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Abstract 1.

This DPhil dissertation aims to delineate an ambivalent construction of ‘Britishness’
in late British India by paying special attention to certain discourses and practices
that regulated the lives of both colonial elites and of their impoverished and/or
racially mixed kin. Peculiar racial self-anxieties of the colonial ruling classes, -
namely those over hygienic / sexual degradation and cultural hybridisation, the
increased presence of indigent and/or racially mixed whité populations, and the
undesired consequences of the last - are examined thorough a close and analytically
coherent analysis of colonial representations and practices.

An important feature of this research is to bring the internal-cum-class
distinctions of metropolitan society to the fore in order to circumscribe a peculiarly
class-specific constitution of British racial identity in the colonial context. Broadly
speaking, in two related senses can the (re)production of white racial prestige in the
British Raj be regarded as a class-conditioned phenomenon. First of all, colonial
Britishness can be said to have been characterised by class because not all persons or
groups of British descent living in the colony were recognised as ‘European

enough’: only those from the upper or middle classes were considered as so
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‘European’ as to be capable of ruling the ‘subject races’ of India. The remaining
people of British racial origins, including the so-called ‘poor whites’, the ‘domiciled
Europeans’ (those whites permanently settled in India), and the mixed-decent
‘Eurasians’, were not regarded as ‘British enough’ (although they were not seen as
‘Indian’, either).  Especially, ‘domiciled Europeans’ and ‘Eurasians’, often
collectively referred to as ‘the domiciled class’, were not treated as ‘British’ but only
as ‘Native’ in socio-legal terms: the ‘domiciled’ differed from ‘Indians’ in terms of
racial and cultural identification, but were supposed to be no higher than the latter by
constitutional status and socio-economic standard.

Secondly it was because of its recourse to ‘bourgeois philanthropy’ that
the construction of Britishness in late British India may be said to have been bound
by aspects of Victorian or Edwardian class culture. Although the British excluded
their domiciled brethren from the sphere of their social and economic privileges, the
former also ‘included’ the latter within limited frames of philanthropic and
educational care. For, their exclusion from the elite white community
notwithstanding, the domiciled were still regarded as one part of the European (as
opposed to Indian) body politic. Thus the colonial authorities feared that an
unregulated destitution of ‘poor whites’, domiciled Europeans, and Eurasians might
present itself as a political menace to the prestige of the British race as a whole: in

a sense, the authority of Britishness also depended on how ‘European pauperism’

11



Abstracts

could be solved before it had disorderly effects on the colonial hierarchies of race
and class. It was in this context that the philanthropic management of pauperism
emerged as a negative but no less unimportant measure for reproducing British
prestige in the colonial context. And central to this was a specific, colonial
application of a politics of class that the bourgeoisie played against the indigent and

various ‘unfit’ populations in the metropole.

Abstract 2.

This DPhil dissertation aims to delineate an ambivalent construction of ‘Britishness’
in late British India by paying special attention to certain discourses and practices
that regulated the lives of both colonial elites and of their impoverished and/or
racially mixed kin. Peculiar racial self-anxieties of the colonial ruling classes, -
namely those over hygienic / sexual degradation and cultural hybridisation, the
increased presence of indigent and/or racially mixed white populations, and the
undesired consequences of the last - are examined thorough a close and analytically
coherent analysis of colonial representations and practices.

The thesis first examines a range of colonial discourses on racial,

environmental and cultural differences especially in ways that establish connections
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between the Victorian ideology of racial difference and the construction of European
colonial identity in the post-rebellion period (from 1858 onwards). Colonial ideas
on such matters as racial hygiene, miscegenation and socio-educational ‘milieu’ are
discussed. This analysis of British selfhood in the colonial context is followed up
by a study of the attitudes of colonial elites towards so-called ‘poor whites’, who
were originally from Europe but were too ‘lowly’ to be regarded as genuine
members of the ruling race.  Especially important here is to consider how the
colonial authorities tried to minimise the political effects of the existence of these
‘poor whites’ by both immigration control and repatriation. And even more
importantly, the thesis points out that certain sections of the poor-white population
did remain in India on a permanent and cross-generational basis; and that these
people were often pauperised, and often, if not always, became racial mixed. These
‘domiciled Europeans’ and the already substantial mixed-race ‘Eurasians’ (with
whom the former merged) came to form an ambiguous and yet distinctive colonial
social category: ‘the domiciled class’.

After thus circumscribing the historical conditions, out of which British India’s
‘domiciled class’ emerged, the research moves on to describe how both state and
private agents of colonial philanthropy and education came to terms with so-called
‘European pauperism’. Through analysing the British perspective on European

pauperism, the research explores the reasons why this particular case of pauperism
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involving their domiciled brethren came to be loaded with such immense political
implications. Then the dissertation analyses a set of concrete measures of
philanthropic intervention, including housing, hygienic improvement, disciplinarian
training, and geographical relocation through migration (both domestic migrations
and emigrations). These studies on the nature of philanthropic interference are
further deepened by thoroughly examining British attitudes towards their domiciled
brethren as manifested specifically in educational discourses and practices. A
heterogeneous set of documents are discussed here with a view to demonstrating the
extent to which the dramatic pauperisation of domiciled Europeans and Eurasians

triggered a chord of anxieties among missionary headquarters and successive

Governments.

Finally, the research considers the social and material limits of Britishness by
concentrating on how both imperial and colonial authorities responded to the
long-standing claim of the domiciled community to be recognised as ‘British’.
Analysis of the community’s associational movements is central, but rather than
tracking all activities of political leaders indiscriminately, the research focuses on
how domiciled leaders insisted on the right to a guaranteed European (as opposed to
indigenous) standard of living. And by interrogating how the authorities rejected
such a claim for material equality, it explores the class and racial criteria of being

‘British enough’ under imperialism.
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An important feature of this research is to bring the internal-cum-class distinctions of
metropolitan society to the fore in order to circumscribe a peculiarly class-specific
constitution of British racial identity in the colonial context. Broadly speaking, in
two related senses can the (re)production of white racial prestige in the British Raj
be regarded as a class-conditioned phenomenon. First of all, colonial Britishness
can be said to have been characterised by class because not all persons or groups of
British descent living in the colony were recognised as ‘European enough’: only
those from the upper or middle classes were considered as so ‘European’ as to be
capable of ruling the ‘subject races’ of India. The remaining people of British
racial origins, including the so-called ‘poor whites’, the ‘domiciled Europeans’
(those whites permanently settled in India), and the mixed-decent ‘Eurasians’, were
not regarded as ‘British enough’ (although they were not seen as ‘Indian’, either).
Especially, ‘domiciled Europeans’ and ‘Eurasians’, often collectively referred to as
‘the domiciled class’, were not treated as ‘British’ but only as ‘Native’ in socio-legal
terms: the ‘domiciled’ differed from ‘Indians’ in terms of racial and cultural
identification, but were supposed to be no higher than the latter by constitutional
status and socio-economic standard.

Secondly it was because of its recourse to ‘bourgeois philanthropy’ that

the construction of Britishness in late British India may be said to have been bound
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by aspects of Victorian or Edwardian class culture. Although the British excluded
their domiciled brethren from the sphere of their social and economic privileges, the
former also ‘included’ the latter within limited frames of philanthropic and
educational care.  For, their exclusion from the elite white community
notwithstanding, the domiciled were still regarded as one part of the European (as
opposed to Indian) body politic. Thus the colonial authorities feared that an
unregulated destitution of ‘poor whites’, domiciled Europeans, and Eurasians might
present itself as a political menace to the prestige of the British race as a whole: in
a sense, the authority of Britishness also depended on how ‘European pauperism’
could be solved before it had disorderly effects on the colonial hierarchies of race
and class. It was in this context that the philanthropic management of pauperism
emerged as a negative but no less unimportant measure for reproducing British
prestige in the colonial context. And central to this was a specific, colonial
application of a politics of class that the bourgeoisie played against the indigent and

various ‘unfit’ populations in the metropole.

The thesis shows that the aforementioned attention to bourgeons class culture is
indispensable for understanding British attitudes towards their domiciled brethren in
India which, at first glance, look immensely complicated. The exclusion of the

domiciled was often accompanied by demeaning stereotypes regarding racial
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degeneration, cultural hybridisation and miscegenation. But what ultimately
determined the distinction between the British and their domiciled counterpart was
neither (im)purity of descent nor place of upbringing as such. Rather, such a
distinction was a disguised but definite consequence of internal hierarchies within
British bourgeois society. = By the mid-nineteenth century, both processes of
colonial domicile and racial hybridisation were phenomena largely confined to those
who did not belong to the ruling classes, whether at home or in the colony.  These
people became rooted in India and/or absorbed into the mixed-race population
because of their already subordinate status even prior to their emergence in the
colonial context: domiciled Europeans and Eurasians did not always become
pauperised because of their alleged ‘degeneration’ (as was often argued by British
commentators). Moreover, close attention to the ‘bourgeois’ language of class in
Victorian and Edwardian Britain reveals that such a recourse to the idea of
‘degeneration’ was as much a reflection of domestic hierarchies as that of colonial
ones. The emerging bourgeoisie represented the ‘unfit’ populations of the British
nation in a crude language of ‘degeneration’ couched on notions of social evolution.
But this discourse of ‘degeneration’ was not simply exclusionist. Rather it was
linked up with social-reform initiatives that sought to deal with the problem-ridden
populations in order to save the British race from internal deéay. It was this

bourgeois will for social-hygienic reform that triggered philanthropic measures to
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counter the ‘degeneration’ of domiciled-European and Eurasian paupers in late
British India. Of course, the metropolitan politics of poverty was not simply
replicated in the colonial context, where it was racial difference that was the primary
index of social ordering and differentiation. My point is that, precisely because of
its concerns with racial order, the colonial context ended up highlighting class
difference, instead of pushing it to the background. In the British-Indian context,
the question of racial integrity was even more pressing than at home because it was
the very basis of political order. Accordingly, the perceived responsibility of the
ruling classes to aid the impoverished members of the national body politic was even
more urgent in the colonial outpost. At this juncture, it was no surprise that British
India witnessed an incredible enthusiasm for this peculiar kind of philanthropy
whose aim was not to ‘civilise’ indigenous subjects but to discipline the internal

contradictions of the colonising community itself.
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Ch 1. Introduction

1. Imtroduction: Perspective, Scope and

Limits of the Research

Perspective

This research lays bare how the British constructed their racial identity in colonial India,
by paying special attention to the class-specific discourses and practices that regulated
the lives of both their own and of their impoverished and/or racially mixed brethren.
British colonialism in India has been known for its multifaceted ideologies of racial
difference, and researchers from diverse disciplines have already examined them
closely. But the ‘Britishness’ of British colonials in actual social contexts has been
neglected, not least because scholars have taken its ideological premises for granted
instead of critically examining its possible internal contradictions. This study comes
to terms with the social construction of British identity by highlighting colonisers’ own
racial anxieties, especially those over hygienic / sexual degradation and cultural
hybridisation; the increased presence of indigent and/or racially mixed white
populations; and the undesired ‘political consequences’ of the last. Through
addressing these anxieties, this dissertation will demonstrate the extent to which British
racial identity in India was invented through certain cultural conventions and social

politics that may well be called “bourgeois’.
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Broadly speaking, the construction of colonial Britishness can be regarded as a
class-specific phenomenon in two related ways. First of all, it was far from the case
that all the people of British descent who lived in the colony were recognised (socially,
economically or legally) as ‘British’. Only certain privileged sections of the British
race were considered as so ‘European’ as to be capable of ruling indigenous subjects.
The remaining people of British descent, including so-called ‘poor whites’ and
mixed-descent ‘half-castes’, were regarded as not ‘British enough’. Among these
were ‘the domiciled’, composed of those Britons permanently living in India (often
refereed to as ‘domiciled Europeans’) and people of mixed British descent (‘Eurasians’
[or ‘Anglo-Indians’ since 1911]). The domiciled were not treated as European-British
subjects but as ‘Statutory Natives’; they differed from ‘Indians’ in terms of race and
culture, but were supposed to be no higher than the latter in terms of constitutional
status and socio-economic standard of living.  Secondly, the construction of
Britishness was related to class in that the ‘bourgeois’ management of pauperism
among these domiciled populations emerged as a negative but no less important
measure for reproducing British prestige. ~And central to this was a specific, colonial
application of a social politics that the bourgeoisie in the metropole played against the
indigent and various ‘unfit’ populations. This research will especially elaborate on
these class-specific limits of British racial prestige by discussing a diverse range of
social processes and cultural representations that concerned both the elite British in

India and their poorer brethren in their ambiguous relationship with one another.
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A distinctive, analytic feature of this thesis is to bring class-cum-internal
differences to the fore for circumscribing a historical formation of both ‘British’ and
‘domiciled’ identities. In bringing class to the centre stage of analysis, however, my
research will not at all claim to privilege class distinctions over those of race. Rather,
the point is to demonstrate that, in certain important aspects of social relations in the
British Empire, these two modes of difference were not mutually exclusive but were
closely intertwined and even complemented each other. In any case, some
preliminary cautions might as well be given here to avoid possible misgivings. First
of all, it is primarily out of its analytic concerns that this research puts more emphasis
on the gap between .the British and their domiciled brethren than on the racial
difference within the latter group. The generic category of ‘the domiciled class’,
which the research will frequently use, includes both racially-unmixed Europeans of
poor standing and racially mixed Eurasians. It should be noted that by drawing
attention to this categorical juxtaposition, this research is not claiming that the
differences between the two were in any ways negligible. Some racial distinctions
within the domiciled community were kept alive. For instance, the differences in
terms of skin complexion could easily bring uneasy differentiations within the
community and sometimes within the family. There were instances where persons of
a fairer complexion had better chances of obtaining employment. It is not because
these racialised phenomena are considered less historically important that this research

does not discuss them. Rather the omission is due to the fact that the concern of this
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research lies not so much in the social history of the domiciled community per se as in
the implications of the existence of such a community for the colonial ruling classes
and for their effort to preserve racial order. Second, this dissertation’s specific
attention to the internal-cum-class hierarchies within British society should not be
taken as trying to undermine the significance of racial precedence in colonial social
relations. On the contrary, my point is precisely to show the extent to which it was as
a way of preserving the coloniser / colonised boundaries that the British authorities

found it necessary to control the contradictions of internal disorder.'

Period, Region and Source Materials Covered

This research covers a seven-decade period between 1858 and 1930, and mainly
discusses events in the Bengal context, especially Calcutta. The period has been

chosen for several reasons. First, the post-revolt era is interesting both for its sharply

1 Tt is for similar reasons that this research does not deal with the attitudes of Indians towards the
domiciled community. Of course, one may reasonably ask the extent to which the Indian as well as
European perspective was historically significant, especially with regard to the Eurasian population
whose members possessed Indian as well as European blood. Two things may be pointed out here. (1)
Indians did not generally regard the domiciled community as part of their body politic, but saw the latter
as an appendage to the British community. This was partly due to the fact that the domiciled
community saw itself as a British, not Indian, community. ~ Also, it was partly because of the colonial
policies regarding education and internal security: though British did not give their domiciled brethren
none of their European privileges, they educated the latter as Christian and used them as ‘British’ in
security matters (for instance, for the suppression of railway strikes). These policies pitted the
domiciled against their Indian fellows. (2) By the mid nineteenth century, the mixed-race community
was large enough to marry within themselves. It is probable that some poorest men of the community
did marry Indian Christians and Luso-Indians (pure or mixed descendants of Portuguese settlers), but as
these latter groups were not Indian in the conventional sense, the relations should not have incited racial
feelings among Indian nationalists. Thus the community was rather aloof from indigenous society.
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racialised social atmosphere and for its increased scale of European pauperism. How
did an ever-increasing problem of internal class disparities manifest itself in the white
community’s racialised relations with its non-white counterpart? Secondly, this
period has been selected because it includes events that can be considered of
substantial historical significance.  For understanding British attitudes towards both
themselves and towards their impoverished and mixed-race brethren, it is indispensable
to cover some of the historical events and social trends that occurred particularly
during this period. These events include: the Select Committee on Colonisation and
Settlement (1858); the setting of two commissions on European pauperism, the
Pauperism Committee (1891) and the Calcutta Domiciled Community Enquiry
Committee (1918); the European Code of Education (1883) and the Conference on the
Education of the Domiciled Community in India at Simla (1912); the political
representations of the domiciled community in the Public Service Commission
(1886-7); the Deputations to Lord Curzon (1900), and to the Secretary State (1925); the
community’s representation to the Indian Statutory Commission (1930). The period
before 1858 remains important for this research especially in matters concerning the
historical decline of the mixed-race community and it will be discussed, wherever
necessary, via secondary sources. The period between 1930 and 1947 was significant
for the domiciled community in many respects, but will not be discussed in this
research. It can be said that these last years of colonialism were relevant more to the

position of the domiciled community in the post-colonial ‘Indian India’ than to that in
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‘British India’, and it is with that latter that this dissertation is concerned.

The reasons why the Bengal region is chosen as the primary object of research
are that Calcutta had the largest European population, and that the question of
European pauperism there was addressed by colonial authorities more urgently than
anywhere else. The choice is also due to the fact that most of the primary sources
discussed in this research, including the reports of the two pauperism commissions and
the journals (such as The Statesman, The Englishman and The Calcutta Review) were
all published in Calcutta. Madras is also interesting and important, but its treatment in
this dissertation will be limited.> Bombay, Burma and other regions will not be
ignored but likewise subjected to only limited treatment.

This research tries to cover as much ground as possible in terms of official
discourse and policy and, as such, the official reports of the aforementioned events will
provide the core set of primary sources. At the same time, this study will also make
extensive use of non-official sources, especially The Statesman and The Calcutta
Review. Articles published in these media proved indispensable for reconstructing the
social atmosphere and historical details of a history that has long been long neglected
by the historical profession. Moreover, the sheer quantity of reports, letters and
polemic exchanges inscribed in the pages of these public media has helped me to
realise how critical the control of European pauperism was in negatively constructing

British racial prestige in the colonial context.

2 Madras has been discussed thoroughly by Lionel Caplan’s anthropological works. See Ch. 2
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Chapter Layout

The dissertation will be presented over seven chapters. The historiographical
implications of this research will be discussed in Chapter 2, where its relevance and
uniqueness in relation to past and ongoing research will be spelled out. The chapter
will be followed by four main chapters (Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6), which are ordered
thematically, rather than chronologically. Broadly speaking, the first and last of these
main chapters concern the question of criteria for being recognised as ‘British enough’
in the colonial context, while the two chapters in the middle have more to do with
colonial social control over the disadvantaged populations of British descent.

Chapter 3 starts with an examination of various discourses on racial,
environmental and cultural ‘difference’. This will be done in ways that trace
connections between the ideology of racial difference and the construction of the
British colonial identity in the wake of the indigenous revolt in 1857. The key
primary source here will be the Reports of the Select Committee on Colonisation and
Settlement, where British ideas on matters such as racial hygiene, miscegenation and
cultural environment were intensively discussed, specifically in relation to the question
of colonial residence. Also crucial are medical and/or ethnological treatises, such as
those by James Hunt, which characteristically emphasised the correlation between

colonial residence and racial degeneration. These sources will be analysed
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particularly with a view to delimiting the social and material conditions which
determined who should be allowed to settle and, by extension, who should not. This
analysis of the rather self-conscious construction of British colonial identity will be
followed by a focused discussion about those who did not meet these criteria, the most
significant example of whom were subordinate soldiers of the British Army. Various
texts, both official documents and otherwise, will be examined to show how the
colonial authorities sought to prevent the contradictory existence of such people within
the coloniser / colonised relation. The chapter will conclude with a study of how
certain sections of these undesired populations became permanently fixed to colonial
society and came to form ‘the domiciled class’; an ambiguéus and yet distinctive
colonial social category.

Chapter 4 discusses how both state and private agents of colonial philanthropy
came to terms with the increasing pauperisation of certain white and mixed populations.
Of central importance will be a close reading of the reports of two committees on
European pauperism, namely those of the Pauperism Committee and the Calcutta
Domiciled Community Enquiry Committee.  Through analysing the British
discourses on European pauperism that appeared in these reports, the chapter will
explore the reasons why the pauperism in question came to be regarded as a subject
requiring special care and control. The chapter will then discuss each of the proposed
measures of intervention, including better housing, hygienic improvement,

disciplinarian training (especially military and marine training) and geographical
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relocation through migration.

Chapter 5 follows the preceding chapter in exploring the nature of philanthropic
intervention, this time confining the discussion to educational policy. Partly drawing
on Chapter 3, it first tries to identify the attitudes of British middle-class parents
towards rearing their own progeny. For the latter to grow up so ‘sufficiently British’
as their parents, how should their bodily and moral development be supervised and
promoted, and what educational qualifications would be necessary? The chapter then
explores British attitudes towards those children who came from the lower classes. A
number of administrative documents will be examined, the most important ones of
which include the numerous Reviews of Education (especially those published by the
Governments of India and of Bengal), and the Report of the Conference on the
Education of the Domiciled Community in India at Simla. In addition, a wide range
of published sources (periodicals, newspapers and pamphlets) will be consulted to
reconstruct 'the debates on European pauperism among both official and private circles
of the colonial educational establishment. The reading of these materials will
demonstrate the extent to which the existence of impoverished whites triggered a chord
of anxieties at missionary headquarters and among successive Governments.

Chapter 6 reconsiders the social and economic limits of British identity, some
dimensions of which will already have been addressed in Chapter 3. But the former
are different from the latter in that it will study ‘Britishness’ by concentrating on how it

was shielded against direct political challenges. Within this dissertation, this chapter
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is particularly unique in discussing the politicised confrontations between the British
and their domiciled brethren, instead of addressing the one-way attitudes of former to
the latter in the way the other chapters do.  Analysis of the associational movements
of the domiciled community is central, but rather than simply tracking all activities of
political leaders, the chapter focuses sharply on how the domiciled community insisted
on the right to a guaranteed ‘European’ (as opposed to ‘Indian’) standard of living. To
this end, the numerous reports of communal meetings, deputations and petitions (many
of which were published in newspapers such as The Statesman) are looked at in
conjunction with relevant official discourses concerning state-related employment,
such as in the Public Service Commission and the Indian Statutory Commission. By
analysing how the British rejected the domiciled claim for ‘material equality, this
chapter explores the class and racial criteria of being ‘British enough’ in the age of

empire
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2. Historiography: the Research in Context

The aim of this chapter is to explain this research’s relevance to recent
inter-disciplinary debates on race, class and gender under modern imperialism. The
first section will briefly survey the past writings on certain groups of people of British
origin in India, including the colonial elites, ‘poor whites’, ‘domiciled Europeans’ and
mixed-descent ‘Eurasians’. It will demonstrate how and to what extent these groups
have emerged as objects of academic discourses in the past few decades. The second
half of the chapter will explain the historiographical significance of the present
research by locating its core arguments within broader theoretical perspectives on the

racial, class and gendered constitutions of imperial social formations.

Past Research

Communal perspective

The first published works on the mixed-descent population of India were produced by

the intelligentsia of the Eurasian (later Anglo-Indian) Community. Herbert Stark, who

wrote Hostages in India: or the Life of the Anglo-Indian Race (first published in 1908)

11
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was a foremost leader of the Eurasian and Anglo-Indian Association at Calcutta.
His book mirrored the political stance of Eurasian leaders, especially that of those
based in Calcutta who usually emphasised the racial and historical connections of their
community with the colonising British.! Another well-known Eurasian writer before
Independence was Cedric Dover who was known for such publications as Half-caste
(1937) and Know this of race (1939).2 Dover was a sharp critic of scientific racism
which he vehemently argued to have disadvantaged his community unjustly. In his
writings, he made every effort to refute the prevalent ‘scientific’ view that mixed-race
populations were racially inferior: as he wrote, ‘The advocates of biological
disadvantage arising from mixture have never proved their theory, though they have
often made themselves look ridiculous in trying’.3 Frank Anthony’s book, Britain's
Betrayal in India (1969), has been one of the most substantial works ever published on
the history of British India’s mixed-descent people.4 Anthony was a well-known
lawyer and politician, making contributions mainly, but not exclusively, in the area of
education.  As the president of the Delhi-based All-India Anglo-Indian Association in
the post-World War II period, he fought strenuously for the communal rights of the
people he represented. Some parts of the book are more to do with the
post-Independence situation of the community, while the rest contains a substantial

amount of informative facts and discussions about the community’s social, economic,

I 4. A. Stark, Hostages to India, or the Life of the Anglo-Indian Race (Calcutta, 1936)

2 Cedric Dover, Half-Caste (London, 1937); Cedric Dover, Know this of race (London, 1939)
3 Dover, Know this of race, p.36

4 Frank Anthony, Britain’s Betrayal in India (Bombay, 1969)

12
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political, cultural, psychological aspects in the days of British rule. As the title of his
book suggests, much of Anthony’s argument amounted to an explicit critique of British
racial attitudes towards their mixed kin, which he claimed to have served the
degradation of the latter’s social and economic conditions. And while accusing
British racism, Anthony also sought to chronicle the fortunes of the community, by

listing its prominent members who had risen to fame in the past.’

Sociological approach

The mixed-race population in India has stimulated the sociological imagination before
and after the end of British colonial rule. In 1928, Robert E. Park published an article
entitled ‘Human Migration and the Marginal Man’ in The American Journal of
Sociology.6 Park was, along with Ernest Burgess, the central figure in the first wave
of the Chicago School of Sociology, whose immense influence was felt in the 1920s
and 30s in the fields of both research and teaching in American sociological circles.
Park took an interest in the identity formation of racially mixed people in colonial India

because it seemed to him to offer an exemplary specimen for a sociological paradigm

5 The importance of drawing attention to more positive aspects of the community has been recognised by
certain Anglo-Indian writers. See, for instance, Megan S. Mills, ‘Some comments on stereotypes of the
Anglo-Indians, Part 1°, The International Journal of Anglo-Indian Studies, 1 [No.1] (1996), Sep. 2004
<http://www.alphalink.com.au/~agilbert/jmills1.html>, and “Some comments on stereotypes of the
Anglo-Indians, Part 2°, The International Journal of Anglo-Indian Studies, 1 [No.2] (1996), 1 Sep. 2004
<http://www.alphalink.com.au/~agilbert/mills 1 .html>; G. J. Moore, The Anglo-Indian Vision (Melbourne,
1986); G. J. Moore, ‘A brief history of the Anglo-Indians’ , The International Journal of Anglo-Indian
Studies, 1 [No.11(1996), 1 Sep. 2004 <http://www.alphalink.com.au/~agilbert/jjean1.html>

® Robert E. Park, ‘Human Migration and the Marginal Man’, The American Journal of Sociology, 33
(1928), pp.881-893

13
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which he was advocating from Chicago. In the article in which he elaborated his
theory, Park cited the mixed-race person of India as an example of a sociological ideal
type, the ‘marginal man’. The ‘marginal man’ denoted a personal type, which was
permanently split between two different social groups without becoming assimilated to
either. Along with the immigrant ‘Jew’ in the United States, it was in the ‘Eurasian in
Asia’ that Park identified such a trait of great sociological interest.

The clash of different cultural systems may cause those in-between them to go
through psychological conflicts, but these conflicts, according to Park, would normally
be resolved into productive ends, bringing the society as a whole to an enrichment of
cultural values and to historical progress. But when and where irreconcilable racial or
cultural differences are at stake, a different picture appears. Park thought that racial
difference hinders the process of cultural assimilation not because of any biological
instinct, but because of its physical effect on the visual perception of social relations.
Here, contradictions are not levelled but remain stationary, making different racial
groups isolated from one another, whilst turning those in-between into ‘marginal men’.

It is doubtful whether his knowledge of the ‘Eurasian of Asia’ was ever
substantial, but in any case, Park’s identification of the mixed-race people of India with
the ‘marginal man’ soon found its influence in the works of his followers. The most
explicit expression of this was observed in an American Journal of Sociology article
which appeared in 1935.  The author, Everett V. Stonequist, had been directly

influenced by Park as the title of the essay, “The Problem of the Marginal Man’,

14
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suggests.” Coming from the Chicago School himself,® Stonequist endorsed the basic
ideas of Park’s theory of the ‘marginal man’, and also drew on the case of the
mixed-race identity in the colonial Indian context. He wrote:

‘In India, for example, the Eurasian cannot enter either of the parent-group. Each of the two

main races is contemptuous of mixed-individuals. The Eurasian clings to the coat of the aloof
but retreating Englishman, despises the Indian, and is hereditarily despised in turn’’

Following Park, Stonequist insisted that the mixed-race person found himself in an
anomalous situation in-between two different groups from both of which he was
excluded. Through a life-long process of psychological conflict, he would develop a
unique personality, which is characterised by a hyper racial consciousness.

The dissemination of the ‘marginal man’ theory continued to make steady
progress within American sociological discourse, and, in this paradigmatic
development, the question of mixed-race identity in India played an important role.'
It was believed that the correlation between social condition and psychological
development found in the mixed-race type would bring to the fore a sociological

understanding of the society in question, particularly a society divided along racial and

7 Everett V. Stonequist, ‘The Problem of the Marginal Man’, The American Journal of Sociology, 41
(1935), pp.1-12

® This article had been based on his doctorate thesis, for which he was awarded a PhD degree from the
Sociology Department of Chicago University in 1930.

? Stonequist, ‘The Problem of the Marginal Man’, p.5

1% The influence of the ‘marginal man’ thesis can be seen in the following well: Elmer L. Hedin, ‘The
Anglo-Indian Community’, The American Journal of Sociology, 40 (1934), pp.165-179. Hedin
characterised the mixed-race community as an alienated in-between group.  According to him, the
mixed-race person was pathetically parasitic to the white establishment, while at the same time dreading
to be identified with the indigenous populations of India.  (pp.176-177). See also the following article
which discussed the mixed-race people of Shanghai. Herbert Day Lamson, ‘The Eurasian in Shanghai’,
The American Journal of Sociology, 41 (1936), pp.642-648
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cultural lines.!!

When British imperialism was still at work in India, the mixed-race
question also found itself outside the imperial context as a point of reference for
sociological theorisation. Its proclaimed merit was that it detached the issue of race
from the imperial ideologies of scientific racism, which had been theorised through
interrelated developments of biology and anthropology since the mid-nineteenth
century. Within the framework of the ‘marginal man’, race was to be understood as a
matter of social relations, which would be accounted for by the interpretive method of
urban sociology."?

The tradition of interpretive sociology has found its way into the recent academic
discourses on the Anglo-Indians of India. From the early 1970s, the sociologists,
Noel P. Gist and Roy Dean Wright, have approached the question of mixed-race

identity in India from an analytic perspective of what they have called ‘marginality’."?

''' For an additional example of this thinking, see Paul F. Cressey, ‘The Anglo-Indians: A Disorganised
Marginal Group’, Social Forces, 14 (1935), pp.263-268. This brief sociological essay was dedicated to
the journal’s special forum entitled, ‘Race, Cultural Groups, Social Differentiation’. See also a review
article which appeared in The Journal of Negro Education. Praising Park’s work, it said:

‘The development of “ideal types” in social research has enhanced the interpretation and
understanding of social phenomena by providing for them convenient “frames of reference”. In
further elaborating the characteristics of the “marginal man”, the author has clearly defined the
Gestalt of a particular group of social objects in which readers of the Journal of Negro Education
are much interested’.

D. A. Wilkerson, The Journal of Negro Education, 5 (1936), pp.138-142, p.142
12 Of course, this does not mean that this American sociological discourse was free from any ideological
implications. After all, Park’s theorisation of the ‘marginal man’ could have easily functioned as a
rhetorical vehicle for the US ideology of the ‘Melting Pot’. The ‘marginal man’ theory did not take into
account the political and legislative processes that regulated immigration in racial terms.  Assimilation
was not a neutral ‘sociological’ process but was historically characterised by a state-led discrimination
which prevented ‘blacks’ and ‘Asians’ from gaining fuller citizenship on a par with white immigrants.
3 Noel P. Gist and Roy Dean Wright, Marginality and Identity: Anglo-Indians as a Racially-Mixed
Minority in India (Leiden, 1973); Roy Dean Wright, ‘Reinforcing Marginality through an Invisible
Culture: The Anglo-Indian Community of India’, The International Journal of Anglo-Indian Studies, 5
[No.1] (2000) < http://www.alphalink.com.au/~agilbert/wright00.html>; V. R. Galikwad’s book should
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Gist and Wright have criticised Park / Stonequist for their over-emphasis on
personal-psychological aspects and their consequent neglect of social and cultural
factors. But, in the main, their concept of ‘marginality’ remains strongly influenced
by the American sociological discourse. ~ Both theories of the ‘marginal man’ and of
‘marginality’ commonly presuppose certain distinct traits of mixed-race individuals,
through an interpretive analysis of which the sociologist can draw inferences about the
society in question. Through studying the social, cultural and socio-psychological
characteristics which are supposedly unique to the mixed-descent people of India, Gist
and Wright identified a sociological condition of ‘marginality’. One the one hand,
India’s mixed-descent people are marginal in relation the British because they are
socially, economically and politically discriminated against by the latter. On the other,
they are also marginalized by the Indians on account of an unbridgeable cultural
incompatibility with them. It is out of this double process of marginalisation that the

. ‘ . . . . 14
mixed-race people emerge as a ‘racially mixed minority’.

Colonial Studies and Postcolonial Criticism

Compared to sociologists, professional historians were relatively slow in taking up the

question of hybrid identity in colonial India. One of the earliest historical works was

also be noted as a major contribution to the sociological literature. V. R Galikwad., The Anglo-Indians:
a study in the problems and processes involved in emotional and cultural integration (London, 1967)

14 The influence of ‘marginality’ is found, for instance, in Kuntala Lahiri Dutt, In Search of a Homeland:
Anglo-Indians and McCluskiegunge (Calcutta, 1990)
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A. A. D’Souza’s Anglo-Indian Education (1976), which meticulously described the
institutional evolution of ‘European education’ (i.e., education intended mainly for

people of British descent) in India from early colonial times."

Discussing the history
of the mixed-race community in nineteenth-century colonial India, Lal Bahadur
Varma’s book Anglo-Indians (1979) was among the first comprehensive attempts to
explore the equivocal position of the community, social, economic and political.16
And it was with David Arnold’s short but well-researched articles that the histories of
the white and mixed-race populations were directly brought in touch with
historiographical debates on an ambivalence of British racial identity in the colonial
context. Amold should also be noted as probably the first to write anything
substantial about the so-called ‘poor whites’. Two of his articles, ‘European Orphans
and Vagrants in India in the Nineteenth Century’ (1979) and ‘White Colonisation and
Labour in Nineteenth-Century India’ (1983), have served to the present day as a
standard reference for working historians who are interested in the relevance of class
problems to colonial social relations in the British-Indian context."” These seminal
works by Arnold have been appreciated not only for their accurate reconstruction of the

little known existence of impoverished whites and/or racially mixed persons but also

for their cogent discussions of its broader implications for the racial and class

13 A. A. D’Souza, Anglo-Indian Education: A Study on its Origins and Growth in Bengal up to 1960
(Oxford, 1976)

16 1. B. Varma, Anglo-Indians (New Delhi,1979)

' David Arnold, ‘European Orphans and Vagrants in India in the Nineteenth Century’, The Journal of
Imperial and Commonwealth History, 7 (1979), pp.104-127; David Arnold, “White Colonisation and
Labour in Nineteenth-Century India’, The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, 11 (1983),
pp.133-158
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complexities of British rule. For similar reasons, Kenneth Ballhatchet’s work, Race,
Sex and Class under the Raj (1980), has also established itself as a classic text. Its
historical analysis of the colonial regulations on sex (policy regarding British soldiers’
use of prostitution, for instance), has paved the way for addressing the complexities of
class and gender relations within racialised social processes under colonial rule.'®

It took a while for Arnold and Ballhatchet’s efforts to attract serious follow-up
studies. The 1980s was a time when Edward Said’s, Orientalism (1978) started to
make its phenomenal influences felt internationally. In this period, the bourgeoning
literature on race and colonialism in the British-Indian context characteristically
revolved around the racialisation (i.e., racial subordination and representation in
colonial discourse) of indigenous subjects under imperial rule.”” Consequently, the
theme of white ‘social’ identity and the related questions of marginalised whites and
mixed-descent people were somewhat obliterated. Nor were these topics thoroughly
discussed by the emergent Subaltern Studies. Raymond Renford’s book, The
Non-Official British in India to 1920 (1987), was the first systematic attempt to recount
the social and political lives of British ‘non-official’ population in India (including
merchants, planters and missionaries), but only passing references are made in this
book to the poorer and mixed-descent sections of colonial British society.?’

It is probably fair to argue that it was with Ann Stoler’s writings since the end of

18 Kenneth Ballhatchet, Race, Sex and Class under the Raj: Imperial Attitudes and Policies and their
Critics, 1873-1905 (London, 1980)

19 Edward Said, Orientalism (New York, 1978)

2 Raymond K. Renford, The Non-Official British in India to 1920 (Oxford, 1987)
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the 1980s that the questions of both class ambivalence and racial hybridity in the
colonising context were firmly contextualised within the historiographical trends of
imperial and colonial studies.”’ Her empirical studies in these writings are mostly
about the European communities in Dutch Indochina, but Stoler has been known for
her ingeniously elevating empirical studies into elaborate historiographical mediations
on Western imperialism in general. Her arguments have exerted seminal influences in
many directions, the most relevant among them to our present concern being her
demonstration of how the ‘bourgeois’ politics of social control was played out in the
colonial context as well as in European home societies. Observing that the domestic
class disparitiés of bourgeois society were not levelled in coloniesv'but were as pathetic
as in Europe, she shows how the colonial ruling classes were preoccupied with the
control of various white populations who were regarded as too ‘unfit’ to be authentic
members of the ruling race. ~ Racial boundaries were to be maintained not simply by
‘othering’ indigenous subjects but also by regulating the lives of the ‘internal enemies’
of the white bédy politic. Such a perspective has enabled historians of colonial India
to examine the social constitution of British society in ways that addressed their
internal contradictions and how such contradictions were dealt with in order to

maintain colonial racial order. Since the 1990s a number of historical studies have

21 See especially, Ann Stoler, ‘Rethinking Colonial Categories: European Communities and the
Boundaries of Rule’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 13 (1989), pp.134-161; Ann Stoler,
‘Sexual Affronts and Racial Frontiers: European Identities and the Cultural Politics of Exclusion in
Colonial Southeast Asia’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 34 (1992), pp.514-551; Ann Stoler,
Race and the Education of Desire (Durham, 1996); Frederick Cooper & Ann Stoler, ‘Between Metropole
and Colony: Rethinking a Research Agenda’ in (eds.) A. Stoler & F. Cooper, Tensions of Empire:
Colonial Cultures in a Bourgeois World (Berkeley, 1997), pp.1-56
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appeared that aimed to interrogate various colonial policies of social control. Philippa
Levine (1994) and more recently Harald Fisher-Tiné (2003) have explored how the
presence of European prostitutes emerged as a menace to the gendered and
class-specific structure of colonial racial order’” Indrani Sen’s essay on white women
in India (1997) indicates how the gender and class differences within the late
nineteenth-century white population influenced British racial attitudes.” Taking the
points pointed out by Ballhatchet further, Douglas Peers (1998) reconsiders the
question of sexuality concerning British subaltern soldiers, paying particular attention
to how their lives were governed by institutional means so that they would not cause

social disorder.?*

Also notable in these historiographical debates is the influence of the notion of
‘hybridity’, promoted most remarkably by such literary theorists as Homi Bhabha and
Robert Young, who have acquired a number of followers in historical studies too.
Following Edward Said, Bhabha’s interest is in a discursive relationship of colonialism,
where the ‘West’ figures as those who represent and the ‘East’ as those who become

represented. Central to Bhabha’s theoretical concern is the extent to which colonial

2 Pphilippa Levine, ‘Venereal Disease, Prostitution, and the Politics of Empire: The Case of British India’,
Journal of the History of Sexuality, 4 (1994), pp.579-602; Harald Fisher-Tiné, ““White women degrading
themselves to the lowest depth”.  European networks of prostitution and colonial anxieties in British and
Ceylon ca. 1880-1914, The Indian Economic and Social History Review, 40 (2003), pp.165-192

2 ndrani Sen, “Between power and ‘pudah’: The white woman in British India, 1958-1900", in The
Indian Economic and Social History Review, 34 (3), 1997, pp.355-376

24 Douglas Peers, ‘Privates off Parade: Regimenting Sexuality in the Nineteenth-Century Indian Empire’,
The International History Review, 20 (1998), pp.823-854

21



Ch 2. Historiography

discourse had been ridden with linguistic and psychic uncertainties, all the more for its
appeal to reason and universality. Bhabha (1995) argues, for instance, that colonial
discourse was internally split over the representation of those who were ‘white but not
quite’, such as westernised Indian elites in Bengal who were racially Indian but whose
intellectual and cultural identification was increasingly close to the British. 2
Bhabha’s point is that such a mode of identity was not an exceptional, but a necessary
and inevitable, creation of colonialism. The white colonisers justified their colonial
project as a ‘civilising mission’, thereby aiming to transform the indigenous subjects
into their ‘doubles’. But, of course, the possible completion of such a transformative
project would mean an end of colonialism itself, which, however, was unacceptable
from the coloniser’s perspective. Hence, colonial discourse was, by nature, always
ambivalent and paradoxical. Drawing on this notion of discursive ambivalence,
Robert Young in his influential work Colonial Desire (1995) has argued that the British
imperial discourse on race and cufture was paradoxically characterised by both the

sexual desire for and repulsion against the colonised subjects.?®

For this reason, the
issues of miscegenation and of the resulting hybridised offspring had a haunting impact
on the West’s self-definition. The existential ambivalence of certain colonial groups,

such as elite Bengalis and mixed-descent populations, provides theorists of ‘hybridity’

with important moments for critical intervention. Ambivalence here is tantamount to

25 «Of mimicry and man: The ambivalence of colonial discourse’, in Homi Bhabha, The Location of
Culture (London, 1994), pp.85-92
26 Robert J. C. Young, Colonial Desire: Hybridity in Theory, Culture and Race (London, 1995)
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a radical otherness which ‘hybrides’, or deconstructs, the Eurocentric ‘reason’ of
colonial discourse.

It is in Laura Bear’s work ‘Miscegenations of Modernity: constructing European
respectability and race in the Indian railway colony, 1857-1931° (1994) that the
characteristic ambivalence of India’s domiciled community becomes construed as the
aforementioned kind of postmodern alterity. According to Bear, the railways in
British India had been ideologically loaded with the colonial mission of
development-cum-progress that should make the indigenous world infinitely more
‘modern’ and by extension ‘European’.  She takes this representation of colonial
railways seriously and attempts to deconstruct its Eurocentric ‘metaphysics’ through
introducing the ambivalent position of domiciled-European and Eurasians employees
within the railway system. Like other discourses of colonialism, the discourse of
railway modernity had been typically ridden with logical contradictions. It was
characterised by two competing impulses for transcendence and repulsion. Its
modernising impulse would seek to level out pre-modern obstacles (racial and religious
bases of the Indian traditions). At the same time, the railways themselves had to
remain ‘European’, and never ‘contaminated’, or by inference, not ‘owned’, by the
peoples and traditions of the colonised land. The problem in this context was how the
British character of the railways was to be preserved whilst still relying on non-British
subjects for labour. Bear’s argument is that the colonisers tried to preserve the British

character of the railways by using the domiciled community which was both
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ambiguously both British and native.  In this account, the British created ‘railway
colonies’ for employees of British racial descent where they were inculcated with
‘European respectability’. It was only by way of the ambiguously ‘European’
existence of the domiciled community nurtured through these colonies that the colonial
metaphysics of progress was to be made possible. In turn, by addressing the
ambivalent Europeanness of domiciled Europeans and Eurasians, we are supposedly
enabled to deconstruct how colonialism sought to make the rhetoric of modernising

mission survive its inherent logical bankruptcy.”’

The aforementioned growth of relevant historiographical discussions has served to
gradually bring British India’s subordinate-white and mixed-descent peoples towards
the centre stage of academic debates. From the late 1990s till the present day, the
complex histories of these people have been considered in ways that address the issues
of race, class, gender and sexual difference.”® Firmly based on the methods and
presentation of contemporary historiography, Christopher Hawes’ book Poor Relations
(1996) presents a lucid, well-researched account of the colonial attitudes and policies

towards the Eurasian population under the rule of the East Indian Company.”’  Since

27 [ aura Gbah Bear, ‘Miscegenations of Modernity: constructing European respectability and race in the
Indian railway colony, 1857-1931°, Women's History Review, 3 (1994), pp-531-548

28 Discussions have been promoted also on the world wide web.  An Australia-based internet site,
Anglo-Indian Homepage (1. Sep. 2001, <http://www.alphalink.com.aw/~agilbert/>) was set up in 1996,
publishing a number of informative essays in The International Journal of Anglo-Indian Studies and The
Anglo-Indian Wallah.

29 C. J. Hawes, Poor Relations: The Making of a Eurasian Community in British India, 1773-1833,
(Richmond, 1996)

24



Ch 2. Historiography

the mid-1990s, Lionel Caplan has contributed a number of densely argued essays on
various aspects of the mixed-race community of India, including the implications of
pauperism, the place of women within the community as well as the complexities of
racial and cultural identification. Caplan is an anthropologist, but all his works
seriously inquire into the extent to which the post-Independent condition of the
Anglo-Indian Community has been affected by the legacies of colonialism. The
community, for Caplan, were nothing but the ‘children of colonialism’ 3 Indrani
Chatterjee’s essay ‘Colouring Subalternity’ (1999) was the first to discuss the racially
mixed community of colonial India from the perspective of the Subaltern Studies
collective. The contribution of this essay is to show the extent to which Eurasian
orphans were entrapped in histories of racial and sexual subordination under British

rule.®!

Elizabeth Buettner’s recent series of essays are equally concerned with mixed
and white subaltern identities in colonial India but are unique in bringing to the fore the

attitudes of the British bourgeois elites, demonstrating why and how they positively

avoided the colonial milieu in which the domiciled community were educated and

30 His numerous articles on these subjects include: L. Caplan, ‘Creole World, purist rhetoric,
Anglo-Indian cultural debates in colonial and contemporary Madras’, The Journal of the Royal
Anthropological Institute, 1 (1995), pp.743-62; L. Caplan, ‘Dimensions of Urban Poverty: Anglo-Indian
Poor and Their Guardians in Madras’, Urban Anthropology, 25 (1996), pp.311-349; L. Caplan, ‘Giving
and Receiving: Anglo-Indian charity and its beneficiaries in Madras’, Contributions to Indian Sociology,
32(1998), pp.410-431; L. Caplan, ‘Iconographies of Anglo-Indian Women: Gender Constructions and
Contrasts in a Changing Society’, Modern Asian Studies, 34 (2000), pp.863-892.  And his magnum opus
is L. Caplan, Children of Colonialism: Anglo-Indians in a Postcolonial World (Oxford, 2001)

31 Indrani Chatterjee, ‘Colouring Subalternity: Slaves, Concubines and Social Orphans in Early Colonial
India’, in Gautam Bhadra, Gyan Prakash & Susie Tharu (eds.), Subalturn Studies X: Writings on South
Asian History and Society (Oxford, 1999), pp.49-97
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socialised.*?

The Significance of Current Research

Anglo-Indian aloofness from Indians can also be ascribed to the fact of class
consciousness in English society. [...] To expect that people who made class
distinctions among their own race in the own country would accept the subject
people of a different race as their equal is taking idealism beyond the point of
common sense.

Khursheed K. Aziz **

we have yet to develop as sustained, various, and subtle a critique of class as

that which now exists for race and gender.
Teresa Hubel™

Class limits of the British racial identity

Mrinalini Sinha points out that feminist historiographies in the past have long left

‘men’ un-historicised:

“To be sure, almost the entire corpus of historical scholarship that does not specifically allude to

“women” is, and always has been, about the doings of men. Yet, these have not been histories of

men as men’ >

Sinha thinks that feminism has successfully uncovered the histories of gender

32 Elizabeth Buettner, ‘Parent-child separations and colonial careers: the Talbot family correspondence in
the 1880’s and 1890’s’, in (eds.) A. Fletcher & Stephan Hussey, Childhood in Question: Children,
Parents and the State (Manchester, 1999), pp.113-132; Elizabeth Buettner, ‘Problematic Spaces,
Problematic Races: defining ‘Europeans’ in late colonial India’, Women's History Review, 9 (2000),
pp.277-297; Elizabeth Buettner, ‘From Somebodies to Nobodies: Britons Returning from India’, in (eds.)
M. Danton & B. Rieger, Meanings of Modemity: Britain from the Late- Victorian Era to World War 11
(Oxford, 2001), pp.1-56

33 Khursheed K. Aziz, The British in India: A Study in Imperialism (Islamabad, 1976), p.252

3 Teresa, Hubel, ‘In Search of the British Indian in British India: White Orphans, Kipling’s Kim, and
Class in Colonial India’, Modern Asian Studies, 38 (2004), pp.227-251, p.227

35 Sinha, Mrinalini, ‘Giving Mascurinity a History: Some Contributions from the Historiography of
Colonial India’, Gender and History, 11 (1999), pp.445-460, pp.445
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subordination, where men appear as a conscious oppressor of their female counterparts.
But she argues that the feminist critique of history has not fully studied how men have
acquired their own sense of being masculine, let alone the possible ambivalences and
self-contradictions that had to be suppressed. Similar problems may be said to hover
round the studies of racism. Ruth Frankenberg, a leading figure in the ‘whiteness
studies’ collective, argues that, whilst white people’s racialisation of non-white people
has long been subjected to research, the ‘whiteness’ of white persons themselves has
often escaped critical examination. What is needed, as she argues, is ‘racing’ the
every-day lives of white individuals and groups precisely because their power rests on
their seeming to be racially non-problematic: in Frankenberg’s words, ‘whiteness
makes itself invisible precisely by asserting its normalcy, its transparency, in contrast
with the making of others on which its transparency depends’.*®

This concomitant failure to displace the unmarked status of whiteness is also
common with the modern scholarship on colonial racism. Ann Stoler observes that
studies of colonialism have long construed European communities exclusively as ‘an
abstract force’ of political and economic agency for colonialism.” Europeans have
been studied mainly for what they ‘did’ to indigenous peoples but rarely for what they

‘were’ or how they organised their social lives. Their existence as a ‘super race’ has

been taken for granted rather than examined for its possible contradictions to be

36 Ruth Frankenberg, ‘Introduction: Local Whitenesses, Localizing Whiteness’, in Ruth Frankenberg
(ed.), Displacing Whiteness: Essays in Social and Cultural Criticism (Durham, 1997), pp.1-33, p.6
37 Ann Stoler, ‘Rethinking Colonial Categories’, p.135
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suppressed. This research aims to supplement this blind spot. Just as Sinha did in
her study of the colonial invention of masculinity, it seeks to study Europeans as
European or to give Europeanness a history.

It is out of the aforementioned concern with European identity that the present
research will study British attitudes towards subordinate-white and mixed-descent
peoples of colonial India. Both lower-class whites and mixed-race people
constituted mutually distinctive groups in the sense that the former were purely of
European (and mostly British) descent while the latter wére only partially so.
However, as David Arnold points out, for elite colonials, these differences were often
inconsequential and the two groups were seen as constituting the same problematic.>®
In spite of their having British blood, both were equally regarded as incapable of
representing imperial racial prestige to the indigenous subjects of the Raj.
Subordinate whites may have been purely British but were regarded to be far too
indigent to be called authentic members of the ruling race. ~Meanwhile, an
overwhelming majority of the mixed-race community had been severely impoverished
by the late nineteenth century. Both were too poor to be regarded as ‘British’, and it is
in this sense that this work argues that Britishness stood on definite class criteria. It is
specifically by interrogating this class specificity that the research will explore the

colonial construction of white identity in later British India.

38 Arnold, ‘European Orphans and Vagrants’, p.106
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Benedict Anderson has argued that colonial racism was inspired by the feudal or early
modern iconography of class difference in Europe, in which the social distance
between the aristocracy and the common peoples was understood to be so absolute as
to be ‘racial’.”  In British India, as David Cannadine notes, this colonial
appropriation of feudal hierarchy went hand in hand with an arbitrary understanding of
the Indian caste system. The British did racialise the different indigenous populations
into a subordinate status, but did not always rebuke the caste order of Indian society
itself. On the contrary, British imperialists (especially those inclined towards
romanticism) often admired its stable pyramidal order which appeared to contrast with
an emerging ‘modern’ order of metropolitan society that seemed ridden with uneasy
challenges to their ‘bourgeois’ hegemony. Thus, in a ‘pre-modern’ India, the British
elites liked to see themselves as a sort of feudal or upper-caste master who stood aloof
from the rest of colonial society.*

But the class aspect of colonial racism was more than a matter of this ‘analogical
sociology at work’ Al Despite its aristocratic mockery, not every member of the
British community in India was so rich as to pass as petit-aristocrats. As David
Arnold points out, among 150,000 or more British by the end of the nineteenth century,

2

nearly half could be called ‘poor whites’.*> Thus in reality, some significant portion

of the colonising community was as ‘lowly” as it was ‘aristocratic’, and this internal

3 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities (London, 1991), p.150
40 David Cannadine, Ornamentalism (London, 2001), pp.41-57

4 ibid., p.43

42 Arnold, ‘European Orphans and Vagrants’, p.104
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division manifested itself in ways that called into question the community’s exceptional

status as the ruling race. As Kenneth Ballhatchet observes:

‘English class attitudes are transformed into racial attitudes in an imperial setting. The official
elite lived in an aristocratic manner, and the ideal of the gentleman was greatly treasured. The
maintenance of a proper distance between them and the populace seemed not only socially
appropriate but politically necessary. Those who threatened to bridge that distance aroused great

concern. But the ruling race also included many who did not live like gentlemen, and, as we

shall see, this was a source of perplexity to the official elite’.**

In order to maintain their prestige as colonial masters, the colonial elites had to come to
terms with a disorderly presence of subordinate members of their own race, who had
been increasingly pauperised and racially mixed. The existence of these people was
considered problematic because it was seen as jeopardising the external-cum-colonial
relation between the British with their ‘subject races’. By examining the attitudes of
elite Britons towards their impoverished and/or mixed kin, this research discusses how
the social gaps within the white community had bearing on the racialised social
boarders of colonial society. Or, to paraphrase Ann Stoler, it will bring to the fore
how these internal divisions ‘augmented the intensity of racist practice, affected the

terrains of contest, and intervened significantly in shaping social politics’.44

43 Ballhatchet, Race, Sex and Class under the Raj, p.121-122
4 gioler, ‘Rethinking Colonial Categories’, p. 138
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British self-anxieties

Recent scholarship on colonial Indian society has intensively discussed ideologies of
‘race’.  Historians have demonstrated how the British deployed racial ideologies for
governing their Indian subjects. Racial thinking, developed and systematised by
biological and anthropological sciences, not only stereotyped Indians in crude
essentialist terms but also served to ‘re-invent’ their social relations for practical
colonial governance. Various scholars of South Asian history, including Bernard
Cohn, Ronald Inden, and C. A. Baly to name but a few, have pointed out how central
racial-anthropological thought was for the British efforts of classifying indigenous

> This synthesis of racial knowledge and

subjects for administrative purposes.4
colonial governance was most explicitly seen, for instance, in Hubert Risley’s theory of
caste and its application to the Census of India. Risley maintained that castes were
essentially the same with ‘races’, each of which being constitutionally different from
the others. Thus in his Census, Risley divided and classified the entire population of
India into numerous categories, showing that Indian society had been so infinitely
fragmented. Such a racial theory, as many point out, easily functioned as an

ideological justification for foreign rule. For its emphasis on racial diversity implied

that the indigenous peoples had no common ethnic base and thus were unable to rule

45 Gee for instance, C. A. Bayly, Empire and information: intelligence gathering and social
communication in India, 1780-1870 (Cambridge, 1996); Bernard Cohn, Colonialism and Its Forms of
Knowledge (Princeton, 1996); Ronald Inden, Imagining India (Oxford, 1990)
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their own country through a nation-state: they needed a foreign ruler who could

govern the mutually incompatible populations.46

In these accounts of colonial racism,
British colonials tend to figure predominantly as the subject of knowing and thus of
racialising colonised ‘Others’, while the racial selfhood of the former has been pushed
to the background. Whilst fully acknowledging the importance of critiquing
Europeans as an unmarked subject of racialising non-European peoples, this research
seeks to show the extent to which the colonial lives of the former had themselves been
racialised in specific ways.

In his books on the issues of hygienic health and influence of tropical climate,
Mark Harrison demonstrates that British scientists did not always regard the European
race as naturally more robust than Indians. Rather, they often emphasised how fragile
the racial constitution of European colonials was, especially that of women and
children.*’” And, as Dane Kennedy shows, it was especially in the plains, with their
tropical climate and inimical sanitary conditions, that the racial constitution of
Europeans was considered to be in danger. Many scientists recommended that the

British should reside in the northern hill ranges to maintain their delicate racial

constitution.”® Whilst representing their indigenous subjects as ‘backward’ and

% See for instance, Nicholas B.Dirks, ‘The Policing of Tradition: Colonialism and Anthropology in
Southern India’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 39 (1997), pp.182-212, p.184

47 Mark Harrison, Public Health in British India: Anglo-Indian preventive medicine 1859-1914
(Cambridge, 1994), pp.36-59; Mark Harrison, Climates and Constitutions: Health, Race, Environment
and British Imperialism in India, 1600-1850 (Oxford, 1999) See also, David Arnold, ‘India’s Place in
the Tropical World, 1770-1930°.  The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, 26 (1998),

p.1-21
5)8 Dane Kennedy, The Magic Mountains: Hill Stations of the British Raj (Berkeley, 1996)
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‘inferior’, European colonisers were not necessarily self-assured about their own racial
vigour. To prove Harrison’s observations, my research will reveal the extent to which
colonisers were ridden by anxieties over a moral and physical ‘degeneration’ of their
own race. Their racial vigour was not taken for granted but was seen as something
that could be preserved only by certain prohibitions and socio-cultural norms that

strictly regulated their lives in the colony.

My research will further elaborate on these discussions on British racial self-awareness
by analysing how these norms of settlement ‘othered’ non-elite members of the white
community. As Amold’s work on European vagrants demonstrates, the colonial
authorities were eager to sweep the existence of ‘unfit’ Europeans out of the colonial
scene by repatriating them back to the metropole.”” Not all subordinate whites,
however, were sent back or voluntarily returned to Europe. Many, in fact, were too
impoverished even to afford their journey back, thus eventually becoming permanent
residents of India. Moreover they often, if not invariably, married their way into the
mixed-race ‘Eurasian’ community as they continued their colonial residence across
successive generations. British attitudes towards these ‘domiciled Europeans’ and
‘Eurasians’ were often starkly exclusionist. The British thought that these people had
been immersed in the natural and social environments of India for far too long. They

had become de-Europeanised, ultimately because they did not spend their infancy in

49 Amold, ‘European Orphans and Vagrants’, pp.114-124
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the climate and social milieu of the British Isles. My point is that such an attitude of
exclusion indicated how materially conditioned the reproduction of Britishness was:
in order to remain ‘British’, one had to be sent to the metropolis for education, the costs
of which would only be met by certain elite colonials with commensurate
socio-economic privileges. Unable to pay for such education, the rest were educated
in special schools located in the colony, whose graduates, as Elizabeth Buettner rightly

claims, were not generally recognised as legitimately ‘British’.>

Racial boundaries and colonial sexual relations

As Linda Bryder’s review essay indicates, there has recently been a bourgeoning
literature on colonial sexuality. The issue of inter-racial sexuality has offered various

>l A pumber of historians

sites of debate and research concerning colonial racism.
cite sexuality as having been one crucial key to the making, preservation and
disruptions of racialised social relations between the coloniser and colonised. Being
concerned with the British perception of both miscegenation and mixed offspring, my
research naturally touches on some of these fundamental questions about race and

colonial sexuality.

It has been a while since Robert Hyam controversially argued that the sexual

0 Elizabeth Buettner, ‘Problematic Spaces, Problematic Races’
51 inda Bryder, ‘Sex, Race and Colonialism: An Historiographical Review’, The International History
Review, 20 (1998), pp.806-822

34



Ch 2. Historiography

liaisons between colonising men and colonised women served to improve racial
relations. According to his account, the practices of prostitution and concubinage in
Britain’s colonies in Africa and Asia did not always incite racial animosities but
actually harmonised coloniser-colonised relations. He contends that cross-racial
liaisons not only had the power to undermine racial antagonism but also benefited
British men and colonised women equally. These arrangements, we are told,
provided British colonials with necessary sexual outlets, whilst offering economic
opportunities to colonised women. Sex brought coloniser and colonised into a
relation of equilibrium of demand and supply, maximising the happiness of both parties.
Hyam thinks that it was the notorious Victorian sexual morality that jeopa;dised this
otherwise ‘healthy’ economy of racial and sexual exchanges.5 2

Hyam’s theory of ‘sexual opportunities’ has been thoroughly criticised for its
characteristic neglect of the oppressive and exploitative nature of the colonial
appropriation of non-European sexuality. > His critics have rightly argued that
prostitution and conqubinage did not generally level the racial and gender hierarchies
of empire, even though they may have provided colonised women with occasional
economic gains. The low regard with which non-European women were treated was
observed also in European attitudes towards their mixed offspring. = For example,

Indrani Chatterjee’s work shows that ‘half-caste’ children in early-nineteenth-century

52 Ronald Hyam, Empire and Sexuality: The British Experience (Manchester, 1992)

33 The most direct criticism has been; Mark Berger, ‘Imperialism and Sexual Exploitation: A Response to
Ronald Hyam’s ‘Empire and Sexual Opportunity’, The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History,
17(1988), pp.83-89
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India were not elevated to their European fathers’ privileged status, but were exploited
in what may be characterised as a form of sexual slavery.>* Contra-Hyam, many have
argued that sexual contact did not subvert racism but rather operated firmly within its
bounds.

For Robert Young, a foremost theorist of ‘hybridity’, it is for the sake of
understanding the discursive and psychic boundaries of race that colonial sexuality
should be taken seriously. Unlike Hyam, Young does not see inter-racial sexual
liaisons as a liberating force, but follows the former in accepting the importance of
sexual desire as motivating colonial expansion: imperialism had been triggered by a
desire for sexual as well as economic and political domination. But, on the other hand,
miscegenation between Europeans and their colonial subjects had been taken not only
as morally wrong but as a contradiction to the most basic premises of a racialised
global order. Rather paradoxically, imperialism entertained both a desire for racial
transcendence by sex and a perceived need for preserving social hierarchies by racial
exclusion. For Young, this ambivalence is of vital importance. He skilfully reads it
into colonial discourses on racial and cultural difference, with a view to deconstructing
their seeming objectivity and universality. Such a reading would reveal the extent to
which the questions of miscegenation and of its hybrid products were not marginal to
but always haunted the psychic and discursive configuration of Western racial thought.

For Young, therefore, addressing the subject of hybrid identity assumes a special

54 Indrani Chatterjee , ‘Colouring Subalternity’
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importance within Postcolonial Criticism.>

The current research wishes to enrich the aforesaid debates on sexuality,
especially through its unique reference to the internal-cum-class discrepancies within
British society. It will firstly show how the European anxiéties over racial
degeneration were explicitly associated with their attitudes to colonial sexual relations.
By the late nineteenth century, the fear of racial degeneration and that of miscegenation
had become almost interchangeable. Colonial miscegenation was feared as a possible
cause of the degeneration of the British body politic. Mixed offspring were seen as
inferior to their European masters, and were only thought of as emblematic of sexual
misconduct. In the late colonial period, when there were a sufficient number of
eligible white women, European men were supposed to break from the often
miscegeneous relations with Indian and Eurasian women in the past.

But this retreat from miscegenation was far from the entire picture because the
question of miscegenation involved not just white ‘gentlemen’ and non-white women.
As noted earlier, many members of the white community were not ‘gentlemanly’ at all,
and the non-elites had their own reasons in relating to non-white women. Insomuch
as they ignore the class dimension of European sexuality, the aforementioned debates
on inter-racial sexuality can be said to be rather insufficient. Kenneth Ballhatchet’s
study on the sexual health of subordinate British soldiers remains an indispensable

starting block for supplementing this indifference to class. His book shows how the

3> Robert Young, Colonial Desire
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sexuality of these soldiers became a major problem for the colonial authorities. They
were certainly ‘white’ but their lower class origins meant that their sense of morality
was not generally trusted by their elite counterparts. Left unsupervised and
uncontrolled, they were feared to engage in unsettling liaisons with indigenous or
Eurasian women, resulting in violence, disease and illegitimate of‘fspring.56 The
historiographical works on European prostitutes, especially those by Philippa Livine
and Harald Fisher-Tiné, illuminate how the colonial authorities worried themselves
over the possible social disorder the presence of poor and ‘licentiousness’ European
females would bring to the colonial context.”” It is important to note that the presence
of working-class white women was feared as a possible cause of an even more inimical
form of miscegenation wherein the European women were ‘conquered’, and their
progeny fathered, by colonised men. At these junctures, the problem of inter-racial
sexuality was neither simply about a hypocrisy of Victorian morality (Hyam) nor about
the ambivalence of its logic (Young). Rather it was also about those whose sexualities
were not seen as so prudent or puritan as those of their ‘bourgeois’ kin. My own work
on British attitudes towards the domiciled elements of their own race in India should
serve as a point of reference for considering these problematic connections between
colonial sexuality and class. It suggests, for instance, that the colonial authorities

were rather attracted by a plan to increase marriage rates among subaltern white

56 Ballhatchet, Race, Sex and Class under the Raj

57 Philippa Levine, ‘Venereal Disease, Prostitution, and the Politics of Empire: The Case of British
India’; Harald Fisher-Tiné, ‘““White women degrading themselves to the lowest depth”. European
networks of prostitution and colonial anxieties in British and Ceylon ca. 1880-1914°
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soldiers, but eventually decided against it for certain ‘class’ reasons. They feared that
marriage would lead to the latter’s permanent settlement in the colony. But, in
principle, the authorities wanted to open up India only to elite and well-off classes:
the presence of low-class soldiers and their equally low-class families would only
create more trouble than virtue. With little positive demand for white workers in the
labour market, the ex-soldiers would soon become impoverished (as they actually did),
and eventually swell the ranks of the mixed-race community. It was by providing
state-regulated prostitution that the colonial rulers attended to the soldiers’ needs,
because such an institution was considered to bring the minimum amount of contact

between the British working class and non-white women.

Race and the ambivalence of bourgeois philanthropy

As Ashis Nandy succinctly puts it, ‘Colonialism minus a civilisational mission is no
colonialism at all’.>® The philanthropic mission of imperialism has long been central
to studies of racialised social relations in the colonial context. And for some while, it
has also been an important theme for addressing the gendered dimensions of social
relations under imperialism. And more recently, imperial philanthropy has started to
be researched with regard to its ambiguous relation to class. The present research will

seek to make a contribution mainly within this last category.

8 Ashis Nandy, The Intimate Enemy: Loss and Recovery of Self under Colonialism (Oxford, 1983), p.11
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In the age of the nation’s overseas expansion, British missionaries travelled
around the globe, with a mission to ‘civilise’ the empire’s ‘heathen subjects’. But this
global turn of philanthropy did not necessarily imply that these missionaries had
accomplished all their work in Britain whence they originated as though left with
nobody to civilise. Susan Thorn argues that in the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, the philanthropic mission of the church operated abroad and at home
simultaneously. Missionaries returned from their colonial fields only to ‘rediscover’
indigent populations in the metropole that appeared as depressed as colonised subjects.
Interestingly, these missionary returnees used the language of colonial racism to
describe these impoverished people in the British Isles, labelling them as heathen or
undeveloped.”  Such representations mirrored not just the growing influence of
colonial experiences on domestic culture but also a depth of class alienation in the
emerging bourgeois order of a rapidly industrialised Britain. At a time when it was
building the grandest empire in history, Britain embraced an ambiguous otherness
within its national boarders. As Benjamin Disraeli commented, the country had ‘two
nations’, those of the rich and the poor, that had little contact or commonalities with
each other.®®  And, as Gertrude Himelfarb’s book on British ideologies of class show,

in mid-century, the indigent populations in London were represented often as ‘a

5 Susan Thorn, ““The Conversion of Englishmen and the Conversion of the World Inseparable”:
Missionary Imperialism and the Language of Class in Early Industrial Britain’, in (eds.) A. Stoler & F.
Cooper, Tensions of Empire: Colonial Cultures in a Bourgeois World (Berkeley, 1997), pp.238-262

60 Benjamin Disraeli, Sybil or The Two Nations (London, 1853)
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separate race’ AL

Towards the end of the nineteenth century these forms of ‘class
racism’, as Etienne Balibar calls it,62 became more systematised, crystallising in the
forms of social evolution theory and eugenics. Works on Social Darwinism and
eugenics by Bernard Semmel and by Anna Davin are particularly insightful in their
sharp articulation of the relation between ‘class racism’ and empire. By this time, it
was not just the putative superiority of the British race that invoked debates on British
national identity: rather, it was also the fear of its degeneration from within that
preoccupied the social and political thinking about the British body politic.63 In such
an instance, colonial racism served to articulate social alienations within the nation,
instead of simply as a justification for its ‘civilising mission’ of colonialism abroad.
The contribution of the current research is to show that the problem of these internal
alienations also haunted the ruling classes in a colonial outpost of their empire.

As noted earlier, the British community in India had been divided along class
lines and had ‘degenerate’ populations of its own and just as at home, the elites were
always worried about the social consequences of their presence. And in fact, their

anxiéty was even acuter in the colonising context. For, as this dissertation will amply

demonstrate, a visible pauperisation of whites and Eurasians in the face of indigenous

6! Gertrude Himmelfarb, The Idea of Poverty: England in the Early Industrial Age (London, 1984);
Anne McClintock, in her book, Imperial Leather (1995), also points out this racialisation of the discourse
on the poor, and shows that it was closely related with the socio-cultural effects of industrial capitalism.
The bourgeoisie stigmatised working classes, females, and the so-called ‘unfit’ in the metropolis as a
‘degenerate race’ from which ‘whiteness’ had to be guarded against. ~Anne McClintock, Imperial
Leather: Race, Gender and Sexuality in the Colonial Context (New York, 1995)

62 Etienne Balibar, ‘Class Racism’, in Etienne Balibar & Immanuel Wallerstein, Race, Nation and Class:
Ambiguous Identities (London, 1991), pp.204-227

6 Anna Davin, ‘Motherhood and Imperialism’, History Workshop Journal, 5 (1978) , 9-57; Bernard
Semmel, Imperialism and social reform: English social-imperial thought, 1895-1914 (London, 1960)
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subjects was considered politically dangerous. Impoverished as they might have been,
the domiciled were still ‘European’ by descent (white, whether purely or partly),
language (English) and religion (Christianity). They may not have been so ‘civilised’
as their non-domiciled brethren, but they were emphatically not ‘Indian’ either,
especially from the perspective of indigenous leaders who actually tended to label the
former as an appendage to the colonial masters. Their pauperisation, therefore, was
perceived as a threat to the prestige of European colonials as a whole. The legitimacy
of colonial rule rested on a racial principle in which such phenomena as ‘European
pauperism’ was contradictory: the European always had to appear as a saviour of the
indigent and ostensibly not as poor and ‘degenerate’ him/herself. Throughout the
later colonial period, the British elites, both public and private, were sharply alarmed
by this contradiction and, in order to contain it, set up various measures of control.
The way in which Christian social reformers coped with this problem is particularly
interesting. At the heart of colonialism, they found themselves ‘civilising’ those who
were already Christian (if sometimes ‘nominally’) instead of converting ‘heathen

races’.

Recent studies on British attitudes towards colonised subjects show the extent to which
the idea of a philanthropic mission of imperialism was multi-faceted, instead of being
uniformly or simply ‘Orientalist’. Imperial philanthropy had different meanings for

different sections of British society. Historians of Victorian feminism, such as
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Antoinette Burton and Barbara Caine among others, have revealed how Victorian
feminists created an alternative version of ‘civilising mission’ in order to advance their
own gender politics within British society.** Catherine Hall’s work on the British
debates on the abolition of slavery shows that the discourse of emancipation covertly
served abolitionists in advancing their relative positions within their own society.®®
These works are of special importance in demonstrating the extent to which the
discourse of imperial philanthropy (or imperial humanism) shaped social relations
within British society. The present research seeks to examine further the ‘internal’
implications of philanthropy by alluding to its ambivalence over the ‘uncivilised’
populations within the British body politic. Within both Colonial Studies and
Postcolonial Criticism, critiques of philanthropy tend to reproduce the crude racial
dichotomy in ways that underestimate internal contradictions of class and gender.66
On the other hand, from the perspective of British national history, the issue of
philanthropy tends to become exclusively about class. But philanthropy in the age of
modern imperialism was both global and domestic, relating to colonial and domestic
social relations simultaneously. This research explores these intersections by

exploring how the bourgeois control of the indigent was conducted in the racialised

64 Antoinette Burton, Burdens of history : British feminists, Indian women, and imperial culture,
1865-1915 (Chapel Hill, 1994); Barbara Caine, English Feminism: 1780-1980 (Oxford, 1997)

65 Catherine Hall, Civilising Subjects: Metropole and Colony in the English Imagination, 1830-1867
(Oxford, 2002)

6 Bart Moor-Gilbert argues that the deconstruction of the West / East dialectic of history has tended to
be done in a way that ‘makes only the most token reference to the parallel process of Othering of women
and subordinate classes in the domestic sphere within the discourses of the Englightment’. Bart
Moor-Gilbert, Postcolonial Theory: Contexts, Practices, Politics (London, 1997), p.129
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context of colonial society. It will show how the colonial elites ambiguously sought
to maintain racial order through a bourgeois politics of philanthropic control.

Writers of the Eurasian community tended to cite racism as most fundamental to
British attitudes towards their mixed kin. But racism, as this research will show, was
not always promoted but at times even opposed by the British themselves, especially
by those in the philanthropic circles. For them, Eurasians were undesired not so much
for their mixed origins as for their ‘uncivilised’ state of being in spite of their European
descent.  Instead of racialising their mixed brethren, the British had to bring the latter
from the depths of indigence towards a more ‘civilised’ state of being. In this context,
what was needed was not racial exclusion but a particular politics of ‘inclusion’,
though by inclusion it meant nothing like an intra-communal transmission of privileges.
In fact, one important aspect of this unique ‘civilising mission’ was its argument that
both Eurasians and domiciled Europeans should unlearn to aspire to a ‘European’
standard of living and to mimic the lifestyles of elite Britons: their trying to become
“European’ was part of their problem, rather than their legitimate goal. The domiciled
had to be civilised not into a high-class status but into the position of the ‘respectable
poor’. And much invoking the metropolitan theories of social evolution, the
improvement of racial hygiene and the inculcation in the ethics of ‘self-help’ were said

to be the only way for their communal regeneration.

Rather than discussing the domiciled community’s ‘in-between-ness’ in abstracto, this

44



Ch 2. Historiography

research focuses on the historical problem of the community’s pauperisation and the
‘bourgeois’ attitudes of the British thereto. In locating ‘in-between-ness’ exclusively
in cultural and psychological alienations, the sociological theory of marginality tends to
overlook its ideological implications for the colonial authorities. Many of the
‘sociological characteristics’ of the Eurasian ‘marginal man’ (above all, mimicry and/or
hyper-racial sensitiveness) were not neutral factual variables but were invented, to a
degree at least, by British social reformers as points of reformative intervention. The
post-structuralist treatment of- ‘in-between-ness’, as seen in Laura Bear’s work,
radically differs from this sociological approach: unlike the former, it certainly offers
a powerful means to read such ambivalence into colonial ideologies with a view to
finally deconstructing them. But Bear’s line of argument is more relevant to cases
where, as in the railway establishments, the domiciled community can be said to have
been more or less sufficiently integrated in the European body politic. By contrast,
the present research is much more about those domiciled Europeans and Eurasians who
were explicitly excluded from any European labour and consequently were not even
in-between the Europeans and Indians, but often poorer than the latter. By analysing
colonial attitudes towards these people specifically, this research will address the
historical dilemma of European pauperism and its implications for the construction of

colonial social order.
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3. Colonial Settlement, Miscegenation and

the Emergence of the ‘Domiciled Class’

Introduction

This chapter will examine various ideas and practices relating to the questions of
colonial settlement, white labour, and miscegenation. By this, it will aim to explain
how the colonial ruling classes circumscribed the nature of their colonial enterprise and
invented a corresponding self-image of ‘British’ identity. Then it will seek to
demonstrate why and how such an invention of colonial Britishness served to generate
an ambiguous and essentially reluctant category of the ‘domiciled class’.

The first section will interrogate the British approach to colonisation and
settlement, with a view to delineating what kind of colonial white identity they were
intending to construct. A heterogeneous set of discourses, both official and otherwise,
will be discussed insofar as they were suggéstive of the emerging perceptions about
colonial governance, white colonial settlement, acclimatisation, miscegenation and so
forth. The following section will shift attention from the positive creation of a British
sense of self to the contradictions posed thereto by the much disparaged existence of
so-called ‘poor whites’. It will then observe the consequent colonial

counter-measures by paying focused attention to certain policies that regulated the
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presence of such ‘poor whites’. The final section of the chapter will consider the
attitudes of middle-class settlers towards the existence of those of British descent who
made India their land of domicile, including the mixed-descent ‘Eurasians’. It will
elucidate the social dynamics where an exclusionary attitude on the part of the British

caused these ‘domiciled’ people to figure as a highly ambivalent social category.

Middle-class Colonials and their ‘Britishness’

It is not as a labourer but as a Captain of labour that the European must attempt to colonise.
It is by the union of his intelligence and enterprise with the patience, industry and numerical
power that the improvement of India is to be secured.’

When a man begins to sink in India, and is not sent Home by his friends as soon as may be
he falls very low from a respectable point of view. By the time that he changes his creed, as
did Maclntosh, he is past redemption.
“To be Field for Reference’
Rudyard Kipling 2

The British elites in late colonial India entertained what appears to have been an
ambivalent attitude towards the racial identity of their own. On the one hand, they
firmly believed that they, as a group, were racially superior to their Indian subjects.
But on the other hand, these elites were also concomitantly worried of possibly losing

their European sense of self by residing in the midst of India and its indigenous peoples.

' ‘Indian Colonisation’, The Statesman [Weekly], 29 Ap. 1858, pp.388-9, p.388
2 Rudyard Kipling, ‘To be Field for Reference’ (1888) in Rudyard Kipling, Plain Tales from the Hills
(Oxford, 2001), pp.234-241
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My aim in the immediate following is to reveal both of these chauvinistic and
anxiety-ridden attitudes, with a view to describing the social-cum-economic, as well as

ideological, bases of British colonial identity.

‘Racial superiority’

The revolt of 1857 and the subsequent handover of power from the East Indian
Company to the Crown urged the British to formulate an official guideline for
European colonial settlement. Accordingly, in 1858, a Select Committee on
Colonisation and Settlement (SCCS, hereafter) was appointed. By and large, the
SCCS shared with the Company a view that a reckless policy of immigration of
‘non-official’ Britons to India would create more social problems than virtues.”  And
yet, with regard to the economic contribution which the non-official classes could
possibly make, the SCCS differed from the Company’s Directors. Unlike the latter,
the former did recognise an immense potential in the economic activities of the private
sector, and thought it promising to colonise certain parts of the Subcontinent as the

bases of such activities. In the wake of the Company’s abolition, the colonial

3 The East Indian Company had been notorious for its stubbornly hostile attitudes to the idea of allowing
any private elements, or ‘interlopers’ as they were called, to operate in British India. The Company
wanted to monopolise all affairs of colonial Indian society. The interlopers were feared because they
might; (1) problematically interfere with the indigenous systems of land entitlement and taxation which,
for pragmatic reasons, the Company sought to preserve; (2) cause trouble as military adventures, or
aspire for a settler nationalism; (3) become impoverished and increase the number of ‘poor white’ and
‘mixed-race’ populations. ~See David Arnold, “‘White Colonisation and Labour in Nineteenth-Century
India’, The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, 11 (1983), pp.133-158, pp.137-138
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officials withdrew their characteristic dislike of non-official settlers and portrayed
themselves as the guardian of their interests.” Liberated from the top-down control of
the official class, the non-officials entertained high hopes, and some of those
interviewed by the SCCS did not hesitate to voice their belief in ‘colonising India’.
This new liberal attitude towards private enterprises, however, did not necessarily
imply that the Crown government allowed an indiscriminate immigration of British
subjects. It 1s important to keep in mind that the SCCS’s support for private enterprise
was expressed chiefly in reference to the business operations of the capitalist class only.
The non-official cluster should consist not of run-of-the-mill labourers, but only of
capitalists who employed indigenous labourers. One of the interviewees of the SCCS,
Major-General G. B. Tremenheere, made this point rather explicitly. Asked by the
Committee members of his own vision of colonisation, Tremenheere, who used to

work for Bengal Engineers, replied;

* The Company’s stringent check on the free economic activities of private British enterprises had
become a source of discontent already in the early nineteenth century.  British traders and planters
appealed directly to Parliament to dissuade the Company from clinging to its monopolistic policies. In
1833, the Company’s Charter was redrawn so that their economic activities were guaranteed, but even
then the Company generally remained unsympathetic to private economic operations. By the time of
the Mutiny, a substantial body of British traders and planters outside the Company had come to organise
themselves as a pressure group. As Francis Hutchins observes, the abolition of the Company was to an
extent a response to the pressure of private businessmen.  And this was reflected by the very fact that the
London Government soon appointed the SCCS to explore the possibilities of white colonisation which
would open up industrial and commercial opportunities. See Francis G Hutchins, The Illusion of
Permanence: British Imperialism in India (Princeton, 1967), p.96

> For instance, Captain John Ouchterlony favoured the idea of a permanent European settlement and
opposed governmental regulations. To be sure, India was not the same with Britain’s settler colonies
such as Australia or New Zealand, with certain unique obstacles to colonisation. But Ouchterlony
believed that these could be circumvented, so that capitalists and descendants of soldiers could establish
themselves in the hills permanently, much contributing to the consolidation of British rule. And, to
make colonisation possible, he argued, the discouragement that had been given to European settlers by
the Government functionaries had to be eliminated urgently. Third Report of the Select Committee on
Colonization and Settlement (hereafter SCCS) (London, 1958) (in British Parliamentary Papers, 1857-58,
VII Pt.D), pp. 35, 42, 46-47
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‘it must spring from the upper, rather than the lower ranks of society, by the settlement of
capitalists; that is, from the capitalist rather than from the labourer’.®

Such a vision was eventually adopted by the SCCS itself, which concluded: ‘The
inducements to a settlement of the working classes of the British Isles are not generally
to be found in India’.” A large white labouring class would be of no use for a colonial
territory like British India, which, unlike Britain’s settler colonies such as Australia,
was so densely populated by millions of indigenous peoples who could be turned into
labourers. As the Committee observed, ‘India cannot compete with the boundless
regions of America or Australia, as a home for the labouring emigrant’.8 In the Indian
context, the presence of a white working class was not only useless but was regarded as
politically undesirable, and this was partly because such people were not expected to
command the respect of colonised subjects. Only official, capitalist, and professional
classes were to be allowed to enter the colonising context, because only these elites
were seen as the essential and legitimate members of the dominant race. Those who
were allowed to immigrate to India should only be ‘a class of superior settlers; who
may, by their enterprise, capital, and science, set in motion the labour, and develop the
resources, of India’.”

The official circles had a well-defined self-image of British colonial identity.

6 First Report of the SCCS (London, 1858) (in British Parliamentary Papers, 1857-58, VII Pt.I), p.1
7 Report of the S CCS (General) (London, 1859) (in British Parliamentary Papers, 1859, V), p.iii

8 ibid. |

? ibid.
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Ideally, all settlers should originate from the upper or middle-class strata of British
society and, in the colony, should subsequently belong within limited occupational
categories of the most prestigious order. Concretely, they should comprise: a small
group of governors and high-ranked civil servants who ran what was known as the
most elite bureaucracy in the world; capitalists including merchants and planters;
professionals such as sci¢ntists, doctors and lawyers; and finally those missionaries and
philanthropists who belonged to various ecclesiastical establishments. According to
the SCCS, these groups alone would be able to uphold the ‘dignity of our own more
advanced civilisation, of our institutions, and of our religion’lo. In their respective
domains of activity, administration, capitalism, science, and spiritual uplifting, these
selected members of British society were to realise the proclaimed imperial mission to
modernise and civilise this allegedly ‘backward’ part of the globe.

Moreover, the SCCS had a well-defined idea as to the moral as well as
professional standard of a model British colonial. The Committee exhorted that it
was not simply by way of military power, institutional control or order of law, that the
British could fully govern the colonised subjects: the racial prestige which each of the
individual settlers embodied would be just as indispensable. In actuality, it was not
always the case that, simply on account of their bourgeois standing, all these

‘gentlemanly’ colonisers were naturally free from misconduct. Indigo planters, for

instance, had been known for their particularly cruel treatment of indigenous

10 ibid., p.xxx
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11

labourers.”” Therefore, it was actually as an ‘ought’ that cultural refinement was

counted as an essential quality of the coloniser. When it was lacking, the bourgeois
respectability of each ‘civilising’ agent had to be cultivated by self-conscious effort.
Thus, according to the SCCS, the British settler in India should not only possess the
right social background but also wilfully cultivate his own respectability, or his

‘character of firmness, justice and forbearance’.'?

In the colonial context, such
cultivation of European respectability was to be loaded with national significance of an

urgent sort. As the Committee observed:

‘Every Englishman should go to India with a deep sense of his responsibility, not only to those

whom he is about to govern or among whom he is about to reside, but to his own country’."

The chosen architects of colonial rule should have an appropriate stance towards their
assigned roles in governing, employing or studying the colonised Indians.
Especially in the context of ruling such a vast, culturally distinct and potentially
rebellious populous, each colonial settler should possess a moral quality which inspired
awe and respect among the Indian subjects. As the SCCS expressed, it would be with
‘such a dignified maintenance of what is only due to ourselves’, embodied by these

men of respectability, that ‘the natives, instead of resisting, would respect us’.'*  Only

' This often ended up creating much political unrest. See Michael Edwards, Bound to Exile: the
Victorians in India (London, 1969) , pp.133-145; also, Raymond K. Renford, The Non-Official British in
India to 1920 (Oxford, 1987), p.40

12 Report of the SCCS (General), p.xxxi

13 ibid., p.xxxi

4 ibid., p.-xxx
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by their ‘silent but certain influence of manners’, what may be called ‘the dominion of

the mind” would be procured out of the colonised subjects."

The following extract
from The Calcutta Review is a vivid example of how the British wished their colonial

agents to be like. The colonisers, it said, had necessarily to be so civilised as to find

themselves as:

‘the centres of civilization from whence enlightenment and knowledge shall radiate standing forth

like beacon lights to illumine the darkness of a benighted land; an ever present example of the

wonders which English justice, probity and independence can achieve’.'s

The aforementioned fashioning of British colonial identity as a ‘civilising agent’ of
modernity was duly consistent with the contemporary Victorian notion of racial
difference. In the post-rebellion era, the idea of ‘civilising’” acquired an explicitly
racial-cum-chauvinistic tone which outmoded (if not superseding) the more liberal
template of the bygone Company era. The atmosphere of intense racial antagonism
following the native revolt of 1857 exerted a decisive impact on the British perception
of ‘race’ both in the colony and metropole. As Thomas Metcalf rightly notes, ‘[T]he
ideas forged in the crucible of 1857 were hammered into shape on the anvil of racial
and political theory’."”  In the aftermath of the revolt, it was not only the rebels but the
Indian subjects as a whole that the British came to regard with distrust and contempt.

This hardening imperialist attitude did much harm to the philosophical ideal of

15 ibid., p.xxxi
18" Anonymous, ‘The Indigo Blue Book’, The Calcutta Review, 34 (1860), pp. 355-377, pp. 375-376
7 Thomas Metcalf, The Aftermath of Revolt: India, 1857-1870 (Oxford, 1965), p.310
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utilitarian liberalism which the Directors of the Company, J. S. Mill among them, had
officially pursued. Company rule freely availed itself ‘of a rhetoric that British
colonialism in India was all about experimenting with a utilitarian way of maximising
individual happiness among as many colonised subjects as possible. To be sure,
utilitarianism did not actually transform Indian society on a British model in any
drastic ways. Nor was the ideal of liberal reform the only principle of colonial
governance: it hardly needs to be pointed out that an unmistakable sense of racial
superiority, crude economic calculation, and military dominance were always behind
the b¢nevolent gegture of liberal reformers.  But, at least, and rhetorical as it may
actually have been, the liberals advocated a government for the Indians, and even a
possible realisation of future self-government. By the end of the 1850s, however, the
majority of the British people, at both the metropoler and the colonial ends of empire,
became disillusioned with the liberal ideals of freedom and progress.

In the metropole, the kind of colonial revolts seen in 1857 and also in the
rebellion of free-slaves in the West Indies (the Morrant Bay Rebellion in 1865) invited
a passionate call for a more repressive stance towards ‘darker races’. Colonial
liberalism, which had been defended by J. S. Mill most notably, was losing out to a
racial conservatism which steady gained support through the efforts of such popular
voices as Thomas Carlyle, Alfred Tennyson, John Ruskin and Charles Dickens."® In

the colony, the liberal attitude was not so overtly replaced by a high-handed policy of

18 ibid., pp.52-53
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oppression and revenge: the colonial administrators knew that it was not politic to
allow racial sentiments to jeopardise the political order of colonial society that had to
be based on conciliation and rule of law as well.'” But even so, the decline of liberal
thinking was also undoubtedly apparent in the colonising context too. For instance,
the political theory of colonial liberalism changed its face substantially in the hands of
James. F. Stephen. In 1873, after coming back from his service in India as a law
member of the Viceroy’s executive council for three years, he published an influential
essay on political theory, Liberty, Equality and Fraternity. This work soon became
popular among the civil servants in India, who opposed both ‘sentimental liberals’ and
the increasing influence of ‘Bengal Babus’, and it firmly served to shape the
post-Mutiny colonial ideology of racial difference. Stephen’s liberalism was
substantially different from those of James and J. S. Mill, even though it appeared to
frame itself within the range of the Benthamite ideas. Stephen became the most
influential exponent of what was called ‘authoritarian liberalism’. He asserted that
the ‘subject races’ of the British Empire would permanently be dominated by the sway
of passion and superstitious beliefs and would never be agents of rational thinking.

Of course, what was implicit in such an assertion was an essential inferiority of the

' 1 ord Canning, the first Viceroy of India, never succumbed to the popular passions for indiscriminate
vengeance and coercive domination. He understood that peace and order were the key to successful
government. The British were only a handful amidst a vast native population. Caution and
conciliation should remain a principle to handle British-Indian relations. And, neither was liberal
reform completely eliminated from the political and administrative strategies. S. Gopal, British Policy
in India: 1858-1905 (Cambridge, 1865), p.7
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Indians.?

The chauvinistic turn in political thought was closely related with the
mid-century evolution of scientific racism. Stephen’s discourse did not put forward
anything original but merely expressed what had already been said in racial theory.
Before Stephen, variants of racial theory had already come to play a prominent role in
Europe, with important racial theorists such as Robert Knox and Arthur Gobineau
exerting their influences widely. By claiming a scientific objectivity in their ideas on
account of their reliance on the methods of hard science (such as anatomy and biology),
these theorists argued that the inequalities that existed between different peoples on the
earth were explained more or less .exclusively in terms of ‘racial difference’. Under
the influence of this scientific thought, by 1860 the British were ready to understand
British-Indian affairs through a racial prism.

In the colonial-Indian context, racial theory was notoriously used as a way of

.y . . .21
classifying diverse indigenous populations.

On the other hand, as far as the British
understanding of their own racial position in relation to Indians was concerned,
evolution theory played a central role. British Indologists had two competing or

mutually exclusive claims concerning similarity and difference. Their racial view had

been marked not just by a typical conviction in European superiority but also by a

2 On Stephen’s authoritarian liberalism, see, Metcalf, The Aftermath of Revolt, p.319; and also his
Ideologies of the Raj (Cambridge, 1995), pp.57-59

2l One explicit example of the introduction of racial theory to India can be seen in Hubert H. Risley’s
theorisation of caste difference. See Ch. 2.
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22 But the rise of authoritarian

Romanticist yearning for common ‘Aryan’ origins.
racism naturally injected more weight to racial difference: now, there ought to be a
theoretical justification as to how and why, in spite of their shared origins, Europeans
and Indians had grown so different, with the former in a position to colonise the latter.
It was through an emerging notion of the ‘evolution of races’ that this paradoxical
tension of similarity versus difference was resolved into a contemporary relation of
superiority versus inferiority. It was as an indication of a stagnation of the ‘Indian
branch’ of the Aryan race that the relative ‘inferiority’ of Indians was explained.
While the ‘European Aryans’ evolved smoothly into higher stages of civilisation, their
Indian counterpart degenerated. And this degeneration of the Aryans in India was
supposed to have grown inexplicably fundamental. It followed then that the racial
commonality between the British and the Indians was only of ancient nature, and as
such, the ‘difference’ between them had by now become much more relevant. As
Thomas Trautmann succinctly observes, these two notions, ‘often combined in an
unstable and volatile mixture, forming the attitude that said to the people of India,
“Admire us; emulate us; become like us”, then added, “but you can never be one of

2”9 23

us The SCCS’s construction of an ideal self-image of British coloniser stood on

the notion of racial difference that characterised the post-Mutiny British attitudes

22 1t was linguists and philologists who studied Sanskrit that were excited to find connections between
Europeans and their ‘Aryan’ brethren in India. ~ This excitement was further promoted by ‘Aryan racial
theory’. Aryan racial theory, originating and much appreciated in the German romantic tradition, helped
British scholars in India to recognise common, ‘Aryan’ origins of the British and Indians.  For political
expediency, British rulers had chosen to conciliate with the Indian ruling classes, and therefore, the
recognition of the common origins was not necessarily incompatible with colonial rule.

2 Thomas R. Trautmann, Aryans and British India (New Delhi, 1997), p.188
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towards Indian society. The picked men of Britain would come to India to colonise a

people who, by being permanently ‘backward’, needed the former’s permanent

guidance.

Acclimatisation

The ideological assertion of British racial superiority, however, was far from sufficient
in constructing an ideal colonial identity. Definite as it was, the British belief in their
own pre-eminence was constantly supplemented by an equally sharp sense of anxiety:
anxiety that they might ‘fall’ from their racial grace at any moment unless appropriate
hygienic and cultural care were provided. This concern essentially derived from a
growing conviction that India and her indigenous peoples had mesmerising influences
on the body and mind of the Europeans who lived in and among them. According to
such a view, Indians were not only inferior but had a power to drag the otherwise
‘evolved’ Europeans down to the state of stagnation and degeneration. This implied
that it was only by definition that Europeans were safely said to be ‘superior’ to Indians.
In practice, the former had to organise their bodily care and social lives in ways that
maintained their supposed superiority. Interaction with the environment and peoples
of the Subcontinent would have to be minimised in order to prevent the members of the
ruling race from being affected by these very objects they were colonising. Among

other things, the effects of tropical climate and of miscegenation caused urgent
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concerms.

The influence of environmental changes on the European body was a key
concern in British debates about colonial settlement. Whether British colonials
became accustomed to the change or, as it was frequently called, ‘acclimatised’,
became a question of imminent importance. In the post-Mutiny era, there were some
who tried to soften down all the acknowledged difficulties of acclimatisation as they
clung to their dream of large-scale white colonisation.”* But it soon became obvious
that India would not be regarded as a colony in the conventional sense, and,
accordingly, voices against colonisation which exaggerated the difficulties of climate
became a dominant force. The role of scientists was crucial in the formation of
opinions against acclimatisation. James Hunt, a renowned anthropologist, is
particularly relevant here both for his broad influences and for the explicitness with
which he concerned himself with the question of colonial settlement. Hunt declared
that his pursuit Qf what he termed ‘ethno-climatology’ came out of a self-assigned
mission to correct what appeared to be a reckless policy of colonisation going on in
British India. His ‘scientific’ treatise should lead the British nation to ‘a correct and

S

physiological system of colonization’.”> What was especially necessary, according to

Hunt, was to call public attention to ‘the powers of acclimatization possessed by the

6

races of man in general, and by Europeans in particular’.®®  All superstitious

24 Arnold, ‘White Colonisation and Labour in Nineteenth-Century India’, p.133
25 James Hunt, ‘On Ethno-Climatology; or the Acclimatization of Man’, Transactions of the
Ethnological Society of London, 2 (1863), pp. 50-79, p.51
26 .y ¢
ibid.
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speculations on the possibility of acclimatisation must be replaced by ‘the deductions
from that branch of our science’.”

In British India, Hunt argued, there had been highly questionable efforts
undertaken to acclimatise Europeans by, for instance, using cinchona bark and quinine
as prophylactics. There was even a proposal to transfuse a small quantity of blood
taken from the natives into the veins of British colonists. Hunt saw these artificial

measures for acclimatisation as not just pointless but as positively dangerous.

Slamming the idea of inoculation by blood transfusion, he said:

‘T would only beg to express a hope that in transfusing this blood they will not also transfer any of
the mental or moral characteristics of these indigenous races into the European’.28

Such attempts to acclimatise Europeans must inevitably fail. They would end up
making Europeans like native populations, blatantly contradicting the logic of the fact
that ‘[I]t is only possible to hold India as long as Europeans remain the superior race’.”
Therefore, neither presupposing the European ability to acclimatise nor acclimatising
Europeans by artificial methods was a correct way of colonisation. For Hunt, the
effects of tropical climate were far too fundamental to be overcome. If they were long
exposed to India’s tropical climate, Europeans were bound to change into some

‘degenerate’ being, instead of being able to adapt and remain as ‘superior’ as they were

before. In Hunt’'s words, ‘We have exhaustion and degeneracy, but no real

27 James Hunt, Farewell Address, delivered at the Fourth Anniversary of the Anthropological Society of
London, January 1, 1867 (1867) [British Library, 7350.de.8], p.20

2 Hunt, ‘On Ethno-Climatology’, p.69

¥ ibid., pp.70-71
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acclimatization’ 30

This line of reasoning was widely replicated by other scientists who were
likewise concerned with the health of Britons in India. They generally believed that a
prolonged, cross-generational exposure to India’s climate would cause the British race
to degenerate. In the latter half of the nineteenth century, prominent authorities on
tropical medicine such as S. Mair, J. Fayrer, W. J. Moor, E. Birch, G Y. Hunter, and E.
J. Tilt did much to authenticate such theory. The anti-acclimatisation views of these
medical men, expressed often in the form of health advice, were widely circulated
through newspapers and periodicals as well as in their academic discourses. W. J.
Moor, for one, argued that in India the British race was naturally prone to deterioration
and would not survive beyond the third generation: instead of becoming adapted
through acclimatisation, the race as a whole would either become extinct or be
irreversibly changed into a lower type.”’  S. Mair also argued in much the same vein.
Such a passage as follows articulated his strong sentiment against the whole idea of

acclimatisation at the time:

‘[if the British failed to leave India soon enough] the process of physical and mental deterioration,
for such it unquestionably is, proceeds, and becomes still more marked in the generation which
succeeds him. His children are, as a rule, comparatively feeble in mind, as well as body; they are
pale, flabby, and have an unhealthy appearance, whilst the prospects of another generation are
very remote indeed [...] It is rare to find a third generation of pure Europeans in India, that is, of
those of pure, unmixed blood, who have, since the first generation landed in India, never quitted

the plains for a temperate climate’ 2

%0 ibid., p.60 (italics original)

31 R. S. Mair, ‘Medical Guide for Anglo-Indians’ in Edmund C. P. Hull, The European in India; or
Anglo-Indian’s Vede Mecum - A Handbook of useful and practical information, To which is added a
Medical Guide for Anglo-Indians (London, 1871), p. 277

32 ibid., p.215 (my parentheses); see also, Edward John Tilt, Health in India for British Women: on the
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While the racial superiority of the British over the Indians was assumed as an infallible
truth, a deep anxiety over the possible transformation of the British body was
concurrently held. The British in the metropole liked to toy round with the image of a
robust ‘conquering race’, but those at the peripheral end of empire were at least more
ambivalent about their supposed racial superiority. The latter were more aware than
the former of the devastating influences of the colonial environment which, ironically,

could conquer back the conquering race.

Miscegenation

Another perceived menace to British racial prestige was miscegenation, a racial
mixture, by marriage or cohabitation, between white and non-white persons. It had
not been so stigmatised at least until the late eighteenth century, when the Company
authorities often preferred to turn a blind eye to liaisons between their men and
indigenous or mixed-race women. But towards the turn of the century, attitudes
against miscegenation hardened, one of the reasons of which being the rise of a certain

religious restriction on inter-racial sex. According to C. J. Hawes, there emerged,

Prevention of Disease in Tropical Climates (London, 1875), p.3; Joseph Fayrer also remarked, ‘T have
seen the third generation of Europeans reared in Calcutta, but such are rare, and though there was no
marked physical degeneration, yet there was that which would make one look with great misgiving on
the prospects of a race so produced’.  Joseph Fayrer, Tropical Dysentery and Chronic Diarrhoea
(London, 1881), p.345
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especially after 1813 when Christian missionaries were allowed into the country, a new
philosophy of racial identity predicated upon the puritan movement that had developed
both in India and at home. With the revival of Protestantism at home, the
ecclesiastical circles made their influences felt also among the British in India. Both
company chaplains and missionaries saw miscegenation as, in Howe’s words, ‘the
most glaring contradiction between what should be expected of a disciplined Christian
people and their actual behaviour’.>

In the wake of the Mutiny, such an abhorrence of mixture of blood was
perceived and articulated through a more explicit idea of ‘racial difference’. As India
came under the direct control of the Crown, the question of miscegenation became

even more pressing. In 1858, The Calcutta Review published an anonymous article

which expressed popular anti-miscegenation feelings in graphic form:

“The unmistakable hand of nature having separated and dissociated the black race from the white,
terrible and portentous effects might be expected to flow from their unnatural union. It is to be
feared that in the fatal melange which would be thus produced, the European stock would shortly
lose all its virtue and pre-eminence.’34

Such a passage reveals the extent to which it was increasingly under the influence of
the post-revolt racial antagonism that miscegenation came to be perceived. In
addition, the British discourse of anti-miscegenation also borrowed authority from

scientific racism. John Crawfurd, a well-established anthropologist, remarked that the

3 . 1. Hawes, Poor Relations: The Making of a Eurasian Community in British India, 1773-1833

(Richmond, 1996), pp.14-15
34 Anonymous (‘Maxwell’), ‘Colonisation of India’, The Calcutta Review, 30 (1858), pp.163-188, p. 181
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kind of miscegenation whereby a European and non-European race were united would
degrade the former, whilst improving the latter, and the resultant mixed population
would be an equivocal race, inferior to the former but superior to the latter.>> Such an
obvious racist presumption was perfectly in harmony with the sharp racial
consciousness that accentuated Victorian imperialism. But this typical racialist
assumption notwithstanding, Crawfurd was actually regarded as too optimistic
regarding unfavourable consequences of miscegenation. His point had been that the
effects of miscegenation were bound to be short-term, and would ultimately be
insignificant to both races involved. He believed that miscegenation was only a
transitional process which produced no distinctive mixed-race populations: after
about four generations, the mixed-race group would disappear, as they became
assimilated into either of the two races from which they sprang.®®  Against this view
of miscegenation as ultimately inconsequential, James Hunt made a pointed protest.
What was problematically implicit in Crawfurd’s theory was a confidence in a
resilience and permanence of the European racial constitution even in miscegenous
circumstances. Hunt found such a belief in racial buoyancy irreconcilably wrong,
especially as it seemed to imply that the British could actually be allowed to

miscegenate freely.  Hunt’s counter-argument was that miscegenation could

3 As he observed, ‘[T]he union of the highest and lowest species of the human race yields an
intermediate progeny, inferior to the first, and superior to the last. [...] The offspring of an Englishman
and an Australian degrades the Englishmen, and somewhat improves the Australian’.  John Crawfurd,
‘Classification of the Races of Man’, Transactions of the Ethnological Society of London, 1 (1861),
? .354-378, p.356

ibid., p.357
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permanently leave an anomalous mixed-race population which must necessarily be
weaker than the ‘pure European race’, both mentally and physically. Moreover, a
racially hybrid population would cause the British race to sink with it in lingering and
injurious ways.

Hunt’s harsh stance towards colonial miscegenation can be seen explicitly in his
negative remarks about the Spanish-Portuguese model of colonisation. Crawfurd
seemed to imply that the Britain could extensively miscegenate with their colonial
subjects, just as the Spanish and Portuguese had done in their own territories. In fact,
Crawfurd was known for citing the Spanish colonisation of South America as
successful and exemplary of his conviction that a European race was capable of living

and procreating in a tropical climate.”

This meant that it would be possible for
Britain to send its subjects not only to its settler colonies with more temperate climates,
such as Canada and Australia, but also to India, a land with a hot climate and a vast
native population. Hunt contrasted himself with Crawfurd in counter-posing his
theory of racial degeneration, which made his own view of the Spanish colonisation of
South America diametrically opposed to that of Crawfurd’s. Hunt argued that the
Spanish rule in South America represented a failure of colonisation policy par
excellence, because of its mismanagement of ‘racial breeding’. He maintained that

the Spanish settlers in Latin America had been weakened and were on the verge of

extinction, because of their prolonged isolation from the fresh European blood and its

37 John Crawfurd, ‘On the Effects of Commixture, Locality, Climate, and Food on the Races of Man’,
Transactions of the Ethnological Society of London, 1 (1861), pp.76-92, pp.88-89
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mixture with the native blood:

‘All recent observations show that the Indian blood is again cropping out in a most remarkable
manner. Instead of the Spaniards flourishing, there seems every prospect of their entire
extinction, unless fresh blood is sent from Europe. The extinction of the Spanish race in
America was likewise predicted more than twenty years ago by Dr. Knox. There is no doubt that
this result has been greatly owing to the mixture of Spanish and Indian blood”.*®

In describing the Spanish case as an example of disastrous failure, Hunt’s concern lay
with how to prevent his British readers from having any optimistic ideas in favour of
miscegenation. The Spanish example should be understood as an inevitable path to
disaster from which the British should positively try to stay away. What Hunt
indirectly insisted was that the racial authority of British colonisers in colonial India
would be preserved only by sealing off any possibilities of miscegenation.
Many other scientists shared Hunt’s view on miscegenation. W. J. Moor,

for instance, asserted:

‘Not a single reliable fact has been produced to show that our race can be continued even through

a few generations without Asiatic mixture. The children of Europeans born in the plains of India

grow up weakly, the progeny seldom attain maturity, their generation never have children. All

authorities agree in stating that not one descendant of the Portuguese can be found without

admixture of native blood. [...] The question, however, is not yet decided if a healthy and
vigorous European stock can be propagated and maintained’.*

Moor’s fear was that miscegenation might be conceived of by some as a positive
measure for adaptation. He was strongly compelled to disavow an idea which some

Britons appeared to adhere to: namely that the infusion of native blood might enable

3% Hunt, ‘On Ethno-Climatology’, p.71
39 W. J., Moor, Health in the Tropics; or Sanitary Art Applied to Europeans in India (London,

1862), p-280
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the white race to continue to exist in India across generations. Certainly,
miscegenation might ensure settlement, but, in Moors view, such a way of settlement
risked racial degeneration, and the hybrid, degenerate Britons were not what British
colonialism required.

Given their distinctive dislike of miscegenation, it was only natural that the
British views of mixed offspring were pessimistic. In the increasingly racialised
atmosphere after the Mutiny, the notion that mixed-race offspring were hereditarily
inferior became a commonly accepted belief. For instance, E. J. Tilt, an
internationally known medical scientist*’, argued that miscegenation between the
higher classes of the British and Indians may lead to a good ‘Eurasian breed’, but that
‘even their children clearly show early signs of degeneration of both body and mind,

I Tilt also observed that Eurasians could not bear

like the lower caste of Eurasians’.*

the tropical climate so well as their Indian counterparts and consequently were more

liable to consumption.42 Miscegenation ended up producing a group of unfit persons,

benefiting neither of the original races. Tilt crudely remarked, ‘when we cross our

breed with the Hindoo, the Eurasian, instead of exhibiting the good points of both
) 43

stocks, often exhibits the vices of both races in a debilitated body’.™ Eurasians were

also thought to enjoy higher mortality rates. The Calcutta Review observed that the

40 As of 1875, Tilt was a late president of the Obstetrical Society of London, was a Fellow of the Royal
Academy of Medicine of Turin and of Athens, of the Academy of Medicine of New York, and of the
Obstetrical Society of Philadelphia.

41 Tilt, p.108.

2 ibid., p.109

3 ibid., p.3
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Eurasian class which occupied the lower sections of the military and civil services
subscribed to a system of early marriages, and that it explained their relatively higher
mortality rates.** Even more problematic still was the personal character of
mixed-race progeny. An anonymous article in The Calcutta Review wrote that the
mixed-race offspring embodied an undesirable trait of hybrids in which ‘[T]he worst
points of both the European and native character are not unfrequently combined’.”
Another article in the same journal also talked of certain ‘hereditary qualities’ of the
Eurasian character. It pronounced:

‘along with the qualities which they get from their European ancestry, the great majority of them

also get by their birth, the qualities peculiar to the native. If they have some of the English

energy, which often turns into over-bearingness, they also have much of the native suppleness,
which, when exaggerated, becomes cringing and deceitful’.*®

At any rate, all those ideas about the alleged inferiority of mixed-race
descendants were constitutive of the attempts of the colonial elites to construct an ideal
British colonial identity according to a carefully prescribed approach to the question of

white settlement.  For example, a Calcutta Review article aptly entitled, ‘Can India

“4 PM. Tait, ‘Mortality of Christian Females in India’, The Calcutta Review, 32 (1859),
P .162-171, pp. 170-171

Anon., ‘Review of the Progress of Sanitation in India’, The Calcutta Review, 50 (1870),
Ep.94-158, p.157

6 Anonymous (‘P. K.”), ‘“The Anglo-Indian Question’, The Calcutta Review, 69 (1879), pp.382-391,

pp.387-388.  As the subsequent two chapters will demonstrate fully, the idea that mixed-descent people
were psychologically misfit emerged as a key idea for British to comprehend the identity of their
mixed-race brethren. It emerged as a practical discursive tactic for the efforts of colonial authorities to
come to terms with Eurasian pauperism. The economic plight of the mixed-race and poor-white
populations was attributed to their possessing a false racial pride which prevented them from engaging in
honest labour. It then followed that their regeneration would be possible only by eradicating the
psychological pathology by educative training. See Ch. 4 and Ch. 5.
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be colonised by Europeans?’, addressed the question of mixed-race progeny
specifically in relation to colonisation policy. Drawing on the opinions of such
scientific authorities as James Hunt and Theodore Waitz, it argued that, as a rule,
mixed-race populations in Europe’s colonies were physically unfit, as high mortality
rates showed, and morally and intellectually debased, as characterised by their
sickening vanity and laziness. In India, the article went on, the mere exposure of
Britons to the tropical climate was enough to make the latter racially degenerate. In
such a context, miscegenation was simply out of the question, only producing inferior
descendants whose very existence would be contradictory to British rule.
‘Colonisation’ in the conventional sense should be ‘absolutely forbidden’, to say

nothing about miscegenation.47

In addition to the notion of racial degeneration, the increasingly influential concept of
the ‘mother of the nation’ also informed the British objection to colonial miscegenation.
From the mid-nineteenth century, the role of white women assumed an unprecedented
importance. British India saw a sharp rise in the number of European women, largely
solving the vexed question of chronicle lack of marriageable women for middle-class
men. In addition to making miscegenation practically unnecessary, their arrival
brought about a notion of racial motherhood, which was relatively absent in the earlier

Company period. In the starkly racialised context of post-Mutiny Indian society, the

4 Anonymous, ‘Can India be colonised by Europeans?’, The Calcutta Review, 39 (1869), pp.143-166,
p.163
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increasingly large presence of European women was represented as the core of an
emerging white racial purity. Both their biological and social functions were elevated
to the basis of an imperial social apartheid. Both symbolically and in practice,
European men identified their women with the domestic sphere in order to defend their
prestige over native men. The white racial backlash of British colonials often justified
itself in a rhetoric of defending European women from Indian men. For instance, in
their agitation over the ‘Ilbert Bill’ (1883), which attempted to endow Indian
magistrates with a power to preside over legal cases involving Europeans, a covert
politics of gender was at work. It was through a gendered logic of racism, namely
that Indian men were not manly or civilised enough to try European women in the
court, that the British agitators advanced their protest. Simultaneously, male Britons
were also anxious to control the sexual behaviour of their own women, and such racial
conflict as in the Ilbert Bill controversy gave them an opportunity to restrict white
women’s assigned gender roles to a degree that was even narrower than in Victorian
Britain.*® Thus, as the ‘mother of the race’, British women were given a national
mission of their own. A consequence of this rise of white femininity and
motherhood in the colonial context was an increasingly strong social precept that
tabooed miscegenation. For elite British men, miscegenation with non-white women

became not just unnecessary but considered as a sin, violating the advocated purity of

the European race. Whilst controlling the lives of their women, British males also

48 Mrinalini Sinha, Colonial Masculinity: the ‘Manly Englishman’ and the ‘Effeminate Bengali’ in the
Late Nineteenth Century (Manchester, 1995), p.47
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had to restrict their own sexual conduct. Some of them either married or cohabitated
with Indian women but in doing so they jeopardised their honour and position.49 As
The Statesman observed, miscegenation became an ‘unholy connection’, inflicting an

injury on the racial morality of a new imperial age.50

Metropole / Colony

The recently-arrived presence of white women was certainly crucial in preventing
miscegenation, but it was not without problems of its own. Same-race marriage
produced white families in the colony, but exactly how was the ‘whiteness’ of these
family members, now including wives and children, to be maintained against the
supposedly devastating influence of the Indian environment? How was their contact
with India and its indigenous subjects to be minimised? A possible solution was
creating secluded European settlements in the northern, mountainous regions of India,
which had a much colder climate and were geographically removed from the infamous
plains. There was a strong belief in the possible usefulness of hill stations as a social
site where white women and children, as well as their male, middle-class guardians,
could become permanent settlers. ~ These stations were expected to guarantee a more
stable and ‘healthy’ British presence. By the mid-1830s the three major hill stations

of Octacamund, Darjeeling and Simla had already been established. Up until

4 Frank Anthony, Britain’s Betrayal in India (Bombay, 1969), p.356
50 “Marriages and Other Matters’, The Statesman [Weekly], 11 May (1871), pp.538-539, p.538
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mid-century, these hill stations were mainly for military use, but, since the
implementation of Crown rule, they took on a greater significance as residences of
British colonials. And, especially after 1865, when John Lawrence made Simla the
regular summer capital of British India, the hill stations became a much idealised
locale>®  The hills were frequently referred to as a ‘Little England’ with their cool
climate and picturesque scenery, including quaint Tudor-style houses, tea shops and
churches, all of which resembled the best of sorts found in the British Isles. The
Anglicisation of Indian territories seemed to indicate that the reproduction of a
homogenous community of respectable Britons could be possibly realised.

The Anglicisation of northern hill tracts not only pointed to an environmental
resemblance but also ideologically reinforced the mid-century discourse of racial
difference. The supposed difference between the European and Indian races was
transposed, if not so overtly, to a hill versus plain contrast.®> The periodical retreat
into the hills served to augment the aloofness of British society from India and
accordingly informed the construction of an ideal British colonial identity. Such an
identity had to both physically and symbolically define itself against all things ‘Indian’,
which the plains and their inhabitants represented par excellence. It would be in the
hills that the British could release their aspirations as ‘colonisers’. Planters, for one,

found the climate of the hills quite suitable for their physical constitution. They

5! Erom the 1860s until the early 1940s, many British wives and children visited the hills regularly each
summer while their husbands remained in the plains, soldiering and otherwise. Metcalf, Ideologies of

the Raj, p.183
52 ibid., p.182, 184
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thought that, compared to the infamous heat and humidity of the Indian plains, the hill
climate was extremely accommodating. Moreover, they liked the fact that they could
have easy and exclusive access to unspoiled native populations, whom the former
could employ at extremely cheap rates. Indeed, the contrast between the hills and the
plains was drawn not just in terms of climate but also according to the presumed
‘nature’ of different native populations. As Thomas Metcalf has noted, the British
tended to idealise the natives in the hills, such as the Lepchas of Darjeeling and the
Paharis of the Simla hills, as a simple, honest and open people, despite the obvious
diversity within them, both geographical and cultural. This was largely due to the fact
in the hills natives could be turned into docile employees more easily than in the plains,
where the population was dense and the structure of communal and religious networks
was more difficult to untangle. >

With a favourable climate and an exp‘loitable native labour, the hills certainly did
contribute to the new imperial economy of late colonial India. But this should not
lead us to assume that the colonial ruling classes identified the hills as a site to actually
reproduce the ruling race over generations. | Although their climatological and
geographical advantages were certainly appealing, the British hill stations in India did
not in fact rise beyond the status of a secondary substitute for the real ‘Britain’. In
actuality, British colonials sent their offspring to the metropole as soon as they reached

the age of five or six.  First of all, the dominant medical opinion suggested that British

53 ibid., p.184
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offspring were more vulnerable to the ‘degenerative effects’ of the Indian environment
than their parents. Even the favourable environments surrounding the hill stations
could not be fully trusted. The British also believed that the cultural as well as
physical influences of Indian over their children, especially the influence of native
servants, would inevitably find their way as far as into the north. The only way to
check these influences completely, it was thought, was to send children back home and
subject them to the proper process of domestic discipline and school education.
These views led British parents to regard schools in India, including those for white
and mixed children, as a hardly-recommendable alternative; the use of which could

compromise their children’s Britishness.>

Neither was permanent residence in a hill
station supposed to improve the career prospects of the British youth.  As the late
nineteenth century proceeded, the imperial authorities increasingly demanded
educational qualifications from metropolitan (and not colonial) institutions. Those
positions in the government service which were reserved exclusively for British
subjects were taken by those candidates who graduated from British technical colleg<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>