates that were dependent upon South Africa, like Bechd#Balzwana) and Basutoland
(Lesotho) gaining independenicel966and Swazilanéh 1968 (Porter, 1996342-3).
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subjectin in southern Africalt was the threshold of the imperial language the British
developed for governing native subjects. This language was gradually focussed and
domesticatedh the colonial governmenis Africa assettlers and colonists adopted and then
localised the discoursd# government.

The historyof the lexicon of British colonial administratiam late modern English shows
how ts polysemy might be understoadterms of the social and material circumstances of
speakers operating different settings with different ideological and cudtiurontexts within
the very same period. Thus, native for Britistperial administrators the 1880s, for
examplejs construablesthe inhabitants of foreign territories. Accordinglythis period,
British imperial subjects include the foreign-born natives of India, the Caribbean, New
Zealand, Queensland and the Cape. Soon after, whitegddenv Zealand and Australia
identify asnatives, distinguishing themselves from other natives (indigenous aboriginal
people). These uses bear specific semsparticular locations for particular peopleis in

this sense that native contingently polysemous; for colonial administrators, nasivbe
designation of indigenous subject peopieBritain’s overseas possessions; for New
Zealand-born whiteat the end of the nineteenth century, native primarily distinguishes them
from new (European) settleds. different contexts, these New Zealand-born whites may
deploy nativeo talk about the Maori subjectBy 1910,in southern African discourse,
natives are exclusively black Africans.

The momentsit which British colonies become independent are key discursive thresholds of
semantic change. They represent a major scimghe uses and attitedtowards language
between the erstwhile colonial power atsdcolonial citizens. Indeeritain’s demission of

her African coloniesn the second half of the twentieth century marks the disappearance of
official British colonial discourse and the increasing distance from British administrative
language of the language of governmargouthern Africa. This account indicates that the
history of meaninganbe groundedn social and cultural change generain a principled

way aswell asin terms of ley historical events.
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