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INTRODUCTION

During World War 11, the Tswana-speaking peoples of Botswana explained their
participation in the British war effort through the mythology of a long-dead queen:

We were so frightened to hear that our husbands were going to war... We

had no slight idea what the war was about, the thing is, we only heard that

Queen Victoria has asked for help, so they are going to fight for the

Queen. We then know that this involves us, if they [the Germans] are

fighting the Queen, as we were her people. We were under her, and she

helped us against our enemies and with other things, so we had to help her.

We didn't know how long they were going to take there. Even if we were

afraid we just encouraged them to go in the name of God, we will also

pray for them whilst gone, so that they can help the Queen as she helped

I

us.
Amongst the Tswana, Queen Victoria (r. 1837-1901) was, and is, remembered as
Mmamosadinyana, “Mrs/the little woman,” a legacy of the nineteenth-century mythology
of the Great (White) Queen.” Despite the obvious conceptual dissonance between these
two imaginings of Queen Victoria, of the Great White Queen and the little woman, the
proliferation of her image so profoundly informed the contours of British imperial culture
that it shaped the mentalités of British colonial subjects decades after her death.

While colonial administrators at home and abroad constructed and disseminated
the myth of the Great (White) Queen, as a fundamental ideological apparatus of the
nineteenth-century British Empire, Victoria’s subjects around the world appropriated,

remade, and re-imagined this representation through sometimes overlapping, sometimes

competing lenses of social class and status; political rights and citizenship; personal

! Botswana National Archives, Gaborone, Tape 36. Miriam Pilane interview, undated. Translated
from Setswana. Cited in Ashley Jackson, “Motivation and Mobilization for War: Recruitment for the
British Army in the Bechuanaland,” African Affairs 96, no. 384 (July 1997): 401. Pilane confused Queen
Victoria and Queen Elizabeth II.

2 Jackson, 401; Neil Parsons, King Khama, Emperor Joe and the Great White Queen: Victorian
Britain through African Eyes (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998).



experiences; and local histories, traditions, and mythologies. The powerful and lasting
image of Queen Victoria demonstrates both the employment of cultural symbolism by
British colonial states as a strategy of imperial rule and its appropriation by the Queen’s
subjects, from colonial governors to “traditional” political elites, from settlers of
European descent to Western-educated respectables of color. Moreover, its malleability
and adaptability reflects the fragilities and instabilities of a British imperial culture, made
in the movement of people, ideas, and commodities through the networks of the British
world and through encounters with local people as much as, or more than, in the imperial

metropole.

The Royal Tour

The General Election of 2010 resulted in a hung parliament, with no political
party winning enough votes to form a majority government. After days of negotiation, the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats formed a coalition government. Labour Prime
Minister Gordon Brown dutifully left 10 Downing Street and traveled to Buckingham
Palace to submit his resignation to the queen. In short order, the queen “called upon” the
prime minister apparent of the new coalition government, the Conservative leader David
Cameron, and asked him to form a government.’ Despite the claims of the monarchy or
American political commentators, these political performances were a constitutional

fiction. The last prime minister to be dismissed by a monarch was Lord Melbourne, by

? The official account celebrates this fiction: “The Queen received the Right Honourable David
Cameron this evening and requested him to form a new administration. The Right Honourable David
Cameron accepted Her Majesty’s offer and Kissed Hands upon his appointment as Prime Minister and First
Lord of the Treasury.” The official website of the British Monarchy. http://www.royal.gov.uk (accessed 12
May 2010).




William IV in 1834. The great political theorist Walter Bagehot submitted, in 1867, that
the British constitution gives the monarch three rights: “to advise, to be consulted, and to
warn.”* Queen Elizabeth, as a constitutional monarch, has no power or right to interfere
in the political process, and she would almost certainly have a revolt on her hands if she
tried.

Bagehot also distinguished between the “dignified” functions of the monarchy
and the “efficient” (e.g. real) power of Parliament.” Both Victoria and Elizabeth inherited
a constitutional monarchy that had been deprived of its “efficient” powers, lost between
the Civil Wars of the seventeenth century and the constitutional settlements of the
nineteenth century. Modern scholars of British studies have debated the transformation of
the monarchy’s role in the increasingly democratic and mass culture of nineteenth- and
early twentieth-century British society (see chapter one). William Kuhn has argued that
the British monarchy willingly participated in and eased the transformation of an ancien
régime into a modern democracy.® While Kuhn’s study is skillful and enlightening, much
evidence points in the opposite direction, toward the notion that Victoria and her Prince
Consort Albert sought to salvage as much political and social influence for the monarchy
as they could. Despite the failures of Victoria and Albert in this regard, as their
descendants largely accepted the monarchy’s loss of “efficient” powers, they did
participate — often quite unwillingly — in the reinvention of the British monarchy during

the nineteenth century.

* Walter Bagehot, The English Constitution, ed. Paul Smith (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 9.

3 Tbid.

% William Kuhn, Democratic Royalism: The Transformation of the British Monarchy, 1861-1914
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996).



As young Princess Elizabeth sat on the coronation throne in 1953, she inherited a
social role and a set of ritual practices that had been developed during the reign of
Victoria. In this context, Frank Prochaska has written on the monarchy’s embrace of
philanthropy, particularly by Prince Albert, in the creation of what he calls a “welfare
monarchy.”’ Elizabeth and her family have embraced this role. Prince Charles’ notable
charitable work, contributing to the causes of global warming and organic farming, for
instance, can certainly be seen in this light. But, above all, Elizabeth inherited a set of
ritual practices, as David Cannadine has argued, that had roots in an earlier period but
were developed and perfected over the course of the nineteenth century.® Empire Day
(now Commonwealth Day), jubilees, and royal tours of empire were the “inventions” of a
nineteenth-century British state that sought to inspire obedience and loyalty in the
queen’s subjects across the globe.’

The royal tour is one of the most significant and underappreciated components of

the modern monarchy’s ideological apparatus.' Victoria’s sons, the Prince of Wales,

7 Frank Prochaska, Royal Bounty: The Making of a Welfare Monarchy (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1995).

¥ David Cannadine, “The Context, Performance and Meaning of Ritual: The British Monarchy and
the ‘Invention of Tradition, c. 1820-1977,” in The Invention of Tradition, ed. Eric Hobsbawm and Terence
Ranger (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 101-64.

? The idea of “invented traditions,” as contested and debated in the historiography, is discussed in
several chapters. The most significant of these revisions to the original volume is Terence Ranger, “The
Invention of Tradition Revisited” in Legitimacy and the State in Twentieth Century Africa: Essays in
Honour of A.H.M. Kirk-Greene, ed. Terence Ranger and Olufemi (Vaughan. London: Macmillan, 1993).

' The scholarship on the royal tours, particularly by Canadian historians, is thoughtful and
important. My study differs for this work in several important ways. In particular, it is framed around a
comparative analysis of the royal tours of the southern British world. See Philip Buckner, “Casting
Daylight Upon Magic: Deconstructing the Royal Tour of 1901 to Canada,” The Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth History 31 (May 2003): 158-189; Buckner, "The royal tour of 1901 and the construction of
an imperial identity in South Africa." South African Historical Journal 41 (1999): 326-48; lan Radforth,
“Performance, Politics, and Representation: Aboriginal People and the 1860 Royal Tour of Canada,” The
Canadian Historical Review 84 (March 2003): 1-32; Radforth, Royal Spectacle: The 1860 Visit of the
Prince of Wales to Canada and the United States (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004); Henry
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Albert Edward, and Prince Alfred, were the first royals to visit the British Empire during
1860 tours to Canada and the Cape of Good Hope, planned by Prince Albert and the
Colonial Secretary, the Duke of Newcastle (chapter one). While the royal tours of 1860s
had some origins in the royal progress or the grand tour — intended to encourage public
visibility of and interaction with the British royal family and to educate young royals in
the lessons of empire — they were a decidedly novel political and cultural invention. They
were made possible by new modes of transport and communication, the steamship and
the telegraph, and their movements were disseminated by an expanding culture of print in
Britain and the empire and through a new, magical medium called photography. By the
mid-nineteenth century, royals could travel in comfort and safety by land and sea because
of British naval dominance, the expansion of settler communities, and the
“neutralization” of indigenous peoples. During an age of imperial consolidation, the royal
tour “create[d] a new function, purpose, and justification for monarchy” at home and

abroad.!!

Wade, “Imagining the Great White Mother and the Great King: Aboriginal Tradition and Royal
Representation in the “Great Pow-wow” of 1901,” Journal of the Canadian Historical Association 11
(2000): 87-108. Also see Cindy McCreery, “’Telling the Story: HMS Galatea’s 1867 visit to the Cape,”
South African Historical Journal (December 2009), 817-37; McCreery, “The Voyage of the Duke of
Edinburgh in HMS Galatea to Australia, 1867-8,” in Exploring the British World: Identity, Cultural
Production, Institutions, ed. Kate Darian-Smith, Patricia Grimshaw, Kiera Lindsey, and Stuart Mcintyre
(Melbourne: RMIT Publishing, 2004), 959-978.Two popular histories have also been useful to me in
conceptualizing this project: Theo Aronson, Royal Ambassadors: British Royalties in Southern Africa,
1860-1947 (Cape Town: D.Philip, 1975); John Fabb, Royal Tours of the British Empire, 1860-1927
(London: B.T. Batsford, 1989). Neil Parsons has skillfully explored the reversal of the royal tour, when
African “royals” came to Britain. See Neil Parsons, “’No longer rare birds in London’: Zulu, Ndebele,
Gaza, and Swazi envoys to England, 1882-1894,” in Black Victorians / Black Victoriana, ed Gerzina,
Gretchen Holbrook (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2003), 110-41; Parsons, King Khama,
Emperor Joe, and the Great White Queen (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998).

" David Cannadine, Ornamentalism : How the British Saw Their Empire (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2000), 101.



The modern Elizabethan monarchy has embraced the royal tour as an essential
function of the British monarchy. After all, Elizabeth II had been in Kenya, en route to a
tour of Australia and New Zealand when she learned of her father’s death in 1952.
Elizabeth is the most traveled monarch in history, having visited every country in the
Commonwealth except Cameroon, a total of nearly 200 visits.'? These visits might be
simply dismissed, as a “little woman” playing the Great Queen, encountering cheering
“subjects” and exotic savages in an anachronistic performance, and as a post-imperial
nation clinging to the remnants and legacies of its former glory. It also reflects the ways
that Britain has been unable to settle on its international partnerships (A “special
relationship” with the United States? The bonds of history and kinship with a former
empire? Or a membership in a European Union?) — an indecisiveness that is both a cause
and product of Britain’s global decline.

There is something to be said, however, for a more profound connection between
Commonwealth citizens and the British monarchy, an emotional attachment that cannot
be undone so easily by republicans or academics.'® The work of “British world” scholars
(discussed more later) has effectively demonstrated the importance of these bonds. While
the queen may gaze back at Commonwealth citizens from Australian or New Zealand

dollar bills every day, the royal tour makes real the shared past and heritage between

12 See Mary Hill Cole, The Portable Queen: Elizabeth II and the Politics of Ceremony (Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1999); “The role of the Monarchy in the Commonwealth,” The official
website of the British Monarchy. http://www.royal.gov.uk (accessed 12 May 2010).

" There has been some criticism that American scholars have examined the history of the British
Empire with a republicanism and post-imperial eye that blinds them to the bonds of kinship and identity
forged between the British metropole and its colonies, in part because the national mythology of the United
States is founded in the rejection of this relationship. For instance, Max Beloff and several other members
of the British academic community expressed outrage when an American, William Roger Louis, was
chosen to be the editor-in-chief of the Oxford History of the British Empire project in 1996. See Dane
Kennedy, “The Boundaries of Oxford's Empire,” International History Review, 23, no. 3 (September
2001): 605.



former colonies and their British head of state.'* The 2005 film Her Majesty dramatizes
the Elizabeth II’s 1953 tour of New Zealand though the character of Elizabeth Wakefield,
a young girl who fulfills her dream of meeting the beautiful, young queen.'® Likewise,
the global outpouring of sorrow over the death of Diana, the Princess of Wales, in 1997
gives proof of the public’s emotional attachment to royalty in a “rational” modern
world.'®

At the same time, the meanings of these performances were far more fragile than
these examples suggest. During the spring of 2002, the queen and Prince Philip embarked
on a royal tour of the Commonwealth countries of Jamaica, New Zealand, and Australia,
to celebrate Elizabeth’s fiftieth anniversary as queen. In 1999, a few years earlier,
Elizabeth’s Commonwealth throne had barely survived an Australian referendum on the
monarchy, the pro-monarchy vote beating out the republican cause by only a few
percentage points.'” During one carefully planned encounter of this visit, the Queen and
Prince Philip met a group of natives wearing loin cloths and body paint at the Tjapukai
Aboriginal Culture Park, where a fire lighting ceremony was performed for their benefit.

5518

Prince Philip allegedly asked them if they “still [threw] spears at each other.” ” From the

perspective of the monarchy and the Australian planners, this encounter was meant to

' Anne Rush has explored this phenomenon during royal tours to Jamaica. See Anne Rush, The
Bonds of Empire: West Indians and Britishness 1900-1970, Ph.D. diss., American University (Washington ,
D.C., 2004), 410-434; Rush, Bonds of Empire: West Indians and Britishness from Victoria to
Decolonization (New York: Oxford University Press, forthcoming).

' Her Majesty, dir. Mark J. Gordon (2005).

' In Britain, Queen Elizabeth became intensely unpopular after her initial refusal to publicly
mourn this death of her daughter-in-law.

'7'54.4% of Australians voted against the republican referendum.

'8 «“prince Philip’s spear ‘gaffe,”” BBC News: Asia-Pacific, http:/news.bbc.co.uk/2/low/asia-
pacific/1848813.stm (accessed 30 October 2007).




convey British and Australian reconciliation with the Aborigine population and evidence
of Australia’s modernity and multi-culturalism."® The fire-lighting Aborigines articulated
their own counter-narrative within the ritualistic order of the tour: “This opportunity to
showcase our culture to the world will perhaps influence at least some people to rethink
their attitude to indigenous culture... We are not a curiosity but a relevant and integral
part of 21st-century Australia,” said “troop leader” Warren Clements. “We here,
represent a new spirit of freedom - freedom from dependence on government handouts,
freedom from a century of oppression, freedom from the cycle of poverty.”* Clements
re-imagined the royal tour with his own vision, of a renewed future for his people within

an Australian nation.

The Making (and Unmaking) of Imperial Culture

As the Aboriginal citizens of Australia contested the meaning of the visit, Queen
Victoria’s subjects at home and abroad made sense of the royal presence in complicated
and profoundly different ways. Colonial administrators and local elites may have
imagined the royal tours as instruments of imperial rule and social control, as methods of
inspiring obedience and loyalty to empire; transcending the divisions of wealth, status,
and class at home and in settler societies; naturalizing British rule in Africa, Asian, and
Pacific societies; and creating an illusion of consent with the “ruled.” However, the
meanings attached to the tours and imperial culture itself, made in the empire, could not

be dictated to or controlled by Whitehall, Windsor, or government houses in Cape Town

"% Of course, this narrative ignores the difficult legacies of colonial rule and settlement still
experienced by first Australians.

20 «prince Philip’s spear gaffe,”” BBC News.



or Bombay. Like Victor Frankenstein’s monster, they had a life of their own — and
produced unintended consequences. This work is about these complex processes of
reception and appropriation. It decenters the empire, to reveal how ideas about loyalty,
citizenship, and empire informed the political, cultural, and social universes of
nineteenth-century colonial subjects.

This dissertation is about the Victorian royal tours of empire, between the first
royal visits in 1860 to the last tours organized during Victoria’s reign, taken after her
death in 1901. Victoria herself never traveled farther away than Ireland and the
Continent, but her children and grandchildren traveled the world as soldiers, sailors, and
ambassadors. They interacted with her colonial subjects during welcoming ceremonies,
parades, balls, dinners, and Durbars. It was during these visits that the ritual practices of
the twentieth-century royal tour were developed and perfected. It was also over the
course of these visits that young royals were educated in the idea of imperial monarchy.
George V, who traveled around the world between 1879 and 1882 as Prince George and
in 1901 as the Duke of Cornwall and York, was the first reigning monarch to visit the
empire in 1912. Edward VII, who visited Canada in 1860 and 1901 as the Prince of
Wales, would try to have himself declared “King of Greater Britain” upon taking the
throne (see chapter one). These experiences also nurtured in royal children an acceptance
of their purely “dignified” role in the political and social worlds of Britain and the
empire, a development that Victoria and Albert had long resisted.

The work examines how the royal tours were imagined and used by different
historical actors in Britain, southern Africa (with focus on the Cape Colony and Natal),

New Zealand, and the Indian Empire. It is a tale of royals who were ambivalent and



bored partners in the project of empire; colonial administrators who used royal
ceremonies to pursue a multiplicity of projects and interests or to imagine themselves as
African chiefs or heirs to the Mughal emperors; local princes and chiefs who were bullied
and bruised by the politics of the royal tour, even as some of them used the tour to
symbolically appropriate or resist British cultural power; and settlers of European descent
and people of color in the empire who made claims on the rights and responsibilities of
imperial citizenship and a co-ownership of Britain’s global empire.
These colonial subjects were linked together across the transnational space of empire by
the political and cultural networks of the British world and the shared discourses of
imperial culture.

While the dissertation is about the royal tours, it makes an argument about
imperial culture. As Nicholas Thomas argues, imperial culture:

cannot be understood if it is assumed that some unitary representation is

extended from the metropole and cast across passive spaces, unmediated

by perceptions or encounters. Colonial projects are constructed,

misconstrued, adapted and enacted by actors whose subjectivities are

fractured — half here, half there...!
In this context, the dissertation suggests that the diverse responses to the royal tours of
the nineteenth century demonstrate how an imperial culture, forged in the empire, was
constantly made and remade, appropriated and contested. It provincializes the British
Isles, to center “the periphery” in the political and cultural constructions of ideas about
empire, Britishness, citizenship, and loyalty. It also problematizes the role of the British

Isles in the history of empire, to show that metropolitan culture had no monopoly on the

creation of imperial culture and that the British people, from the working classes to the

2! Nicholas Thomas, Colonialism’s Culture: Anthropology, Travel and Government (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), 60.
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Great Queen herself, had a complex relationship with empire. The work builds on
growing historical literatures about diaspora, citizenship, and the cultures of empire. In
particular, it aims to understand the British world as a complex field of cultural
encounters, exchanges, and borrowings rather than a collection of unitary and
unidirectional paths between Great Britain and its colonies.

The mythology of Queen Victoria... the justice-giving Great (White) Queen...
Mmamosadinyana had a profound influence on nineteenth-century British imperial
culture — and the political and cultural fragments that were reshuffled and remade in the
identity politics of the twentieth century. It was disseminated, in particular, by colonial
officials at home and in the empire as a legitimizing apparatus of the “imperial
connection” (for white settlers) and British rule (for others). This mythology was
profoundly informed how many of the Queen’s English-speaking subjects — respectable
people of color in the Cape Colony or Bombay, British settlers in Dunedin or Natal, and
even self-ascribed Britons of Irish, South Asian, or Dutch descent — imagined themselves
and their communities, but with new meanings attached and with consequences
unintended by colonial officials. For others who interacted with British rule, this
mythology was informed by experiences with a rather illiberal and unjust empire, made
by rumors and second-hand knowledge (represented by the Tswana memory of her
during World War II), or did not register at all. These were, quite admittedly, the
experiences of the vast majority of Queen Victoria’s subjects, who could hardly be
considered “imperial subjects” and remained far outside of an “imperial culture.” These

important historical actors are not a part of this study of imperial culture.
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There were other cultural and political influences, too, that are not considered — or
are considered rather ephemerally — in the conceptual framework of this dissertation. The
idea of America became an important political and cultural trope at the end of the
nineteenth century and, arguably, overtook imaginings of Britain and British
constitutionalism during the first decades of the twentieth century. Duncan Bell has
reflected on how Britishers at home and abroad, among them Cecil Rhodes, thought
about the United States as potential (and even dominant) partner in an Anglo-American
hegemony capable of perpetuating the “peace” and influence of British rule.?? In southern
Africa, for instance, the African Methodist Episcopal (AME) Church, a missionary
church founded by African Americans in Philadelphia, and (Marcus) Garveyism helped
shape the form of twentieth-century African politics.”> The mythologies of New Zealand
and Australia, as better and more democratic offspring of Britain, were often constructed
in relation, or at least with comparisons to, the United States.

Moreover, the mythology of the Great Queen, discourses on Britishness and
imperial citizenship, and the royal tour itself co-existed with, and sometimes co-mingled
with, other “invented traditions.” The idea of African-ness or Indian-ness emerged in a
complicated intellectual and cultural milieu -- arguably, the meetings and Durbars of the
royal tours, developing concepts of pan-Africanism or “Negro improvement,” and the

birth of nationalist (even if initially loyalist) political organizations. The neo-

%2 Duncan Bell, “Dreamworlds of Empire: Race, Utopia, and Anglobal Governance, 1880-1914,”
at Britain and Her World System 1815-1931: Trade, Migration, and Politics, Institute du monde
anglophone, Université Paris III — Sorbonne nouvelle, March 2010.

 James Campbell, Songs of Zion: The African Methodist Episcopal Church in the United States
and South Africa (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995); Robert Vinson, The Americans Are
Coming!: Black Political Prophecies of ‘American Negro’ Liberation in Segregationist South Africa
(Athens: Ohio University Press, forthcoming) and “Sea Kaffirs: ‘American Negroes’ and the Gospel of
Garveyism in Segregationist South Africa” Journal of African History 47, no. 2 (July 2006): 281-303.
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traditionalism of “ancient” customs and practices, found in the Gaelic revival of the Irish
diaspora and the hand-spinning of Gandbhi, also informed the political and cultural
worldviews of colonial subjects. Despite the intellectual controversy over “invented
traditions” — that traditions were always being made and re-made, that not all nineteenth-
century traditions were constructed so crassly and with such instrumentalist goals in
mind, and that people (whether African or British or South Asian) understood those
traditions on their own terms — its recognition of these traditions as new, as decidedly
modern, is rather important.

Finally, the geographical and conceptual limits of this study also ought to be
admitted. For one, the geographical scope of the dissertation — of Britain, the Cape
Colony and Natal, New Zealand, and the Raj — is framed in such a way as to compare the
experiences of different analytical “kinds” of colonies and their populations and to
explore their interconnectedness through the imperial networks of the British world.
While the conceptual framework has been rather useful for the purposes of this study, it
has also been limiting. After all, the empire was a very big place. Beyond the countless
other colonies outside of this study’s scope, Britain’s influence extended to an “informal”
empire of trade, as evidenced, for instance, by Prince Alfred’s visits to Japan or the
Prince of Wales’ trip through the United States. Moreover, the idiom of imperial
citizenship is the artificial construct of a twenty-first century historian; it was never
uttered by any colonial subject (as far as I know). People in Britain and the empire did,
however, talk about Britishness, particularly British constitutionalism, citizenship, and
the “rights of Englishmen.” Like all works of history, it uses artificial constructs and

limits to make sense of and try to reconstruct the past in an intelligible way.
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Foundations and Contributions

In explaining the foundations and contributions of one’s work, the scholar plays
his intellectual cards, as it were. This dissertation engages with diverse literatures of
British, African, South Asian, and Australasian scholarship and is informed by the work
of historians, cultural theorists, and anthropologists. While a story about empire and
imperial culture, it contributes to the history of the British monarchy; a social history of
Britishers and “others” at home and abroad; and the history of Britishness and citizenship
in the empire. These influences and interventions shall be discussed in due course, but the
immediate subjects at hand are the historiographical contours that have shaped the work
as a whole.

The intellectual influences on this work are too numerous to list ad nauseum, but
several stand out as particularly important. It has been informed by several generations of
social historians, from Edward Thompson to Jonathan Rose, who challenged, and
challenge, elite-dominated constructions of the past and the agency of non-elite historical
actors.”® It has also been informed by the scholarship of colonial and imperial history and
of African, Asian, and Pacific “area studies,” which were often inspired by the same
Thompsonian tradition; this large and diverse body of work, from post-colonial theory
and Subaltern Studies to the New Imperial History, have revised the more traditional
intellectual paths of colonial and imperial history, giving attention to the dynamics of
power (often inspired by the works of Antonio Gramsci and Michel Foucault) in both the
actual story of the past and the processes by which those stories became “history.” These

scholars have also skillfully examined the role of class, gender, and race in the making of

* E.P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class (Vintage, 1996); Jonathan Rose,
Intellectual Life of the British Working Classes (Yale University Press, 2003).
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empire and have located “the colonized” at the center of the historical narrative rather
than on its political, social, and cultural peripheries.

Imperial networks. The work also embraces the concept of imperial networks,
transnational discourses formed and communicated through the political and cultural
circuits of empire, in order to understand how the exchange of ideas and shared
knowledge shaped the contours of imperial culture. Traditional scholarship on the
subject of the British Empire has understood Britain’s relationship with its colonies as
binary oppositions between center and periphery. What these narratives lack are the
transnational or global cultural and political spaces that were at work in the nineteenth
century British world.

The reception of the royal tours was not shaped along a single circuit between the
metropole and individual colony but connected across the transnational space of empire,

25 L ester and Elbourne

what Alan Lester and Elizabeth Elbourne call “imperial networks.
conceptualize the development of colonial discourses — government, settler,
humanitarian, and “native” — that were disseminated and shaped by these global networks

of empire. They demonstrate that peoples across the empire were culturally connected to

one another — through print media, through travel, through capital and business interests,

5 Alan Lester, Imperial Networks: Creating Identities in Nineteenth Century South Africa and
Britain (New York, Routledge 2001); Elizabeth Elbourne, “Indigenous People and Imperial Networks in
the Early Nineteenth Century: the Politics of Knowledge,” from Rediscovering the British World, ed.
Phillip Buckner and R. Douglas Francis (Calgary, Alberta, University of Calgary Press, 2005): 59-86. As a
counterpoint to this literature, Simon Potter has argued that the global circuits of print media were more
open and democratic during the early part of the nineteenth century — when metropolitan newspapers
essentially re-printed verbatim the language and rhetoric of settler newspapers — than later in the century,
when a monopoly print capitalism brought these networks into the control of several powerful news
agencies. See Simon J. Potter, “Webs, Networks, and Systems: Globalization and Mass Media in the
Nineteenth- and Twentieth-Century British Empire,” Journal of British Studies 46 (July 2007): 621-646.
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and through Victorian lobbying groups, missionary societies, and political clubs.”® While
not everyone was “connected” to these networks of empire, this scholarship draws a more
complex discursive web of “global politics, capital, and culture” than more traditional
approaches to empire have suggested.”’

There is some danger of misusing this conceptual framework by suggesting that
these cultural and political networks were open, democratic, or evenly distributed. These
“webs of trade, knowledge, migration, military power, and political intervention,” as
Tony Ballantyne and Antoinette Burton argue, “allowed certain communities to assert

28
”“" These networks were “governed”

their influence and sovereignty over other groups.
by modalities of power. Information itself, neither free nor evenly distributed, was
regulated and controlled by British wire services and priviledged the voices of the
wealthy, the influential, and the white. Moreover, we must remember that these
discourses are artificial, made by scholars to explain a transnational movement of ideas,
and represent a rather fractured and unstable historical reality.

A British World? The work is also influenced by the recently scholarly attention
given to the British diaspora, the spread of British peoples, ideas, and institutions around

the globe, and the development of transnational, and sometimes non-ethnic,

manifestations of Britishness (see chapter four). In a recent compilation of essays on the

%6 Benedict Anderson’s analysis of “creole functionaries” on administrative pilgrimages within
imperial administrative units is useful. Colonial administrators, missionaries, and even settlers traveled
throughout the British world, meaning that their “imagined communities” were often transnational rather
than national. See Anderson, Imagined Communities (New York: Verso, 1991).” 56-57. Also see Catherine
Hall on Gov. John Edward Eyre in Civilising Subjects, 23-66. It is telling that people of color usually did
not travel within the empire, only from “home” to Britain itself and back.

27 Tony Ballantyne and Antoinette Burton, “Introduction: Bodies, Empires, and World Histories,”
in Bodies in Contact: Rethinking Encounters in World History (Durham, NC: Duke University Press,
2005), 8.

2 “Introduction: Bodies, Empires, and World Histories,” Bodies in Contact, 3.
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British world, Carl Bridge and Kent Fedorowich, for instance, contend that the white
colonies of settlement have been marginalized in the literature on empire and that the
British diaspora and the colonies of settlement — Australia, New Zealand, Canada, and
South Africa — ought to be an important subject of inquiry for historians. > From the
nineteenth century to the middle of the twentieth century, the “white” settlement colonies
had been the primary analytical frame for imperial historians. John Seeley, the
nineteenth-century father of imperial history, understood the history of Britain to be one
of expansion, the movement of British people and institutions to new Britains overseas.*
The Cambridge History of the British Empire, the magnum opus of early twentieth-
century imperial history, dedicated individual volumes to the colonies of settlement.’'
Since the 1960s, post-colonial scholars and “new” imperial historians have challenged
these conceptual frameworks as privileging the experiences of white settlers over “the
colonized” and reproducing a Whiggish history of British expansion and liberty that
itself was the ideological apparatus of empire.

The British world movement represents an intellectual pendulum swing away
from post-colonial thought, a reaction against its particular view of the imperial past. The
concept of Britishness as an adaptable and malleable identity, unbounded by the limits of

skin color or ethnicity, is one of the most useful and unique contributions of this

¥ Carl Bridge and Kent Fedorowich, “Mapping a British World,” in The British World: Diaspora,
Culture, and Identity (Portland, OR: Routledge, 2003), 1-15. Also see John Darwin for the idea of Britannic
nationalism, “A

Third British Empire? The Dominion Idea in Imperial Politics,” in The Oxford History of the
British Empire, vol. IV, The Twentieth Century, ed. Judith M. Brown and William Roger Louis (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1999), 64-87.

% John Seeley, The Expansion of England (1883).

31J. Holland Rose, A. P. Newton, E. A. Benians, eds., The Cambridge History of the British
Empire, 9 vol. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1926-61).
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literature.** Britishness, and ideas about British liberty and constitutionalism, informed
how many colonial subjects imagined their political, cultural, and social universes. In
particular, this dissertation proposes that a notion of imperial citizenship, a brand of
loyalism that made claims on the rights and responsibilities of Britishness and a co-
ownership of a global British Empire, profoundly shaped the politics and identities of
many colonial subjects. “Respectable” people of color in the empire, e.g. colonial
subjects of African and Asian descent, appealed to their status as loyal subjects and
imperial citizens to challenge the injustices of imperial rule and to appeal to the
unredeemed promises of imperial citizenship (chapter three). For white and “other”
settlers, e.g. people of South Asian or Chinese descent living in South Africa or New
Zealand, manifestations of Britishness and imperial citizenship were used to make and
claim community identities and mythologies and to challenge perceived injustices,
whether its source was the imperial government, land-hungry settlers, or a competing
colony or settlement (chapter four). In this context, the royal tour serves as a litmus test,
where different manifestations of Britishness in different locales can be traced for change
and continuity over space and time.

The work itself is an important contribution to several historiographies. In the
context of a British or imperial historiography, it challenges the conception that British
or imperial culture was forged in a metropolitan experience and imported to the colonies,

as if Britishness could be packed in a suitcase and taken abroad. Colonial subjects

3332 Carl Bridge and Kent Fedorowich, eds., The British World: Diaspora, Culture, and Identity
(Portland, Oregon: Frank Cass, 2003); Phillip Buckner and R. Douglas Francis, Rediscovering the British
World (Calgary: University of Calgary Press, 2005); Saul Dubow, “How British Was the British World?
The Case of South Africa,” Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 37, no. 1 (2009): 1-27; John
Lambert, “’An Unknown People’: Reconstructing British South African Identity,” Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth History 37, no. 4 (December 2009): 599-617; Andrew Thompson, “The Language of
Loyalism in Southern Africa, c. 1870-1939,” English Historical Review 118, no 477 (2003): 617-650.
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abroad, it argues, had a formative influence on discourses on Britishness, citizenship, and
empire that was as, or more important than, that of metropolitan society. British culture
at “home” had a complex and often limited relationship with Britain’s overseas empire.
Chapter one argues that Queen Victoria and her children demonstrated a limited and
banal interest in empire, one that often failed to inform how they thought about
themselves and the British monarchy as an institution. Chapter five, as an intellectual
bookend of sorts, returns the focus of the study to Britain, to argue that the British public
expressed a limited consciousness of empire and that support was limited and even
contested.

The dissertation also posits that colonial actors, from African and South Asian
intellectuals to the neo-Britons of settlement colonies, were legitimate contributors to
British culture. Despite their profound differences, the nationalist historiographies of the
former colonies, from the national histories of settler colonies such as New Zealand and
Australia to the post-colonial works by scholars of Asian and African descent, share a
conceptual teleology, to identify the end of empire and the emergence of independent
states as a foregone conclusion in an age when it was decidedly not.*® This tendency
downplays the signficant and vitality of nineteenth-century British imperial culture,
where real and imagined connections to a larger British world and where many colonial
subjects made claims on a co-ownership of empire. Colonial subjects in the empire were
as important to the creation of nineteenth-century British politics and culture as anyone at

“home.”

33 Ranajit Guha , for instance, criticized the role of Western-educated Indian “collaborators” and
India’s imperial overlords in misrepresenting the Indian past. Ranajit Guha, Dominance without
Hegemony: History and Power in Colonial India (Harvard University Press, 1998).
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Chapter Overview

Chapter one examines the broad gap between the projection of Queen Victoria as
a symbol of empire and the Victorian royal family’s deep sense of ambivalence about the
British Empire. The Great Queen initially refused every royal tour after 1860, only to be
later convinced of their importance by colonial officials. The chapter uses letters and
correspondence from the Royal Archives and the India Office to demonstrate that, after
the death of her consort Prince Albert, Queen Victoria was a reluctant participant in the
tours and that her children and grandchildren were generally bored as royal tourists. They
complained of the tedious and demanding ritual practices and rarely considered the tours’
political and cultural implications for empire. Victoria had little to do with the political
and cultural fashioning of the Great Queen as a symbol, which was culturally repossessed
by her subjects at home and abroad to remake and contest the meaning of empire.

Chapter two examines how “native” princes and chiefs in Africa, South Asia, and
New Zealand encountered the empire and British royals during the tours of empire. It
uses the imperial archive, the records of the British monarchy, the India Office, and the
Colonial Office, as well as the rich and important work of historians and anthropologists
to understand how the language and actions of “traditional” political elites reflect
discourses of appropriation and contestation. This chapter focuses, in particular, on the
ways that princes and chiefs symbolically resisted British appropriation of local political
traditions or used connections with the British to invent or accentuate their own status
and authority. It also explores how colonial administrators, such as Lord Lytton in India
or Theophilus Shepstone in Natal, sought to naturalize British rule by re-imagining

themselves as Mughal governors or African chiefs in an imperial hierarchy, atop of which
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sat the Great Queen. When these “imagined traditions” confronted the more complicated
and messy realities of colonial rule, as they did during the royal tours, the results
reflected both how British were shaped by and beholden to their own perceptions of local
political cultures and how the real and cultural violence of imperial rule informed the
encounter. Moreover, they demonstrate the conceptual dissonance between the imagined
traditions of rule, as products of colonial knowledge, and the slippery and allusive nature
of local political cultures, which could never be fully grasped or controlled.

Chapter three explores how a modern politics and mass culture were mobilized by
Western-educated respectables of color in the Cape Colony and British India. British
political theorists and colonial administrators broadly recognized the comparability of
Western-educated “natives” across imperial culture, a transnational class nurtured and
educated in Western culture through missionary efforts and “Anglicization” movements,
who had been imagined by Thomas Babington Macaulay as the middle men of empire.
Using the rich resources of independent African and South Asian newspapers, which
covered and editorialized the royal tours at length, this chapter argues that these men
imagined themselves to be British people. The newspaper editors of this analysis, often
asserting themselves to be the more authentic heirs of British constitutionalism,
challenged the injustices of colonial rule, advocated a non-racial respectable status and an
imperial citizenship, and claimed ownership of the British Empire.

Chapter four examines how colonial settlers imagined their relationships with a
British “homeland” and a larger British world. By examining the robust English-language
print cultures of South Africa and New Zealand, which were established in the earliest

days of British colonization, the chapter examines how provinces and colonies, social

21



classes, and ethnic groups used the forum of the royal tour to self-fashion local and
communal mythologies and identities. It pays particular attention to the development of
unique manifestations of British citizenship and identity, not only in individual colonies —
in New Zealand or the Cape Colony — but also in provincial and urban cores — in the
Eastern Cape or Dunedin, for instance.

While the royal tours were used by colonial officials and local elites as
instruments of propaganda and social control, colonial subjects in the empire often used
the languages of Britishness and imperial citizenship to challenge injustices, whether
local or imperial, or to challenge racial or ethnic determinism. Irish, South Asian, and
Chinese “other” settlers used visits as an opportunity to contest their political and social
exclusion and to claim the rights of imperial citizens. Over time, political and
technological change ended the localism and provincialism that undermined the role of
the “imperial factor” in southern Africa and New Zealand, and discourses of nationalism
and whiteness came to dominate local politics and traditions. The heritage and language
of Britishness, however, informed the politics and mythologies of English-speaking
settlers well into the twentieth century.

Chapter five returns to Britain, to examine how the British public responded to the
royal tours and how the overseas empire informed metropolitan culture. It engages with
both an older social history of Britain and the innovative recent work of a group of
scholars who have been called New Imperial historians in order to understand the place
of empire in popular politics and consciousness. It argues that British people at home
made sense of the empire by domesticating it, by interpreting it through a lens of personal

concerns, group identities (e.g. social class or political party), or national pride. It uses
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debates in the House of Commons, mainstream and radical newspapers, women’s and
children’s periodicals, and reports on popular protests to suggest the limits and
complexities of imperial consciousness in Britain. There was intense public opposition to
some of the tours, particularly on the part of working-class journals such as Reynolds’s
Newspaper, but they were also neglected and ignored. Even in the Houses of Parliament,

support for empire was hardly uncontested or unlimited.

Chronology and Cast of Characters

Since this work is organized thematically, examing different discourses of British
imperial culture over time, the reader may experience some sense of chronological
dislocation. This brief overview is meant to outline the chronology of the royal tours
between 1860 and 1901. The travels of British royals over this time were extensive, so
examining all of them is out of the question. I have chosen to focus on the southern
British world and, specifically, on comparisons between the three different colonies in
part because they are routinely treated as vastly different creatures and examined through
different analytical lenses: the Indian Empire as a colony of conquest, New Zealand as a
colony of settlement, and South Africa as something in-between. While these categories
are conceptually useful, this work shall argue they (both the specific cases and the
general categories) shared important similarities and connections that defy such analytic
categories.

Certain tours are conceptually highlighted as case studies while others are
neglected. I use the travels of Prince Alfred, a royal sailor, during the 1860s and 1870s

extensively and largely ignore the movements of his younger brother Arthur, a British
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soldier, because the latter was stationed for long periods of time in the same place and
rarely received the fanfare that his brother did. I give little attenton to the world tour of
Albert Edward’s sons Albert Victor and George (V) during the 1870s and 1880s, because
there is little documentation on it, or Albert Edward’s tour of Canada in 1860, because it
has been skillfully treated in great depth by Canadian scholar Tan Radforth.**

Albert Edward, Prince of Wales. In 1860, Queen Victoria was invited by the
Canadian colonies to inaugurate the Victoria Bridge over the St. Lawrence River.
Victoria did not want to go but agreed to send her oldest son, Albert Edward, the Prince
of Wales. His father the Prince Consort and the Colonial Secretary, the Duke of
Newecastle, conceived of the tour as a historic moment in the history of the British
Empire. Newcastle traveled with the prince and acted as his handler. Albert Edward spent
several months in Canada and the United States. He watched Charles Blondin cross the
Niagara Gorge on a tightrope and stayed with the President James Buchanan at the White
House. After his father’s death in1861, Albert Edward traveled extensively through the
Holy Land. After Albert Edward nearly died of typhoid fever in 1870, the same disease
that killed his father, the queen grew increasingly reluctant to part with him. He planned a
tour of the Indian subcontinent with colonial officials in 1875, which his mother refused
to permit. After receiving a reluctant consent from Victoria, he traveled throughout
British India in 1875-76, the costs of which sparked controversy and protest in Britain.

Alfred, Duke of Edinburgh. Queen Victoria’s second son, Alfred, was one of the
greatest royal travelers in history. In 1860, as his brother inaugurated the great bridge

over the St. Lawrence, he tipped the first truck of stone into Table Bay, symbolically

3 Tan Radforth, Royal Spectacle: The 1860 Visit of the Prince of Wales to Canada and the United
States (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004).
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commencing the construction of Cape Town’s breakwater. As a royal sailor, he sailed on
the ship Euralyus to the West Indies and Buenos Aires before arriving at the Cape, and
returned to Britain via the coast of western Africa. After 1866, he commanded his own
ship, the Galatea, on which he spent the next five years touring the world. Between 1867
and 1868, he visited Gibraltar, the Cape Colony, and Australia. In March 1868, he was
shot and injured by an Irish Australian man named Henry James O’Farrell, who claimed
to be part of an empire-wide Irish conspiracy (see chapter four). He recovered in Britain
before setting out again in 1869, visiting New Zealand several times and traveling around
the Indian subcontinent in 1869-70. He became commander of the Channel Fleet (1883-
1884), the Mediterranean Fleet (1886-1889), and commander-in-chief (1890-93) before
he took his place as the Duke of Saxe-Coburg and Gotha in 1893.

George, Duke of Cornwall and York. Prince George’s older brother and next in
line to the throne, after their father, Albert Victor died of influenza in 1892. His death left
Prince George in an unexpected position, as heir presumptive to the British throne. The
two had traveled around the world as sailors in the Royal Navy, 1879-1882, visiting
Gibraltar, the West Indies, the Falkland Islands, Southern Africa, Australia, and
Singapore.® In 1901, George, as the Duke of Cornwall and York, and his wife Mary
went on a world tour of the empire. The duke and Joseph Chamberlain, the Colonial
Secretary, spent months in 1900 conspiring to convince the queen to allow the visit.
While she eventually conceded and gave her reluctant permission, she died before the
tour began in January 1901. George inaugurated the new federal parliament in Australia,

toured war-torn South Africa, and paid homage to imperial service to the South African

3The Cruise of Her Majesty’s Ship “Bacchante,” 1879-1882. London: MacMillan, 1886.
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War in Canada and New Zealand.

Note on Terminology

I have chosen to consistently use “British” and “Britishness,” rather than
“English” or “Englishness,” throughout the work to reflect the general historiographic
consensus. Conceptually, Britishness has been understood as more open-ended and less
prone to ethnic or racial determinism. Englishness is seen as more ethnically- and
racially-inclusive, representative of a “Little Englanderism” that ignores or rejects the
role of the Celtic fringe, of Scotland, Wales, and Ireland, in the making of modern Britain
and the British Empire as well as the ways that Britishness was appropriated and claimed
non-white and non-British people around the world.

I use the term “people of color” to cover a wide array of origins and ancestries, to
explain what might be construed as a “negative” category of people who understood
themselves or were seen as by “settlers” as “non-white” or “non-European,” including
indigenous people (who themselves were often the product of ‘mixing’), Indians, and
people who saw themselves as a product of multiple ancestries (e.g. Cape “Coloured”).
Even so vaguely defined, these groupings are still unstable and uncontained, so I will
attempt, whenever possible, to use more specific terms and to use identifiers, such as
status or profession, that are not racial or ethnic in origin.

It is also important to recognize that group identifications were self-fashioned and
imposed by different historical actors. They also changed over time. In the Cape Colony,
the chattel slaves of the early nineteenth-century colonial culture were the “Cape Malays”

of the second half of the nineteenth century, and the “Cape Coloureds” of the twentieth
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century. I sometimes use contemporary language, both to reflect historical usage and to
challenge the ethnic and racial determinism of twentieth-century ethnography. For
instance, I describe Moshoeshoe, the paramount chief of modern day Lesotho, as the
“Basuto” king to destabilize Sotho as a natural category and to reflect on the role of
Moshoeshoe in the invention of a “Basuto.” When I use Xhosa or Zulu, I am referring to
a language group and not a timeless tribe of Xhosa or Zulu peoples. I also use “South
Asian” and “Indian” interchangeably, not to impose a colonial construct on “the
colonized” but to identify someone as a subject of British India, which included the

modern nations of India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh.
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CHAPTER ONE:
The Great Queen and Imperial Culture

There are perhaps more statues of Queen Victoria on earth than any other non-
religious figure in history. She sits or stands among whizzing automobiles in Auckland,
in front of neo-Gothic facades in Mumbai, and near the waterfront that bears her name in
Cape Town — in bustling metropolises and provincial towns, near churches, mosques, and
temples. She was a ubiquitous symbol of Britain and its empire, made real to people
across the world through images, statues, and visits. Her image as a maternal and justice-
giving queen was used and appropriated by her subjects in Britain and abroad —
politicians, administrators, settlers, and local people — to various ends. Yet, Queen
Victoria’s participation in crafting and disseminating a vision of imperial culture that
centered on her person, more than the institution of the monarchy itself, was surprisingly
limited and often very reluctant. While Victoria relished Benjamin Disraeli’s efforts to
title her as the imagined heir to the Mughal emperors, for instance, she played a limited
and sometimes resistant role in the cultivation of her imperial image. Her attitude and that
of her family toward empire was deeply ambivalent. How the Victorian royal family
understood and participated in the royal tours is the subject of this chapter.

The Victorian royal family was an imperial family. Through the ideological work
of colonial officials, Queen Victoria’s subjects across the empire imagined her to be a
justice-giving imperial mother. In 1876, she was styled the Empress of India by
Parliament, an event celebrated by a royal Durbar in Delhi. Her children and children
traveled extensively through the empire. Her son Edward was the first Prince of Wales to

visit the empire. Her grandson as King George V would become the first reigning
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monarch to visit in the empire (see the conclusion). As David Cannadine has argued, the
empire lent itself to a monarchy in need of cultural refashioning, and the monarchy in
turn gave itself to the empire.36 Place names, monuments, and royal visitors all
commemorated this developing solidarity, through which the “imperial monarchy
intruded itself into the individual lives and collective consciousness” of its subjects.’’

This chapter aims to understand how Victorian royals thought and talked about
the empire through the lens of the royal tour. In this context, the work suggests that the
Victorian royal family was deeply and profoundly ambivalent about the British Empire.
Victoria’s consort, Prince Albert, is the most important exception to this observation, but
he died shortly after the first tours. After his demise in 1861 and a decade of mourning,
Queen Victoria consistently resisted the royal tours. She unsuccessfully struggled to
assert her royal prerogative and to control her image which had been, by that point,
almost fully appropriated by officials at home and the empire as well as by her colonial
subjects around the world.

As for royal children, they were generally bored by royal rituals and offer us
limited reflection on their colonial encounters. Even as they sat in hunting camps in the
Punjab or greeted cheering subjects in Cape Town or Auckland, they rarely wrote of the
empire in their correspondence home. When they did, it was generally expressed in the
language of the tourist, of distance rather than closeness. For them, the empire simply
was, and this sense of banality and even disinterest shows through in their reactions to the

royal tours. The occasional glimmer of imperial consciousness on part of royal children,

36 Cannadine, Ornamentalism.

37 1bid., 103.
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the future George V most notably, points to a royal generational difference: that a
younger generation of royals came to accept their ceremonial place in imperial culture
without the political fight put up by Victoria and Albert. Through this process, the
invented tradition of the 1860s and 1870s became the standardized ritual practices of the

twentieth century. The novelty and the controversy transformed into a banality.

The Queen/Mother

To suggest the limits of Queen Victoria’s imperial consciousness is not to say that
she did not care about her empire. As her extant letters demonstrate, she was a prolific
writer on imperial affairs, particularly during the decades before Prince Albert’s death
(1861) when he served as her de facto personal secretary and exerted political influence
over his wife and colonial affairs. Over the course of her long reign, Victoria wrote to
prime ministers, colonial secretaries, and colonial governors frequently. She loudly
voiced her (often unsolicited) approval or disapproval of colonial policies to the
government, writing an average of 2,500 words on every day of her adult life.*® She tried
to learn “Hindoostani” and corresponded with several South Asian princes.”” She
employed a trusted Indian servant named Abdul Karim.*’ She even adopted a Maori child

as her godson after his parents, the Ngapuhi chief Hare Pomare and his wife Hariata,

*¥ Christopher Hibbert, introduction to Queen Victoria in her Letters and Journals (London: John
Murray, 1984), 1.

** See Michael Alexander, Queen Victoria's Maarajah: Duleep Singh, 1838-93, 2nd ed. (London:
Phoenix, 2001).

* Neil Parsons, King Khama, Emperor Joe and the Great White Queen: Victorian Britain through
African Eyes (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 227.

30



lamented the death of Albert.*' And, after becoming the Empress of India, she insisted on
signing her name as “Victoria R1,” that is Regina Imperatrix or Imperial Queen.

At the same time, her relationship with the empire was often more ambivalent and
complicated than these examples suggest. Her imperial interests focused on India, and the
vast majority of her letters on foreign affairs are on the subject of Europe. When she
wrote to her globetrotting children and grandchildren, she very rarely discussed imperial
politics, focusing her attention on family, marriages, and children. And, after the death of
her beloved husband Albert, her interest in governance and policy wavered significantly,
only to be rekindled during the 1870s by political and public pressure. Even then, she,
like the British public, rediscovered the empire during periods of crisis. Despite her
outward interest in empire, she was always reluctant to allow her children and
grandchildren to take long journeys abroad.*

Unlike Britain’s other Great Queen, Elizabeth I, Victoria did not and could not
rule as a man in a woman’s body. This reality was not a result of her gender but because,
as several scholars have persuasively argued, she inherited a castrated, feminized

monarchy.44 Her uncle, William IV, was the last British monarch to dismiss a prime

4! Alson Drummond, “Queen Victoria Had a Maori Godson,” Te Ao Hou.: The New World, no. 24
(October 1958): 60-61.

“2 John MacKenzie, “Introduction,” from The Victorian Vision: Inventing New Britain, ed. John
MacKenzie (London: V&A Publications, 2001), 19.

* Royal visits to the empire, with the exception of the Prince of Wales’ visits to Canada and India
in 1860 and 1875-76 respectively, are virtually ignored in the historical biographies and the published
letters of Queen Victoria and Prince Albert, as well as those of their children and grandchildren.

* David Cannadine, “From Biography to History: Writing the Modern British Monarchy,”
Historical Research 77 (August 2004): 303. For an interesting take on this issue in the context of women’s
history, see Clarissa Campbell Orr, “The Feminization of the Monarchy, 1780-1910: Royal Masculinity
and Female Empowerment,” in The Monarchy and the British Nation, ed. Andrzej Olechnowicz (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 76-107.
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minister (Viscount Melbourne in 1834). In The English Constitution (1867), Walter
Bagehot unofficially demarcated the limits and rights of the constitutional monarchy
inherited by Victoria — to be consulted, to advise, and to warn; he went as far as to
suggest that the political transformations of the nineteenth century had allowed a
“Republic [to] insinuate[...] itself beneath the folds of the monarchy.”45 But, like so
much of the British constitution, these were unwritten agreements, forged over centuries
of political and cultural negotiation. To Victoria, these were suggestions at best. In one
letter to her eldest daughter Victoria, she lamented what a “miserable thing [it was] to be
a constitutional Queen.”*°

The true litmus test of this nineteenth-century constitutional settlement was
whether or not politicians could willingly ignore or circumvent Victoria’s imagined
prerogative. William Gladstone, about whom the queen expressed the bitterest
sentiments, rarely shared what he considered Victoria’s political meddling with his
colleagues. Similarly, as we shall see, when Joseph Chamberlain wanted the Duke of
York to go on a royal tour during the South African War, he circumvented the queen’s
objections by collaborating (or conspiring?) with the duke to convince her. The fact that
the queen’s protests and attempted interventions rarely altered plans or policies is telling.

Both Gladstone, the grand old man of nineteenth-century liberalism, and
Chamberlain, the former Birmingham radical turned imperialist, embraced and co-opted
the monarchy as a national-imperial symbol compatible with their political worldviews,

perhaps the clearest evidence of the monarchy’s extremely limited political prerogative

* Walter Bagehot, The English Constitution (Project Gutenberg e-text).
http://www.gutenberg.org/dirs/etext03/thngl10.txt (accessed 10 February 2009).

* Quoted in Christopher Hibbert, 4.
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by the fin-de-si¢cle. What the 1860s and early 1870s proved was that Queen Victoria
could refuse her public services, but only at grave risk to the monarchy’s existence as an
institution. The Great Queen became a symbol to be managed and manipulated, a process
that Victoria unsuccessfully sought to limit and control.
* sk ok

Queen Victoria hardly needs another biography. Historians, professional and
popular, have written prolifically on her. The historian Walter Arnstein assesses that
Victoria has been “the subject of more biographies than any other woman born before
1800 and that she is only outranked over the whole of written history by the Virgin
Mary, Joan of Arc, and Jane Austen.*” The earliest biographies of the queen were written
while she was still alive, and her life story was told in print across the British world
during jubilees, royal tours, and other events.* Interest in Victoria’s life has remained
constant from her death into the twenty-first century. Most of her biographers were
upper-crust admirers rather than trained historians, and thus Victoria’s life story has been

frequently told and retold along the same dusty tracks.*

*" Walter Arnstein, Queen Victoria (New York: Palgave Macmillan, 2003), 1. This
historiographical overview of Queen Victoria’s biographies is deeply indebted to Arnstein’s introduction.

*8 See, for instance, Victoria’s Golden Reign: A Record of Sixty Years as a Maid, Mother, and
Ruler I (London: Richard Edward King, 1897).

* There are notable exceptions, of course. Using newly published diaries and letters, Frank Hardie
identified a lacuna in the history of the British monarchy, one that survives to this day: a failure to fully
grapple with the ways in which Victoria sought to restore some of the monarchy’s lost political influence,
for the queen-in-Parliament to represent a closer-to-equal relationship (though she certainly was not naive
enough to think that those days would ever return). Frank Hardie, The Political Influence of the British
Monarchy, 2nd ed. (London: Frank Cass, 1963). The Letters of Queen Victoria, edited first by A.C.Benson
and Viscount Esher and later by G.E. Buckle, was released in nine volumes between 1908 and 1932.. The
social historian Dorothy Thompson’s skillful portrait of Victoria, Queen Victoria: Gender and Power
(1990), focused on the queen as a woman, but in a very different way than the more traditional biographies
of Strachey and Longford. Thompson argued that, despite Victoria’s rather unprogressive views on the
roles of women in society and politics, her rule strengthened the institution of monarchy and quite
accidentally forwarded the cause of gender equality. Dorothy Thompson, Queen Victoria:The Woman, the
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An intellectual sea change came with Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger’s 1983
groundbreaking volume 7he Invention of Tradition, in particular David Cannadine’s
essay “The Context, Performance and Meaning of Ritual: The British Monarchy and the
‘Invention of Tradition,” c. 1820-1977.”°° It has become the standard and the flashpoint
for virtually all scholarly discourses about Victoria and her monarchy since its
publication. Cannadine’s essay also represents an important turning point in historical
writing on the British monarchy from biographical modes of storytelling to historical
modes of analysis.”' Even while the focus of professional historians have moved toward
social and cultural history and away from identifying historical periods with their
monarchs (though doing so remains shorthand), the interest in the monarchy as an “self-
perpetuating elite institution” has grown and flourished largely as a result of Cannadine’s
groundbreaking study. >* Thus, while this analysis focuses on the person of Queen
Victoria, it is crucial to conceptually frame the historiography of the Victorian monarchy
since the 1980s in the context of Cannadine’s invention thesis.

Hobsbawm and Ranger’s Invention of Tradition theorized a novel understanding
of historical traditions, namely that they were invented by European ruling elites to
legitimize and perpetuate their political, social, and political power. It reflected a broader

movement in the historiography of modern European nationalism in understanding the

Monarchy, and the People (New York: Pantheon Books, 1990). The edition published in the U.K. by
Virago Press was subtitled Gender and Power.

%% David Cannadine, “The Context, Performance and Meaning of Ritual: The British Monarchy
and the ‘Invention of Tradition,” c. 1820-1977,” in The Invention of Tradition, ed. Eric Hobsbawm and
Terence Ranger (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 101-164.

>! David Cannadine, “From Biography to History: Writing the Modern British Monarchy,”
Historical Research 77 (August 2004): 289-312.

52 1bid., 298.
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nation and its ideological superstructure as historical constructions of the recent past
rather than as proof of timeless and organic national communities.® As Hobsbawm
explained in his introduction:

We should not be misled by a curious, but understandable paradox:
modern nations and all their impedimenta generally claim to be the
opposite of novel, namely rooted in the remotest antiquity, and the
opposite of constructed, namely human communities so “natural” as to
require no definition other than self-assertion.... And just because so
much of what subjectively makes up the modern “nation” consists of such
constructs and is associated with appropriate and, in general, fairly recent
symbols or suitably tailored discourse (such as “national history”), the
national phenomenon cannot be adequately investigated without careful
attention to the “invention of tradition.”*

The invented tradition thesis has been frequently and justifiably criticized over the last
twenty-five years: for identifying the novelty of nineteenth-century traditions without
noting their more organic roots in the past; for denying the agency of non-elites in
interpreting and appropriating traditions on their own terms; and for representing national
traditions on purely instrumentalist terms without recognizing the varied ideological
lenses through which they were interpreted.

Terence Ranger, for one, has responded to these criticisms with the notion of
imagination, through which invented traditions could be negotiated and re-invented:

“These multiple imaginations were in tension with each other and in constant contestation

3 See Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of Rural France, 1870-114
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1976); Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1983); Benedict Anderson, /magined Communities (New York: Verso, 1983); Eric
Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism Since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1990); Anthony D. Smith, National Identity (Reno, Nevada: University of Nevada Press,
1991); Rogers Brubaker, Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1992); Mroslav Hroch, Social Preconditions of National Revival in Europe (New York:
Columbia University Press, 2000)

5% Eric Hobsbawm, introduction to The Invention of Tradition, ed. Eric Hobsbawm and Terence
Ranger (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 14.
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to define the meaning of what had been imagined — and imagine it further.””” This study,
not surprisingly, is anchored in both Cannadine and his revisionists, including Ranger.
These works helped transform how historians talked and thought about nationalism and
its symbols. Despite the caveats, the invention of tradition, as developed in a lengthy
scholarly conversation over the last three decades, is an undeniably useful concept for
understanding the political, social, and cultural transformation of the Victorian monarchy
in the developing national-imperial British state of the nineteenth century.

Writing in the early 1980s, when the modern Elizabethan monarchy was
experiencing a period of unpopularity stemming from a series of family controversies,
Cannadine challenged the timelessness of the British royal ceremonials carried on by
Queen Elizabeth II, arguing that they were largely the product of the late nineteenth and
the early twentieth centuries. By focusing on ritual (what Bagehot had called the
dignified, as opposed to the efficient, powers of the Crown), he understood “theatrical
show” to be “central in explaining the emergence of popular monarchy” during the
nineteenth century, which “shap[ed] a national identity based on tradition, hierarchy, and

3% In this context, the Victorian monarchy’s newfound raison d’étre, to

peculiarity.
ceremonially perform as the symbolic core of the British nation, redefined the

institution’s purpose during a transformative age of political reform. It adapted to the

novel by representing itself as timeless.

> Terence Ranger, “The Invention of Tradition Revisited,” Legitimacy and the State in Twentieth-
Century Africa: Essays in Honour of A.H .M. Kirk-Greene, ed. Terence Ranger and Olufemi Vaughan
(London: Macmillan, 1993), 81.

%% David M. Craig, “The Crowned Republic? Monarchy and Anti-Monarchy in Britain, 1760-
1901,” Historical Journal 46 (March 2003): 170.
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Queen Victoria, Cannadine argues, was fundamental to this reinvention of the
British monarchy. Victoria’s eventual willingness to come out of mourning and embrace
her public duties in the 1870s helped transform the monarchy into a “symbol of
consensus and continuity to which all might defer.””” Within Cannadine’s chronological
frame, the golden age of royal ceremony began after 1876, when Victoria became
Empress of India.’® The Golden (1887) and Diamond (1897) Jubilees represented high
watermarks in this symbolic (re)invention, during which the monarchy was celebrated in
grand style in Britain and across the empire. Across the British world, colonial
administrators invented (or imagined) other traditions during imperial Durbars and royal
visits.”

Thus, the last decades of the nineteenth century were “a time when old
ceremonials were staged with an expertise and appeal which had been lacking before, and
when new rituals were self-consciously invented to accentuate this development.”®
Victoria’s funeral and Edward VII’s coronation, he argues, passed on these traditions to
the next generation of the British monarchy. While it is true that royal ritual was not

entirely new to the British monarchy — and one need only revisit Elizabeth I’s royal

progresses to realize this fact — they were underused and largely out of practice by the

37 Cannadine, “The Context, Performance and Meaning of Ritual,” 133.

>* This moment is one of the few references made by most biographers of Victoria to her role as an
imperial monarch. Yet, much of this analysis focuses on Disraeli’s negotiation of the new royal title,
despite its unpopularity among many in Britain, rather than on anything truly imperial.

¥ See chapter 2 of this dissertation as well as Bernard Cohn, “Cloth, Clothes, and Colonialism:
India in the Nineteenth Century,” in Colonialism and Its Forms of Knowledge (Princeton, NJ: Princeton

University Press, 1996), 106-162.

60 Cannadine, “The Context, Performance and Meaning of Ritual,” 108.
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time the young Victoria came to the throne in 1837.°" If Victorian ceremonials had roots
in the past, they were used in a new context and for new reasons. The royal tours were
made possible by the steamship and the railway, on which young royals could travel in
safety and comfort, and their images and narratives transmitted over telegraph wires and
a burgeoning popular press in Britain and the colonies.

Cannadine’s conceptualization of royal rituals as invented traditions has been
challenged on other grounds, both political and scholarly. The pitched intellectual battle
over the work of Cannadine and his students has often turned polemical, with Cannadine
labeled a “Tom Paine” and a “republican” (though he claims moderate political
leanings).®* As feelings about the monarchy have fundamentally defined left and right
since the French Revolution, if not earlier, it is not surprising that the debate over the
Victorian monarchy has developed an overtly political dimension. Despite the polemics,
the scholarly debate that has ensued has added a new depth and richness to the
historiography of the British monarchy.

William Kuhn, in his monograph Democratic Royalism: The Transformation of
the British Monarchy, 1861-1914 (1996), challenged Cannadine’s interpretation of the
royal past from the stance of a strident anti-Marxist. ® Kuhn argued that royal

ceremonies were essentially religious acts, with many British subjects feeling a deeply

8! See Natalie Mears, Queen and Political Discourse in the Elizabethan Realms (New Y ork:
Cambridge University Press, 2005); Anna Keay, The Magnificent Monarchy: Charles Il and the
Ceremonies of Power (New York: Continnum, 2008); Robert Bucholz, The Augustan Court: Queen Anne
and the Decline of Court Culture (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1993).

%2 For more detailed analyses of these debates, see John Cannon, “The Survival of the British
Monarchy,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 5 (1986): 143-64 and The Modern British
Monarchy: A Study in Adaptation (Reading: University of Reading Press, 1987).

8 William Kuhn, Democratic Royalism: The Transformation of the British Monarchy, 1961-1914
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996), 4-5.
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emotional and organic connection with their monarch.®* He skillfully identified an
exaggerated degree of artificiality inherent to Hobsbawm/Cannadine concept of invented
traditions, downplaying nineteenth-century traditions roots in the past and overplaying
the ability of European ruling elites to hoodwink the powerless.

While Kuhn was right to challenge the instrumentalism of Cannadine’s vision, he
also ignores that royal ceremonies, despite their appeals to divine right, have always been
fundamentally political in their motivations from the earliest days of the English/British
monarchy. While appealing to the sincere reactions of many of the monarchy’s subjects,
he also dismisses public criticism of the monarchy, most notably during Queen Victoria’s
long absence from public life, as insignificant. Furthermore, in arguing that Queen
Victoria willingly acquiesced to the demands of a more democratic political order, Kuhn
ignores how profoundly obstructionist the queen really was. Queen Victoria had
condemned democracy, swearing that she would not allow it on her watch. She also
famously criticized the women’s rights movement (without which there would be no true
democracy in Britain) as a “mad, wicked folly.” Queen Victoria sought to limit the
further advance of constitutional monarchy and to restore the monarchy to its glory days
of power and influence, or at least to maintain the status quo. In the end, she might have
given in to democracy, but certainly never embraced it.

The most recent work by David Cannadine brings this historiographical analysis
full-circle. Cannadine’s 2001 book Ornamentalism: How the British Saw Their Empire

built on the intellectual foundations of his Invention of Tradition essay while re-situating

% 1bid., 6-10.
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his argument to reflect the recent “imperial turn” in the British studies.®® While
Ornamentalism will be more fully unpacked for its limits and usefulness later in this
study, it is important to note the importance of Cannadine’s recent work in framing the
Victorian monarchy’s reinvention of itself in terms of the empire. Most work on Victoria,
including Cannadine’s earlier work, largely ignored this dimension of the monarchy’s
resonance. At best, most of the works described above mention the 1876 Royal Titles Act
or political correspondence over imperial affairs.

Cannadine’s conceptual frame in Ornamentalism represents the limits of the
biographical and historical literature on Queen Victoria and the Victorian monarchy,
namely the conceptual space between Queen Victoria as a symbol and Queen Victoria the
historical figure. As it turns out, Queen Victoria had very little control over the way her
image was used and interpreted. On one hand, this fact reflects the complex ways in
which her image was used and appropriated by her subjects at home and in the empire.
On the other hand, it demonstrates the way governing elites in Britain and the empire
consciously used her image and the institution of monarchy to legitimize their own power
and to forward their own agendas. Victoria struggled to restore the efficient powers of the
monarchy and to control the use of her image. That she generally failed on both fronts is

a core argument of this chapter.

To restate this argument: Queen Victoria’s interest in the empire was extremely
limited. Her ubiquity across the British world as a symbol of Britain and “her” imperial

dominions largely reflected an effort by government and colonial officials to use her

% David Cannadine, Ornamentalism: How the British Saw Their Empire (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2001).
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image to their own ends, rather than any ideological work on her part. Victoria could
certainly be described as an imperialist, if of the banal variety. She was fascinated by
India, but mostly out of nostalgia for Albert, who himself demonstrated a keen interest in
the subcontinent. While she did write prolifically on imperial affairs, particularly during
crises, she was far more interested in European politics. Moreover, her interest in empire
might be seen as an extension of her national concerns, in relation to other European
powers, more than (or rather than?) peculiarly imperial ones.

Colonial propaganda presented her as the maternal and justice-giving Great
Queen, an idea many dispossessed peoples clung to well into the twentieth century. She
did, at times, exhibit a strong interest in colonial peoples. Walter Arnstein argues that she
demonstrated a brand of Victorian multiculturalism, seeing “herself far less as the head of
a homogenous nation-state than as the head of a multi-ethnic and multi-religious Empire”
and “insist[ing] time and again that other traditions and religions and even rulers in the
Empire deserved respect.”®® At the same time, she believed that the British Empire was a
good thing and that the spread of British rule (rather than German, French, or Russian)
would push civilization forward. As the Great Queen, she had little power to live up to
the legend of the Great (White) Queen, even if she did choose to spend her political
capital on defending her subjects. That said, she rarely did.

Queen Victoria never visited her empire, with the exception of Ireland in 1849

and 1900.°7 She did travel around the British Isles and to the Continent extensively. One

% Arnstein, 202.

67 James Murphy has written a very skillful study of the British monarchy and Irish society,
particularly Victoria’s royal tour of 1900, the insights of which will be revisited in the later chapter on
imperial rule. See James Murphy, Abject Loyalty: Nationalism and the Monarchy in Ireland during the
Reign of Queen Victoria (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2001). For more on
Victoria’s travels see David Duff, ed., Victoria Travels: Journeys of Queen Victoria between 1830 and
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useful way to truly understand how Victoria felt about her colonial subjects is to examine
what happened when the empire came to visit her. Like her children and grandchildren
touring the empire, these colonial encounters in the imperial metropole infrequently
registered in her letter and diaries. When they did, she often described them in the
language of the tourist, namely in the curiosity of cultural difference.

During these encounters, she was regularly used to convey and legitimize
decisions made by the government regarding imperial affairs. When the Bechuana chiefs
Khama, Sebele, and Bathoen came to Britain in 1895 to appeal for imperial justice
against the land-hungry Cecil Rhodes, Queen Victoria met with them at Windsor Castle.
She addressed the chiefs, her words presumably approved in advance by Joseph
Chamberlain, telling them that she was “glad to see [them], and to know that they love[d
her] rule” and confirming their settlement with Chamberlain, that reaffirmed imperial
protection in their dispute with Rhodes.®® Like her children, Victoria was used as an
imperial symbol, even if she herself had a more ambivalent and limited relationship with

her colonial subjects.

The Prince Consort
Prince Albert (1819-1861), the architect of the first royal tours, was the second
son of the Ernest, the prince of Saxe-Coburg Gotha in east central Germany, today part of

Bavaria and Thuringia. He met his cousin Princess Victoria in 1836, the year before she

1900, with extracts from her journal (New York: Taplinger, 1971). A very curious, if interesting, volume
about Victoria’s imaginary visit to Jamaica was published in the 1980s by Doubleday, recently republished
by Random House in 2002: Jonathan Routh, The Secret Life of Queen Victoria: Her Majesty's Missing
Dairies (Garden City, NJ: Doubleday, 1980)

68 Parsons, 227-228.
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became queen. As the second son of a duke, Albert had limited career options, and
wooing Victoria would be akin to striking matrimonial gold. Victoria gave an early
indication of interest in Albert, only to pull back from the discussion of marriage
altogether. The infamous series of controversies during Victoria’s early reign — the Lady
Flora Hastings Affair, the Bedchamber Crisis, and her all-too-close relationship with
Viscount Melbourne — forced her to reconsider. Albert was calculated to be a safe choice
by Victoria’s advisors, for he was “handsome and merry, and—given his penniless and
youthful state—malleable.”® After a second encounter with Albert, Victoria quickly fell
quite madly in love with Albert and proposed.

The political establishment in Britain was little interested in offering Albert much
of a welcome. As a German, his background and motives were questioned and debated.
He was refused a peerage and was granted an annual allowance dismally small by
historical standards. Even his naturalization was debated in Parliament. These questions
mostly went away once he demonstrated his political prowess, though critics always
remained apt to blame Albert’s failures on his “Germanism.”

Within six months of his marriage to Victoria, his wife was pregnant. By the
terms of the 1840 Regency Act, Albert would become regent if Victoria became unable
to rule before the majority of her eldest child. While he was not officially titled Prince
Consort by Parliament until 1857, Albert increasingly took over the public duties of the

monarchy over the course of Victoria’s nine pregnancies and acted as her private

% Stanley Weintraub, “Albert [Prince Albert of Saxe-Coburg and Gotha] (1819-1861),” Oxford
Dictionary of National Biography, Oxford University Press, Sept 2004; online edn, Jan 2008
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/274, accessed 17 Feb 2009]. Weintraub also wrote a full-length
biography of Albert. See Stanley Weintraub, Uncrowned King: The Life of Prince Albert (New York: Press
Press, 1997).
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secretary. He proved himself to the British political establishment as a thoughtful and
efficient political operator. He paid visits to politicians, was always present when
Victoria met with her ministers, and drafted most of her letters. He quickly established
himself as a patron of culture and the sciences and worked endlessly on his various
projects, the most famous of which was the Great Exhibition of 1851. He was
hardworking, tireless, and ruthlessly efficient.

This is not to say that Albert dominated his wife or sought to usurp the throne
(despite claims by contemporary observers and historians to the contrary). In private, he
and Victoria argued frequently, and these violent and passionate quarrels become the
stuff of legend amongst the royal staff. Queen Victoria was no push-over. She knew, and
reminded Albert, who was the reigning monarch. She also adored Albert and valued his
opinion. In the historical record, it is often extremely difficult to tell where Victoria ends
and Albert begins. His influence as Victoria’s closest advisor and personal secretary over
this period (1840-61) is undeniable. It was also comparatively short.

Albert was, as Cannadine put it, “fascinated by statecraft” and “was determined to

70 He was the cultural engineer

play a full part in the political life of his adopted country.
of the Victorian monarchy and, in the context of this work, of an imperial culture
centered on the monarchy. Albert sought to salvage as much royal prerogative from
constitutional settlements of nineteenth century as possible and was the first architect of
the British imperial monarchy. In this context, the monarchy’s loss of political and

cultural ground in the aftermath of Albert’s death was not a reflection of some inherent

weakness on Victoria’s part. It stemmed from to her long disengagement with British

" David Cannadine, History in Our Time (New York: Penguin Books, 2000), 42.
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society during which other discourses of power filled the void. In a sense, Victoria’s
withdrawal from public life quietly did the work of a minor political revolution. It
impelled the very changes that Albert had sought avoid.

* % %

Albert was the prime mover in the first royal tours of 1860. It was Albert who had
encouraged the Duke of Newcastle to accept the invitation from Canada and for his wife
to embrace George Grey’s proposal for a South African visit. It was Albert who worked
through the arrangements and negotiations for the visits and imagined the ideological
work that they would achieve.”' He wrote to his close friend Baron Stockmar: “What a
cheering picture is here of the progress and expansion of the British race, and of the
useful co-operation of the Royal Family in the civilisation which England has developed

and advanced!”’” In a toast given at the Trinity House in June 1860, Albert remarked:

It will be a curious coincidence, that at the same time — a few weeks hence
— though almost at the opposite poles, the Prince of Wales will inaugurate,
in the Queen’s name, that stupendous work, the great bridge over the St.
Lawrence in Canada, while Prince Alfred will lay the foundation stone of
the breakwater for the harbor of Cape Town. What vast considerations, as
regards our country, are brought to our minds in this simple fact! What
present greatness! What past history! What future hopes! And hope
important and beneficent is the part given to the Royal Family of England
to act in the development of those distant and rising countries, who
recognize in the British Crown, and their allegiance to it, their supreme
bond of union with the mother country and each other!”

' Albert’s extraordinary attention to detail can be witnessed in his lengthy letter to the Duke of
Newcastle detailing arrangements for the Prince of Wales’ tour of Canada. This is the only letter I located
in all of my research signed by Albert’s hand. Albert to the Duke of Newcastle, July 8, 1860, Ne C
12771/1.

2 Theodore Martin, The Life of His Royal Highness the Prince Consort, vol. 5 (London: Smith
and Elder, & Co., 1875), 83.

73 «A Toast Given at the Dinner of the Trinity House, June 23, 1860,” The Principal Speeches and
Addresses of His Royal Highness the Prince Consort (London: John Murray, 1862), 243-44.
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Long before Disraeli’s Crystal Palace Speech (1872) or the Royal Titles Act of 1876,
Albert conceived of a new place for the monarchy in British society, namely a British
imperial culture that was culturally anchored in the monarchy and monarchism. His
careful planning of both of his sons’ tours indicates the importance of the visits to him.
His public excitement and the laborious private negotiations over the royal tours reflect a
concerted effort to reshape the monarchy and to create a new kind of imperial culture.

While Albert was the key historical actor in this process of invention, he is also a
most difficult historical figure to locate.”* The bereaved Queen Victoria destroyed many
of his papers as she would later destroy many of her own.”” What remains of them is
possessed by the Royal Archives, a depository personally funded and owned by the queen
and therefore not subject to any public-information legislation. With no public index and
many papers considered private, there is no way to know what one has not seen. I saw
virtually no materials at Windsor written by Albert’s hand. This is, of course, a
disappointing historical roadblock.

Fortunately, there are some scholarly detours around this problem. In 1866, the
queen commissioned Theodore Martin to write an official multi-volume biography of

Albert, The Life of His Royal Highness the Prince Consort.” Despite Victoria’s editorial

™ While Ian Radforth never explicates having a similar problem in research his work on the Prince
of Wales’ visit to Canada, one must suspect that he did from his limited discussion of Albert. lan Radforth,
Royal Spectacle: The 1860 Visit of the Prince of Wales to Canada and the United States (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2004), 17-27.

7 Hibbert, 5.
7% Theodore Martin, The Life of His Royal Highness the Prince Consort, 5 vol. (London: Smith

and Elder, & Co., 1875). Roger Fulford, the other major biographer of Albert, gives no mention to the royal
tours of 1860. See Roger Fulford, The Prince Consort (London: Macmillan, 1949).
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control over the work, which itself is based on the letters, diaries, and speeches that she
provided, it is a more even-handed biography than one might expect. Martin, however,
never searches for the ideological content of Albert’s work on the 1860 tours, other than
to say that Albert had “taken the greatest pains to organise them both so as to ensure their
being carried out successfully.”’” His work reflects the interest shared by most other
historians of the royal tour, in the ceremonies and reaction to colonial visits rather than
the long processes of negotiation that were required to make them happen.

Finding Albert in the extant archival records is possible by other means. One way
has been to trace Albert’s letters out into the world. In this context, the papers of the
Duke of Newcastle, the Colonial Secretary in 1860, have been of some use.”® The most
useful strategy has been to consider Albert’s influence over Victoria in the formal
channels of communication between the monarchy and tour planners in the metropolitan
government and the empire. While Albert may have been the “uncrowned king” of the
United Kingdom, Victoria was the reigning monarch and the official author of most
correspondence on the subject of the royal visits. The origins of Victoria’s changing
attitude about royal visits after 1861, then, reflects both the deep psychological and

emotional effect of Albert’s death as well as the end of his influence on royal policy.

" Martin, 194.

™ Of course, following Albert’s paper trail to the empire would be of similar use. For financial
reasons, the research of this dissertation has been geographically limited to the United Kingdom. Should
money become available at a later date, this work would be among the first to be taken up.
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Royal Children

The Victorian monarchy, like that of Victoria’s great grandfather George III and
unlike those of her uncles George IV and William IV, nurtured an image of itself as a
respectable and, arguably, bourgeois family.”” During the era of the French wars, as
Linda Colley has famously argued, this social transformation of the British monarchy —
partly self-imposed, partly the result of generational assimilation of German princes into
a British institution — had helped protect British royals from the cultural dismemberment
and not-so-metaphoric decapitation experienced by their cousins on the Continent. It is
one way that the monarchy, as an institutional bastion of traditionalism and elitism,
survived into a “modern” age.

In this context, Victoria and Albert raised their children to be useful, both to their
family and to the nation. There was nothing particularly imperial about their or their
children’s upbringing, with exception of the heirs to the throne. Victoria and Albert
considered the royal tradition of military service most important. In an age before
proconsular apprenticeship, service in Her Majesty’s armed services was the primary

route through which royal sons could earn their spurs and see the world.*® Their children

™ On this, see Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837 (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1992), 195-236. Also see The Victorian Vision: Inventing New Britain, ed. John
MacKenzie (London: V&A Publications, 2001).

% In 1863, John O’Shanassy, the Premier of Victoria, suggested the Prince Alfred might become
king of Australia. Cindy McCreery, “A British Prince and a Transnational Life: Alfred, Duke of
Edinburgh’s Visit to Australia, 1867-8,” in Transnational Ties: Australian Lives in the World, ed. Desley
Deacon, Penny Russell and Angela Woollacott (Canberra, Australia: Australian National University E-
press, 2008), 59. Also see A Proposal for the Confederation of the Australian Colonies, with Prince Alfred,
Duke of Edinburgh, as King of Australia. By a Colonist. (Sydney, Australia: J.J. Moore, 1867). During the
negotiations over the Royal Titles Act in 1876, Disraeli suggested that Victoria’s two sons might be titled
the Duke of Canada and the Duke of Australia. Extract from the Queen’s Journal, February 26, 1876, The
Letters of Queen Victoria, Second Series, vol. 11, 448. Arthur, duke of Connaught, would later serve as
Governor-General of Canada under his nephew George V. Also see David Cannadine, History in Our Time
(New York: Penguin Books, 2000), 39-40.
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Alfred (navy) and Arthur (army) served as did their grandchildren Albert Victor and
George (both in the navy).

While the Great Queen and Empress of India had never traveled outside of the
British Isles or the Continent, her children and grandchildren traveled the world as
servicemen and royal ambassadors. Their encounters with the Great Queen’s subjects
across the globe importantly shaped how the monarchy was received and understood in
the empire. Yet, these travels were not solely, or even primarily, imperial in nature.
Outside of the empire, royal children spent time in Europe, the Middle East, East Asia,
and the United States. Moreover, after Albert died in 1861, Queen Victoria grew
extremely, even hostilely, reluctant to send her children, particularly those closest to the
line of succession, out into the world without good reason (e.g. military service). Even
then, her well-traveled children and grandchildren did not express a vibrant interest in the
world or Britain’s empire.

Victoria and Albert were extremely strict with their children and had very specific
ideas about how their children should behave and represent the monarchy whilst abroad.
As we shall see, governments and colonial administrators were deeply concerned with the
dynamics of royal rituals in relation to the legitimacy of imperial hierarchy. Who would
represent the sovereign and how she was represented were crucial questions for both the
monarchy and for governing elites who ran the empire. In this context, their interests
converged; thus, ritual standards were one discursive site where the monarchy could
negotiate. It was the site of contestation through which the attitudes of Queen Victoria,

her children, and grandchildren can be examined. It was also through these negotiations,
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over the course of forty years, that the rules and precedents of the royal tour became the
standard practices in the twentieth century.

Through public patronage, national service, and royal ritual, Albert the Prince
Consort sought to connect the monarchy to notions of progress and improvement. He
spent his years as a British royal nurturing an image of the monarchy as a patron of the
arts and sciences, most famously in organizing the Great Exhibition of 1857. To Albert,
the monarchy needed to excise the demons of excess and decadence associated with the
previous two reigns and make a new image for itself of a respectable and moral royal
family, one that echoed the reign of George III. In this vein, he demanded that his
children be useful — to commit to a difficult regiment of learning and improvement and to
serve their nation in Her Majesty’s military forces.

For this reason, royal visits could not, he decided, invoke images of the royal
progress of past times (with some exception for India). Royal children were to visit the
empire as respectable and upstanding subjects, who dressed in respectable and simple
clothing of modern royals, rather than the effete regalia of monarchy’s past. India was
different, because colonial administrators identified the need to appeal to an “Oriental
mind” that yearned for medieval spectacle. But, most of this was left for imperial
Durbars, where the viceroy rather than royal children represented the queen in an official
capacity.

Royal children were to appear in the empire as first subjects of the queen rather
than as her representatives. For this reason, the queen and the Viceroy of India, Lord

Northbrook, agreed that there could be no Durbar when the Prince of Wales visited India
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in 1875.8' When her sons and grandsons traveled as royal sailors, they were expected to
perform their duties, much to the surprise of the queen’s colonial subjects. Propriety
demanded that only the governor of a colony, the queen’s official proxy, could represent
her, and this fact had to be reflected in imperial ceremonies. On certain occasions, tour
planners made certain that the governor and the royal visitor were not seen together, so as
to avoid any confusion in the minds of colonial peoples.™

While the letter of imperial rule dictated that royal children could not represent
the queen, this conceptual distinction was not easily maintained on the ground. When
royal children arrived, they immediately became the center of attention. Sometimes,
exceptions were granted for Princes of Wales, to pass out medals or honors, but never
without a debate about the precedents and consequences of doing so. In 1875, the queen
opposed the idea of the Prince of Wales rather than Lord Northbrook distributing the Star
of India.* During the investiture ceremony, as things turned out, Edward and Northbrook
sat together, and Edward awarded the Star of India to the guests of honor under “special

warrant from the Queen.” **

81 Lord Northbrook to Lord Salisbury, April 29, 1875, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol. 1,
1875, RA VIC/MAIN/Z/468/10.

82 Queen Victoria to Lord Salisbury, May 27, 1875, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol. 1,
1875, RA VIC/MAIN/Z /468/11. This problem was deemed of particular importance in India, particular
because a Raj ruled by the Crown rather than a trading company was a rather new idea in the 1870s. This
issue was also discussed in the preparations for Alfred’s visit of 1875. Lord Northcote to Baron Lawrence,
August 1, 1868, Papers of Sir John Lawrence, BL MSS Eur F90/29 no. 40.

% Lord Salisbury to Queen Victoria, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol. 1, 1875, RA
VIC/MAIN/Z/468/ CFP/24. Salisbury appealed to the precedent of the 1860 Canadian tour, which he saw
as allowing a temporary suspension of this policy on grounds that “there is some real danger that if the
Queen’s own son is put in a position of obvious inferiority, the true relation of the Viceroy to the Queen
will be misunderstood or ignored.”

8 J. Fayer, Notes on the Visits to India of Their Royal Highnesses the Prince of Wales and Duke of
Edinburgh, 1870-1875-76 (London: Kerby & Endean, 1879), 75.
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This standard also made sense in the context of the royal tours as an educational
experience. When the Prince of Wales’ returned from Canada in 1860, under the
“delusion that the tumultuous welcome [he experienced] was for [him],” Albert forcefully
reminded him that “it was nothing of the kind. It was simply an expression of loyalty to
the Queen.” For royal sons serving in the military, the tours were as much about
discipline and service as seeing the world. For the heirs to the throne, they were meant to
give them public responsibilities and to see the empire over which they would one day
rule. As didactic tools, they were imagined as grand tours of empire, not leisurely tourist
expeditions.

For this reason, Victoria and Albert took a particular interest in carefully selecting
fellow travelers for their children and grandchildren. The Prince of Wales went to
Canada, as Ian Radforth describes, with a group of middle-aged men and was prohibited
from interacting with the younger midshipmen abroad the H.M.S. Hero.** Albert made
sure that General Robert Bruce, the Prince of Wales’ governor, was always “under the
same roof” with Edward while in North America so as to avoid any moral wandering on
the prince’s part.®” There was a long conversation between the monarchy and Indian
administrators over Alfred’s traveling companion for his 1870 visit to India. The queen

thought that the young prince was “rather easily led away” and thus in need of a “steady,

% Quoted in Richard Hough Victoria and Albert, 157.

% Tan Radforth, Royal Spectacle: The 1860 Visit of the Prince of Wales to Canada and the United
States (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004), 44.

87 Albert to the Duke of Newcastle, July 8, 1860, Papers of the Duke of Newcastle, University of
Nottingham, Ne C 12771/1.
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firm” traveling companion who would exercise a good influence.””” For the queen, this

was one of the few prerogatives that she could dictate during later tours.

Alfred

Victoria’s second son Alfred is perhaps best known in European history for
almost becoming the Greek king. He was selected in a Greek plebiscite to fill the throne
left vacant by the deposition of King Otho. The prospect of accepting this “election” was
interpreted by the British government to be a violation of the 1830 London Protocol,
designed to limit the influence of any individual “protecting power” on an independent
Greek state.® He married the daughter of Tsar Alexander II and later became the
hereditary duke of Saxe-Coburg Gotha. He lived a somewhat uninspiring life as a
German duke and died an early death.

Yet, Alfred’s teens and twenties, when he toured the world as a royal sailor, are
the far more interesting and, arguably, historically significant episodes in his life. He was
the one of the greatest, if not the greatest, royal traveler in history. In terms of distance
traveled and places seen, he ranks with the greatest of Victorian adventurers. In August

1870, Lieutenant-Colonel Arthur Balfour Haig, Alfred’s Equerry, estimated that, since

8 Lord Northcote to Baron Lawrence, August 1, 1868, Papers of Sir John Lawrence, BL MSS Eur
F90/29 no. 40.

% Alfred has received surprisingly (or perhaps not surprisingly) little attention from scholars. The
only book-length biography of Alfred is Jon Van der Kiste and B. Jordaan, Dearest Affie : Alfred, Duke of
Edinburgh, Queen Victoria's Second Son, 1844-1900 (Glouchester: A. Sutton, 1984). Van der Kiste
updated his biography in short-form for Oxford Dictionary of National Biography “Alfred, Prince, duke of
Edinburgh (1844-1900),” Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, Oxford University Press, Sept 2004;
online edn, Jan 2009 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/346, accessed 16 Feb 2009]. Cindy
McCreery, who was of assistance in the competition of this work, has published several more recent works
on Alfred. See Cindy McCreery, “A British Prince and a Transnational Life”; “‘Long may he float on the
ocean of life’: the first royal visit to Tasmania, 1868,” Tasmanian Historical Studies no. 12 (2007): 19-42.
In addition to these sources, I have relied heavily on works on Victoria and Albert, which generally focus
on their marriage and their relationships with their children.
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leaving Wellington sixteenth months prior, the prince’s ship had traveled more than
31,000 nautical miles, or one and one-half times the circumference of the world.”° This
astounding figure represents a mere segment of Alfred’s life at sea. He traveled to
Australia, New Zealand, South America, South Africa, China, India, Japan, and many
other places in his twenty-year-long naval career. Alfred was probably seen in the flesh
by more people in the colonial empire than anyone in the history of the British royal
family, including Elizabeth II

By 1860 when he set sail for South Africa, Alfred had become the great hope of
Victoria and Albert. He was not the most intellectually gifted boy, Victoria frequently
observed, but he demonstrated a curiosity and common sense that his older brother the
bon vivant rarely did. Having passed his naval exams by age 14, Alfred was sent off to
sea by his father and spent the next decade of his life traveling the world. Queen Victoria,
less guarded in her letters to daughter Vicky, abandoned her usual reverence for Albert in
expressing her anger over Alfred’s departure:

I have been shamefully deceived about Affie... It was promised to me that
the last year before he went away to sea, he should be with us, instead of
which he was taken away... Papa is most cruel upon the subject. I assure
you, it is much better to have no children than to have them only to give
up!?!

By the early 1870s, Alfred had somewhat inexplicably lost favor with his mother, who
had grown closer to her eldest son in the decade since Albert’s death. This reversal of
fortunes is even more surprising, given that, during a 1868 visit to New South Wales,

Alfred was nearly killed by a would-be assassin’s bullet in what was imagined to be an

%A B. Haig to General Ponsonby, August 27, 1870, RA VIC/MAIN/S/27/54.

! Quoted in Richard Hough, Victoria and Albert, 162.
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empire-wide Fenian conspiracy. Victoria came to despise and pity Alfred as extremely

unlikable and self-absorbed.””

As for Alfred himself, the personality of the young man who had visited southern
Africa in 1860, demonstrating a keen interest in whatever Governor George Grey had to
show him, was quickly transformed by life in the navy. He became far more interested in
the hyper-masculine culture of the sea and far less interested in the cultures of the empire.
He shared his father’s love of hunting and often begrudgingly completed his duties as a
royal visitor so that he might be rewarded with a hunt. He even tried to divert the
itinerary of his 1869 tour in order to stop in Natal for a hunting expedition.”® Of course,
these interests were important components of a British imperial culture, but they
represented a subconscious, banal imperialism rather than an explicit, ideological one. **

When Sir George Grey, the Governor of the Cape Colony, invited Alfred to South
Africa, his parents saw an opportunity. They imagined his naval apprenticeship and his
royal visit would combine “his professional studies as an Officer in H.M. Fleet” with the
“acquirement of such knowledge of Foreign Countries as he may have opportunities of

obtaining.”> His first voyage out, in 1860, took him to South Africa, with stops at South

%2 Writing to her daughter Victoria after the attempt on Alfred’s life, Victoria wrote: “I am not as
proud of Affie as you might think, for he is so conceited himself and at the present moment receives
ovations as if he had done something.” Queen Victoria to Princess Victoria, July 8, 1868, Queen Victoria in
Her Letters and Journals, 205.

% Alfred to Queen Victoria, December 28, 1869, RA VIC/ADDA20/1303.

% Several scholars of empire have argued that hunting was a function of colonialism. It reflects an
imperial consciousness much different than the one being examined here, however. Most importantly, see
John MacKenzie, The Empire of Nature: Hunting, Conservation and British Imperialism (Manchester:

Manchester University Press, 1997).

% John Russell to W.D. Christie, April 30, 1860, RA VIC/ADDA20/49.
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American ports on the trip out and on the West African coast on the journey back. His
governor Major Cowell was given full discretionary powers over him, and Alfred was
expected to be treated as a normal sailor in the Royal Navy except in instances approved
in advance.”®

The message was relayed in letter after letter to local officials and to the officers
of his ship, HMS Euralyus. Some exception was intended for the Cape Colony, where
Alfred was planned to inaugurate the construction of a new Table Bay breakwater.”’
While these rules were rarely, if ever, followed, on land, they were followed at sea:
Alfred was seen on duty at the gangway when the ship arrived in Table Bay, and the sight
of him swabbing the deck apparently impressed the Xhosa chief Sandile far more than
any imperial spectacle. While this performance of work ethic was meant to shape both
Alfred and his audience, to nurture a particular image of the monarchyj, it also represented
the childrearing philosophy of Victoria and Albert who sought to nurture the merit of
service in their children and grandchildren.

Victoria and Albert intended for the Euralyus to be a royal classroom, where their
son could learn discipline and see the world, while avoiding the various digressions of his
older brother. For his parents, the trip had clear didactic purposes, with welcomed
political side effects for the empire. Toward the end of the 1860 tour, reported to Albert
that the desired results were “purchased... very cheaply” and that Alfred had reflected on

and understood the state of affairs in southern Africa.”® While Albert Edward’s grand tour

% Status in this sense would be revisited again and again during the royal tours, as we shall see.

%7 Gardner D. Engleheart to the Governors of the Cape, St. Helena, Sierra Leone, May 5, 1860 RA
VIC/ADDA20/62.

% Major John Cowell to Albert, August 29, 1860 and September 5, 1860, RA VIC/ADDA20/69.
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of Canada was more clearly planned and acted out as an imperial event, Alfred’s tour of
southern Africa was designed by Victoria and Albert with a much simpler set of goals.

Between 1860 and the early 1870s, Alfred transformed from an active and
intellectually curious young prince into an adult far more settled in his ways, the bore that
his mother frequently described. He toured South Africa in 1860; traveled the world,
visiting South Africa, Australia, New Zealand, and India, between 1867 and 1870; and
commanded a ship in the Mediterranean fleet during the 1870s. Despite his early
curiosity, Alfred’s worldview on empire and the royal tour can be detected from his
earliest tour and retained a significant degree of consistency over time.

Alfred wrote frequently to his mother, and these letters offer valuable insights into
his understandings of his travels. Details about colonial cultures or his experiences were
rarely reported back to Victoria by Alfred, but were usually conveyed by his co-travelers
and through newspapers sent back by colonial officials. Victoria and Alfred most
frequently discussed family and European politics. Home life, impending marriages, and
Continental affairs rather than the empire dominated these conversations. As his letters
illustrate, Alfred himself rarely demonstrated an interest in colonial sujects and instead
found the meaning of the royal tours in the masculine culture of the navy and in his
favorite pastime, hunting.

Growing up in the navy, Alfred’s life was shaped by its culture. The homosocial
space of a Royal Navy ship cultivated a brand of masculine camaraderie and friendship
that Alfred cherished, to such a degree that he later had trouble socializing back on land
in Europe. Despite the highly regimented nature of the navy, life aboard ship for Alfred

was one of playful, and sometimes violent, horseplay and a fair dose of taunting and
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vexation. Once, when he arrived at Malta, his fellow midshipmen aboard the Euralyus
“bumped him on the deck” with each shot of the royal salute.” This playfulness was
somewhat of a departure from his strict upbringing by his parents.

Feelings of camaraderie eased the strict regime and social separation of a navy
life. Lieutenant-Colonel Haig reported to Queen Victoria the profound isolation of life at
sea and the importance of human connections. One night per week, part of the main deck

was transformed into a stage, lit by a row of lanterns.'®

With an “orchestra” of a piano
and a fiddle, the sailors performed songs, readings, and recitations to entertain their
audience, who, “determined to be amused,... sit there, and laugh, and cheer to their
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hearts’ content.” " The ship even had its own band of Minstrels, who would perform

“Negro melodies” in blackface. 192 On other nights, Alfred might be found playing the

violin while other men sat or laid about reading or doing crochet.'®

Alfred grew very
comfortable and content with this life and these relationships.

When he was nearly killed by an assassin’s bullet in 1868, he received an
outpouring of outrage and concern from Australians and colonial subjects from across the
empire. The Royal Archives and National Archives contain an impressive array of these
letters, odes, and declarations to Alfred, which demonstrate the sincere concern felt by

colonial subjects for the young prince. Recovering in Australia, Alfred wrote to his

mother about the aftermath of the attempt on his life, expressing how deeply touched he

% Richard Hough, Victoria and Albert, 163.

1% Arthur Balfour Haig to Queen Victoria, August 27, 1870, RA VIC/MAIN/S/27/54.
"1 Ibid.

' Ibid.

103 Ibid.
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was by the outpouring of loyalty and concern, not from her colonial subjects but from his
crewmates:

I shall never forget... the manner in which I was spontaneously cheered by
the whole squadron especially by my own ship’s company & the manner
they received me on board. I was very much overcome by it & had to go

to my cabin and remain there.... I think it was the proudest moment of my
life, to find that the nearly 600 men I command really loved me.'*

Of course, he did convey his thanks to his mother’s subjects, but this deeply emotional
response had little to do with what happened on land. The relationships he had developed
on board his ship were far more important and meaningful than anything that happened as
a royal tourist of the empire.

When off of the ship, hunting was never far from Alfred’s mind. His father had
adored the royal estate at Balmoral, in part because he could spend hours stalking deer in
the Scottish Highlands. ' Alfred frequently and excitedly reported to his mother his
hunting adventures while on tour. In South Africa, he and George Grey awaited a
rumbling herd of wild animals, rounded up and driven toward them by a group of local
natives, and began firing upon them en masse during a rather grotesque “hunting” trip in
1860.'% He went hunting with the Maharajah of Benares in 1870, “roll[ing] over an

enormous tiger” that “got away very badly wounded.”'®” He hunted antelope, elephants,

1% Alfred to Queen Victoria, March 27, 1868, RA VIC/ADDA20/1281.

19 Richard W. Butler, “The History and Development of Royal Tourism in Scotland: Balmoral,
the Ultimate Holiday Home?” from Royal Tourism: Excursions Around Monarchy, ed. Philip Long and
Nicola J. Palmer (Bristol: Channel View Publications, 2007), 55-57.

1% Saul Solomon, The Progress of His Royal Highness Prince Alfred Ernest Albert through the
Cape Colony, British Kaffraria, the Orange Free State, and Port Natal in the Year 1860 (Cape Town: Saul
Solomon & Co., 1861), 86-92.

197 Alfred to Queen Victoria, January 24,1870, RA VIC/ADD/A/20/1306.
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ostriches, partridges, peasants, deer, and many other exotic animals. While encountering
his mother’s subjects, it seems, his mind often wandered to the hunt.

Like other royal children, when he did write to his mother about his visits, it was
often to complain. He openly complained to his mother during his visit to India in 1869-
70. From Calcutta in 1869, he griped that “ever since my arrival it has been one
unceasing state ceremony, Levées, large dinners, state receptions, visits, balls, & drawing
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rooms in rapid succession.” "~ He reported that, the previous day the festivities began at

eight-thirty in the morning and continued until one-thirty that morning.'” Early in
January 1870, he again wrote to his mother complaining of his duties:

I received the Native Princes on board this is a very tedious ceremony.
They each come separate with the Viceroy’s agent who is attached to him
and a few native attendants, he is brought in by the foreing [sic] secretary
& sits down on my right with the foreign secretary & his attendants on his
right & my staff on my left. The conversation consists of asking after one
another’s health, the beauty of the weather ... & some remarks as to his
loyalty & attachment to the throne... I then give him some horribly strong
scent... and some remarks as to his loyalty and attachment to the
throne.... Then I give him some horribly strong scent... and some nuts....
The only difference in the seven [?] visits was the number of guns in his
salute & the number of steps.''’

Royal children routinely complained about such visits and their tedium. His letters home
reflect boredom with his imperial duties, preferring his shipmates to local dignitaries and
hunting trips to dinners at the Government House.

Alfred was not wholly disinterested in the empire, but it was a banality of his life.

He probably traveled more than any royal before or after him, yet he hardly thought about

1% Alfred to Queen Victoria, December 28, 1869, RA VIC/ADDA20/1302.
19 1bid.

1% Alfred to Queen Victoria, January 9 1870, RA VIC/ADDA20/1304.
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or commented on his role as one of the British Empire’s greatest travelers. While colonial
subjects who met him often commented on his warmth and graciousness, on his skill as a
royal ambassador, these encounters virtually never registered in his letters home. For his
parents, traveling the world as a sailor in the Royal Navy was a method of teaching
Alfred a profession and giving him an opportunity to see the world. For everyone else
who was touched by the visits, he was a symbol of diverse manifestations of imperial
identity and citizenship. For Alfred, the meaning of his royal tourism was found in the

joys of navy life and the pursuit of his favorite pastime, hunting.

Albert Edward, the Prince of Wales

Victoria and Albert had high expectations for young Albert Edward (Edward VII),
the heir to the throne, and his parents’ rigorous educational program for him reflected
these desires. They sought to avoid the decadent excesses of his uncles and to train
Edward as an informed and thoughtful king in the model of Albert. The young prince,
however, was not an intellectually curious child and was rather quickly considered
somewhat of a lost cause by his parents. He was not Albert and more closely resembled
his polar opposite. Victoria and Albert favored his older sister Victoria, and later Alfred
and Arthur.'"" As a consequence of his perceived failures, Edward wrote very little and
left historians very little textual evidence, other than what was written on his behalf by

his private secretary Francis Knollys and in the official histories of the monarchy.

"H. C. G. Matthew, “Edward VII,” Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford
University Press, Sept 2004; online edn, May 2008). http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/32975
(accessed 3 March 2009).
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In British history, Edward has come to represent cultural and moral excess, a
reaction against the strictness and austerity of Victorianism. Yet, his reaction was initially
to his father not his mother, with whom he had much in common. He found his father’s
rules and morals stifling and his expectations unachievable. In this regard, the image of
the Savile Row Prince of Wales, wearing midnight blue dinner jackets, smoking,
attending the theatre, philandering, and generally living up to his reputation as a rakish
playboy is accurate. He was, as Bagehot suggested, “an unemployed youth,” with no
obvious role in life other than waiting to be king.''> He performed adequately at Oxford
and Cambridge, matriculating at Trinity College in 1861. He unsuccessfully tried out life
in the army during the summer of 1861, only for gossip about his romantic encounter
with the actress Nellie Clifden to be spread around London. And, when his father died,
his mother would blame him and all of his trouble-making for his death.

As aroyal tourist, however, Edward proved rather successful in carrying out his
ceremonial duties in the empire, which required more in terms of charm and far less in
terms of intellect. His performance in the 1860 royal tour of Canada was a rare occasion
when his parents openly expressed satisfaction in his performance.113 He was the first
heir to the throne to visit the empire and was very well-traveled, taking frequent trips to
the Continent; traveling to North America in 1860; cast off to Jerusalem, Cairo, and
Constantinople in 1862 after his father’s death; and making a trip to India in 1875-76.

Even if he was far out-traveled by his younger brother Alfred, he was the most

"2 Bagehot, The English Constitution.

13 Queen Victoria to the Duke of Newcastle, August 4, 1860, Duke of Newcastle Papers,

University of Nottingham, Ne C 12744/1.
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“globalized” Prince of Wales in history (though this honor would immediately pass to his
son, George).

Despite his success as a royal ambassador, his mother did not allow him to act as
her representative in performing the monarchy’s public duties, despite her own refusal to
perform them, and denied him access to her government and colonial papers.''* While he
consequently never developed a well-defined knowledge or consciousness of the empire,
he did express an interest in local peoples, particularly the Indian princes, during his
visits and sought to recast himself more visibly as an imperial monarch once king. In a
sense, he became a better-traveled version of his mother, captured by the idea of being an
imperial monarch but without an obvious understanding of what exactly being one meant.

* sk ok

Albert Edward’s royal tour of Canada in 1860 came not at the impetus of any
metropolitan office but at the invitation of Canadian legislature.'"® Like Alfred’s tour, the
idea for a royal visit to the empire germinated in the empire. Victoria had been invited to

Canada several times in the 1850s, a prospect she considered impossible.''® She proposed

"4 Matthew. “The queen, however, was strongly hostile to the prince's taking on public duties in
Britain. She tried to maintain the code of behaviour which Albert had prescribed, which was one in which
Albert was the chief male prince. The queen, as Sidney Lee put it, kept her son ‘in permanent in stafu
pupillari. She claimed to regulate his actions in almost all relations of life.” Maintaining a sort of fiction
that Albert was alive and active, she forbade the prince's presence on royal commissions and public bodies,
and, despite her own almost total seclusion, he was not allowed to represent her at public occasions.”

'3 A5 Prince of Wales, Albert Edward was the ranking son of Queen Victoria. In some sense, the
decision to discuss Albert Edward after Alfred is decidedly subversive. After all, Alfred was a far greater
traveler than Albert Edward and deserves fist attention in a study such as this one. I have relied heavily on
Ian Radforth’s excellent history of the 1860 tour of Canada rather than re-tracing what he has already done.
Ian Raforth, Royal Spectacle, 17.

116 Radforth, 17.
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that once the Prince of Wales was old enough, he would visit Canada.''” As was the case
during the Duke of Cornwall’s royal tour forty years later, it was intended to thank
colonials for their contributions to an imperial war effort, in this case the Crimean War.''®
Moreover, the idea of the heir to the throne inaugurating the new Victoria Bridge across
the St. Lawrence River, one of Victorian era’s greatest engineering marvels, as his
younger brother across the Atlantic tipped the first truck of stone into Table Bay built on
much of the ideological work Albert had done as the prince consort — to connect the
monarchy to notion of progress.

There is little sense that Edward realized the importance his parents and the
Canadian government placed on the visit. He wrote to his mother in the mode of a tourist,
rather than as a future imperial monarch. He performed well and impressed his handlers.
Yet, he was a teenager who was simply performing the duties being asked of him. He
wrote to his mother after performing his first public duties as a royal ambassador in
Newfoundland: “I had to receive fourteen addresses, rather a large number for the first
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time.” "~ He commented on an encounter with First Peoples in the language of a

sightseer, which would be repeated during his 1875 tour of India; he noted that they
treated him civilly and wore “more modified costumes than those that are generally

represented in pictures.”'?’

"7 1bid., 18. Also see Sidney Lee, King Edward VII: A Biography, vol. 1 (London: Macmillan,
1925), 85.

18hid.
"9 Lee, Edward VII, vol. 1, 89.

120 Ibid., 90.
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Whilst in North America, he often reported on the beauty of the New World and
matter-of-factly on his experiences with colonial people. Even his official biographer,
Sidney Lee, admitted a complete lack of imperial consciousness by Edward: “If the
Prince’s descriptions of his experiences... proved bare and informal, they were relieved
by some naive comments on the persons whom he met, by comparisons of scenes which
were new to him with familiar places at home, and by occasional notes on surviving
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memories of his grandfather.” = Even while in the empire, his mind remained very much

at home.

When the idea of a royal visit by the Prince of Wales to India was raised in 1875
by the Council of India, the queen was reluctant to grant her permission.'** While his
younger brother Alfred had recently visited India, Edward had survived a bout of typhoid
fever in 1871, the disease that likely killed his father, and the queen was unwilling to part
with him. The queen had not always opposed the idea of Edward traveling to India;
before his father died, Albert had imagined India to be on the itinerary of his planned

travels in the Near East.'?’

The queen did not want to give up her son. She was surprised
and angered, then, when Lord Salisbury, the Secretary of State for India, announced to
her his plan for the prince’s tour of India.

The Prince of Wales, however, was determined to go to India, although his

motive, other than escaping his mother’s grip, is unclear. The government went forward

2! Ibid., 88.
122 Ibid., 373.

123 Ibid., 370.
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with plans for the visit despite the queen’s apparent reluctance. Upon finding out,
Victoria wrote to Lord Salisbury to articulate her unhappiness about the plans:

[The queen] wishes [Lord Salisbury] to know that while she gave her
consent, she did so very reluctantly as she thinks the risk and
responsibility very great for the Prince of Wales is no longer in his former
health and invariably over does his powers of endurance and the distance
from home is enormous!'**

Two months later, she explained in a letter to Lord Northbrook, the Viceroy of India, that
she had given “a very unwilling consent” and that “she had expected [the visit] should

have been very carefully considered and weighed in the Cabinet before being announced

to the Viceroy.”125 She indicated that she wanted to convey her “real feelings and views

on this subject” to him and sought his “impartial opinion” on the visit. Noting these

reservations, Salisbury and Northbrook continued to forge their plans for the visit.'*

The queen grew irritated by her exclusion from the planning process. She
complained to Salisbury that she had personally “received no information” from the
Secretary of State about the tour arrangements, even though “the newspapers are full of
them.”'?’ Victoria demanded tsahat she be “accurately informed on every point” and that
“her sanction may be obtained before anything is decided.”'*® She focused her efforts on

preserving Edward’s health over the duration of the visit by trying to limit his

24Queen Victoria to Lord Salisbury, March 18, 1875, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol. 1,
1875, RA VIC/MAIN/Z/468/3. Emphasis in the original text.

125 Queen Victoria to Lord Northbrook, May 17, 1875, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol. 1,
1875, RA VIC/MAIN/Z/468/7.

12 See chapter 2 for details on colonial administrators’ motives and planning.

127 Queen Victoria to Lord Salisbury, May 27, 1875, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol. 1,
1875, RA VIC/MAIN/Z/468/11.

128 Ibid.
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engagements. She also sought to approve of the prince’s party, mainly so she could
excise any of his troublesome friends from the list. Furthermore, the queen insisted, in
agreement with Salisbury, that the Prince of Wales was to travel to India as a first subject
rather than as a representative of the queen. Northbrook was her true representative, as
she understood imperial hierarchy. Her son could not, then, hold a Durbar or take any
ceremonial precedence over the viceroy. Although the tour was being pushed forward
despite her reservations, the queen imagined herself as the proper master of the planning
process; this notion was very much an illusion.

The extant letters of Edward offer some limited insight into his understanding of
the royal tour of India. In terms of his imperial consciousness, he shared much in
common with his mother. While he articulated an interest in local people, he also
demonstrated a certain naivety about the empire, seeing it as an uncomplicated place. He
recounted, for instance, his encounter with the Gaekwar of Baroda (see chapter two) in
simple terms to his mother: that he gave the young gaekwar, “a very intelligent boy, quite
overloaded with jewels,” some gifts, which pleased the boy, and received in return “some

»12% In conveying an image of Bombay to his mother, he described his

very pretty things.
travels through the streets of the city in the language of a tourist: “You see mixed

together natives of all classes, creed & origin. Their Houses are very picturesque & they

are all painted different colours. The lowest classes & children hardly wear any garments

129 Prince of Wales to Queen Victoria, November 14, 1875, Prince of Wales in India, 1875-6, vol.
1, 1875, RA VIC/MAIN/Z/468/98.
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at all.”!3°

This assessment reflects a limited knowledge of his surroundings and enough
cultural distance to avoid the moral implications of his sightseeing.

Like his mother, Edward expressed a much more profound interest in the
hereditary princes of India than anything else in the Raj. He complained to his mother

about the abuse of the princes by colonial administrators:

What struck me, most forcibly, was the rude and rough manner with which
the English “Political Officers” (as they are called, who are in attendance
upon them) treat them. It is indeed much to be deplored, and the system is,
I am sure, quite wrong. Natives of all classes in this country will, I am
sure, be more attached to us and to our rule, if they are treated with
kindness and firmness at the same time, but not with brutality &
con‘[empt.131

While the dynamics of ornamentalism and imperial rule will be discussed in chapter two,
Cannadine’s notion that the British “saw” their empire in terms of an imperial social

hierarchy, rather than race or color, is useful in this context.'*

In the looking glass of
empire, did Edward see a mirror image of the Victorian monarchy, deprived of its power
and pushed around by government officials? It would not be a conceptual leap, however,
to suggest that royals recognized some semblance of similarity. This does not mean that
his sympathy did not also invoke difference (racial or otherwise) or that what he imagined

reflected anything but an invented “idea” of India. Edward’s simple and banal

imperialism represented a limited kind of imperial consciousness; deprived of any real

"% Ibid. Colonial administrators generally guarded him from the worst examples of suffering and
poverty.

P! Ibid. A similar sentiment would later be echoed by his son George upon returning to Britain

from India in 1905-06.

132 Cannadine, Ornamentalism.
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power in the imperial hierarchy, he was not all that different than the princes with whom
he sympathized.

This said, the notion of being an imperial monarch stuck with Albert Edward.
When his mother died, he recommended to the government that he be stylized as “King
Edward the Seventh, by the Grace of God of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland, and all of British dominions beyond the seas, and Emperor of India.”"** His first
proposal even included Charles Dilke’s famous phrase “Greater Britain,” coined by his
travel narrative of the same name (Joseph Chamberlain quickly excised this language,
fearing it might alienate the king’s loyal non-British subjects in the white settler
colonies)."**

Much like Victoria, Edward delighted in the idea of being an imperial monarch in
name. The effect of traveling twice to the empire, to Canada in 1860 and to India in 1875,
on this newly-found imperial consciousness is difficult if not impossible to calculate. The
request was certainly influenced by his reading of Dilke but was more directly inspired
by the suggestion of Sir Alfred Milner, the Governor of the Cape Colony and High

Commissioner for Southern Africa. This debate that raged over this title, between the

Colonial Office and the colonies, hardly registered at all in Britain.

133 Joseph Chamberlain to Edward VII, April 15, 1901, Papers of Joseph Chamberlain, University
of Birmingham, JC 11/12/37/60. He also decided to stylize himself as King Edward VII rather than as King
Albert Edward, which had always been the name he agreed with his mother to take.

13% Charles Dilke, Greater Britain: A Record of Travel in English-Speaking Countries during 1866
and 1867 (London: Macmillan, 1869). “The King has prefered [sic] Milner’s original suggestion — to
introduce the phrase “Greater Britain” obvious objections — French, Canadian, Cape Dutch.” Arthur
Balfour to Joseph Chamberlain, April 16, 1901, JC 11/12/32. “My recollection is that when [the phrase
“Greater Britain”] came into popular use, after the publication of Sir Charles Dilke’s book,... it was
generally understood to designate lands settled and inhabited by emigrants from the United Kingdom, more
especially the Australian Colonies, and would not have been interpreted as including the Crown Colonies,
or the Cape, where languages other than English were habitually spoken” (H. Bertram Cox). Colonial
Office minutes, April 10, 1901, JC/11/12/33/59.
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George
Prince George shared much in common with his uncle, Alfred. Between 1879 and
1882, George traveled the world as a royal cadet aboard HMS Bacchante with his older

brother Albert Victor.'*

During his 1879-1882 tour of the world, George visited many
places, both British and not: among them, Gibraltar, the Mediterranean, the West Indies,
the Falklands, the Cape, Australia, Fiji, Japan, China, the Straits Settlements, Ceylon,
Egypt, and Palestine. His understanding of his royal duties was profoundly informed by
his years in the Royal Navy, and he felt a deep respect for and connection with naval
culture and with the people with whom he developed relationships during this period of
his life. As the second son of the Prince of Wales, he had little prospect of becoming
king, that was, until his older brother Albert Victor died suddenly of influenza in 1891.
Despite the similarities, George developed a different and more complex understanding
of empire than his uncle, in part through his relationship with Joseph Chamberlain.

His consciousness of the empire as grandson and son of a monarch and later as
King George V represents a generational difference with his grandmother and father and
reflects broader changes in British society. His coronation at Westminster Abbey in June
1911 was celebrated by a Festival of Empire in London, and he was the first reigning
monarch to visit the overseas empire, holding a coronation Durbar in Delhi in 1912.

Growing up in the high age of European imperialism, his understanding of the empire

represents a turning point between a nineteenth-century monarchy that struggled and

1% John N. Dalton, The Cruise of Her Majesty's Ship "Bacchante," 1879-1882: Compiled from the
Private Journals, Letters, and Note-books of Prince Albert Victor and Prince George of Wales, 2 vols.
(London: Macmillan, 1886).
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failed to retain its political relevance and a twentieth-century monarchy that came to
accept its ceremonial role in British and imperial culture, best illustrated by Elizabeth II’s
frequent travels in Britain and abroad. Ironically, George V reigned over the beginnings
of the transformation of the British Empire from an empire on which the sun never set
into a collection of associated states (later institutionalized as the Commonwealth) and
the decline of Britain as a global power.

His first invitation to the empire as an adult royal was soundly rejected by the
queen. Apparently enthused by the outpouring of colonial loyalty to the queen during the
Diamond Jubilee celebrations of 1897, the Government of New Zealand invited the Duke

and Duchess of York to visit New Zealand and Australia.'*®

Queen Victoria very quickly
refused, citing her reluctance to allow a prince so close to the throne to travel so far away
from home."*” She scolded the Cabinet for even considering the proposal and asserted
that she would “never give [her] consent to this idea.”!?® George, in a letter to the
Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, wrote that he was sorry about his grandmother’s
decision, considering that “it is so very important to do all we can to please the Colonies

at this moment, and to so bind them more closely to the Mother Country.”139 The

government’s unquestioning acceptance of the queen’s refusal was extremely rare, if not

136 Barl of Ranfurly to Joseph Chamberlain, November 25, 1897; JC 29/6/6/6 Extract from
Address by the Governor of New Zealand to the House of Representatives, September 23, 1897, JC
29/6/6/5.

17 Joseph Chamberlain to Queen Victoria, February 7, 1898; JC 29/6/6/10 Joseph Chamberlain to
the Earl of Ranfurly, February 1898, JC 29/6/6/2.

8JC 11/38/10. This document is unsigned, undated, and was written on a plain sheet of
notepaper. Context clues, however, make obvious that it conveys the queen’s opinion of the New Zealand
invitation. Whether it was written by the queen or her personal secretary Arthur Bigge is unclear. I must
acknowledge Helen Fisher at the Special Collections Library, University of Birmingham, for her assistance
on this matter.

1 Duke of York to Joseph Chamberlain, February 15, 1898, JC 29/6/6/11.
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unheard of, during this period. The fact that neither Chamberlain nor the Duke of York
took a particular interest in the visit and pressed the queen on the issue, as was usually the
case, perhaps explains this capitulation.

In 1900, Chamberlain again proposed a royal tour, this time in response to an
Australian invitation to inaugurate the new federal parliament in Melbourne. While his
initial proposal focused on Australia, but quickly incorporated a Canadian invitation, he
conceived of a much larger global tour of empire. Chamberlain conceived of the tour as
an opportunity to thank the colonies for their service in the South African War and to
forward his own ideas about imperial unity. Prince George was very enthusiastic about
the prospect of this trip and corresponded frequently with the Colonial Secretary about
the state of the negotiations with his grandmother. As on previous occasions, Queen
Victoria was extremely reluctant to allow the Duke of York to go to Australia.'*’
Chamberlain and George, assisted by the Prince of Wales and the prime minister, Lord
Salisbury, spent several months negotiating with the queen and, in effect, conspiring with
one another to convince the queen to permit the tour.

Despite the queen’s reluctance, the semi-official account of the tour, written by
fellow traveler Joseph Watson, was curiously titled The Queen's Wish."*' The idea of the
queen as a willing and enthusiastic participant reflects a key ideological component of the

royal tour, principally that Queen Victoria sought to share her children and grandchildren

1 She was also unhappy about the Australians’ choice of “Australian Commonwealth” as the new
federation’s name because she thought that it reflected republican sentiments. Chamberlain assured her that
they simply wanted to use a different name that the Canadians. Extract from the Queen’s Journal, June 27,
1900, The Letters of Queen Victoria, Third Series, vol. I1I, 566-567.

! Joseph Watson, The Queen's Wish: How It Was Fulfilled by the Imperial Tour of T.R.H. the

Duke and Duchess of Cornwall and York (London: Hutchinson, 1902). Books published in Britain about
the royal tours shall be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Five.
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with her colonial subjects as a gesture of maternal goodwill. Yet, the queen was always a
reluctant partner in royal visits. She wished to keep her children and grandchildren close
to home. Only through the work of others was she ever persuaded to allow such travels.
Over the course of several months in 1900, Victoria had to be coaxed and
convinced by the government and by her family to allow George’s visit to a newly-
federated Australia. George took the lead in advocating in favor of the visit to his
grandmother. He wrote to Chamberlain in early July 1900 to indicate that he had made
some progress with his grandmother on the subject of the royal tour, since she “seemed
less unfavorable to the suggestion than on a former occasion,” and that his father the
Prince of Wales would speak to her on the importance of the visit, “a most important

95142

event connected with the birth of the Empire.” ™ By mid-August, George found her to be

“not adverse” to the idea of a brief visit to Australia, though she refused any

143

consideration of a stop in Canada. ™ He wrote in the manner of an intelligence-gatherer,

suggesting to Chamberlain that “it would be better if you did not mention that you had

heard from me.”'*

For George, his prospects of his royal tour looked promising.

The queen, however, would waiver and then refuse, again. Two days later, the
queen’s personal secretary Sir Arthur Bigge wrote urgently to Chamberlain, explaining
that “Her Majesty did not seem to be so much in favour of the proposal as the Duke

assumed her to be after their conversation two days ago.”'*> She was unhappy that the

prime minister or the Cabinet apparently had no knowledge and thus no opinion of the

"2 Duke of York to Joseph Chamberlain, July 1, 1900, JC 11/37/7.
' Duke of York to Joseph Chamberlain, August 15, 1900, JC 11/38/11.
" Ibid.

3 Sir Arthur Bigge to Joseph Chamberlain, August 17, 1900, JC 11/38/12.
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proposal and concluded, according to Bigge, that “if [she] was asked now [she] should

feel inclined to refuse.”'*¢

The queen’s age and the need to have royal children on hand to
attend ceremonies in her place further discouraged her willingness to consent.'*” She was
perhaps more reluctant to grant permission for royal visits than ever before.

Bigge, a personal servant of the queen, informed Chamberlain that he sensed that,
when the proposal was put clearly and formally to the queen, she would realize the
importance of the visit to Australia, “the practical birthday of a new Empire.”'** Lord
Salisbury feigned ignorance, Bigge informed Chamberlain, because the Prince of Wales
wished to first speak to her on the matter. If the government was respectful of her
concerns and appealed to her through official channels rather through than her grandson,
he encouraged, she would be far more receptive. Even the queen’s personal secretary, it
seems, conspired with George and Chamberlain in the scheme to bring a royal son to the
empire.

After receiving a formal proposal from Salisbury, the queen finally agreed to the
visit, with very specific stipulations. She agreed to the visit if the South African War had
concluded by the time of the tour; if she remained in good health; if his visit was no

longer than five months; and, if George agreed to visit Canada and India another time.'*’

Bigge confided to Chamberlain that she “does not like the idea” but was convinced of its

10 Tbid.

"7 Ibid. Her son Alfred had died in late July 1900, and her grandson Albert Victor died in 1892.
These deaths left her son the Prince of Wales and his immediate successor the Duke of York, in addition to
Prince Arthur, the Duke of Connaught. She determined Arthur to be even more indispensible than George.
Queen Victoria to Joseph Chamberlain, August 26, 1900, JC 11/38/17.

¥ Ibid.

149 Queen Victoria to Lord Salisbury, August 26, 1900 JC 11/38/14.
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130 While worried that he might be considered a disloyal servant

importance by Salisbury.
of the queen, he even suggested that the limitations set by the queen might be overcome
with time. Chamberlain would assure him of his loyalty and indicated that other
proposals for visits, from Canada, for instance, could still be considered until later stages
in the planning process.'”' George similarly proposed to Chamberlain that Canada might

132 They had gotten what they wanted and could seek more

be reconsidered at a later time.
concessions from the reluctant imperial monarch later.

As things turned out, Victoria died a few months later in January 1901. The South
African War would not end for another year. Edward VII was slow to allow the heir to
the throne to go ahead with the tour but ultimately approved it, at the insistence of Arthur
Balfour, the Conservative Party leader.'>? George would visit not only Australia but also
New Zealand, Mauritius, South Africa, and Canada, with stops in Aden, Ceylon, and
Singapore. This world tour was hardly the “queen’s wish.” While those who planned and
participated in the tour regarded a federated Australia as representing the symbolic
beginnings of a new imperial century, it more clearly represented the newly developed

role of the monarchy in a British world, forged and refined over the previous four

decades.

1% Sir Arthur Bigge to Joseph Chamberlain, August 26, 1900, JC 11/38/15.

1! Joseph Chamberlain to Sir Arthur Bigge, August 29, 1900, JC 11/38/18.

2 Duke of York to Joseph Chamberain, September 9, 1900, JC 11/38/22.

3 H. C. G. Matthew, “George V,” Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford University

Press, Sept 2004; online edn, Jan 2008). http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/33369 (accessed 2 March
2009).
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George’s letters to Joseph Chamberlain before and during his 1901 tour
demonstrate a deep knowledge of and interest in imperial politics. He had enthusiastically
promoted the tour to his grandmother, in part because he foresaw “the greatest possible

benefits to the Empire.”"**

Before the tour began, he articulated a desire to distribute
medals to colonial troops, this while expressing concern over the sack of Kumasi on the
Gold Coast."” He might be compared to his grandmother in his interest in empire, except
that George had been to the empire and understood many of the political and cultural
intricacies that would have been lost on Victoria.

Other then describing the loyalty of Australians, which he attributed to the rule of
his grandmother, the South African War, and the work of Chamberlain, he articulated a

sophisticated understanding of colonial policy.'*

His letters reflect a profound
knowledge of Australian politics, particularly after such a short time in the country: the
rivalries between the different states, trade policy, policies regarding “Black” and
Chinese labor, drought and agricultural production, and many other topics. His
correspondence reads like colonial intelligence, a seismic shift from previous royal tours.
To describe George’s more developed awareness of empire is not to romanticize his
knowledge or concern for empire. He remained an observer, an outsider, who
encountered the empire ever so briefly.

The royal tour only developed George’s sense of being better connected to the

empire than his predecessors and the rest of British society. Returning to Britain late in

"** Duke of York to Joseph Chamberlain, August 15, 1900, JC 11/38/11.

13 Duke of York to Sir Arthur Bigge, November 15, 1900, The Letters of Queen Victoria, Third
Series, vol. 111, 620.

156 Duke of York to Joseph Chamberlain, June 2, 1901, JC 11/12/77.
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1901, he gave a speech at Guildhall on December 5 that he claimed reflected the colonial
mood, asserting “that the Old Country must wake up if she intends to maintain her old
position of pre-eminence in her Colonial trade against foreign competitors.” This
sentiment reflects the political work of his imperial tutor, Joseph Chamberlain."*” In this
regard, George represented a departure from his father and grandmother, in having a clear
sense of his role as an imperial monarch. He advocated imperial unity and defense and
traveled to the empire once he became king. Yet, it was in George that the British
monarchy took on its familiar twentieth-century form, as an institution that had come to
accept its purely symbolic role in both British domestic society and at the center of a
global empire and Commonwealth.

* % %

Victorian royals did not always embrace the imperial roles in which they were
cast. They understood the empire to be an important part of the British world, but they
were often reluctant and unequal partners in the projection of a royal image to colonial
subjects. Queen Victoria objected to royal visits to the empire. Royal children who
visited the empire complained about the tedious and boring ceremonies and encountered
empire