REPRESENTATIONS OF THE ‘OTHER’: A COMPARISON BETWEE N
ROMAN DESCRIPTIONS OF BRITONS, GAULS AND GERMANS
PRE-AD 300 AND SIR HARRY SMITH'S PORTRAYAL OF THE

XHOSA 18305 — 185G.

A thesis submitted in fulfilment of the

requirements for the degree of

MASTER OF ARTS

of

RHODES UNIVERSITY

By

AMY HESTER VAN WEZEL

January 2016



ABSTRACT

Stereotypical representations of an ‘ethnically”racially’ different ‘other’ in ancient texts wodl
seem to reappear throughout history. By compariogh@h views of Britons, Gauls and Germans,
with Sir Harry Smith’s views of the Xhosa, this dyuseeks to explore the extent to which these
stereotypical images were employed and for whasaes Through close textual analyses, the
descriptions of these peoples are examined and arathptaking into consideration the different
authors’ context and agendas. By highlighting Cassdews of the abilities of the ‘other’ and
Tacitus’ judgements of the moral character of #t&ér’, compared with Smith’s view of the same,
the study aims to draw out the role of the authme#f’ in complex and contradictory representasion
of the ‘other’, while arguing that various overwimahgly negative images served to justify imperial
conquest and rule. The extent to which the ‘othvea’s perceived as remote and different from
themselves, epitomised in the dichotomy between‘lihebarism’ and ‘civilisation’, is examined,
comparing a variety of Roman authors with Smithe ®imilar idea of ‘civilising missions’ are
discussed, while acknowledging the differences betwthe policies of the Roman and British
Empires toward the ‘other’. The connections betwhew the ‘other’ was portrayed in relation to
‘Empire’ and the ways in which they were treatedl&o explored stressing even further the different
approaches taken by Roman and British authoritemdlude these peoples within their Empires.
While certain stereotypes are shown to have pedsisbm Roman times, reappearing in the writing
of Sir Harry Smith, summed up in the archetypatiiagian’, | argue that the use of these images was
varied, inconsistent and reflected more the motavas personalities of the writers themselves, who

for the most part ascribed to imperial ideologies.
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INTRODUCTION

‘... there were other people on the island. We calietn the ‘Others’...* LostTV Series

Literature on the ‘Other’

There is a wide range of scholarship on how indigld or groups of people view and
represent the ‘other’ in relation to themselves &odv they use these representations to
construct their own identities, by means of whatthEgill termed ‘projection’,
‘contradiction’ and ‘negation®. This self-reflective topic has been studied uraleariety of
disciplines such as Anthropology and EthnograpBycial Psychologyand Literary Studies

and Cultural Criticisnf,among others.

As early as the eighteenth century a theory ofsd@epresentation was posited by Vico, who
noted the tendency of people, when faced with ggarew cultures or worlds, to make sense
of these new discoveries by relating them to themilfar, a strategy later termed by
Moscovici as ‘anchoring’, by comparing the ways‘athers’ to a system of preconceived
categories of the familidr,essentially labeling ‘others’ by comparing themwabat they
viewed as ‘normal’. In 1906, William Graham Sumimroduced the term ‘ethnocentrism’
for the theory that a group will inevitably vievs ibwn as the centre of everything and relate

and scale all others against itself, creating tea iof ‘we’ versus ‘they’, a means by which a

! Fothergill 1992: 38, 39, 45.

2 For example, Berndt, and Berndt (1971), LeVine @achpbell (1972), Asad (1973), Clifford and Mar¢li886), and Mason (1990).
% For example, Tajfel (1981), and Jahoda (1999).

4 For example, Said (1978), Gidley (1992) and Safti293).

® For example, history, politics and philosophy attier social sciences mentioned in LeVine and Cathfit972) and Clifford and
Marcus (1986).

¢ Jahoda 1999: 9-10.



group exaggerates and intensifies the peculiardsifetent aspects of the ‘other’ in order to

strengthen the idea of its own ways which, he atgleads to justifications and hostility.

These early theories have continued to evolve tiiroongoing discussions and studies.
Debates have since arisen on the extent to whielvétues and assumptions of one’s own
society’s cultural background are projected ont® ¢bnception and representation of other
cultures, usually referred to as ‘ethnocentriénihe question of whether this is a natural
condition of mankind, and the impact of individual ideas, interests amdlies on the
representation of the ‘othef®.Studies have been written on whether these reqtaams are
constructed and invented rather than perceivedepresented® and on the tendency of
people to dichotomize between ‘us’ and ‘them’, eatthan finding similarities> There has
been substantial study on the idea that social @erdonal identity is based on defining
oneself against the ‘other’, and that in representing the ‘other, one is esakyn
representing oneseif.Much has been written on the use of one’s owneslo judge the
‘other’ as incorrect, inferior or immoraf,and the degree of uniformity in characterizatiohs

the ‘other’®

A fair amount of comment in these studies has beaade on the tradition of certain

European stereotypes and perceptions of the ‘offsedating back to Greco-Roman ideas and

" LeVine and Campbell 1972: 1-2, 7-9.

8 This is discussed as ‘phenomenal absolutism’ gab¢1966). It is acknowledged and understoodettsnocentrism’ in parallel with
stages of ‘egocentrism’ in LeVine and Campbell @)%&nd Jahoda (1999: xiv).

9 Jahoda 1999: xiii.

1% Jahoda 1999: 12.

" For example, Wagner (1980) and Jahoda (1999: 8-9).

2 For example, Berndt and Berndt (1971) and LeVime @ampbell (1972).

13 Gidley 1992: 2, Berndt and Berndt 1971: 15,16.

4 Gidley 1992: 3.

15 For example, Hertz (1928) and Asad (1973). THeltietween ethnocentrism and hostile or antagorigtiavior between different
groups is discussed in LeVine and Campbell (197d)Jahoda (1999: 11).

1% For example, in LeVine and Campbell (1972), andlsled to in Clifford and Marcus (1986: 23).



Judeo-Christian traditions, which persisted and & through the Middle Ages,

Renaissance and Enlightenment Era of Explordtion.

Parameters of the Study

This thesis will look at Roman portrayals of BrigprGauls and Germans before the Third
Century AD, compared with Sir Harry Smith’'s repmes¢ion of the Xhosa people in the
Eastern parts of the Cape Colony during the earlyniddle Nineteenth Century. | will be

attempting to discuss these depictions againstéimeext of the times in which they were
written and the authors’ genres, prejudices andentes; and | will attempt to pose possible
reasons for these views and the implications tieszss would have had for policies adopted
by these imperial powers towards the ‘other’. | &dp use this comparison to highlight
significant points of similarity and difference aeten Roman and British views and policies

towards the ‘other’.

It is important to note that this thesis will focas only theperceptionsandrepresentations

of Roman writers and Smith, which may or may notréigective of reality. For example,
whether or not the ‘other’ wasewedor portrayedas violent, is more important to this study,
than whether or not they actually were violent. Arkvsuch as this will inevitably be one-
sided (as the sources it uses afdéjor example, to say that the ‘other’ is treachsraloes
not necessarily mean to say that the Romans asBmtere not as treacherous or more so, or

were not thought to be so by the ‘other’.

" For example, Hertz (1928), Fothergill (1992: 38, 85), Davies et al. (1993: 25-40), Hannaford g)9€oleman and Walz (1997),
Jahoda 1999), Isaac (2004).
18 As Burns notes, it is ‘through classic literaturthat we view the barbarian’ (Burns 2003: 88).



A fair amount has been written about how the ‘oOthwas viewed in Greco-Roman
literature’® My reasons for focusing on Roman views of Northst\european peoples is that
much scholarship focuses on Orientalf®rand Greco-Roman views and ideas of the Eastern
‘other’,?* and less so on Britons, Gauls and Gernfass, | chose to focus on these groups on
the other side of the empire, also hoping to hgittlithe irony behind British views of the
‘barbaric other’, since they were once, as a peop®ved as exactly that by the Romans
whom they academically revered. | have also choserhalt my research before the
introduction of Christian doctrine into Roman gavaent, as it would have added another

dimension to the study of Roman conceptions andsidéne scope of which cannot be justly

dealt with in a thesis of this size, although tiglications are worth further investigation.

| have also chosen to focus on particular Romahaoasit namely Caesar and Tacitus, in my
first two chapters. The reasons for this choicetiaeeamount they wrote on Germans, Gauls
and Britons and that the focus of their particumaitings is relevant to the theme of specific
chapters, such as Caesar’s military outlook andtdsianoral agenda. These reasons will be
dealt with in more detail in the relevant chaptdus.inevitable focus falls on the writings of
Cicero in the third chapter as Cicero wrote quitessantially on the topic of ‘barbarism’ and
‘civilisation’. Livy and other Roman authors whoate on Germans, Gauls and Britons, and
related themes have been included but serve latgedyther confirm or cast doubt on any

‘stereotypical’ or common tropes on the ‘other’.

° For example, Sherwin-White (1967), Balsdon (1978)g (1986), Hartog (1988), Hall (1991), Cartled$893), Hall (1997), Tuplin
(1999: 47-75), Cohen (2000), Harrison (2002), BYat¥3), Isaac (2004), Gruen (2010).

2 The best known work being that by Edward Saiddit$1978), noted so by Lester (1998: 2) and G(@6é10: 1). More recent works on
the topic include King (1999), Macfie (2002) andrigeo (2007).

2L For example, Hirsch (1985).

2 For example, Isaac’s work on proto-racist viewshef ‘other’in Greek and Roman texts provides a wealth of egleinformation and
sources on the topic, but only offers two chaptersiews about Gauls and Germans (Isaac 2004).
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There are also a number of reasons for choosindgate solely on the sources written by Sir
Harry Smith. Any educated British Government o#loor soldier would have been familiar
with Latin literature as all British education frgpnimary to university level in the 1800s was
dominated by classical educatithHarry Smith in particular, mentions briefly in his
autobiography that he was ‘taught natural philogoptassics, algebra and muéfcand it is
known that he had knowledge of classical literatumd history, some of which he may have
learned from his education under Rev. George Barges small schoolroom of St Mary’s
Church in Whittlese& This is supported by his occasional use of Latirapes? quotations
from classical literatuf® and the sporadic references to ‘Trojafis“Myrmidons’,?°
‘Sabines®® and the ‘mythological Pallad’. The knowledge of and esteem given to classical
literature at this time gives a further dimensiontlis comparison in that educated British
officers can be assumed to have had a knowleddeoafan ideas, especially Smith who
often alludes to ancient history and examples snahguments, as | will later illustrate. | have
also chosen to concentrate on the opinions andsvigwSir Harry Smith because of the
amount of time he spent at the Cape Colony, fro@0181840 and again from 1847 — 1852
and his involvement and investment in the poligied peoples on the Eastern boundaries of

the Cape Colony from 1835.lt is also interesting to study his views and dgsions of the

local people because, as | will show, these seemate changed during his experience at the

2 Archer 1921, Curtis and Boultwood 1966: 84, 1438,Morrish 1970: 78, Stray 1998, Stray 2001.

24 S5mith, H., in Moore Smith 1901: 1. (Hereafter redd to as ‘SmithAutobiographs)

% Moore Smith 1901: 1, Harington 1980: 4, Lehman@7t 2.

% For some examples see Smithtters to D’Urbanl Sept 1835, 3 Nov 1835, 17 Nov 1835, 10 Apr 1836Apr 1836 in Smith, Col.
H.G.W.,Letterbook, Eastern frontier, 1835-18RBH 34/7-8] The Western Cape Archives and Recosisi€es (This collection hereafter
referred to agetterbooll. See also the comment in Harington 1980: 4.

2 Some examples of his quotations include: ‘prohilzefautem], maxima [est] ira in puniendo’ from Goff. 1.89 (SmithLetter to
D’Urban 30 July 1835, irLetterbool, ‘[pax] vel iniusta utilior est quam iustissimumellum’ from Cic.Att. 7.14.3 (Smith|etter to
D’'Urban 23 Aug 1835, irLetterbool, ‘cavendum est etiam, [ne] major poena quam csilpérom Cic. Off. 1.89 (SmithLetter to
D’Urban, 19 December 1835, icetterbool, ‘fama [...] mobilitate viget viresque adquirit edoi, from Verg.Aen.4.174-175. (Smith,
Letter to D’Urban,21 Feb 1836, ihetterbool, ‘voluntas est quae quid cum ratione desidefiam Cic. Tusc 4.12 (SmithLetter to
D’'Urban, 7 March 1836 irLetterbool, ‘nihil [esse] in vita magno opere expectandusi flaudem atque honestatem]’ from Cégch. 14.
(Smith, Letter to D’Urban2 July 1836 ir_etterbool. See also the comment in Haringt8ir, Harry Smithp.4.

28 Smith, Letter to Juana23 April 1835 in SmithAutobiographyp. 359.

29 Smith, Letter to Alice18 June 1851 in Smitthutobiographyp. 273.

%0 Smith, Autobiographyp.77.

%1 Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library

%2 For biographies of his career see Harington (188d)Lehmann (1977).
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Cape and in a way reflect the unsettled ideas &atging policies of British Imperialists

towards the indigenous people on the Eastern Gapéer3

There is a rich tradition of comparative historiginy>* some of which deals specifically
with comparisons between ancient and modern histodythe Roman and British Empire.
This thesis seeks to look at specific areas withase empires to provide a more focused and
in depth comparison. Few similar comparisons omessgntations of the ‘other’ were found,
but one notable example is Miller and Savage’s papédhe function of ethnic stereotypes of
Germans by Romans and native Americans by early ritare colonists® Interestingly,
Miller and Savage refer to the frontier region @ug Africa as another possible situation

where their model of frontier stereotypes mightpglied*”’

Clarification of terms

For the remainder of this thesis, the term ‘otlveitl be exclusively referring to perceived
distinctions of ethnicity, race or nationalitiesdawill not deal with women, slaves, children,

elderly, or other minorities, as identified by ls&a

Britons, Gauls and Germans, either labelled as sucteferred to as ‘barbarians’ in the
primary texts, regardless of their state of ‘ronsation’ or geographical state within or

outside of Roman boundaries, are identified in thisis as the ‘other® as are the Xhosa

% van Aswegen 1993: 214, 218. For an overview of@hpe Colonial government’s shifting frontier pais see Wilson (1969: 243-244),
Davenport (1991: 113-123). Smith himself deplotesl thangeability of British policies (Smitletter to D’'Urban4 June 1836, 28 July
1836, 1 Aug 1836 ihetterbool.

% For an idea of the scope and potential of theseskof studies see Skocpol and Somers (1980), R1966) and Lorenz (1999).

% For example, Lucas (1912), Brunt (1965: 267-28&gyer (1966:101-104), Freeman (1996: 19-34),istanr(2008:1-22).

% Miller and Savage 1977.

7 Miller and Savage 1977: 131.

3 A distinction acknowledged in Isaac (2004: 4).

%It is acknowled that further study may be neededigtinguish between possible variations in regméations of these peoples depending
on their Roman status or perceived ‘romanness’ekample, Burns notes that the “Celts of southeanl @ere regarded much as Romans”
(Burns 2003: 99).

12



people, regardless of their temporary identificates ‘British subjects’ or their geographical

location within the Cape Colony.

The ‘Roman sources’ and ‘Roman writers’ alludectwarious stages of the thesis, refer to
those written by authors, in Latin or Greek, fronthm the Roman Empire, as Roman

citizens, whether ethnically Italian or not, whorevevriting from around 200 BC to AD 300.

‘British officials’ generally refer to those contgararies of Sir Harry Smith, who worked for
the British government at the Cape Colony at same tluring the first half of the nineteenth
Century. These observations are not exhaustive,nmrely seek in some places to add

perspective and context.

As | will be essentially looking at the Gauls, Bns and Germans as one ‘group’, it is
worthwhile to note that the distinction between iGans, Gauls, Britons and Celts, the latter
an ethnic rather than geographic term, was lariplgnted by the Romari8.The inclusion

of descriptions of all of these peoples providesemoaterial for comparison.

Conversely, with the huge amount of Smith’s wriingvailable, |1 chose to focus on his
comments and descriptions of only those he terrkafir” people. For the purpose of this
thesis | have replaced the offensive term withviloed ‘Xhosa’, although | do acknowledge
that those referred to by the former were not resrdlg correctly anthropologically ‘Xhosa'.
| have also replaced all of Smith’s inaccuratelyd arregularly spelt names of African

individuals with the correct spellings and hamesoading to more recent sourcgs.

40 Balsdon 1967: 73. Riggsby notes the hazy distinstbetween these groups in ancient ethnographthanih Caesar’s time
anthropological knowledge suggested that northerwere relatively homogenous (Riggsby 2006: 50-5@).possible reasons behind the
invention of such distinctions see Riggsby (200666).

41 Owen 1994, Mostert 1992, Peires 1982, Peires 1989.
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Where the meanings of English words are referred tfoave used Barclay’s Dictionary

published in 181% to more accurately reflect the meanings duringtSmtime.

Layout of Thesis

In an attempt to pull together the primary extragtsch | discuss and compare in this thesis,
| have sorted different kinds of descriptions & tbther’ into four sections, thus forming the
four chapters of the thesis. The first chapter dalal with the perceptions Romans and Harry
Smith had of the capabilities of the ‘other’, adiunduals and societies, primarily viewed as
military opponents, here focusing mainly on a congoa between Julius Caesar and Smith.
The second chapter will deal with the moral judgetsdkomans and Harry Smith made on
the character of the ‘other’, here focusing on mparison with Cornelius Tacitus and Smith.
In these two chapters much attention will be paitheir genres, personalities and particular
influences and agendas. The third chapter will deate broadly with Roman and Smith’s
idea of the ‘other’ in relation to themselves am@ tconception of ‘other’ as inhuman,
barbaric or uncivilised. The fourth chapter aga#ald more broadly with descriptions of the
‘other’ in relation to ‘Empire’ and whether it waortrayed as a burden or benefit to the
‘other’, discussing to what extent these descmsiaccurately reflected the situations they

sought to represent.

“2Barclay 1811.
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CHAPTER 1

JULIUS CAESAR AND HARRY SMITH'S VIEWS ON THE

CAPABILITY OF THE ‘OTHER’

‘his very affections were ty’d to me, like thosa ahild to a father’ — Defoe ‘Robinson Crusd&’19

1.1 Introduction

Many Roman sources describe the supposed mentgitgrsical capability of Germans, Gauls
and Britons, commenting on their various strengthd weaknesses both as individuals and as
groups. Julius Caesar, in particular, remarks @sdhaspects a fair amount and it is his works,
Commentarii de Bello Gallicand Comentarii de Bello Civili that | will use as | make
comparisons with the writings of Sir Harry Smith the Xhosa. Before going into an in-depth
textual analysis of relevant references found ftbese sources, the context and genre of these
two writers will be examined and the possible dlatigt or values of this specific comparison
outlined. Thereafter, this chapter will deal withetkinds of capabilities, or lack thereof,
observed in the ‘other’, the various reasons angligations for such comments and the

similarities and differences found between the sesiof Caesar and Smith.

1.2 Caesar and Smith: Comparison of Backgrounds@eidres

As military leaders and provincial administrata@sesar and Smith share the fact that they both

had, for the most part, experience and contact tieh peoples whom they describ&aius

! According to Adcock, these works combined werdeddC. Juli Caesaris Commentarii rerum Gestar@hacock 1956: 6), although the
original title is uncertain (Kraus 2009: 160).

2 Although, as noted by Richard Evans, Caesar magia@ been an eye witness to all that he wrotetadrad much his ethnographic material
may have come from other sources such as Posidsgadriggsby 2006: 1, 47-48, Burns 2003: 119).
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Julius Caesar spent almost a decade, from 58 58 the governor of lllyricum and G&ul,
during which he visited all parts of the latter atmme into contact with its peopless a
proconsul, Caesar had control over the provinc&afif and the command of an arfiysir
Harry Smith spent almost two years, from 1835 —6188 the eastern districts of the Cape
Colony, second in command to Governor D’UrBdinst campaigning against the Xhosa people,
and then in charge of the newly acquired Provirfd®ween Adelaid€.0On his return to the Cape
Colony, Smith spent four and a half years as itgeegwor 1847 - 1852, some of which time was
spent at war with the Xhosa on the eastern ‘fronfiéncidentally, both Caesar and Smith were
initially given the command of large armies for tparpose of settling problems on their
respective frontiers® Both came into contact with groups of people, drom they comment,
within hostile and dominant contexts. Although ther debate over Caesar’s initial intentions in

Gaul!

Caesar’s ultimate goal was its conquest and expaums the rule of the Roman Empire
over the Gallic people®, which included attempts to militarily defeat Gemmaand even
Britons X Similarly, Smith’s goals as a military leader wéseconquer the ‘enemy’ who opposed

British rule, and to expand the reach of the BritSnpire by adding new territories to the Cape

3 Holmes 1914: Ixii, Gardner 1982: 7, Gruen 2006L,4fosenstein 2009: 98, Gruen 2010: 141.

4 |saac 2004: 413-414. According to Gruen, Caesadiract and extensive experience of the Gaulsrogevon (Gruen 2010: 147).

° Balsdon 1967: 68.

6 Balsdon 1967: 65.

" Smith was originally made Deputy Quarter Masten@el at the Cape in 1828 (Mostert 1992: 663),latat given full civil and military
powers in 1835 by D'Urban when he was sent to iietier (Mostert 1992: 664). Despite much hintirgwas not made the Lieutenant
Governor (SmithLetters to D'Urban,11 Oct 1835, 25 Oct 1835, 17 Nov 1838 #tterbool and ruled the province largely as a military
commander, the area consistently under martia(Mostert 1992: 764, 786-7, Lester 1998: 227, 2BOhis autobiography he gives himself the
incorrect title of ‘governor’ of the province of @en Adelaide (SmittAutobiographyp. 72).

8 Lehmannn 1977: 135 — 207, Harington 1980:14 — 78.

® Lehmannn 1977: 270 — 350, Harington 1980: 95 — 225

° For Caesar, see Balsdon 1967: 65. For Smith, sestei 1992: 664.

" Holmes argues that although Caesar undoubtediyrire of adding a new province to the Empire iithimg but idle conjecture to attempt to
determine whether he had initially resolved torafiea full-scale conquest of Gaul (Holmes 1914:lkui.). Both Fuller and Gardner argue that
it is improbable and unlikely that Caesar initiatlyntemplated the idea of the whole conquest of Galier 1965: 102., Gardner 1982: 16).
Balsdon merely reiterates Holmes’ argument thit $mply impossible to know when Caesar first §aged the conquest (Balsdon 1967: 74),
whereas Meier argues that Caesar intended fomtiire subjugation of Gaul from the beginning (Mel®95: 235, 256). For a overview of
different opinions see also, Thorne (2007). Thamgries that although his intentions cannot be krfownertain, there is evidence that Caesar
acted early, positively and with force against Gatlorne 2007: 36).

> Balsdon 1967: 81, Holmes 1914: Ixvi., Gardner 198219, Meier 1995: 235.

13 For campaigns against the Germans see Ga8s1.30 — 54 , 4.1 — 19, 6. 1 — 10, 6.29 — 44. Forpmigns against the Britons sBaesB.G.
4.20-38,5.8-23.
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Colony!* even when this went against the reluctance ofBtfiish government to expand for
economic reasons. Although in vastly different territories and timetheir contact and
experience with the ‘other’ in war as well as thehiared ideologies of imperial conquest, yet to

be demonstrated, are significant enough to wagamparison between the two.

In a careful textual analysis of their descriptiohewever, it is important to also take into
consideration their own individual motives and ease Unquestionable differences are evident
in their political ambitions and powers. While Caes principal career was a political one,
which culminated in his holding the title dictator perpetuusn Rome in 44 BC® Smith never
had any political sway or power in the running teé British Empir€;, and often went as far as
to claim on several occasions that he held no pefitijations'® While Caesar was arguably
preoccupied with political intrigue and his ownerito power-® Smith was concerned with his
reputation among military circles and his advanaeméthin the ranks of the British arnfy. It
should also be stated though, that military achiex® and victory were important to both
Caesar and Smith for its own sake, for their regmrta, promotion and social or political
advancemerftt These personal factors would have influenced varad how they wrote,

although, despite their different reasons or mativeoth Caesar and Smith were largely

1 Wwilson 1969: 243, Lehmannn 1977: 167, 173, Hadngt980: 35, 99, 100, 102-103, 203, Mostert 1992:695, 713, 731, 720, 731, 932,
933, 939, Lester 1998: 231, Crais 2001: 118, AR@di0: 722.

!* Galbraith 1963: 3.

16 Gardner 1982: 23.

¥ The highest position Smith held in his lifetimesaas the Governor of the Cape Colony (®etnote 9), and as such he was still responsible t
and under the control of the rulers of the Britishpire. He never aspired to or held any positioth@British Parliament.

'8 Harington 1980: 76-77. See alSmith, Letters to D’Urban4 Aug 1835, 23 Nov 1835 inetterbook.

¥ For example, Caesar’s retention of military comchantside of Rome in order to avoid being chargeiéome (Gardner 1982: 10)

2| ehmannn 1977: 194, 202, 205, Harington 198043552, 62, 66-67, 72, 78, Mostert 1992: 685, 1888. See alsBmith, Letters to

D’'Urban 13 Dec 1835, 17 Dec 1835 liretterbook.

2 According to Sallust, Caesar longed for an armywsar to prove hisvirtus' (Sall. Cat.54.4, in Rosenstein 2009: 88). Rosenstein argus th
the validation of claims to elite honors and offidsy Caesar’s time was still connected to miligloyry (Rosenstein 2009: 86). Meier argues that
Caesar was among other things concerned with aaient for its own sake (Meier 1995: 224-225).
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concerned with justifying their actions in the prmes®? Whatever the grander and personal

motives, their intention in battle was identical.defeat the enemy.

It is also important to consider the different genin which they were writing. Although it
could be argued that Caesar’s literary remdviar outweighed Smith’s literary ambitions, both
were prolific writers on the battlefield and duritieir time in far flung territorie§ The sources
that survive from Caesar are tBemmentarii de Bello GallicandCommentarii de Bello Civili
written in the genre of ‘commentari€§’the former probably written every year after thergs
described and published in 51 BC, and the latteerfa Traditionally commentaries were
intended as amide-memoirgas material for the writing of the more literdnystoria’.?® Caesar
adheres to the gerffeto an extent, describing what happened as statsméffiacts and events,
in a simple and straightforward manner, withoutumelaboration or comméftut inevitably
reveals events as he saw them, emphasizing angritiag events from his point of vietvThe
works give an impression of objectivifyand are mostly written in the third persSriHowever,
the works, particularly th&ellum Gallicum,emerge as more than a simpliele-memoireto
future historians, but as literary works in theivroright, written with skill and literary touché$.

As works intended for a relative degree of ‘puliimal, Caesar’s ‘commentaries’ were written

2 For Caesar, see Adcock 1956: 51. For Smith, sestevtal 992: 784.

% According to Syed, the representation of ‘othesshformed by genre, target audiences and the afrtige author, as much as knowledge of
the people themselves (Syed 2005: 360).

2 Adcock 1956: 18, 50, Ogilvie 1982: 281.

% For Caesar see Osgood (2009: 329). The eviden@niith’s proflific writing lies in the records ekhaustingly long letters written often
more than once a day to his wife, relatives, frigmmbers and superior officers, many of which eferenced throughout this thesis.

% Adcock 1956: 7.

27 Although Ogilvie notes that the time of writing thle commentaries is uncertain and disputed (Ggil9i82: 282-4), it would seem more
probably that the commentaries were written eaeln ¢&dcock 1956: 3, Ogilvie 1982: 281). Meier, e bther hand insists that they were all
written in 51BC (Meier 1995: 253). See also Radi®i@), Kraus (2009: 159-16) and Osgood 2009: 348-35

%8 adcock 1956: 7-10.

2 According to Murphey, Hirtius confirms this as fietates Caesar collecting raw material so thabigsts would know of his achievements
(Murphey 1949:121).

% Adcock 1956: 9, 16, 63, Wilkinson 1982: 240.

3 Adcock 1956: 23-4.

%2 Rosenstein argues that the commentaries are cabjective accounts as Caesar’s political consaiffected the way he told the story of his
military achievements and how he presented hinfRelenstein 2009: 85).

% Meier 1995: 225, Osgood 2009: 351. For a rare glamhere he does write in the first person sees®6.5.54.5.

34 Adcock 1956: 68, 71, Kraus 2009: 164; Murphey 1944, Ogilvie 1982: 283-5, Meier 1995: 254. Ses Suet.Jul. 55-56.
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for a wide audience, primarily those of his owrsareratic senatorial claddwith the purpose of
documenting event®, satisfying intellectual curiosity and interest what happened, his and
others’ role in events, and military techniqueswedl as serving to promote his own claim to
dignitas greatness, high office, public consideration andours®’ for both his current public
reputation and for posterif{i. Some scholars also argue that Caesar’s intentiomriting the
commentaries was to justify and explain his canmignd action® which if the case, would
ring very similar to Smith’s agenda. Some of Caegdigressions should also be discussed in the
light of their separate genre as ‘ethnogragfyfor example the excursuses on the G&uls,
German® and Suebf? although Schadee argues that he uses these ® lsisnagenda and

grander narrative, rather than simply for curidsisake®*

Smith’s writings consist largely of corresponderagressed to public officials, such as Sir
Benjamin D’Urban, Earl Grey and others, includietférs marked ‘private’ or ‘confidential’, as
well as more personal letters addressed to his avite sister. These letters had the intention of
relaying events and situations as they happenedaadincluded a great deal of comment,
interpretation and bias. Depending on who the rattas intended for, Smith’s descriptions
reveal discrepancies in facts and opinith&nlike Caesar's writings, Smith’s letters were
personal, often emotional, elaborate to the extrama intended only for those individuals to

whom they were addressed. Smith’s autobiograpHigdcay the authowarious Anecdotes and

% Adcock 1956: 21-22.

% Ogilvie 1982: 281, Meier 1995: 255.

%7 Adcock 1956: 22-23, Ogilvie 1982: 282. cf. Bur®3: 122.

% Ogilvie 1982: 281, Meier 1995: 255.

39 Ramsey 2009: 56, Adcock 1956: 9, Meier 1995: ZESWitt, however, argues against this idea (De \N9#2).
40 Adcock 1956: 97-100, Isaac 2004: 413, Syed 2063; Riggsby 2006: 59.
“ CaesBG.1.1, 6.11-20.

“2CaesBG.6.21-28.

“3 CaesBG.4.1-3.

4 Schadee 2008:158-180.

4 Harington 1980: 42, 52, 181, 188, Mostert 19980074, 1133.
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Events of my Lifeyas written in 1844 while he was in India betweé&ndpisodes spent at the
Cape®® Smith himself admitted that he had ‘never reacggepof it since [his] scrawling it over
at full gallop’, and Moore states that Smith did oontemplate the publication of his story in the
rough form in which he had written it, but imaginte@t some literary man might take it in hand
to rewrite as a military romanéé.Although published in 190% and available to a wider
audience, this was not its intention. The diffeemnavith Caesar's commentaries are quite

apparent and must be borne in mind.

Although Caesar and Smith had vastly different @@mend achievements, whether political or
literary, | believe it is important not to dismigsee idea of comparing them due to any
exaggerated myth of Caesar's ‘greatné3$8oth were fighting against and ruling the ‘other’,
whom they wrote a great deal about, from the bfaanoimperial conquering party. Smith, |
would venture to conjecture, appreciated thesellplaThe impression of Caesar as a man of
industriousness, confidence, resolution, sharpséteti action and imperturbability in a crisfs,
would have appealed to Smith’s personality, altiotlge apparently rational temperament of
Caesat" was far removed from Smith’s fiery temper. As Srisitactions and conduct on the
eastern ‘frontier of the Cape Colony were critemisby British authority? the charges of
illegality of Caesar's actions in Gaul by Romandewhip® could likely have presented a
welcome similarity in Smith’s mind, if he had notiedsince Caesar was lauded for his actions in

the end, while Smith fought mostly in vain to defems reputation. While these are merely my

4 Moore Smith 1901: v-vi.

4" Moore Smith 1901: vii.

“8 Moore Smith 1901.

49 Fuller 1965: 11-12.

* Balsdon 1967: 31, 57, 96, 107-8, 110, Ogilvie TFH4.

* wilkinson 1982: 240.

®2 Harington 1980: 41, 62-63, 69-71, Lehmannn 19%8:196, 341, Mostert 1992: 759, 784-785, 789, ®irab08: 78-79.

%3 Gardner 1982: 10, Meier 1995: 237. According taphey, Caesar’s actions in Germany were criticind@ome (Murphey 1977: 238). Cato
is noted to have commented on this very conduat@sme (Balsdon 1967: 87, Meier 1995: 282-3) dmedd is evidence a commission was
despatched to investigate Caesar’s conduct (Bals86n: 87). See also Osgood 2009: 331 339.

20



own musings, that Smith was well acquainted witt erfluenced by Caesar's commentaries is
more than plausible. Since the Renaissance thea@aescorpus found wide and scholarly
readership in Europe and by the sixteenth and $sesetih century was studied for its military
value>* Napoleon had commended the commentaries of Céms$lae constant study of anyone
who sought to make himself a master of the art af Wand Smith most certainly considered
himself a student of the ‘usages’ of war to whieh refers numerous timé%also frequently

using the right of conquest accepted in Roman tifreesd since as a defence of his condtict.

1.3 The Intellectual Ability of the ‘Other’

The first representation of the ‘other’ that wile liscussed is the attention paid to their
perceived intellectual ability. In his commentayi€aesar makes a fair amount of comment on
the mental capability of some Gauls. He refersartipular to the Gallic chief Vercingetorix, as
conducting a military campaign that could not hdgeen conducted with greater reason or
judgement’ (maiore rationg,*° a trait Caesar admired and possessed himselfrdicgoto
Adcock® However Caesar, by making it clear that it is otB@uls 6mnis multitudp who
present Vercingetorix in this way, distances himgelm the comment. Just one chapter later,
Caesar describes the Gauls in the wadimmae genusollertiag® which would also indicate

that he acknowledged their ingenuity, shrewdnesksskill,®® but he goes on to qualify this by

% Adcock 1956: 107. See also McLaughlin (2009), Bjsk2009).

5 Adcock 1956: 62.

6 Lehmannn 1977: 151, 200, Harington 1980: 66, Mb4®92: 711. See al®mith, Letters to D’Urbanl3 Feb 1836, 17 Apr 1836, 25 Apr
1836:Letterbook.

57 According to Fuller, Caesar has Ariovistus alltmiéhis right of conquest in CaeBG. 1.36 (Fuller 1965: 107). See also Balsdon (1928)
%8 Harington 1980: 64, Lehmannn 1977: 199, Moste®21984, Crais 2001: 118. See also Smiititer to Juana7 May 1835, in
AutobiographySmith, Letters to D'Urban 3 Jan 1836, 17 April 1836, lretterbook.

%9 Lewis and Short 1879: 1526.

%0 CaesB.G.7.21.1. The wordratio’ is used by other authors in reference to the §aticero uses it to describe the knowledge ohdiidn
possessed by Gallic Druids (Cliv. 1.90). Livy refers to the Gauls as possessitip in the chieftain’s decision to attack the Romamops
before using bigger numbers to overwhelm the Rorthesefore alluding to forethought and planniniy(5.38.5).

¢ Adcock 1956: 52.

%2 CaesB.G.7.22.1. cf. Tacitus’ description of Civilis as bgimore shrewd than the average barbariétra(quam barbaris solitum ingenio
sollerg (Tac.Hist. 4.13).

% Lewis and Short 1879: 1721.
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commenting on their particular skill to imitdteand carry out anything suggested to them. This
would appear to undermine their own capabilityiimk for themselves, as do his comments on
their naivety?® Caesar does however suggest their ability toegjisg® in referring to them as
forming plans or devices of warcdnsilia®’ attributing to them the ability to judge and
understan®f (consilia having been used to describe what the Romans wsetkfeat the
Treveri)®® Adcock notes how Caesar does at times attribatecsh strategies to enemy leaders,
for example Ariovistus, Boduognatus, and Vercingetd But since the reader is later told that
these stratagems failed as they were defeatedisded to conclude that they were ultimately

inferior to the Roman plans.

The choice of words Caesar uses at times to desthie ‘other’, not only refers to their
intelligence, but more often than not to the preseof deviousness on the part of the ‘other’.
Caesar referred to one of his own Gallic auxilmrascallidus’* one who possesses taught
wisdom by experience and practice, who is shrewdskdful, but could also be crafty, sly or
cunning’? Since the Gaul identified in this way is orderedhtt falsely and to deceive the enemy

albeit on behalf of the Romans, it would be assuthatlit is the latter meaning being alluded

% Interestingly, according to Jahoda, ‘imitatiors,an indication of a lack of understanding andarabad been ascribed to images of fools or
children since Greco-Roman antiquity, later attiéiolito primates who were compared to ‘savagesi@odhe twentieth Century African people
were labeled as prone to ‘imitation’ (Jahoda 1399. 34, 41, 89, 149).

% Caesar remarks on the Gauls as slaves to ‘runi@aesB.G.4.5.3), induced to make plans from what they hasardh Auditionibug (Caes.
B.G.4.5.3). Riggsby notes this representation of thel$as susceptible to rumour and how Caesar sugtiegteven the Gauls themselves were
aware of this and went as far as taking legal siepbannel all information through the magistrgtigigsby 2006: 62. See CagsG. 6.20).
Further on Caesar again describes the Gauls dmgresamething unsubstantial which they have hearfact [evem auditionein(CaesB.G.
7.42.2). Tacitus also alludes to the Gauls belg@mumour (TacHist. 4.54), which prompted them into a second war, euldes not explicitly
say that they were liable to blindly believe in tes2g. Along similar lines a couple of Roman writpastray the ‘other’ as lacking, in a sense,
critical and rational thought when describing ththéer’ as possibly moved by religious feelimgligione) (Liv. 5.46.3) and taken in by fame
(Cic. Sull.37).

6 Rawlings notes Caesar’s concern with strategertisedack thereof as a reason for victories oratsféRawlings 1998: 176, 178).

5 CaesB.G.2.33.2,4.5.1, 5.34.1, 7.22.1. Similarly, Tacitefers to Arminius as planning an entrapment (Fax.1.68) and the Germans as
havingconsilia(Tac.Ann.2.20). Tacitus also comments on the Britons plagtaatical positions (Taénn.12.31) although not much further on
will narrate their defeat in spite of this. He aleentions the Germans deliberating and discus3iag. Germ.11.1). He also describes the
Britons as formingonsilia(Tac.Agr. 15.6).

% Lewis and Short 1879: 432.

 Murphey 1977: 240.

7 Adcock 1956: 54.

" CaesB.G.3.18.1. cf. TacHist. 4.32.

2 Lewis and Short 1879: 270.
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to”>. Hirtius™ repeats the use of this specific word later oddscribe the fleeing Bellovaci as
doing so withcalliditas,” in that even though afraid, their choice to fleesveunning or wise in
that it saved lives and they were able to set uppcan a strong position and go on to inflict
losses on the Romans. One can also assume thathrasircumstance, in military conduct, that
would have been viewed as a positive decisionpagh it was coupled by the idea of timidity
and fear on the part of the Gauls. Caesar also.eheny seems to exhibitalliditas,”® an

indication that it is not always a negative, butnadble, trait.

In his early campaign on the frontier, Smith desesithe Xhosa as incapable of judgeniéhte

also describes Tyali as having ‘more brandy thaainisrin his head® However, he much more

frequently refers to individual Xhosa chiefs, wonserl men as ‘clevef’ and ‘intelligent®® He

describes Magoma as ‘clevél’,capable of more understandifigthan expected from a
183

‘savage’® He also describes individual Xhosa men as ‘shdrBmith comments at one point

that ‘no race of man possesses a more acute orvabsentellect’ than the Xho<3.He

73 ¢f. the description by Velleius Paterculus of @ermans as being ‘very shrewsegsutissimi (Vell. 2.118.1), There is emphasis here not only
on their cleverness, but also on their slynessedleMs immediately afterwards describes them iag) lgnd fabricating lawsuits. Tacitus refers to
the Germans as using cunning in decisions to tef@st) (Tac.Ann.1.56), which also acknowledges the ‘other’s’ apito strategise and plan
as well as slyness. He uses the same word latefeioto the actions of Caratacus (TAon.12.33).

" Hirtius served as an officer in Gaul under Caesar completed Caesar's Gallic Commentaries (Bowé8o: 109).

> CaesB.G.8.16.3.

S Murphey 1977: 234-5, Fuller 1965: 120.

" Smith, Letter to D'Urban11 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.

8 Quoted in Lehmannn (1977: 189).

9 Smith, Letter to Juana5 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D’Urbar26 Jan 1836, 17 Apr 1836 liretterbook.

8 Smith, Letters to D’Urbar25 July 1835, 9 Feb 1836 lretterbook Smith, Instructions to Lieut.-Col Percevab March 1852 in
Correspondence: Government of the Cape of Good IRepetive to the State of the Kafir Tribes andReeent Outbreak on the Eastern
Frontier of the Colony, Cape of Good Hope, Presgmteboth houses of Parliament by Command of Hgebtg May 31 1858 ondon: Georbe
Edward Eyre and William Spottiswoode, 1853). Thadl€tion will hereafter be referred to &drrespondencél853)'.

8 Smith, Letter to D'Urban18 Aug 1835 ir_etterbook.

82 gmith, Letter to D'Urban23 Aug 1835 ir_etterbook.

% | ehmann 1977: 186.

8 Smith, Letters to D’Urban12 Apr 1836 in_etterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 33.

8 Smith, Letter to D'Urban10 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.
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describes the Xhosa as an ‘acute and intelligext fApossessing acute mintsLike Caesar he

also alludes to the Xhosa as being capable of rgghans®

He also describes the Xhosa as possessing comnmme®Sewhich ‘figuratively’ implies
‘apprehension’, ‘understanding’ and ‘reasdhHe refers to the Xhosa as ‘sensibfeHarrington
comments on Smith’s surprise at the Xhosa’'s grddpgic.”? Smith acknowledges the Xhosa
generally as possessing ‘strong powers of reasbriirtgowever, he refers to Xhosa chiefs as
being ‘endowed by nature with excellent understagdind powers of reasoning as regards the
present ...only one man among them — Umhala... who had aa adehe resulof measures, or
futurity’. % He later describes the same Mhala as a ‘man arsugntellect, and the only one
who could judge cause and effect, and future restilHe also makes a more general assertion
that the ‘savage’ as ‘always buries the past invadsl, and regards the present only’, with a
disregard for the ‘future’®® The acceptance of the ‘other’ as possessing réasomortant. Early

on during his campaign against the Xhosa Smithestibat ‘if these savages are to be treated as
men and rational beings there exists much matterdfscussion®’ He later asserts the

importance of treating them as ‘endowed with ietetlial powers’ and ‘the power of reason’ and

8 Smith, Letter to D'Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook.

87 Smith,Autobiographyp. 74, Smith, H.Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library

8 Smith,Autobiographyp. 67.

89 Smith,Autobiographyp.77, SmithLetter to Mackinno® March 1849Correspondence with the Governor of the Cape Ofd3dape Relative
to the State of the Kafir Tribes on the Easternrifier of the Colony, Cape of Good Hope, Presertdabth Houses of Parliament by Command
of Her Majesty 14 Aug 1850Qondon: William Clowes and Sons, 1850his collection will hereafter be referred to @ofrespondencé€l850)'.
 Barclay 1811: 845.

1 Smith, Letters to D’Urban10 Nov 1835, 15 Feb 1836 lretterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 41.

92 Harington 1980: 55.

9 Smith, Letter to D'Urban6 Oct 1835 irl_etterbook reiterated in SmitH,etter to D’Urban30 Aug 1835 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiography
p. 74.

%4 Smith,Autobiographyp. 73.

% Smith,Autobiographyp.83, reiterated in Smithetter to D’Urban5 Oct 1835 irl_etterbook.

% Smith,Autobiographyp. 35, reiterated in Smithetter to D'Urban24 July, 16 Aug 1835 ihetterbook Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee
unknown]7 May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library. Seneca also laltee Gauls as incapable of intelligent long-t@temning (Balsdon 1979: 166).
7 Smith, Letter to D'Urban16 August 1835 ihetterbook.
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that he views himself as doing ¥blt is evident therefore that how the ‘other wasated

depended substantially on whether or not they wieseged as rational beings.

He also dwelt much on whether or not the Xhosa miad susceptible to ‘cultivation’ and the
acquisition of ‘new perceptions and ide&sin other words, whether or not he could mould the
Xhosa mind to adopt English ways of thinking. Snafiserts a little later that the only difference
between the European and Xhosa man is educ2fiaather than intellectual capability. He

frequently refers to the Xhosa as ‘uneducated’ wmtutored™®*

with the exception of a
councillor Ganyd® whom he used in his servit&Although he comments on the illiteracy of
the Xhos&™ he also makes note of their skill at retaininépimation and their ‘power of
memory’1°® But he describes Tyali, as ‘an ignorant felld®” along with the Xhosa generafly/
often portraying the Xhosa as referring to themsehas ‘ignorant’, in need of schools and
instruction*®® He also refers to their practice of witchcraftigsorance’:®® a comment loaded
with religious stigma that | will be commenting am the next chapter, but the value of the
reference here is in the idea of ignorance beisg@ated with a lack of knowledge rather than
of innate intelligence. Smith also describes thesthpeople as ‘deluded’ in their support of

their chiefs and in other matterS. Smith describes Magoma as having more theological

knowledge ‘than many Christians” Regardless of whether he was a convert or nas, thi

% Smith, Letters to D'Urbant Oct 183512 Feb 1836 ii.etterbook.

9 Smith, Letter to D'Urban17 Nov 1835 irl_etterbook.

100 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

101 gmith, Letter to Juana8 May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D'Urban19 Dec 1835, 10 Apr 1836, 12 May 1836, 4 June 1836
Letterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

102 5mith, Autobiographyp. 101.

103 Smith, Letters to D’Urbans Dec 1835, 23 Jan 1836 lietterbook.

104 Smith, Letters to D’Urban20 Jan, 26 Jan 1836 lietterbook.

105 Smith, Autobiographyp. 101-2.

196 5mith, Autobiographyp. 70.

07 Smith, Letter to D’Urban23 Nov 1835, 4 June 1836 lietterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.
108 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 Sept 183% Oct 183526 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

199 5mith,Address to the Kafir Chiefs January 1836 iAutobiography.

110 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4, 23, 30 Aug 1835, 22 Nov 1835lietterbook.

11 gmith, Autobiographyp. 90.
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comment implies that Smith believed that a Xhosaqehad the capacity to gain and interpret
knowledge. Interestingly, on the prospect of thermlmnment of the province of Queen Adelaide
and of any attempt to educate and ‘civilise’ theoX& under British rule, Smith comments on the
danger of educating and then leaving the Xhosado bwn devices, as they would now judge
the British more severely for their vacillating po¢s towards the Xhosa and therefore revert to
hostility towards the governmeht He later reiterates this as he writes of the Xhoaeing

‘learnt just enough by our late intercourse andneation to make him dangerous to Hg'.

Despite Smith’s agenda and preoccupation with Hamdonment of his measures, this comment
alludes to the possibility of the ‘other’, educatedthe ways of the conqueror, using that

knowledge to resist imperial rule, something we dilsd alluded to in Tacitus’ writing:*

Smith also refers to the deviousness of the ‘otimemuch less ambiguous terms than Caesar. He

115 and later describes ‘Umtini’ and

describes one of Hintsa's councillors as ‘shrewakiog
Ngeno as ‘shrewd™® The word, implying maliciousness, mischievousness| cunning!’ is
also used to describe the Xhosa genefafijie uses the word ‘cunning’ to describe most Xhosa
chiefs such as Hintsa, Magoma and MH&tahe word meaning ‘learned, knowing, or of an
extensive knowledge performed with art or skill'thvifigurative connotations of slyness and

deceit'?° Although these moralistic descriptions will be dedth more fully in the next chapter,

they are relevant here in that they illustrate dbknowledgement of intelligence on the part of

12 gmith, Letter to D’Urban10 April 1836 inLetterbook.

13 gmith, H. Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library. Smith much tateentions the son of Moshesh as educated in Capa T
and turned ‘rebellious’ against the Colony (Smitétter to Godlontori7 June 1851, in Smith, Sir Hhe Godlonton Correspondence: Letters to
the Hon. R. Godlonton, 10.2.1837 — 19.1.1p597] The Western Cape Archives and Records 8es)i Hereafter this collection will be
referred to asGodlonton Corresp.

14 Tac.Hist4.32, 4.50-60Ann.2.10, 11.1, 11.16.

15 Smith, Letter to Juand8 April 1835 inAutobiography.

16 Smith, Autobiographyp.36, SmithLetter to D’Urban25 Mar 1836 irLetterbook.

7 Barclay 1811: 854.

118 Smith, Letter to D’Urban18 July 1836 irLetterbook.

119 gmith, Letter to Juan® May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D'Urbar22 Sept, 28 Dec 1835, 17 Apr, 1, 5 May, 8 Junelug
1836 inLetterbook Smith,Letter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp. 33.

120 Barclay 1811: 249.
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the ‘other’, since to be sly and cunning requiressiderable mental capability. However, no
matter how cunning or clever he portrayed the ‘Otkee be, and although he seems to have
admired their intellect?* Smith frequently claimed he alone understood thetter than anyone
else and could see through all their strategentssapposedly took pleasure in pretending to be

taken in by thent??

As the above analysis suggests, both Caesar arth Sckihowledge, either overtly or implicitly,
the ‘other’ as having intelligence and the abititythink and reasotf® However, these abilities
are often given sinister connotations or qualified different means, which is not altogether
surprising considering the relatively common Ronséereotypes®® and even stronger racial
ideas prevalent in the nineteenth centiifyCaesar uses subtle ways to undermine seemingly
positive statements, and while he allows for theniaation of his enemy leader opponents,
crediting them as similar to himself in terms oésen and intelligenc®® this was something

reserved only for an enemy leader, not necesstmilthe people as a whot&” Smith overtly

121 Mostert 1992: 770.

122 Harington 1980: 41, Mostert 1992: 719.

123 Other Roman authors were known to acknowledgéther’ as possessing intelligence. A Gallic wonmdescribed as admired for her
‘intelligence’ by Polybius (Plb. 21.38.7), who latdso describes another Gaul as holding ‘intafiteonversation (Plb. 22.21.4) and also refers
to a strategic delay of negotiations to gain tifdlb(21.39.9) — the latter a particular descriptised quite often by British writers. Tacitus rsfer
to the Germans as possessing ‘considerable mergagth’ fnaior animi vigoy (Tac.Germ.30.2). Livy describes Brennus as apprehensive,
strategic and cautious in his assault (Liv. 5.38.3)

124 Roman authors describe Gauls, Germans and Basupid, possessing slow simple minds. Livy makesreference to a Gaul as being
‘stupidly happy’ 6tolide laeturh(Liv. 7.10.5), which he also mentions as commented quréngious writers on the same incident. Vitruvius
refers to the northern peoples as having dull, stomds (Vitr. 6.1.9, 6.1.10). Strabo refers twioghe Gauls as being simple (Strab. 4.4.2,
4.45). In some cases Roman authors acknowleddgewhiadividual exceptions to a general assumptiat all ‘barbarians’ are stupid. Velleius
refers to a particular German as ‘quick witted hwitore than a barbarian’s intelligenserfsu celer, ultra barbarum promptus inggriidell.
2.118.2). This is similar to his comment on Maralnasl as not being a barbarian in terms of intelloge(Vell. 2.108.2). To Velleius it is
expected that the ‘other’ is lacking in intelligeniout he is willing to comment on the supposedtyaaxdinary intelligence of particular
individuals.

125 according to Jahoda, the Middle Ages saw the iatef the faculty of ‘reason’ used to determinertamity in the ‘Great Chain of Being’
(Jahoda 1999: 33). Various groups of ‘other’ wetelaited with a lack of reason: the mythical wifchn of the Middle Ages, ‘negroes’ in the
works of Leo Africanus in the 1500s, and the Amemidndians’ after the ‘discovery’ of the Americglahoda 1999: 5, 19, 21, 30). By the
nineteenth Century black people were being labeligld attributes of heightened sensibility, govetmmaly by the senses which they linked to
apish animality and child-likeness (Jahoda 1999+ 53, 59, 62, 70, 77, 78, 89hese stereotypes were propped up by pseudo-$icietdims
that the black man’s lack of intelligence was lidke the narrowness of cerebral organs, projeaifdhe skull and smaller cranial areas (Jahoda
1999: 69, 78). Bank points out that ‘phrenologyd aarly ideas of scientific racism were filterimga the Cape Colony in the early nineteenth
century already and proponents of these ideas speeading their ideas among the settlers of thaifodistricts such as Grahamstown (Bank,
1996) so that the fact that Smith was aware of sieds is almost indisputable, although | woulduarthat this does not mean he adhered to
them.

126 Meier 1995: 261.

27 |saac 2004: 414.
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writes of a specific limited nature of the levelintelligence he acknowledges, that restricted to
the present, which is particularly reminiscent ofne racial stigmatism$® There is also a
marked emphasis in Smith’s writing, unlike in Ca&saon the ‘other’ as uneducated and
susceptible to new ideas, which is possibly reiflecof Smith’s active role as civiliser of the
‘other’, although Caesar does use different waysléatify the ‘other’ as susceptible to Roman
incorporation, to be discussed in depth in cha@erHere, it is important to note the
acknowledgement of the ‘other’ as having intellattability. Miller and Savage note the
tendency of Roman writers to attribute both stupidind fiendish cleverness to the ‘other’
simultaneously?® something that Smith also did often. As militasaders, both Caesar and
Smith would not have benefited from portraying tkehdes as defeating an entirely ‘stupid’

enemy, an agenda that would have been at oddsamtiprevalent stereotype.

1.4 The Political Capability of the ‘Enemy’

Some degree of intelligence would also be requimestder for the ‘other’ to influence, persuade
and lead. Caesar describes Gallic chiefs, men abestas possessirgictoritas™>" power,
authority by influence and persuasioh Hirtius also uses the worlictoritasto describe the
power of the Aedut*? He describes Orgetorix as having the power touaets his community to

march out in full forcé® Vercingetorix as being able to coerce others titovio him in

128 According to Jahoda, comments were made as eatheseighteenth Century on South American ‘Indiand Africans as not reflecting on
causes connections or not caring or imagining attmufuture (Jahoda 1999: 22, 50). In the ninete@entury Schultz considered primitive
humans as not yet reflective beings and incapdtdésiraction (Jahoda 1999: 89). Into the twent@thtury, some regarded Africans as lacking
foresight, concentrated on the moment, not thinkibgut the future or the past (Jahoda 1999: 149).

129 Miller and Savage 1977: 116.

10 CaesB.G.1.3.1, 1.17.1, 2.4.5, 2.15.1, 4.21.7, 5.6.2, 5,5463.2, 7.77.3. Tacitus also uses this word feremce to the ‘other (Tat¢list.
4.61,Ann.12.31).

131 | ewis and Short 1879: 199. Lacey points out themexity of the concept of ‘auctoritas’, describiitgymeaning in the sense of moral
authority, as the power to express an opinion shwind for that to carry considerable weight witrecessarily having the power to demand its
execution (Lacey 1998). The word is attributed lmgistus to himself (AugusR.G. 34).

32 CaesB.G.8.54.5

33 CaesB.G.1.3.1
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rebellion** and other deputations as having the influecati@), to join others to their cause’
Caesar uses the adjectietensto describe Gallic tribes and mé&ii the more or most powerful
among their kintf” and the wordmperiumto describe the sovereignty Diviciacus held over a
great part of Gaul. Linked to the idea of power whaat of wealth*® and Caesar describes
Orgetorix as one of the most wealthy among the &tél*° He also describes Dumnorix as
powerfully wealthy, in possession of great resosirt® use for political powef’ He later
describes deputations of Gauls as having powerasfey pecunid as well as authority*’ The
power attributed to the ‘other’ is usually that alinithey held over others of their kind and never
hints at a greater power than that of Rome. Barimakes an interesting argument that although
Caesar portrays the ‘rebel’ leaders of the ‘otlasrhaving power and a following, this influence
is undermined by representing their power as ‘panist!, relying largely on a following of

degenerates and undesirables, and operating oofsieigal political structure¥'?

Smith describes a deputation of two Xhosa men wined Sor peace as ‘influentiaf® and
remarks on Pato’s influence as an ally in the tawhich serves to imply that, as he supposedly
has power over them, his influence stretches thathmvider. Likewise, he also writes of Ganya,
a councillor he portrays as aiding and obeying kisa ‘man of great influenc&” In a letter to

his wife, Smith acknowledges Hintsa as a ‘very pdwechief and*® describes him as being

13 CaesB.G.7.31

1% CaesB.G.7.63.2.

136 Tacitus also uses this word to describe the ‘Offferc. Hist. 3.45). Tacitus also uses the wamaepotengo describe the influence Civilis has
over the Batavians (Taklist. 1.59).

%" CaesB.G.1.3.8,1.18.7,2.1.4,2.4.7,7.32.4,7.39.1.

138 | jvy describes the Gauls as ‘abounding in cornpeaple’ frugum hominumque fertilgLiv. 5.34.2).

139 CaesB.G.1.2.1.

10 CaesB.G.1.18.5.

“' CaesB.G.7.63.2.

2 Barlow 1998: 142-3, 148, 152-153, 158. | find thaigument difficult to accept considering the hyjmcof Caesar’s own rise to power.
143 Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

144 Smith, Letter to Maclear27 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

45 Smith, Autobiographyp. 101, Smith, H.Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

146 Smith, Letter to Juan26 Feb 1835 iMutobiography reiterated in SmitH,etter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 in_etterbook.
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obeyed by his people with rapidity. He describes Magoma as ‘influenti&i® When writing of
the chiefs, he occasionally refers to the ‘grediet**® an acknowledgement of one chief's
authority over other minor chiefs. Smith speakd/bfala as one who is respected by his people
as he is ‘looked up td>® However, he describes Keili's government as ‘vemak™®* and
despite earlier commenting on Mhala’s influence, feders to him, in an address, as
‘insignificant’ in relation to his own perceived wer over the chief§? Again, in addressing the
chiefs, he tells them how ‘insignificant’ they dré.This is a contradiction in that it is evident
that Smith acknowledges the power that the chield dver their people but portrays their losing
of that powel** as evidence of the success of his efforts to gtem of it*>> and to project his
own delusions of power and influence over th8fmwhich at times borders on something

reminiscent of a kind oductoritason his part>’ He also often refers to the chiefs having little

control over their people with regard to stoppihigvery or restraining criminal activity® in an

147 Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowi]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

148 Smith, Letter to D’Urban12 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

149 Smith, Autobiographyp. 32, 37.

150 5mith, Autobiographyp. 86, 87.

151 Smith, Letter to D’Urban19 July 1836 ir_etterbook.

152 gmith, Autobiographyp. 86.

133 gmith,Address to Chiefg Jan 1836 iriutobiography.

154 gmith, Letter to D’Urban17, 19 Dec 1835 ihetterbook See also Lehmannn (1977: 321), Lester (1998:. 2863tert argues that the chiefs
retained their power of their people the entiretifilostert 1992: 1009). Likewise, Crais states 8raith was never able to destroy the political
structure of the Xhosa (Crais 2001: 144). Lestetiqdarly states that in the province of Queen ladie 1835-6, the balance of power was in
reality an unsteady balance between governmentlaiets, much accommodation having to be made fclhefs’ still extensive power (Lester
1998: 237 - 245).

135 Harington 1980: 56-58, 60, 169, Mostert 1992: 72, 1010, Lester 1998: 227, Strobel 2008: 85eBi989: 51, Crais 2001: 118, 144. See
also SmithLetters to D’Urbanl Sept 8 Dec 1835. These attempts were part oftemat to exert direct control over the Xhosa (ked1998:

221, Strobel 2008: 78, van Aswegen 1993: 218, @@4: 117). Smith began to consider abandoninggtee of direct control late in his career
when it became evident that it was not working (Mds1992: 1072, Crais 2001: 145, Lester 1998: 248 also important to note that he was
given orders on his governorship to rule indiretigough the chiefs (Mostert 1992: 943-952), soinetiwhich he disregarded (Mostert 1992:
1074).

136 | ehmann 1977: 187-188, Harington 1980: 39, 59, Migstert 1992: 765, 1046. See also Sniittters to D’Urbar27 Sept, 12 Oct, 23 Nov
1835, 14 Feb, 21 Feb, 29 Mar, 17 April, 1 May 188Betterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith,
Letter to Godlontori1 Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp Despite his initial belief in his own power ainfluence, scholars argue that it was only
through the imposition of martial law and militazgntrol that he was able to exert any power of¢thesa during the occupation of the province
of Queen Adelaide (Mostert 1992: 764, 786-7, Le$898: 227, 230).

157 Smith claims a kind of omnipotent ‘ascendency’rae Xhosa (Harington 1980: 57, Mostert 1992: 7&%) which is portrayed as stemming
from his supposed charismatic authority and ttoeie land admiration for him personally (Haringto8Q.965 see also chapter 4. Footnote 194).
Smith even went as far as portraying the chiefeohmtarily kissing his hand, which according tanhivas a sign of their admittance of their
inferiority to his power (Smithl.etters to D’Urbanl Mar, 26 Mar 1836 ihetterbool, and claimed in one letter that the chiefs watghis]

feet’ (Smith,Letter to D’Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook see also Harington 1980: 106, Mostert 1992: 7indeality any power he had
rested solely on martial law and military presettdarington 1980: 62, Mostert 1992: 952) and itrigugd his claims to influence and power
were unfounded (Harington 1980: 74) something hesegl to accept no matter the resistence he fatatihgton 1980: 77).

158 Smith, Letter to D’Urban3 Apr 1836 inLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 71.
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attempt to explain his inability to curb such aityithrough the chiefs, whom he is supposed to

have power over.

Caesar and Smith both seem to acknowledge thecabltower and influence the leaders of the
‘other’ had over their own people. However, whilagSar would seem to undermine the ‘other’s
influence as the wrong kind, Smith makes much nodréheir overall insignificance under his

rule as both evidence of the success of his pslam excuses for his failures. In acknowledging
the power of the ‘other’ to influence large growgpeople, it is not surprising that the oratorical

ability of the ‘other’ is called to our attention.

1.4.1 Oratorical Ability

Although Caesar does not comment overtly on thigeidtas being particularly adept at oratory,
as other Roman writers d® he does portray Gallic and Germanic leaders aakapg with

clarity and political savvy, by the way in which weites'®°

Smith, on the other hand, goes to great lengtlt®tement on the ‘other’s’ oratorical ability and
influence. He comments on Mhala’s ability to spgaswerfully’.*®* In an address to the chiefs
he tells them that they have ‘spoken wéf'and he writes that some of the Xhosa ‘speak
beautifully’.**®* Smith describes Sarili, Boku and Ganya as ‘elotjuspeakers® the word

‘eloquence’ meaning having the ‘power of speakinghwelegance, fluency’ and in such a

159 Cato comments on the ‘wit’ of the Gauls (Gruen@071). Balsdon notes the generalization of thelSas eloquent and keen speakers
(Balsdon 1979: 65, 122, 128) According to Isaart®t and Juvenal portray Gaul as a place of legrauin rhetoric (Isaac 2004: 420).

%0 Kraus 2009: 166.

161 Smith, Autobiographyp. 86, 87.

162 5mith,Address to the Kafir ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography.

183 smith, Autobiographyp 86. He also acknowledges their singing as ‘exoggdfine’ and their ‘remarkably good ears’ for sia (Smith,
Letter to D’Urban10 Jan 1836 ihetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp 93.

164 Smith, Letter to Juand& May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D'Urban4 Aug 1835, 21 Mar 1836 ibetterbook.
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manner as to ‘move the passiof§’On one occasion he refers to one of Hintsa’s dtiarsin
particular as a ‘great orator’, and although henthdésmisses his words as those of a ‘great
humbug’, he acknowledges that the British can ‘hugtoo’ % and | would argue that in this
instance he is acknowledging the skill of the mand,arather than undermining him, is
commenting on his disregard for verbose oratorgeneral. He describes the Xhosa as ‘great
lawyers’*®” He comments on Hintsa's ability to ‘argue[d] eveppint’,'®® intimating he
possessed a skill at debating, although he prelyiooentions that this ability of Hintsa
‘astonished’ him. He describes one councillor irtipalar as a man ‘of great ability’ as a lawyer
that he would even equate with British examples Blacon, Thurlow and Elddfi? He evidently
credits them with knowledge and oratorical abiliigspite mentioning that he found this fact
‘surprising’’° which gives away his initial assumption that heulslanot have expected them to
be so adept. Smith’s preconceived stereotypes tdter when writing of individuals, and it has
been commented on that he was prejudiced, prorgeneralize, noting only exceptions as
precisely that/! He also comments on the chiefs’ knowledge of evant their ability to talk to

him of policies, describing them as ‘perfect polans’!’?

1.4.2 Disunity

Despite their political ability, the ‘other’ on arbe scale is often portrayed as politically didde
Caesar's picture of the Gauls in the beginningtanoughout his commentaries is of divisigh.

If Smith had recalled any specific words of Cagsarould have been the famous opening lines

%5 Barclay 1811: 332.

166 Smith, Letter to Juanal8 April 1835 inAutobiography.

167 Smith, Letter to D’Urban16 June 1836 ihetterbook.

188 Smith, Autobiographyp. 36.

189 Smith, Autobiographyp. 74.

170 Smith, Letter to Juand5 April 1835 inAutobiography.

! Harington 1980: 37.

172 gmith, Letter to Juand5 April 1835 inAutobiography.

1 Balsdon 1967: 95. Gruen writes of Caesar's accasiiilled with Gallic rivalries and divided loyis that he could use to his advantage
(Gruen 2010: 154).
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of de Bello Gallico ‘Gallia est omnis divisa in partes tfgs* even if this speaks to ethnic
divisions rather than political disunity. Caesaesloefer to the discovery of groups within the
Aedui who are described as voicing seditious opisiGeditiosa... orationgé’> and remarks on
the divided sentiments of Dumnorix and his brotbeficiacus — the former against and the latter
in support of Romé’® Diviacus is portrayed as describing two partie$afils, the Aedui and
Arverni between whom there had been a struggleléoninion for many years.” He describes
intertribal quarrels between the Gauls during hasnpaign against the Belg&&. Divisions
between and among tribes are commented’bfiactions evident at every levEf This
representation of disunity gives way to unity latetthe commentaries from book se¥&ras
Caesar mentions the shared fatenfmunem... fortun}& and unanimity §niversag of Gauf®?

in his narration of the battles against the Gaunlden Vercingetorix. Caesar also notes the intense

hatred the Gauls had for the Germ&#s.

Smith early on comments that he regards there eiagbmuch union amongst the Xhd&aand
refers to ‘contending factions and parti&8.He describes Faku and Vadana as harbouring
hostile feelings towards each oth&tHe also writes of the ‘division of interests armlings’

among the confederation of the Galeka tfifeHe describes the chieftainship of distant allies a

174 CaesB.G.1.1.1.

15 CaesB.G.1.17.2.

176 CaesB.G.1.18

7 CaesB.G.1.31.3.

78 Fyller 1965: 110.

179 Balsdon 1967: 73, Adcock 1956: 33, Riggsby 20@5: 6
%0 CaesB.G.1.31.3, 2.3.2, 6.11.2-5

181 Balsdon 1965: 95, Adcock 1956: 45.

182 CaesB.G.7.1.5.

183 CaesB.G.7.76.2. cftotius Galliae(CaesB.G.7.29.6, 7.63.5).
184 CaesB.G.6.9.7.

185 Smith, Letter to D’'Urban16 Aug 1835 in_etterbook.

186 Smith, Letter to D’Urban23 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

187 Smith, Letter to D’Urban15 Dec 1835 inetterbook.

188 Smith, Letter to D’Urban15 Dec 1835 in_etterbook.
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‘divided’, hence making a united attack against@muony ‘out of the questiort®® He describes
the Xhosa as ‘divided in their general combinatiomder [the British Government] by a variety
of conflicting interests**° He describes having caused the cessation of tinestrifes between
the chiefs’, alluding to inherent conflict amongh'®* On his second appointment in the Cape
Colony he relates a ‘great division among the Gaiika whether or not they were planning or
wanted to go to war with the ColofhY: He later recounts that ‘disunion prevails’ amohg t
Xhosal®® Smith refers to an imagined ‘united’ enemy, comtimgnon the idea or possibility of
such an occurrence as ‘contemptiBf&'It seems as though in this instance he is notriréeto

the ‘other’ as united but rather acknowledgingdbheger of them as an enemy should they come
together against the Colony. Smith also makesegte to the animosity, hatred and enmity the
Mfengu and Xhosa have for each othBrguite similar to Caesar's comment on the Gaul's
hatred of the Germans. Smith also makes much mewtica supposed division between the

chiefs and their people, in writing of his intemtito rid the chiefs of their power and link with

the peoplé?®

Many Roman writers, whether explicitly or (in thase of Caesar) implicitly, portray the ‘other’

as divided'®” according to Balsdon adhering to an image of theherner prone to rivalries,

18 Smith, Letter to D’Urban7 Feb 1836 i.etterbook.

190 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 Mar 1836 irLetterbook.

%1 gmith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

192 5mith, Letter to Godlontori1 Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp.

193 Smith, Letter to Godlontord May 1851 inGodlonton Corresp.

1% gmith, Autobiographyp. 67.

195 Smith, Letters to D’Urban23 Nov, 17 Dec 1835 ihetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 66.

19 Smith, Letters to D’Urban23, 28 Feb 1836 ihetterbook Smith,Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

197 ivy comments on the division in the Gallic arniyy 32.30.3-4, 38.16.2). Strabo describes disunity betwthe tribes (Strab. 4.3.2).
Suetonius mentiordiscord and unrestliscordia inquietanamong the ‘other’ (Suetib. 9.1). Tacitus makes the most comment on this aspect
describing the ‘other’ as dividediésiderg (Tac.Ann.1.55) and as suffering from discoidtérnis discordii$ (Tac.Ann.2.26. cf.Hist. 4.37,
4.69), which is even ‘admitted’ by the ‘other’ theelves (TacAgr. 32.1,Hist. 4.73). Tacitus describes brothers divided oveirr fhditical
allegiance to Rome (Ta&nn.2.9-11). cf.diversis sententiiéTac. Ann.1.68),factionibus(Tac.Ann.11.16,Agr. 12.1),interna bella(Tac.Ann.
11.16,Hist. 4.75) andseditione domestic@lac. Germ.29.1,Agr. 24.3). Tacitus represents the ‘other’ as more dftan not troubled by dissent
(dissensiong(Tac.Agr. 32.1) and hatredblio) for their own kind (TacGerm.33.1). Webster comments on a prevalent image iicCe
internecine conflict and warfare which is commopdytrayed in ancient writings as innate and stergrfriom a love of warfare (Webster 1996:
111, 118). Gruen also comments on this stereoi@paeh 2010: 141).
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quarrelling, division and internecine conflféf It was common Roman practice to exploit
divisions and ‘divide and conquér? as Caesar does at all levEl Likewise, Smith makes
reference to the ‘other’ as politically divided.kki Caesar, Smith, particularly among British
officials, sought to interfer&* exacerbaf®” and cause division among the Xh8%aPortraying

the ‘other’ as divided gave the conqueror justtima for intervention as they could argue that
they brought ‘peace’ to a people in conffittinterestingly Caesar, almost alone among Roman
authors’® makes mention of an ‘other’ that was at leastlyparnified under Vercingetorix,
which inevititably served to bolster his victorydefeating such a vast and powerful enemy. But
it must be acknowledged that, although variousesgmtations served various purposes, it is also
possible that he was merely recording situationstrey truly were. The Gauls he first
encountered were divided and only after many cagmsadid they unite in their fight against
Rome, when they realised the Romans were ther@ayd$ A link between the unity, or lack
thereof, of the ‘other’ and their relationship teetconquering empire emerges. As discussed,
disunity often arose as a result of whether ortaatollude with or resist the conquerors, and in
Caesar’s case, it was evidently his actions ansigmiee that caused the unity of the Gauls which

is commented on.

%8 Balsdon 1979: 166, 169.

199 Balsdon 1967: 95

20 Balsdon 1967: 73, Meier 1995: 316-7, Osgood 2B838: Tacitus notes that the Romans greatest adyaitacoping with the British tribes
was their internal division (Taégr. 12.2).

201 Smith, Letters to Durbarl7 Nov, 15 Dec 1835 ibetterbook

22 gmijth, Letter to D’Urban16 Aug 1835 in_etterbook.

293 Harington 1980: 33, 179, Peires 1982: 114, Modi@#2: 763. See al&mith, Letters to D’Urbar27 Sept, 1 Nov 1935, 10 April 1836 in
Letterbook Smith,Letter to Godlontori5 Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp.

2% Fuller 1965: 115.

25 Tacitus does emphasise a confederacy among ther“gparticularly the Britons (Taénn.1.60,Agr. 29-30).

2%6 Rosenstein 2009: 91.
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1.5 The Military Capability of the ‘Enemy’

Whether or not the ‘other’ was presented as aipalithreat, the contest ultimately came down
to military strength. As the narrative develops,e€a describes the ‘other’ as warlike,
aggressive and helpless. He describes the Belga@easnost strong, powerful and brave
(fortissimj) of the Gaul$®’ however not necessarily of the rest of the knowenlavincluding the
Romans. He also acknowledges the Belgae as thenatign to have prevented the German
tribes from entering their borders. But credit this achievement seems to be reduced by the
emphasis which he places on the great airs theympin memory of those everft€.In other
words those deeds were in the past: the tribetinetessarily as strong any mét&The idea of
the Gauls as once powerful but no longer so ienaiéd by Caesar's mention of the Gauls’
longstanding reputation in wavdterem belli glorianf*® and his point that wars won by Gauls
over Germans belong to the p&Stlt is important to note that he also describesBbljae as
having German origin§? Schadee argues that Caesar creates an overalbfidistant, strong,
warlike and hence threatening peoples, epistortisethe Belgae and Nent? adhering to a
fairly common stereotype of northerngfsas well as the idea that the more isolated or vexho
the ‘other’ was from Roman ways the less weak amdupt they would bé" Contrasting

nearer, weaker Gauls with distant hardy Gerni&hs is not surprising then that Caesar

describes the Helvetii as made strong by constamffare in German territos}/ with a

27 CaesB.G.1.1.3.

28 CaesB.G.2.4.3.

209 Tacitus describes the Helvetii in a similar wap¢THist. 1.67).
20 CaesB.G.7.1.8. cf.pristinae belli laudigCaesB.G.7.76.2).
21 CaesB.G.6.24.6.

#2CaesB.G.2.4.2.

% Schadee 2008: 163-165, 175.

21* Schadee 2008: 163-165, 175, Balsdon 1979: 60-62.

215 schadee 2008: 175. Rawlings, in a similar way, roents on Caesar’s reduction of the ‘other’ to sestigpical idea of increasing savagery
and warlikeness in the North (Rawlings 1998: 172)17

218 Balsdon 1979: 172

27 CaesB.G.1.1.4
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218 These comments discredit a

frustrated longing for war in their confined teory (angustok
passing reference to their desiring to establistt@and friendship where they settfétiand he
goes on to describe them as warlikellicoso3, a great danger and threat to the province they
wished to march through, that of the Aetflfiin contrast to the image of a ‘dangerous’ Helvetii
he describes the Aedui as helpless, incapable feihdmg themselves or their property from
invaderd® and portrays them as asking for help against iledti.>*? This contrasing image of
aggressiveness and helplessness serves to justidgaCs attack on the Helvetii. Caesar

223 and very strongfértissimg.?** He describes

describes the Germans as ‘unconquerewidti)
the Suebi, as the ‘most warlikebdllicosissimy of the German&® and later reports other
German delegates as claiming that they would nek sear with Rome, but would fight if
provoked, yielding only to the Suebi who are ddsamtias unconquerable, even by the immortal
gods?®?® In reply to these delegates Caesar comments oGéhmans’ inability to defend their
own territories?’ In his ethnographic excursus, Caesar describeGémmans as being strong,
hardy and concerned with military purstfit. Adcock notes how Caesar generally presents
various opposing leaders as formidable, for exarApibiorix, Indutiomarus, Cassivelaunus and
particularly VercingetoriX?® Caesar describes Vercingetorix as claiming thaemen the whole

world could resist thefi’ which ultimately serves to make the Roman vicrgr them appear

that much greater, that Rome could accomplish wbaine else could.

#8CaesB.G.1.2.3

#9CaesB.G.1.3.2

20 CaesB.G.1.10.2. The ‘other is often described as warliker example, CidProv. Cons33, Sall.Cat.40.1.5.

#! CaesB.G.1.11.2

#2CaesB.G.1.11.3

3 CaesB.G.1.36.7

24 CaesB.G.1.48.5

5CaesB.G.4.1.3

26 CaesB.G.4.7.4

*7CaesB.G.4.8.2

28 CaesB.G.6.21. Miller and Savage note that by the time ofArelius ‘Germans’ were stereotypically represdrae both a potential threat
and ‘petty nuisance’ (Miller and Savage 1977: 116).

29 ndcock 1956: 54; Kraus notes Caesar’s treatmeNeotingetorix in the narrative and the way hedgtiayed as a military match for Caesar
(Kraus 2009: 171).

#0CaesB.G.7.29.6.
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Smith portrays the Xhosa as the unprovoked ‘aggressS* and overwhelmingly refers to the

Xhosa as ‘hostile?*?

He writes of the ‘hostile state of the [Xhosap&$**® and Harington
argues that he viewed the Xhosa populations asildagtnerally’** He presents them as
‘attacking’ British people and troogd; and as the invadef& making ‘inroads®’ into the
Colony. He also describes the Xhosa as ‘war-makifighd ‘waging war’ on the Colorfy° He
describes the tribe under Boku as ‘warlik€” and the Xhosa as possessing ‘warlike abifity.
The prevailing image he portrays of the Xhosa is ohaggression and instigation. Smith refers
to the actions of the Xhosa as ‘annoyané&'He refers to Hintsa's confidential man as
contemplating ‘mischief“** to Hintsa himself as ‘meditating some mischf&f and the Xhosa
people in general as mischievdd3! would argue that the idea of mischievousnessaheestain
connotation of childishness or pettiness abouH#. also writes of Umhala as giving him
y 246 247

‘trouble’,”™ of the Xhosa people as possibly becoming and baimgblesome™™" and fears that

Hintsa will give them ‘trouble®*® The image of the ‘other’ as causing ‘trouble’ seemimply

231 gmith, Letter to Juan& May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D'Urbard Aug 1835, 17 April 1836 ihetterbook Smith, H. Letter
to D’Urban 20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library. See also Lehma®977: 199, Harington 1980: 106, Mostert 1998, 7B2. According to
Strobel, the aggressive nature of the Xhosa ‘rares’ blamed for the 1850-53 war by both the setliecsmany British officials (Strobel 2008:
86).

%2 gmith, Letter to Juan& May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, Smith,
Letters to D’Urban10 Nov 1835, 17, 18 Apr 1836 Iretterbook Smith, Autobiographyp. 56,Smith, Letters to Grey’ Apr, 17 Apr 1852 in
Correspondenc€l853), SmithLetter to Godlontor80 Aug 1851 inGodlonton Corresp

233 Smith, Proclamation25 Dec 1850 irCorrespondencél850).

%4 Harington 1980: 181.

235 Smith,Autobiographyp.57, SmithLetter to Grey28 Feb 1850 iCorrespondencél850), SmithLetter to Greyé April 1852 in
Correspondencél853).

238 Smith, Letter to Juan@6 Feb 1835 ilutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowii]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, Smith,
H., Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, SmitAutobiographyp. 2.

%7 Smith, Letters to D’Urbard, 11 Aug, 7 Dec 1835 inetterbook Smith, Autobiographyp.92, SmithLetter to BowkeB Nov 1848 in
Correspondencél850). Smith uses the same word to describe hisamtions (SmithAutobiographyp. 21).

238 gmijth, Letter to Alicel8 June1851 ilutobiography.

239 Smith,Reply to Chief¢5 Jan 1852 iCorrespondencgl853).

240 smith, Letter to Grey20 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél 853).

241 Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

242 gmijth, Letter to D’Urban24 July 1835 irLetterbook.

243 Smith,Autobiographyp. 37.

244 Smith, Autobiographyp. 44.

245 Smith, Letter to Juanal 9 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowii]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, Smith,
Letters to D’Urban30 Aug, 5 Dec 1835, 3 July 1836lietterbook.

246 Smith,Autobiographyp. 83.

247 5mith, Letter to Juand May, 28 July 1835 ilutobiography Smith, Letter to D’Urban21 July 1835 irLetterbook.

248 gmijth, Letter to Juan® May 1835 inAutobiography.
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something trivial and bothersome rather than aossrithreat, and more like the kind of

exasperation one might have towards a disobedieid, cas well as stressing their role as

instigators of trouble, causing harm, vexation angiety?*® Smith also notes the descriptions of
250

a group of Xhosa labourers by other witnesses amiisance’’" although he himself does not

use the word.

In spite of this overwhelming image of the Xhoséhastile, aggressive and warlike, Smith does
not always admit that they were a threat. Smitkiaitly dismisses the Xhosa as a dangar,
assuming that the Xhosa would be intimidated bymial military power?>? He describes them
as ‘most contemptible when assailétthe word ‘contemptible’ meaning that which is “whoy

of scorn on account of its vileness or insignificg?>* Some scholars relate a change in Smith’s
estimation of the threat and military ability oshénemie$> In a later response to accusations
that the Xhosa were helpless victims in an unequal Smith describes the Xhosa force which
had invaded the Colony in 1835 as ‘formidabfé® actually having had the advantage over the
British initially.”®” He describes them as armed with gtthand later describes their attack as
having been ‘irresistible®> acknowledging their position in the dense bushratdinarily

260

strong®®° their warriors armed and determirf@d.Early on in his governorship of the Cape,

29 Barclay 1811: 43, 652-3, 690, 938.

20 Smith, Letter to Greyl0 Dec 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

%1 Harington 1980: 24, 75, Mostert 1992: 680. Mosaegues that in reality Smith had no real notiothefnature of his enemy and that they
were in reality a formidable opposition (Mosterf29685).

%2 Mostert 1992: 664.

253 Smith, Letter to D’Urban21 July 1835 irLetterbook.

%4 Barclay 1811: 218.

%5 ghmannn 1977: 333, Harington 1980: 49, 75, M641@82: 691, 695.

256 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook Harington notes Smith’s portrayal of the ‘othas’ equal in his defense against
accusations of an unfair war (Harington 1980: 65).

%7 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 April 1836 inLetterbook.

28 gmith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook Glenelg in his estimation of the Xhosa relateghitas ‘poorly armed’ (Lehmannn 1977:
195). In reality the Xhosa were increasingly acclating and using firearms in their confrontatiorthwihe British (Lehmann 1977: 343,
Harington 1980: 106, 173, Wilson 1969: 242, Arndi@: 724).

%9 smith, Autobiographyp. 11.

260 gmith, Autobiographyp. 27.

%1 5mith,Autiobiography58, 66. D’Urban also describes the others as ‘ammeddetermined’ (D’Urbart,etter21 May 1835 inAutobiography
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Smith regarded Sandile, and others as ‘harnffésahd was confident that there would not be
another recurrence of hostilit? although if there was he claimed he could end teh day$®*

On the outbreak of another war, on being besiegéwid Cox and faced with another war, his
attitude change®® He describes them as ‘well-arméef, formidable®®’ and that they
‘[couldn’t] be subdued without time and meaff& He writes that ‘no measure, no law, no battle
can at once subdue’ the Gaikas, and goes on tccatévdaily coercion and a large military force
to ensure their ‘insignificancy®® He still asserts that he will subdue them but ‘iotone
moment'?’® He again refers to a strong and formidable Xhosap[e?’* in an attempt to
influence governmental policy against placing largembers of Mfengu on the border of the
Colony as they would be added to this fofteHe occasionally refers to the ‘other’ as desirous

of peacé’® although he uses this during his campaigns as wfoaa indication that they have

been tired out and defeated in battle and are reagybmit.

Both Caesar and Smith draw on the representatitimedbther’ as an aggressive warlike people.

Caesar, like many other Roman writéfs describes the ‘other’ as formidable, warlike and

22 Harington 1980: 101.

%3 Harington 1980: 173-4, Mostert 1992: 1014.

%4 Harington 1980: 176.

25 Harington 1980: 183, Mostert 1992: 1063. Davenpmyties that it was not until 1852 that Smith yel#igun to get a measure of his
opponents (Davenport 1991:120).

28 5mith, H.,Letter to the Duke of Wellingtdr® Dec 1851 [MS 617] Cory Library, Smithetter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 isodlonton
Corresp, Smith,Letter to Grey7 April 1852 inCorrespondencé€l853).

%7 Smith, Letter to Godlontord5 Jan 1851, 7 Jan 1852@wdlonton Corresp.Smith,Memoranduni4 Jan 1852, etters to Grey? April 1852,
17 April 1852 inCorrespondencé€l853). See also Harington 1980: 185, 188. Heralfews to the Khoi in this war as ‘formiddable’ aheir
combination with the Xhosa even more so (Haringt®80: 205, 209-210)

%8 smijth, H.,Letter to the Duke of Wellingtd® Dec 1851 [MS 617] Cory Library.

269 Smith, Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

270 Smith, Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

21 Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853)

212 gmith also refers to the Mfengu as potentiallyrfictable, should they be placed on the border andrbe enemies to the Colony (Smith,
Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 iCorrespondencé€l853)).

283 For example, Smitt,etter to Juana 8 May 1835 inAutobiography Smith,Letter to D’Urban30 Aug, 30 Nov 1835 ihetterbook Smith,
Letters to Greyl6 Jan, 20 Jan, 16 Feb 185Xarrespondencé€l853),Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

274 Tacitus describes the Britons as inclined to Watlé facile$ (Tac.Agr. 21.1) and the northern Britons as distinguishedan (clari bello)
(Tac.Agr. 29.4). He describes the renown and power of then@efeader as based on war and risk (Germ.14,Ann.1.57). Tacitus attributes
their wealth to war and plunder and portrays thm@@s so eager for war that they would rather aedw blood what they could have acquired
by hard work (TacGerm.14.4). Tacitus portrays German culture as infleenar revolving around war: Business transactioasarried out in
the presence of arms and weapons (Gaem.13.1, 22.1), wedding presents are most often irfidime of weapons (Ta&Germ.18.3), and their
sports, a dance amid swords and lances (Faom.24.1). Tacitus portrays the Germans as delightingar (aeta bellg (Tac.Hist. 4.16) and
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aggressive, a common trope of the ‘northerA€rCaesar, however, distinguishes between the
nearer Gauls and further Germanic peoples in dgand. Where the nearer Gauls are concerned,
Caesar describes them as once, but no longer, fdveerd threatening’® as they had been
represented in the padf/ as a result of the legacy of having attacked Rem&90 BC, and
invaded Italy in 231 BG’® Caesar seems to firmly dismiss this ‘great threat'traying the
‘other’ as defenceless, something that Smith doésla as he does not use appeals for help from
the ‘other’ as a reason for interfererféeunlike Caesar, who states at one instance that the
Aedui were so unable to look after their own theyt asked Caesar for héff3.While Caesar
portrays the Gauls as helpless, he portrays thm@&er as a thre&t’ Scholars argue that Caesar
intentionally portrayed the Germans as a thredvedeare®” and constantly brought to the
reader’s attention the memory of the invasion alfylby the Cimbri and Teutoné¥ all in order
either to justify his campaigns and actions againsm?®®* or as a reason why they had not yet
been conquered or subject&dAccording to Miller and Savage ‘great victoriesydnd greater

foes’?®® One could argue, as Tacitus does when he refeEsniperor Nero, that he describes

born to armsdd arma natiy (Tac.Hist. 4.64). cf. CicFont.44, Plb. 22.21.4, Strald.4.2, PlutCaes20.4,Mar. 11.5, 19.2, Liv. 24.42.6,
38.17.1. Gruen comments on Tacitus’ use of thigeraf bellicose Germans in t&rmaniain contrasting one tribe against another, portigyin
some as even too peaceful to the point of foolisenand in these ways ultimately deconstructingtaeeotype (Gruen 2010: 165-66). Webster
comments on this persistent image of innate Cag@igressiveness and argues that it was in realitg tikely increased militarisation as a result
of Roman annexation (Webster 1996: 114-5, 118-119).

25 Riggsby notes Roman authors’ depiction of nortbesras warlikebellicosewith a tendency to start wars (Riggsby 2006: 5&)s&on

coments on the fact that Rome were never portragdgtie aggressors (Balsdon 1979: 4).

28 The portrayal of the Gauls as once terrifying faes a common stereotype of the people, due tmémaory of the sack of Rome (Gruen
2006: 460, Balsdon 1979: 3). Smith describes thenlgifi as ‘powerless’, after acknowledging them ae @powerful nation, but no more
having been beaten in war by other African grogaith, Autobiographyp. 33).

7 Cicero describes them once as able and willimgake war on Rome (Ci€at.3.22) and at another as a great threat and poaentight
renew war, a great danger to the Roman Empire fe@: Cons33, 34). Livy uses the words likeetusandterror to describe the Gauls (Liv.
5.17.10, 6.42.7, 10.26.13, 21.25.3, 38.16.13).8iell Paterculus describes them as feared by Rogle 21109.1). Tacitus describes the Britons
as a great formidable force (Takgr. 35.3) and Plutarch describes the ‘other’ as febyetthe Romans (Plu€am.41.6,Marc. 3.2,Caes.26.1).

28 Meier 1995: 237, 241, Isaac 2004: 411, Gruen 2006:

27° smith only once refers to the Mfengu as defenséfesor wretches’ who sought British protection {8rLetter to Juan& May 1835 in
Autobiography.

20 CaesB.G.1.11. As suggested by Richard Evans, this ‘helpkess may rather have been politically rather timditarily helpless. Tacitus
also mentions the enemy as inviting Rome for héth ternal troubles (Taddist. 4.73).

%1 |saac 2004: 439.

%82 Meier 1995: 241.

23 The memory of this encounter is said to have hai @n impact on Romans and were therefore ofteoejved as dangerous opponents
(Meier 1995: 241). Balsdon notes the hysteria filliiwed the annihilation of Roman legions in Germ#Balsdon 1979: 99). See also Balsdon
1967: 71.

24 Miller and Savage 1977: 110-111.

25 Isaac 2004: 437.

26 Miller and Savage 1977: 122.
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them in this manner in order to make his victorie®m all the greaté?’ Smith, while
commenting on the ‘other's’ warlike abiliff° emphasises their role as aggressors and
instigators of conflict using this image to justifjs campaign against theff!. The view of the
‘other’ as an actual threat is something that Smlithnot expect. His admission of it is rare and
depends on the purpose of his argument, sometioesihy to make his supposed success the
greater, like Caesar, but also to explain why i6218is conflict with them seemed unending. It
is not surprising then that the ‘other’ is portrdy® a much lesser extent as ‘peaceable’ by
Caesar and Smith, as by other Roman wrft&Regardless of the love for war which the ‘other’
supposedly possessed, the estimation of the ‘oteerd military threat also depended on the
possession or lack of a variety of qualities, saslphysical strength, practical skills, numbers,
organisation, as well as courage. The representafithis last quality will discussed in the next

chapter.

1.5.1 Physical Abilities

Caesar comments a few times on the huge body siagnitudo corporumof the Gauls and
Germans?>! However, these comments are more often than ralified by remarks about a
supposed lack of physical endurance in spite oir tiege and power. Caesar refers to the
weariness of the Gauls in a battieefatigationg and describes the general spiaibimug of the

Gauls as feeble despite an initial eagerness fofWale later perpetuates this idea, commenting

%7 Tac.Ann.12.36.

28 Arndt notes the representation of the ‘other’ assgssing martial strength common in early Britishitary discourse (Arndt 2010: 712, 725).
289 Harington 1980: 106. The Xhosa are reported t@ lmacused the British of being the ‘aggressors'sféio 1992: 1031).

20 jy. 39.54.6. cf. Strab. 4.1.5, 7.2.2. Tacitusyoméscribes the furthest tribes of Germania asauitfriolence, not provoking war, and having a
love of peace (Tad&erm.35-36).

»! CaesB.G.1.39.1, 2.30.4, 4.1, 7.42

#2CaesB.G.3.19. See also Gruen 2010: 148.
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on the inability of the Gauls to bear their attdok long?®® Caesar also remarks once on the

speed yelocissimi*®* of the Gaul$™®

Smith at times makes reference to the physicaltalasihd size of the Xhosa. He describes one
Xhosa man as ‘athletic’ and over six feet fafland often describes Xhosa men as ‘athlética
word meaning at the time ‘strong, vigorous andvactf body’?®® Smith portrays Magoma as
referring to his own men as ‘strorfg® although this is portrayed as the word of the éothHe
also describes the Xhosa against whom he wastiiglas ‘brawny savage$® alluding to great

strength and robustne¥g.

Caesar and Smith here describe the physical abilitiye ‘other’ in very different ways. Caesar’s

particular descriptions of the large stature, aalll muscular bodie§? but weak endurant® of

*% CaesB.G.4.35.2.

294 Tacitus uses the worgtlocitasto describe the German infantry (T&erm.6.4)

% CaesB.G.1.48.5.

29 Smith, Letter to Juand5 April 1835 inAutobiography.

27 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 July 1835| etter to Duke Wellingtoh4 May 1836 irl_etterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 39, 67, Smith, H.,
Letter to the Duke of Wellingtdr® Dec 1851 [MS 617] Cory Library, Smitbetters to GreyL7 March 1852, 7 April 1852 iGorrespondence
(1853).

28 Barclay 1811: 66.

29 gmith, Letter to D’Urban27 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.

300 Smith,Autobiographyp. 57.

1 Barclay 1811: 119.

302 Other Roman writers also describe Britons, Gants@ermans as possessing huge bodies. Livy commerte large bodies of the Gauls
often (Liv. 5.44.4,7.9.8, 7.10.7, 7.26.1, 22.488.,17.3) and on the weight of a particular falzsul and the amount of space he takes up on the
ground (Liv. 7.10.10). Strabo comments on the Iaggsique of the Gauls and Britons (Strékeog.4.4.2, 4.4.3, 4.5.2) and that the Germans
were taller than even the Celts (Strab. 7.1.2)leited comments on the huge tall bodies of the Gesnfdell. 2.106.1). Tacitus comments on the
huge figure and broad extensive limbs of the Gemaaml the tallness of the Britons (TAon.1.64, 2.21Agr. 11.2,Hist. 5.14, 5.18Germ.

4.2). Suetonius alludes to the tallness of Gernj@nst.Calig. 47.1). Plutarch also comments on the assumed $tatyere of the Gauls and
Germans (PlutMarc. 7.1, Mar. 11.3). Cicero remarks on tihebor of the Gauls (CicHar. Resp19).

%03 Other Roman writers also comment on them as intad enduring battle, suffering or disease. Giascribes the ‘other’ as wailing like
women in sickness (Cid.usc.2.65) and comments generally on ‘barbarians’ dttifig desperately to the end with the sword buble&o
behave like men in sickness (Ciasc.2.65). Frequently in connection with the Gauls yLisses the wordessusamdtaedium(Liv. 5.44.5,
22.2.7,27.48.16, 36.38.4, 38.27.1), their bodaésasd intolerant to disease, heat, labour andttfliiv. 5.48.3, 10.28.4, 27.48.16, 34.47.5,
35.5.7, 38.17.7). Livy also writes of how the Gadil$ not expect the Romans to be able to endutkeactd hunger (Liv. 38.19.4), but the
narrative shows the Romans had the endurance didezo, Livy comments on the feminine weaknes$ief®auls (Liv. 10.28.5). He describes
them later as not being able to endure even theditacks from the Romans (Liv. 38.27.4). ValeMaximus writes of the ‘other’ as
‘lamenting’ when they are ill (Val. Max. 2.6.11)aditus writes of the ‘other’ as lacking the stamioaupport a wound (Taénn.2.14), not
being able to endure work, thirst or heat (Taerm.4.2, Hist. 2.93), unable to endure change in country and ¢éirfieac.Hist. 2.32) and
vulnerable to disease (Tadist. 2.93). Plutarch portrays the ‘other’ as weakenedibge, lack of supplies, diseased and dying (Blatn.28.1-
2).
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the Britons, Gauls and Germans, are similar tordtenan writers’ description§s and largely
adhere to particular classical stereotypes aboaitHerners®® although Kraus argues that
Caesar veers away from the comically stereotypestsized northernef® and does not relate
these traits to climate or geography as was conmitHduyt to lifestyle and diet, thus revealing a
degree of independent thinkiA. Smith seems to make unqualified mention of thesjuay
ability of the ‘other’. | would argue Smith’s degatons were based largely on observation, as
Caesar's may have been, and not on any common séeraotype, particularly as the emphasis

on ‘athleticism’ relates to the kind of guerrillaavfare and swift ambush tactics he was faced

with, as opposed to the formal warfare he wouldehasen more used to.

1.5.2 Great Numbers

Caesar, like many Roman writéfs writes of the great numbét8 of the ‘other’, with such

311

words asmilia®** and multituda®*? He describes the Gauls as being able to call aghfr

replacements when others tired of fightififjand the Suebi and Ubii as numerdtisHirtius

315

also portrays the ‘other’ as being a greatltituda® The emphasis implied in these kinds of

portrayals is in comparison between such a largeefof the ‘other’ and a relatively smaller

304 Livy writes that the Gauls’ physical power and @me, effective only in attacks, weakenkghguescersétif they had to wait even for a short
time (Liv. 7.12.11. cf 7.23.10, 38.27.1). See dtsmnotes 302 and 303.

305 Balsdon 1979, Long 1986: 2, 60-62, 214, Isaac 2803, Kraus 2009: 165, Riggsby 2006: 49, 62, G2@06: 471. Schadee and Gruen
remark specifically on Caesar’s use of these stgpes (Schadee 2008: 163, 165, Gruen 2010: 141).

3% Kraus 2009: 166.

397 Many ancient writers subscribed to various versiohenvironmental theory which assumed relatidwéen geography and human qualities,
for example in Herodotus, Hippocrates, PolybiusitRmius, Vitruvius, and to an extent in Livy, Stoeand Pliny and referred to by Cicero
(Isaac 2004: 56-109). cf. Takgr. 11. See also Gruen 2006: 473. Meiners in the 1%80t of the Celts as once able to conquer partseof
world yet more sensitive to heat and cold, andrfedte easily prey to sickness (Jahoda 1999: 6@erfds Magnus linked Africans’ black
colour, curly hair and forward projection of thevjéo the consequences of a hot climate (Jahoda BA99Later Some nineteenth Century
evolutionists also made links between human dewedoyt to environmental conditions rather than biglGiahoda 1999: 134).

%8 |saac 2004: 97.

%9 Cic. Prov. Cons32, 34, Liv. 5.34.5, 5.38.1, 6.42.7, 21.25.14, 831335.3.5, 38.16.1, Vell. 2.120.4, Val. Max. 32.TacAnn.2.12, 14.32,
Agr.17.1, 25.4, 29.4, 32.2, Plam.15.1, 18.3, 40.1Marc. 6.2,Mar. 11.2, 18.1, 19.2Caes.24.1, 25.2, 26.4, 27.2. Adcock notes the tendency
of most ancient generals to consciously or subdously exaggerate the numbers of the enemy (Adt6&86: 27).

¥19CaesB.G.2.4.5.

%' CaesB.G.1.48.5.

%2CaesB.G.2.8.1,2.15.1, 3.2.1, 7.76.6.

¥%CaesB.G.3.4.

%4 CaesB.G.4.1.4, 4.3.

%% CaesB.G.8.9.2.
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number of Romari$® who in the end were able to defeat them, whiclvitably makes the

Romans look that much more impressive.

Great numbers of Xhosa are, likewise, commentedven and over again by Smith. During the
conflict in 1835 he describes the Xhosa as a ‘cterable numbet'’ and ‘numerous®® He
gives a figure of 4000 warriors in one encoutiteand upwards of 10 000 warriors in anotfér,
later describes the British as surrounded by ‘thods’*?* The number later increases to ‘20 000
warriors’ as he attempts to refute the accusatian the contest was uneqd# also describing
the Xhosa warriors at an assembly to discuss péawes as ‘4000, with a ‘numerous
cavalry’ 32 He describes the Xhosa that attacked the Colonyuaserous ‘hordes?* Mostert
makes the point that the mass of the enemy wasredféo ‘merely’ as hordes of savages,
diminishing them as a threat, assuming their onlyaatage was in their numbers while the
British were supposedly superior in other wéfjs. Smith mentions a ‘considerable body’ of
Xhosa again, fighting against the British whom theith the help of a Khoi battalion, drove off,
kiling many and seizing thousands of cafffeHe refers frequently to the ‘immense numbers’
and ‘many hundreds’ of his adversaries threatetoragtack®?’ making his defeats of the ‘other’
during this war seem all the more glorious. Whenipwharge of Queen Adelaide Province, he

at first estimates the number of Xhosa under higrobas ‘50 000°?® and later as ‘70 00%*

%% CaesB.G.6.8.1.

317 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 July 1835 irLetterbook.

318 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanli, 16 Aug, 30 Nov 1835, 17 Apr 1836liatterbook See also Mostert 1992: 736.

318 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.

320 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

321 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook He also uses the word later to describe the atrafwwarriors he faced (Smitketter to
Godlonton10 Feb 1837 iGodlonton Corresp.

322 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

323 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

324Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook He uses the word ‘hordes’ again in Smitetter to Grey? Apr 1852 inCorrespondence
(1853).

2% Mostert 1992: 694.

326 Smith,Autobiographyp. 31.

%27 Smith, Autobiographyp. 54, 56, 63, 65.

%28 Smith, Letter to D’Urban26 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.
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and the population of the Gaika’s to amount to ntben ‘55 000°%*° He refers to ‘numerous’
Xhosa assembled at his meetifigfsOn the imminent abandonment of the province, Smith
remarks on it as ‘extensive and populous, in wHiéh000 warriors could assemble in two
days.?3? Reflecting back in his autobiography, he refer&umwvards of 100 000’ of the Xhosa
who were under his contrdf® essentially giving the impression of the vastrasthe power he
held over so many. Scholars have noted Smith’s rgépeendency to exaggerate, especially
with numbers* and Lester puts the number of Xhosa under his camdnn Queen Adelaide as
73 800*° During his last conflict with the Xhosa he desesithem as ‘numerous hordé&¥,
using word ‘horde’ fairly often during this campaif’ He comments on a ‘great number’ of
Xhosa gathered to sue for ped&&When Smith refers to a considerable, numerous giernis
description of the unsettled campaign against thess, counting ‘20 000 to 25 000’ warriSrs,
he is trying explain his continuing inability to tpdown the war, while at the same time,
however, attempting in his correspondence to créeempression that in spite of the ‘great
numbers’ what victories they had were considerabbnaging to kill thousand® in spite of the

reality.

1.5.3. Practical Skills

Physical strength and large masses would not haga biewed as enough to win battles, with

skill and training in the art of warfare just asnbt more important to the Romans. Caesar

%29 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov, 8 Dec 1835, 4 June 1836.igiterbook.

330 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

331 Smith, Letter to D’Urban9 Feb 1836 ietterbook.

3325mith, Letter to D’Urban16 July 1836 irLetterbook.

333Smith, Autobiographyp. 77, 94.

334 Harington 1980: 21, 23, 39.

%5 | ester 1998: 227.

%36 Smith, H. Letter to the Duke of Wellingtdr® Dec 1851 [MS 617] Cory Library.
337 Smith, Letters to Godlonto6 Jan 1852, 7 April 1852 i@odlonton Corresp.
338 Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

%39 Smith, Letters to Greyi 7 March 1852, 7 April 1852 i@orrespondencél853).
340 Smith, Letters to Grey? April 1852 inCorrespondencél853).
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comments fairly often on the Gauls’ and Germanslil skt war, but uses various means to
undermine these comments, if not dismissing thetinegyn Caesar twice refers to the Germans
asexercitissim?** trained, disciplinetf? in arms, although he goes on to narrate how theng w
defeated. A Gaul, Camulogenus, described by him as possessing unparalleled letms
(singularem scientiajii** of warfare, but by noting that he is singled owthiis own kind in this
way, Caesar is distancing himself from the praika Gaul. This comment on his exceptional
knowledge or skiff** in warfare in particular is also later qualified the fact that Caesar defeats
the Gauls and would therefore be assumed to haae gneater skill in warfare. Caesar does go
as far as to refer to Gauls in one instance aspiginorant and inexperiencé® (inscientig>*°

in warfare, compared to the Romans. He also de=trithe Germans aBnperitos>*’
inexperienced and ignorafff later using the same word to describe the Gauwlsk lof
experience of strategy and siege operatidhsie describes the cavalry and charioteers of the
Britons as proving inferior to the Roman troopsdtri... superiorés™>° Caesar also a few times
remarks on the Gauls’ superior skill at ship-fafiigand twice refers to thecientiaof the

Massilian ship pilot§>® This acknowledgement seems for once to go undemif

understandably so, as Caesar's own Roman shipsotlisitally stand up to the Gallic standards

%1CaesB.G.1.36.7, 1.39.1.

342 ewis and Short 1879: 684.

*3CaesB.G.7.57.3.

344 ewis and Short 1879: 1642.

345 Lewis and Short 1879: 962.

%% CaesB.G.3.19.3.

%47 CaesB.G.6.10.2.

348 | ewis and Short 1879: 900.

349 CaesB.G.7.29.3. Rawlings argues that this perception oitamjl incompetence was more than likely merely thperception - and that there
are possible alternative readings of the situditiom the perspective of the ‘other’, other meand stnategies of warfare (Rawlings1998: 174-
176). Tacitus does once admit to these alternatids of possibilities (Seehapter 2, footnote 135)

¥%CaesB.G.5.15.1.

®1CaesB.G.3.12-13. Strabo also comments on the Massiliotél'is making instruments and equipment of shifg4b.4.1.5).
%2CaesB.C.1.58.

a7



of ship making®>® Schadee comments on this skill as evidence ofother’ as rational human

beings®>*

and would also have been important in naval warfar

Smith very rarely emphasizes the Xhosa people’ akarms®® and when he does it seems to
be in reference to more sinister skills. He podrdjomsa as talking of her ‘inexperience and
inability’. >*® When he is attempting to refute the accusation tihe war against Hintsa was
‘unequal’, he describes the Xhosa warriors as ‘BXp& Smith only once describes the Xhosa as
having ‘warlike ability’>*® He also describes the Xhosa as being ‘experttiging off cattle>*°
but one should realize that he is commenting oir theeptional ability to commit a crime. In

the same way he describes them as ‘dexterous’ein &bility to elude his capture and feign

attacks so as to attack from another directf8n.

Caesar, like other Roman writéfé, makes much comment on the ‘other’s’ skill at vathough
that skill is portrayed as still ultimately inferiof what the Romans were capable of. Smith, on
the other hand, makes little mention of the miitakills of the ‘other’ and when he does the

stress is on criminality.

%3 Fyller 1965: 117.

%% Schadee, 2008: 166.

355 Smith does comment on the Mfengu as ‘far supesbcarrying out police duties to Europeans, howewe carries on to explain that he
thinks the reason for this is that the Mfengu @sier to control, essentially more subdued, andttiey work for less pay, which tells us more
about their status in society than their abilitytothe job (Smithl_etter to Grey2 Feb 1852 irCorrespondencél853)).

356 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 Nov 1835 irL_etterbook.

357 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

358 Smith, Letter to Grey2 Feb 1852 irCorrespondencél853).

%9 Smith,Autobiographyp. 56.

360 Smith,Autobiographyp. 57.

%61 polybius describes Ortiagon, a Gaul, as ‘skilfulie art of war’ (Plb. 22.21.4). Livy commentstbe Gauls as ‘raw in the art of attacking
towns’ @d oppugnandarum urbium artes rugdikiv. 21.25.6) and lacking skilhgec artg in stone-throwing (Liv. 38.21.6). Tacitus comnenh
the Germans’ skillgrter) in swords and lances (Ta@erm.24.1) and uses the same word to describe the Brighll in using their swords and
shields (TacAgr. 36.1). Plutarch describes the Gauls in generalitstanding in cavalry warfare (Pliarc. 6.4), but also describes them as
having no skill in sword craft (Plu€am.40.3). Other kinds of skills are also mentionedther Roman sources. Livy admits — if a little
patronisingly — that the Gauls have some artigiit s/asis,non infabre suo more fact{kiv. 36.40.12). Tacitus alludes to Civilis’ attpts at
engineering (Taddist. 5.14), but also describes the Germans in geneillitaste (Tac.Germ.2.3). He also describes them as ignorant
(ignotum) of money-lending (Tadserm.26.1), but this lack of knowledge was not necdlyseiewed by Tacitus as something negative,
similarly when he comments on the Britons’ suppdaeH of skill in collecting pearls (Taégr. 12.6). Strabo also comments, however, on the
Britons’ lack of skill and experience in gardenad agriculture (Strab. 4.5.2). Tacitus describesBatavians as diligent and learnadeém...
studig at swimming (TacAnn.2.8,Hist. 4.12), the Britons’ national experience in swimm(figc.Agr. 18.4), and the Germans as being
accustomed to streams and waters (Fast. 5.14). Plutarch describes some Gauls as beinglemtet mountaineering (Plutam.26.2).
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1.5.4 Disorder and Lack of Discipline

Linked to the perception of the ‘other’ as beingxperienced in war, is Caesar’s description of
the ‘other’ as disorderly and undisciplin®d He describes the departure of a group of Gauls as
without order or commanghullo certo ordine neque impe}id® implying a lack of discipline or
leadership®* Hirtius repeats this idea of disorder when he diess a column of the ‘other’ as
perturbatum et confusuffi® Caesar also refers to the Germans as lackingptiieeinullo officio

aut disciplind.*®® However, he does mention the orders, commands, tank and file of the
Gauls®®’ implying the existence of order among tH&as well as using words suchgeratus

and instructug® in connection with their war preparations, whiends itself to the idea of a

certain amount of organization.

Smith makes only one specific mention of the Xhesations as disorderi§ but focuses quite

a lot on their discipline or obedieriétin general. He describes Pato and his captainvel-*

7

behaved fellows®’? He describes the kind of warfare carried out l®yXhosa as of a ‘desultory’

373
S)

nature>”® which can refer to a kind of unsettfétidisorder. In the same letter he refers to them as

%2 gee alsdruller 1965: 99, Barlow 1998: 139. Balsdon notes'timdisciplined’ northerner as a fairly commonpieqBalsdon 1979: 60).

%3 CaesB.G.2.11.1.

364 ¢f. Livy: nec certa imperia nec duc@sv. 7.24.8) andurbatis (Liv. 38.26.8), Tacitusnon ordines, non in unum consulgfec. Hist. 1.68),
ne duces quidem in unum consul€Fac.Hist. 4.70) andnconditam turbanfTac.Hist. 4.67), and the chaotic display by the ‘other’ whikh
Romans encountered when they crossed to Mona Afac14.30).

%5 CaesB.G.8.14.2.

36 CaesB.G.4.1.9. Tacitus echoes this when he describes ¢éneghs as not disciplined (Tagerm.25.2). However, both Velleius Paterculus
and Tacitus comment on the Roman discipline addpyetie ‘other’ at times (Vell. 2.109.1, Ta8erm.30.2), here acknowledging the ‘other’
capable of discipline but associating it with wisatonsidered ‘Roman’ not ‘other’.

%7 CaesB.G.5.34.1.

38 plutarch described the ‘other’ as acting in aiglsted way in spite of having had too much foodi avine (PlutMar. 19.3).

%9 CaesB.G.7.59.5.

370 Glenelg in his accusations of D’Urban and Smittdmpaign against the Xhosa, dismissed the Xhoadtagat and highlighted their
‘disorganisation’ (Lehmannn 1977: 195).

371 Smith comments to a great extent on the ‘concarad ‘behaviour’ of the Xhosa (Smithetters to D’Urbar27 Sept, 5 Oct, 29, 30 Nov, 13,
15 Dec 1835, 10 Jan, 9 Feb, 25 Mar, 3, 18 Apr, &y, June 1836 ibetterbook Smith,Letter to Godlontori5 Dec 1850 irGodlonton
Corresp). See alstdarington 1980: 180, Lehmannn 1977: 321.

372 Smith, Letter to Juana 6 April 1835 inAutobiography

573 Smith, Letter to Greys Feb 1852 irCorrespondencél853).

74 Barclay 1811: 276.
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‘undisciplined’®”®> Smith also refers to the Xhosa groups several stime having become
‘unruly’,*"® alluding to them as undisciplined or ungovernable.goes even further to refer to
them as acting with ‘disobedienc®’,however it should be noted that this is in refegeto their

disobedience to Smith’s own orders. At other tirhesacknowledges the tribes as ‘ordedyd

‘obedient’*”® He does acknowledge once that the Xhosa were fpwefiared’ for battld’®

More often than not, both Caesar and Smith commerthe ‘other’ as undisciplined. Regarding
Caesar this was largely drawing on a constrast Wwishown troops whom he portrayed as
disciplined and ordered, or at least as capabbeinfiy restored to ordéf° thereby pointing out a
military weakness in the ‘other’. Smith, howeveltjmately sets the focus on himself. Although
his actions should be seen against the backgrotimtheteenth Century associations between
the idea of disorder and the ‘oth&t,his focus was on the ‘obedience’ to his rule,eathan the
organization of the opposing army, which in turcasinected with his efforts to place the Xhosa

under his direct rule and supervision.

1.6 The ‘Other’ Incapable of Defeating the Empire

As has become evident, regardless of any capabhilitiat are attributed to the ‘other’, they are
ultimately portrayed as still inferior, the evidenof which lies in the narrative of their defeat.

Caesar at times describes the enemy as fightinmedately, with no hope of safety or victdfy.

375 Smith, Letter to Greys Feb 1852 irCorrespondencél853).

376 Smith,Autobiographyp. 71, SmithLetter to Greyl0 Dec 1849 iitCorrespondencél 850), SmithReply to Xhosa Chiefis Jan 1852 in
Correspondencgl853).

377 Smith, Letter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

378 Smith, Autobiographyp.79, 99.

379 Smith, Letter to Greyl7 March 1852 irCorrespondencél853).

¥0 Kraus 2009: 167.

%1 Berndt and Berndt 1971: 22.

%2 CaesB.G.2.27.3, 2.33.4. cf. Liv. 5.43.1. Livy writes ofetiGauls when victorious as amazed and awed ataieiwvictory as if they would
not expect to win over Romans (Liv. 5.39.1). Strabmments on the Britons as not being strong entwgkttack Romans (Strab. 2.5.8) and
Tacitus describes the enemy as making a half seand weak attack on the Romans (Pam.1.51) and in another instance as possessing
inferior weapons (Tadgr. 35-38)
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Defeat of the ‘other’ is portrayed as inevitables #pposing forces, the Germans, Gauls and
Britons are overwhelmingly described by Caesaredfealed by the Romans. He describes the

%83 andvicti.®** He describes the Romans as killing as many ofGhels as

Gauls assuperatj
daytime allowed®® Caesar also describes the ‘other’ as retreatergq verterunt® or fleeing
(fuga),*®’ leaving the impression of the Romans as succe¥&fli the last example, connected

389 However, it should also be noted

to the idea of fleeing and defeat is dispersidisgersos
that Caesar quite often acknowledges the instawtese theRomansare almost defeated or
overcome by ‘other’® The battle against the Gauls under Vercingetoras wefinitely not
portrayed as an easy Win. Balsdon notes the general portrayal in Roman ssucd Roman

success over the ‘other’, despite disasters whittloccur>*2

Smith also describes the fighting of the Xhosa rasjaihe British as ‘desperate’ attemptsto
inevitably be defeated. He describes the Xhosa risvéhe end of his first campaign as
‘desperate from despait®® In letters to his wife, Smith comments on the &thas ‘fly[ing]’
from the sight of one of their own after having tesathe Xhosa out of the aréaand how he

‘gave them a good licking™® in the Fish River bush so that they were all filyiinto Hintza’s

*®3CaesB.G.3.7.1, 4.27.1.

%4 CaesB.G.3.7.1, 7.29.2.

%5 CaesB.G.2.11.6.

%% CaesB.G.4.35.3.

%7 CaesB.G.4.27.1, 6.35.6. Other Roman writers also portraydther’ quite often as in retreat. Livy uses tadsfuga, terga verteréo
describe the ‘other’ as departing and fleeing (6iv12.8, 7.24.8, 31.21.15, 33.36.12, 38.18.7, 38,2B.27). Frontinus uses the wdodiato
portray the ‘other’ as fleeing (Fror8trat.2.6.3); Tacitus uses the worgerfugere, effugium, terga praebuere, decedereseaereto describe
the ‘other’ as escaping , fleeing, and withdrawffigc.Ann.1.56, 2.17, 12.35, 14.3Agr. 26.2, 36.3, 37.1, 38.Hist. 5.18, 5.23).

38 Murphey 1977: 239.

39 CaesB.G.6.35.6. Livy uses words suchagus, circumvenire, palari, errdo describe the ‘other as roaming or wanderinthewake of
defeat (Liv. 5.44.5, 5.45.3, 6.42.8). Tacitus userds such adispergere, rarus, vitabundus, palaa describe the ‘other’ as dispersed, scattered
and wandering in the aftermath of defeat (Tam.1.56,Agr. 37.5, 38.1Hist. 4.70, 71, 79). Plutarch also describes the ‘otherscattered (Plut.
Cam.29.5,Caes27.4).

0 Kraus 2009: 166, 172, Adcock 1956: 40-41, 43, 55.

391 Meier 1995: 326.

392 Balsdon 1979: 4, 178-9, 182, 190. Tacitus adniita@Germans that they had not so much been coedjbeit had triumphs celebrated over
their supposed defeat (Tagerm.37.6).

%93 Smith, Autobiographyp. 66, 67.

394 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 July 1835 irLetterbook.

%9 Smith, Letter to Juana&0 Jan 1835 iutobiography.

3% SmithLetter to Juana3 Feb 1835, reiterated liretter to Juan&6 Feb 1835 ifutobiography.
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country®¥” Smith describes the Xhosa as having been driveveny directiof® and as having
‘destroyed the enemy® Smith often describes the Xhosa as desperate franger and

starvation*°

implying he had managed to weaken them with hiwched earth tactics. He

describes the Xhosa after they had submitted irb E83more ‘reduced’ than any other people
ever weré® In his defence against the accusation that anstinjar was waged against a
helpless ‘other’, Smith describes the Xhosa asngawieen victorious, possessing the whole
frontier before he arrived on the scéffeSmith also occasionally, like Caesar, describes th

Xhosa as ‘wandering’ or ‘dispersed’ in defé&tHe describes the Xhosa as ‘conquef¥aind

beaten in waf’® despite the fact that this was not strictly thee¢&

In his conflict with the Xhosa in the 1850s he atl¥scribes Xhosa chiefs and their men as
beaten in waf’’ He describes great numbers of the Xhosa as béiteg,kslain, slaughtered,
fallen*®® and suffering considerable los&8snost often of cattlé!® He describes the Xhosa also
as ‘broken** Smith also describes the ‘other’ as haven beevedraway, beaten or driven
off.*'? He often refers to the Xhosa as giving way anéiriig'™ in defeat. However, despite his

constant claims of successes against the Xhosawts not really the case and he was unable to

397 Smith, Letter to Juan@6 Feb 1835 ilutobiography.

3% Smith, H.Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

399 Smith, H.Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

400 Smith, Letter to D'Urban30 Aug 1835 ir_etterbook.

401 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 irlLetterbook.

402 Smith, Letter to D'Urban17 Apr 1835 inLetterbook.

403 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl7 Nov 1835, 3 Apr 1836 ihetterbook.

404 Smith, Letter to D’Urban22 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

405 Smith, Autobiographyp. 70.

4061n 1835, it is generally agreed that there wasvidence of an actual victory against the Xhosd,that the British were incapable of
expelling the Xhosa (Lehmannn 1977: 152-3, Harindt®80: 25-26,29-31, 47-49, Mostert 1992: 684, &@8ter 1998: 221-245, Davenport
1991: 118, Peires 1982: 112-113). D'Urban and Sméte forced to compromise and negotiate the situgkehmann 1977: 185, Mostert
1992: 735, 751, Lester 1998: 226-7, 230) whilesitisg on claiming it as a victory and demandingantitional surrender (Mostert 1992: 743-
744). Smith only once admits to D’'Urban that ityed impossible to expel the Xhosa (Smitkiter to D'Urban22 Nov 1835 irLetterbool.
407 Smith, Letter to Chiefd5 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

%8 Smith, Letter to Chiefd5 Jan 1852, etters to Grey20 Jan 1852, 17 March 1852, 7 April 185Ziarrespondencél853).

409 Smith, Letters to Greyl7 March 1852, 17 April 1852 i@orrespondencél853).

410 5mith, Letter to Chiefd5 Jan 1852, etter to Grey7 April 1852 inCorrespondencél853).

“ SmithLetter to Grey? April 1852 inCorrespondencél853).
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end the war to the chagrin of his superitfsLehmann notes Smith’s constant narration of
success in order to magnifiy his own achieveméntsle does, however, once admit that he was

finding the war a difficult task™®

Connected to the image of the defeated is thahefstirrendering or submission of the ‘other’.
Caesar describes the Remigaging up, yielding, unconditionally surrenderfig(in potestatem

populi Romani permitte)é'®

Caesar often refers to this activity by the ‘otheith the verb
dedereor the related noudeditio*'® To surrender, in Caesar’s words often does nolyitiiat a
battle has actually been fought, as in many caggsup is described as submitting to his control
on the mere threat or possibility of conflf®?. Caesar demanded universal obedience and
submissiorf?* but the latter did not necessarily imply the ‘attead been defeated in batffé.

He also describes the ‘other’ as treating for pd4t€aesar also writes of the Gauls as having

submitted to the rule of the Roman pedffeHirtius uses another wordevincg to describe the

Gauls as utterly subduétf

Smith writes of the ‘submission’ of the Xhosa aftés first campaign against théfh and
describes them as submitting to his decisf6h®uring his campaign against the Xhosa in the

1850s he describes the chiefs of the T'Slambidseaping to their ‘allegiance and submission to

414 Lehmannn 1977: 333, 338, 345, 347, Harrington 1966, 183, 204, 217, Mostert 1992: 1097, 1098711009, 1127 — 1128.

45 Lehmannn 1977: 152.

“1% Harrington 1980: 204.

417 ewis and Short 1879: 1348

“18CaesB.G.2.3.2.

49 CaesB.G.2.15.3, 2.28.2, 2.32.1, 3.16.4, 3.22.4, 7.40.8.4.&f. Liv. 32.29.7, 32.30.13, Fro@trat.3.17.7, TacAnn.1.57, 12.35Hist.
1.68, 4.79, Suehug.21.1,Tib.9.2,Calig. 44.2). Burns notes the use of the wdatlitti to often describe the surrender of ‘barbariansir(®
2003: 116-7)

420 For example, CaeB.G.2.15.

421 Meier 1995: 257.

422 Meier 1995: 251-2.

42 CaesB.G.4.27.1, 4.36.1.

424 CaesB.G.5.54.5.

4% CaesB.G.8.24.1.

426 Smith, Letter to D'Urban18 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.

427 Smith, Letter to D'Urban22 Nov 1835 ir_etterbook.
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Her Majesty’s authority*?® in this instance referring to the chiefs as béimgubmission to the

control of the British. He refers in a further pgnaph to the need for ‘a general and
unconditional surrender’ from the Xho¥4.In this case the ‘other is not described as
surrendered yet, Smith merely requires it so, arehalludes to the lack of genuine surrender
previously, and perhaps a resistant uncomplianhgn&mith does refer at times to the Xhosa as
being ‘relentless** ‘obstinate’*** ‘persevering*? and as having fiercely and determined to
resist British advanceés® He describes Magoma as a ‘hero’, beaten but ingdnei’>* referring

to a spirit of resistance. Although Smith seemstiimk he has forced the ‘other’ into
submissiorf>° this may not have been the reality.

Both Caesar and Smith describe the ‘other’ in wagivays as overwhelmingly defeated, as other
Roman writer§® also do. Only some indication is made by Caesalosdes caused by the

‘other’,*®” while Smith concedes victories to the Xhosa ontjorpto his involvement®®

428 smithReply Through Gaika Commissioriés January 1852 iGorrespondencél853).

2% Smith,Reply Through Gaika Commissiorids Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

430 Smith, Letter to D'Urban30 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.
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432 gmith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 irlLetterbook.

433 Smith, Letters to Grey20 Jan 1852, 17 March 1852, 7 April 185Ziarrespondencél853).

434 Smith, Letter to D'Urbanl May 1836 irLetterbook Smith, Letter to Godlontori1l Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp.

435 Harington 1980: 180.

43¢ polybius describes the ‘other’ as defeated setienals (Plb. 21.38.1, 21.39.1, 21.41.1). Livy ueswordstriumphus, victus, superatus,
cladesto describe the defeat of the ‘other’ (Liv. 7.252.31.2, 33.23.4, 33.36.15, 34.22.2, 36.40.121384). Strabo comments on the ‘other’
as easily defeated by the Romans in naval battitel{S4.4.1). Velleius Paterculus uses the weid®ria, victus, triumphug¢vell. 2.46.1, 2.47.1,
2.106.1) and describes the ‘other’ as defeated.(¥420). Tacitus often portrays the ‘other’ aate@ and defeated (Taknn.2.5, 2.22, 2.25,
14.36,Germ.37.3,Agr.22.3, 26.2, 33.4, 34.1, 38.5, 38.5) and uses wsudB aglades, victus, pulsy3ac.Ann.12.32, 14.30Hist. 4.70, 71,
5.18,Agr. 18.7, 37.3). Suetonius uses the wadperatus, triumphu® describe the ‘other’ as defeated (Sdet.25.2,Dom.6.1). Plutarch also
often describes the defeat of the ‘other’ (PRtm.22.2,Cam.17.6, 29.5Marc. 7.3,Caes.19.5, 20.2, 26.4, 27.3). Augustus refers to the
conguest of Spain, Gaul and the Dalmatia with tbeddevincq a particularly strong verb (Auguf.G.5). Plutarch mentions the ‘other’ as in
‘hiding’ (Plut. Caes23.1). Tacitus refers to the ‘other’ as confusedb@tis) (Tac.Ann.12.35). Velleius refers to the ‘other’ facti (Vell.
2.106.2). Tacitus refers to the failuresiyersig of the ‘other’ (TacAnn.1.68). Livy and Velleius Paterculus refer to thth&r’ as captured
(capti9 (Liv. 36.38.6, Vell. 2.46.1, 2.47.1). Livy uses the vade®o, caedes, caedo, occido, prolabor, dilatmdescribe the ‘other’ as dead,
killed and fallen (Liv. 7.10.11, 7.23.10, 22.2.6,31.15, 32.30.11, 34.22.2-3, 34.46, 36.38.4-6/®86, 38.23.7). Velleius Paterculus uses the
wordstrucido, caeddo describe the ‘other’ as slaughtered and kil\éell( 2.12.4, 2.46.1, 2.47.1, 2.119.2). Frontinsssithe wordaedoto
describe the ‘other’ as killed (Fror8trat.3.17.7). Tacitus uses the wdrdcido, cado, caedo, interficim refer to the ‘other’ as slaughtered,
fallen, killed (TacAnn.1.68, 14.37Agr. 18.4, 37.6Hist. 1.68, 4.71, 4.79). Plutarch also describes theetoths slaughtered (Plutaes.26.4).
Velleius goes to the extent of describing the ‘dthe exterminatedecisa (Vell. 2.12.4).

437 sallust comments on a victory of the Gauls ovemBws (SallJug.114.1). Livy comments on the victory of Gauls otfe Romans (Liv.
5.39.1, 6.42.7). Velleius writes of German victomer and slaughter of Romans (Vell. 2.8.3, 2.12.217.1, 2.119-20). Valerius writes of the
Gauls defeating Romans (Val. Max. 3.2.7). Tacituses of victories over the Romans (Tann.14.32,Hist. 4.17, 5.22) and Roman losses the
‘other’ inflicted (Tac.Hist. 4.27). Suetonius writes of a German victory overRomans (Suetib. 17.1). Plutarch mentions a number of
victories of the ‘other’ over Rome (Plium.12.5,Cam.16.1-2, 18.6-7, 19.7, 20.Mar. 19.2,Luc.27.7,Marc. 4.1).

438 Smith, Letter to D'Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook.
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Connected to the portrayal of the ‘other’ as def@éats the description of them as surrendered or
in submission. | would argue however, that defeatduhttle does not necessarily have the same
meaning as the latter which conveys a degree optiante and lack of resistance. Both Caesar
and Smith depict the ‘other’ in this way, as ottiRoman writers d8*° These kinds of
descriptions are not surprising considering botledaa and Smith were military leaders who
wished to be seen as successful conquerors artd pottray themselves as defeated, if even in

the case of Smith this was often not a reflectibreality.

1.6.1 Pathetic Repentance

Specifically commenting on the attitude of the &mthtowards its conqueror in defeat, Caesar
refers to the Gauls as throwing themselves at &é&t in tears, anxious and concerned for
themselved?’ He refers to the Nervii as exhibiting a miseraiigitiful supplication in miseros

* He portrays the women and children of defeatedlszas stretching out their

ac supplicep
hands begging for ped€é and the Bellovaci and Aedui as begging for mensyl &indness
(clementia ac mansuetudii#® He again later portrays the Aedui as begging tieirtlives***
He also goes as far as portraying the ‘other’ aslogizing*> or making excuses for going

against Rome. He describes the deputies from Masnmaking excusegxcusarent**® for

making war against Ronf&’ The implication, although not particularly straingthis instance, is

4% polybius refers to the ‘other’ as in submissiolb (R1.36.3). Cicero refers to the ‘other’ as sufmtland taught to submit (Cierov. Cons.
33). Strabo refers to the Germans as subdued (8tfaB, 7.2.2). Tacitus describes the ‘other’ asasing an oath of allegiance (Tadist. 4.70)
and complying, submitting to Rome (Té&dist. 4.71,Germ.29.3). Plutarch describes the ‘other’ as subduedsarrendered (Plu€aes20.2,
27.5).

“0CaesB.G.1.31.1-2

441 CaesB.G.2.28.3. Tacitus also refers to thepplices suppliance, of the ‘other’ (Taénn.2.22)

2 CaesB.G.2.13.3.

“3CaesB.G.2.14.5. cf. 2.31.4

444 CaesB.G.7.40.7.

445 A kind of apology is presented in the words whlettitus gives to Segestes (TAnn.1.58).

446 |_ewis and Short 1879: 681.

“7CaesB.G.4.22.1.
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that the ‘other’s conduct was ‘wron§® Linked to these portrayals of the ‘other’ as weaki
supplicating is the portrayal of the ‘other’ asaiwe of the Romari$? Caesar describes the Gauls
as entreating for peace in utter awe and alarnhetRomans’ superior siege engineefirg.
Caesar’s portrayal of the ‘other’ in this way airnd tmention ofclementia a Roman virtue,

reflects his self perpetuated reputation for ‘méetowards the enem$>*

Smith portrays the ‘other’ in similar ways. He déises Magoma as evincing ‘something like
contrition*? and acting ‘remorsefuf°® He describes the excessive ‘humility’ of a few X&ao
messengerS’ As in one of Caesar’s references, Smith portragsidha as throwing himself at
his feet, bathed in teaf® He describes Magoma as ‘humble’ and ‘penité&titHe also
describes the Xhosa as seeking ‘mefe¢{’Smith describes Hintsa as coming into his camp a
‘humble suppliant for peace and mer&} Like Caesar, Smith makes much out of his granting

of ‘mercy’ to others?®

implying both his own power and the morally wroognduct of the
‘other’. This idea of Smith is emphasized to anregesater extent by his portrayal of the ‘other’
as confessirj® and ‘penitent®®* These words carry Christian connotations of %frand place

the ‘other’ in a morally wrong position, which thegre portrayed as acknowledging in

448 polybius portrays the ‘other’ as in atonementesing themselves as having erred (Plb. 21.41.5-6)

4 velleius portrays the ‘other’ as in adulation loétRomans (Vell. 2.107.2)

40 CaesB.G.2.31.

“1veyne 1993: 357, Balsdon 1967: 106, Meier 1999 2igustus also made much of bismentia(August.R.G.6).

42 gmith, Letter to D'Urban18 Aug 1835 ir_etterbook.

453 Smith, Letter to D’Urban23 Aug, 27 Sept 1835 iretterbook.

454 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

455 Smith, Autobiographyp. 88.

456 Smith, Letters to D’Urban10 Nov 1835, 1 May 1836 inetterbook See also Harington 1980: 104.

457 Smith,Address to the Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography Smith,Letters to D’Urbar21 Mar 1836 ir_etterbook Smith, H. Letter to
D’Urban 20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

458 Smith, Autobiographyp. 34.

4% Smith refers often to his own and D’Urban’s ‘clemg and ‘mercy’ (SmithLetters to D’Urbar30 Aug, 1 Nov, 10 Nov, 17 Nov 1835, 3 Apr
1836 inLetterbook Smith,Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iodlonton Corresp.Smith,Reply to Chief45 Jan 1852 i€orrespondence
(1853)). See also Lehmannn 1977: 346. Haringtomeents on D’Urbans’ magnanimity as a guise for campse where defeat was impossible
(Harington 1980: 50). He also interestingly notestB as being accused by his superiors for hielery (Harington 1980: 208)

460 Smith, Autobiographyp. 84.

461 SmithLetter to D'Urban21 Mar 1836Autobiographyp. 86.

“2Barclay 1811: 221, 726.
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themselve$®® However, these kinds of protestations from theefshseem rather to have been
examples of chiefs’ playing Smith for their own endn example being Magorffd.Similarly to

Caesar, Smith also often portrays the Xhosa inaweadmiration of the Britisff®

1.7 Child-likeness

The overall image of the Xhosa as a negligibleghie epitomised in Smith’s representation of
the ‘other’ as childred® a term never used by Caesar. Smith claims thasalicalled himself
his ‘son*®” and that Hintsa, Tyali, Mhala and the Xhosa peeytem he ruled over in Queen
Adelaide province, called him their ‘Fathéf® Harrington asserts that the Xhosa people never
called him or thought of him as their fatfét.It is possible that the terminology of ‘father’dan
‘children’, although an acceptable figurative waydescribing deferential relationships in the
Xhosa language, was misused and misunderstood lith,Ethpossibly as a result of literal
translations by his interpretors intitafl{. Harrington comments on Smith’s regard for Hintsa a
‘patronizing condescension, as something betweehild and a dangerous péf? He often

referred to the Xhosa as his ‘childréf’and subsequently himself as their ‘Fattiét’. After

463 Smith, Letters to D’Urbar3 Nov 1835, 21 Mar, 28 Apr 1836 Iretterbook.

44 The supposedly ‘ingratiating’ and ‘humble’ chi¢8mith, Letters to D’Urban27, 28 Sept 1835, 5, 6, 12 Oct 183% aiterbook Smith,
Address to Caffer ChietsJan 1836 iutobiography had been playing Smith far more successfully thaimmagined he was playing them
(Mostert 1992: 772, 938, 1108). In flattering Smitiey managed to convince him to give them mard than the government had originally
intended (Peires 1982: 114). After a number oétstto D’Urban describing the chiefs as acting abknto and grateful for his policy (Smith,
Letters to D'UrbanSept 1835 irLetterbool, Smith recounts how ‘Magoma prayed so hardlyafsmall piece of land... that Captain Stretch and
myself decided on giving it to him’ (Smithetter to D’Urban27 Sept 1835 ihetterbook See also Mostert 1992: 765-6). According to Aritdt
was Captain Stretch who, in a private letter adi/daqoma to be submissive and remorseful in omldeprive D’Urban and Smith of any
reason to renew hostilities and seize their lant@82010: 720-721).

465 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl8 Aug, 22, 28 Sept, 10 Nov 1835, 19 Jan, 21 Fetar, 17 Apr 1836 iLetterbook Smith,Letter to Godlonton
10 Feb 1837 itGodlonton Corresp.Smith,Letter to Grey7 Jan 1850 itCorrespondencél850).

61t should be noted also that Smith also usedptaisrnalist language to describe European soldietsr his command (Smithetter to
D'Urban 26 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.

487 Smith, Letters to Juan&0 April, 3, 4, 5 May 1835 iAutobiography Smith, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknow#]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory
Library, Smith, Autobiographyp. 41.

458 Smith, Letter to Juan&0 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl4, 15 Feb, 25 Mar, 17 Apr 1836lietterbook Smith,
Autobiographyp. 81, 96.

6% Harington 1980: 105.

7% Mostert 1992: 770, 937.

471 Smith conducted his communication with the Xhasiagiinterpreters (Mostert 1992: 767).

472 Harington 1980: 40.

473 Smith, Letters to D’Urban10 Nov, 5 Dec 1835, 5 Apr, 1 May 1836liatterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 82, 89, 98, SmitiAddress to the
Caffer Chiefs7 Jan 1836 iutobiography Similarly Smith also refers to the Khoi as hikildren’ (Mostert 1992: 707).
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forgiving Magoma for some transgression, Smith enafars to him as his ‘prodigal soH® He

is also supposed to have encouraged the Xhosdeoteehis wife Juana as their ‘mothéf®.
Harrington describes his attitude towards the Xhiosgeneral and at ‘best’ that of ‘tolerant
condescension such as an impatient adult mighnebtte rather dull childrefif’” and that Smith
thought of them as resembling children who couldaght ‘adult’ behaviout’® Smith also uses
the phrase of himself as ‘father’ figure when hétegr of the giving of presents as he would to a
child*”® Mostert comments on Smith’s shifting emphasis frgunitive to sentimental
connotations in his use of this patronising langfd§He writes of an incident of the Xhosa
referring to Mhala as a ‘child’ and explains this a ‘figurative expression of contempt and
disapprobation and an allusion to him ‘not knowJingny better?®! covertly possibly
acknowledging the negative connotations impliedwhe himself referred to them as such. He
also uses the idea of the Xhosa as his childremdar to communicate his expectation that they
should dutifully behave and obey his commaffdsind if they did not he declared that they were
not his children any more unless they were ‘goagiia’®®* Smith not only writes of them as his
‘children’ but inevitably treated them as su€hSmith took British imperial paternalifti to a
whole new levef® Although his self-important, delusional personatitayed a large part in this

idea and view of both himself and the ‘other’, &shto be mentioned that the trope of child-

474 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 irLetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 82.

475 Smith, Letter to D'Urban1 May 1836 irLetterbook.

476 Lehmannn 1977: 189.

4" Harington 1980: 49.

478 Harington 1980: 55.

47° Mostert 1992: 1003.

480 Mostert 1992: 937.

481 Smith, Letter to D'Urban18 April 1836 inLetterbook.

2| ehmannn 1977: 172, 186.

83 Harington 1980: 106, 107.

“% Peires 1982: 111.

% Galbraith 1963: 64.

486 Davenport refers to Smith’s particular brand aftgrnalism’ (Davenport 1991: 121).
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likeness was to an extent particular to the timeadbnial expansiof’’ and provided an excuse
for missionary and civilizing endeavouf. However, understanding Smith’s own opinion of
himself and slant on reality and how he wantedi¢a\things, explains why he was the only one
of his near contemporaries in the Cape who desttibe Xhosa in this personal w&y.Some
argue that the fact that Smith and his wife weriédtgss may have played a réf8.Ultimately

the image is that of a simpler, inferior ‘otherhavneeded to be taught knowledge and morals.
The extent to which the ‘other’ was viewed as moratuous or otherwise will be dealt with in

the next chapter.

1.8 Conclusion

Although both Caesar and Smith seem to acknowl@ugéiectual and practical abilities of the
‘other’ they encountered, it is evident that mudforé was made to qualify these comments.
Caesar does to a certain extent subscribe to theentional stereotypes about northerners

present in earlier writing&* in the same way that common ideas and assumpifahe ‘other’

487 pccording to Jahoda the trope of child-likenessafages only became evident sporadically frontithe of the conquests in the Americas in
the sixteenth Century (Jahoda 1999: 9, 19, 131). I8though during the Enlightenment of the eigintseCentury a positive view was
engendered on the qualities of childhood and piimimentality’ (Jahoda 1999: 131), by the nineteeBentury it was a widespread derogatory
reference to many peoples met as a result of allerpansion (Jahoda 1999: 9, 131). Not intendexdlidsral ascription, the label was
associated with an idea of a weak personality, td@motional control, intelligence, mature reasod morality, particularly linked to European
ideas of innocence and original sin (Jahoda 1999142, 145-147, 149). However, theories of soaraligionism and biogenic ‘law’ in the
nineteenth Century provided a much more literabrete for the attribute (Jahoda 1999: 131). Botbsimnaries and colonial administrators
often used the analogy which was largely propagayetie former (Jahoda 1999:131, 144, 148). Byntiemtieth Century psychological
theorists stressed the similarities between childred all kinds of ‘savages’, the latter as lifagachildren with similar mood swings,
irresponsibility, irritability, curiosity, weakness thought and naivety (Jahoda 1999: 23, 88-90ages and representations of the ‘other’ would
have been available to someone like Smith by thetaenth century, as stories from travelers ardrsaiere diffused among maritime towns,
incorporated into literature and drama (Jahoda 1999- 199). Harrington writes of a general conseris early Victorian Britain that Africans
were in a state of ‘cultural infancy’ (Harington8® 54).

%8 Jahoda 1999:16, 140, 143, 146.

4891t s interesting, however, to see that a fewreir to the ‘other’ as children of the GovernmenState, such as Somerset, Calderwood and
Mackinnon (Somerset, QLetter to Earl Bathurse2 May 1819 in Theal, G.MRecords of the Cape Colony: from May 1818 to Janui&20,
copied for the Cape Government, from the Manus®gatuments in the Public Record Office, London, ¥®(London: William Clowes and
Sons,1902) Albany Museum, Calderwdaetter to Woosnaré Jul 1847 in Le Cordeur, B., Saunders,T®¢ War of the Axe, 1847:
Correspondence between the governor of the Capen@oS8ir Henry Pottinger, and the Commander ofBhgsh forces at the Cape, Sir
George Berkeley, and othgidoughton: Brenthurst Press, 1981) Cory Librarycklanon, G. Letter to SmitiL3 Mar 1850 irCorrespondence
(1850)) — Perhaps in the same way that Augustwgedéimself as the father to all people of the EmphugustR.G.6. cf. SuetAug.58.1)

and Pliny viewed Rome as ‘fatherland’ or ‘nursimglianother to all other lands’ (PliRl.N. 3.39). Balsdon comments on the Roman Emperor
emerging as a universal ‘father-figure’ (Balsdo9971).

490 ehmannn 1977: 193, Harington 1980: 56.

“1isaac 2004: 413, 415, Gruen 2006: 471, Miller 8adage 1977: 110, Riggsby 2006: 58.
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are evident in Smith’s comments. However, Caesarduation of the ‘other’ is more complex,
selective and considered, possibly due to his ovat-liand experiences and observatiths.
Similarly, but more obviously, Smith seems condyastirprised at what he views as exceptions
to common ideas about the ‘other’ from his firshéiabservations. Where Caesar tends not to
make sweeping statements or assign national ttaitpeoples, often describing particular
individuals or tribes in particular circumstané®$,Smith’s tendency is to express broad
prejudice while pointing out the excepticli$.Miller and Savage argue that Caesar uses
stereotypes selectively when it suits his agéfitiMany stereotypes and descriptions place the
‘other’ in a negative immoral light, which as thexh chapter will discuss, further served to

justify and rationalise behaviour or actions towdre ‘other’*°

At various times Caesar and Smith acknowledge tieagth and threat posed by the ‘other’ to
their empire, particularly how many they were faciBuilding up the enemy as a danger or
threat would not only have had the advantage o¥igimag justification for a campaign against
them, but also served to bolster the reputation glad/ of those who managed to defeat and
subdue therfY?” which they are overwhelmingly portrayed as sucdambto. Rosenstein
comments that the ‘other’, having submitted to Rommuld then be liable to the label of
rebellious and treacherous should they réSist.onversely, portraying the ‘other’ as powerless,
divided or weak served the purpose of justifyingp@malistic interference on behalf of the

‘other’.**® Caesar and Smith also subscribed to the ideattivats the natural order of the world

492 |saac 2004: 413, Gruen 2006: 471-2, Riggsby 2686:
493 Gruen 2010: 148.

494 Harington 1980: 37.

4% Miller and Savage 1977: 110.

4% Miller and Savage 1977: 110, 120.

497 Miller and Savage 1977: 111.

498 Rosenstein 2009: 89.

9% Rosenstein 2009: 89.

60



that the strong conquer the wedk Although it was an idea accepted more Roman tiffes,

Smith repeatedly used it to justify his actionsiisociety that largely no longer acceptedfit.

Smith’'s emphasis on the ‘other’ as uneducated dd-tke served to justify intervention and

control in the affairs of the ‘other’, as he notyattempted to implement direct rule over the
Xhosa in the Cape Colony, but as later chaptersudss sought to teach them ‘civilised’ and
Christian ways, an element of the latter found is particular descriptions of the ‘other as

‘penitent’.

50veyne argues that in the Republican era, concgueste for itself and did not require comment otifigstion and goes further to say that
there was not yet any need to justify war by theedlirse of ‘peace’ and duty to protect allies (Me$893: 359-360). | do not agree with the
latter statement. Caesar takes great pains tmeutlhy he felt compelled to campaign against vargnoups, which if Veyne is correct, would
not have been necessary.

01 Rosenstein comments that Roman society restedstorgg ethos of military service and that conqaest victory were applauded for their
own sake (Rosenstein 2009: 89). 8mwnote 21.

%2 gee footnote 58.
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CHAPTER 2

CORNELIUS TACITUS AND HARRY SMITH'S MORAL

JUDGEMENTS ON THE CHARACTER OF THE ‘OTHER’

‘Your new-caught, sullen peoples, / Half-devil dadf-child’ — R. Kipling ‘White Man’s Burden’

2.1 Introduction

Many of the Roman stereotypical descriptions of mfers, Gauls and Britons comment on
character flaws and, to a certain extent, virtédhough one can find examples of this trend in
many Roman sources, Cornelius Tacitus offers thetmomplex and nuanced view on the
subject. | will, therefore, be limiting my discuss mainly to the works of Tacitus, namdde
vita lulii Agricolae, De origine et situ Germanorumistoriae and Annales in the comparison
with Sir Harry Smith’s descriptions of Xhosa chdesicand behaviour. As | did in the previous
chapter, the context and genres of Tacitus, aredgmall extent Smith, will be examined before
going into an in-depth textual analysis of releveaferences found in these sources. Various
kinds of perceived character flaws or virtues Wi discussed as well as possible reasons and
implications for such comments and the similarigesl differences found between Tacitus and
Smith. Many of the characterisations to be compaepear as binary opposites, or varying
degrees of such traits, which makes them impossdldiscuss separately and bring out the

contradictions and complexities in both Tacitusd &mith’s representations of the ‘other’.
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2.2 Tacitus and Smith: Comparison of Backgrounds@anres

Not much is known about Tacitddde was a politiciaR,involved in public life in Rome under
Vespasian, Domitian and Hadridnand was a senafaand elected suffect consul in AD 9He
seems to have owed much of his honours and cargearticularly Vespasiahand also Titus
and Domitian. He was constantly preoccupied with the corruptibrvalues under autocratic
regimes at Rome, particularly under rulers like M@n? Scholars argue that Tacitus, as a
collaborator and surviving senator under the redfrbomitian, was attempting to justify or
vindicate his collaboratioh, preoccupied with the degradation and servility hig class?
whereas any justification on Smith’s part had tovdth his actions and policies in a military
capacity. Tacitus’ concerns, motivations and argusevere mainly political and centred on the
metropolis of Romé! He did not share the same immediate military ashaimistrative goals

towards the peoples whom he sought to describe@amdnent on, as Smith and Caesar did.

Unlike Caesar or Smith, Tacitus was not the leadictgr in the events which he describe§he
proximity or contact he had with the Germans, Ganld Britons whom he describes is uncertain
and much is left to conjecture. It is possible tRatitus himself was a born native of Gauif

so probably the ‘romanised’ southern Cisalpine Gh@ome postulate that his father was a

! Grant 1971: 7.

2 Mellor 1993: 10. Benario makes the point that fieticareer should not be separated from his vgstias his personal experience affected his
historical outlook (Benario 1999: 2).

® Bowder 1980: 205.

4 Mellor 1993: 1, Birley 2000: 234.

° Bowder 1980: 205, Mellor 1993: 8.

6 Syme 1970: 128, Birley 2000:234.

" Tac.Hist. 1.1, noted in Kraus 1997: 89. cf. Birley 2000: 234.
8 Mellor 1993: 8, 13.

° Mellor 1993: 13.

° Goodyear 1982: 653.

! Grant 1971: 15.

2 Grant 1971: 14.

2 Syme 1970: 10, Mellor 1993: 6-7, Bowder 1980: 205.

¥ Grant 1971: 7.
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financial procurator in Gallia Belgitaand that he too served as governor of the saménge
and even had experience in Germ&hBirley also states that he may even have possiatyed
in Britain under Agricold! Syme recognises a detailed knowledge of Gaul enpdwt of
Tacitus™® and others note a possible pride in his Galligins, particularly of the Roman
provincial elite’® However, when Britons and Germans are concerhélgenerally agreed that
Tacitus worked largely from second hand sourcekerahan first hand observatioffsalthough
his information on Britain would likely have comei an intimate source, his father-in-law

Agricola.

Another point to take into account is that Taciesen more so than Caesar, was a literary man,
unlike Smith. He received a Roman education andietiurhetoric among the leading orators of
Rome?! and was himself a gifted oratdr.The style of his works is commended by many
scholars™® While Smith wrote correspondence and rough auphjzhical notes, for the purpose
of communicating events in the colony or chronigland justifying his own actiorf8, Tacitus
wrote primarily as a historian. As such his intehdaudience consisted of both his
contemporaries and future generatibhddany scholars argue that his primary aim in these
writings was interpretative, moralistic and instive, using events to set forth examples of good

and bad conduct — to provide the opportunity torldeom the past® This, it is argued, was the

¥ Furneaux 1922: xx.

16 Syme 1970: 28, Birley 2000: 235, 241.

7 Birley 2000: 237-8.

18 Syme 1970: 27.

¥ Mellor 1993: 6-7. As noted by Richard Evans, Tizslibrigins, if Gallic, would have been from a ramised part of Gaul.
2 Goodyear 1982: 644, Mellor 1993: 14, Benario 1999:

! Grant 1971: 7, Mellor 1993: 7.

2 Mellor 1993: 7.

2 Mellor 1993: 10, 27, Goodyear 1982: 650.

% See chapter 1.2.

% Classen 1988: 93.

% Kraus and Woodman 1997: 109-110, Goodyear 1982:M4llor 1993: 2, Classen 1988: 115-116. cf. Pam.4.33.
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legacy of Roman historiograpli{.Others also stress the epic nature of historythadaim of
such writings of Tacitus to entertain, captivatd amouse emotion with vividness and drahk.

is also impossible not to consider the seriousecéfe, and pessimistic tone of Tacitus’ wofks,
which some argue to have been common tradition graagient historian®, who sought to be
sceptical of apparent causes, in the effort to foud the trut' Over and above these
considerations, it is important to look more clgsai the individual genres and aims of each of

the works | will be discussing.

The Agricola, dating from AD 98, was written as a semi-biogramfyhis late father-in-law,
Julius Agricola, and contains elements of a parniedyneral laudation, history, ethnography and
geography” His aim was primarily to praise the actions of idgla in Britain, but other motives
include an attack on Domitiai the defence of his own political cre&dthat men can do their
duty even under a bad emperor, attacking the palitextremists who, unlike Tacitus and
Agricola, perished under Domitidh The Germania published the same year, was presented as
an ethnographic monographwith elements of the historicai.The aims of the ethnography are
debateable and uncertafhbut it evidently involves more than simply informgi Romans about

ways and culture of another peopialthough the interest and popularity of this kisfdwork

% Grant 1971: 10-12, 14, 16. Mellor argues that Rofiatorians were prone to subjectivity and regatie detachment of Greek historians as
impractical and not useful (Mellor 1993: 2).

%8 Grant 1971: 14, Goodyear 1982: 649, Woodman 1986:167.

2 O’Gorman 2000: 2-3, Mellor 1993: 4.

%0 O’Gorman 2000: 2-3, Grant 1971: 14.

31 0’Gorman 2000: 2-3.

%2 Bowder 1980: 205, Grant 1971: 8, Furneaux 192R:xxiii, Mellor 1993: 10, Goodyear 1982: 643.

3 Mellor 1993: 11, Syme 1970: 3.

% Furneaux 1922: xxviii.

% Syme 1970: 14.

% Mellor 1993: 14, Syme 1970: 19.

3" Bowder 1980: 205. Goodyear notes the tendencpaiéat historians to include ethnographies in thgirks, for example Livy, Seneca and
Sallust, and uses this to explain Tacitus’ tenden@valuate and comment rather than merely des¢@bodyear 1982: 644. See also Burn
1969: 42).

% Grant 1971: 8.

% Gruen 2010: 160. Some scholars stress the corjéaature of any ulterior motives and that it cbpbssibly solely be intended as
ethnographical literature (Dorey 1969: 13, Bend#@89: 3), and should be understood as such (Beh@#9: 3).
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for its own sake in Ronf&should not be dismissédOne aim of the work which is commonly
accepted is, by comparison with Germans, the intptemment he makes on Roman social
morality and political life*> Another common argument is that Tacitus wrote iighlight the
German people as a threat to Rdtheither to discourage the Romans from clamourimgnar
with Germany or to curb criticism of Trajan for §teg so long on the German frontf&rThe
Historiesand Annals written later, were intended as the history & Boman emperofS.The
theme of these histories, although it often touatre®vents in the provinces, was the city and
government at Roni®, and a concern with civil war and moral declfiezoreign military
campaigns were used by Tacitus to shed light ortimeerors and their codft The descriptions
of the north-western peoples made by Tacitus, valanalysed with these different and specific

motives and context in mind.

Despite their vastly different lives, experienced &terary works, a comparison between Tacitus
and Smith in this context is both fascinating amattiwvhile, as many stereotypes assumed or
drawn on are seemingly similar, no matter the nsotivreason for them being used. Tacitus was

by the nineteenth century widely read in Eurdpand surely available to Smith.

“°Burn 1969: 42.

“! Goodyear argues that any moralistic comment isoosistent and that there is possibly no reatradtéve purpose but merely an ethnographic
treatise written from a historical viewpoint andtlny interpretative or evaluative element camieeed in the context of the genre of historical
works (Goodyear 1982: 644).

42 Mellor 1993: 15, Dorey 1969: 12, Grant 1971: 8u@r argues that the Germania should not be redadbis simplistic contrast (Gruen 2010:
160).

“3Bowder 1980: 205, Dorey 1969: 12, Grant 1971: 8.

“ Dorey 1969: 12-13. Gruen rejects the idea (Gru@02170). Benario also comments on the unliketada@isenator presuming to give advice
on military matters (Benario 1999: 3), althoughduld argue his role as historian, rather than senabuld have given him opportunity to
criticise or advise on current affairs, if thatibat he attempted.

> Bowder 1980: 205, Grant 1971: 7.

“ Mellor 1993: 24.

" Mellor 1993: 22.

“ Mellor 1993: 24-25.

“* Mellor 1993: 137-162, Goodyear 1982: 643, Grami124.
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2.3 The ‘Other’ as Reckless or Cautious

A common stereotype of the ‘other’ is that of reddness. Tacitus uses the waundlax(boldly
reckless) to describe Germans and Ga3llde also uses the worteémeritas® to describe the
approach of Germans and over-readiness for battleilius Sabinus, a Gatd.The people of
Cologne are represented as admitting that theirastions were taken ‘with more keenness than
caution @vidius quam cautiys® The Cugerni are described as care{pasum intentosand the
‘enemy’ in the very next sentence as incautidnsauto hoshi.>* Tacitus describes the Britons as
leaving safe positions for plunder, a sign of thieick of forethought or cautiofi. In one
instance, he describes a group of Germans atiadelsing about careless of dangénduria...
solutg.>® Tacitus uses a related worihquriosod to describe the Britons’ neglect of their
crops®’ He also describes the Batavi as too impetuptseferoces initi>® However, Tacitus
does admit the ability of the ‘othetd form plans, tactics with due deliberat®rnwyhich indicates
careful, cautious action, and he makes one commentow Arminius did not immediately
attack, although the way was clear to dd®%s®acitus, like other Roman writers, focuses on

recklessne$& far more than cautiotf,which is more often than not implied rather thatended,

0 Tac.Germ.24.1, 29.4.

51 Caesar uses this word often to describe the G&alssB.G.1.31.13,6.7.4,7.42.2, 8.8.1).

*2Tac.Hist. 2.22, 4.29, 4.67.

%8 Tac.Hist. 4.65.

% Tac.Hist. 5.18. Livy also describes the Gauls as ustattyuti (Liv. 5.44.7).

** Tac.Ann.14.33.

% Tac.Ann.1.50.

5 Tac.Ann.14.38.

*8 Tac.Hist. 4.23.

* Tac.Germ.11.1,Ann.1.68, 2.20, 12.31, 12.33.

€ Tac.Ann.1.65.

&1 According to Isaac, Caesar often refers to thelsGasiimpetuous and impulsive (Isaac 2004: 413)ekampleimprudentia(CaesB.G.
7.29.4),subita et repentina consili@gCaesB.G.3.8.3) and a reference to the speed with which thiley up battle (CaeB.G.3.19.6). Sallust
describes the Gauls as acting imprudentigdnsulte (Sall. Cat.42.2). Vitruvius describes people of the north ws#ture reckless and without
forethought (Vitr. 6.1.10). Livy describes the ‘ethas lacking foresighirtprovidog (Liv. 5.45.3), and not prepared to waje(s minime ad
morae taedium ferendum patiefhsv. 33.36.8)and refers to their lack of preparatio( praeparassepf{Liv. 38.21.6).

2 Only Cicero and Livy allude to any kind of cautionforethought (CicSull. 36, Liv. 5.38.3, 34.46.6).
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impetuousness and improvidence reminiscent of camstereotypes of northerners, Gauls in

particular®®

Smith describes the Xhosa as being ‘reckless’ thidir live$* and ‘reckless of the futuré®.He
describes Magoma as having a ‘reckless’ disposifidmhich is fairly ironic as Smith has been
criticised for his own reckless personalfify,perhaps explaining why his comments on
recklessness of the ‘other’ are few and far betwe®mith has even been described as
contemptuous of ‘cautior?® which could perhaps cast a different light on feiferences to the

‘other’ in this way. He describes ‘Umtini’ as ‘camis™®

and alludes to caution on the part of the
Xhosa in that he mentions that there were alwaysumber of them on the look-off.
Interestingly he often describes the Xhosa as isimp’ people’t implying connotations of
‘untrusting’ rather than cautious, an almost slygtmist possibly based on the British soldier’s

own behaviour, as an example of ‘inversion’, ondgative of the Xhosa people’s real mistrust of

the British.

2.3.1 Passion and Emotion

Connected to the idea of recklessness is the pattaf the ‘other'as overly passionate and

emotional, in contrast to a more moderate or ratitemperament. Tacitus writes of the Britons’

% Balsdon 1979: 65, Gruen 2010: 148. Balsdon alsaneents on the the northerner as portrayed as cenuago the point of foolhardiness
(Balsdon 1979: 60).

% Smith, Letter to D'Urbanl Sept 1835 ietterbook.

% Smith, Letter to D'Urban10 Nov 1835 irl_etterbook.

% Smith, Letter to D'Urban1 May 1836 irLetterbook.

" Mostert 1992: 768.

% Mostert 1992: 713.

59 Smith,Autobiographyp. 36.

© Smith,Autobiographyp. 85.

" Smith, Letters to D’Urbar3 Nov 1835, 21 Mar 1836 inetterbook Smith, Letter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondencél850).
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rage {ra) in battle’? He describes the Germans as killing slaves on Isepand passiorinipetu

et ira), rather than strict discipline, as they kill thenemies in battl& He describes Civilis, as
‘burning with rage’ {ncensus irj.as he drove all the Batavian people into takipgueapons?
The Germans are described in one scene as cordandedisordered, fighting only with mindless
rage (nconsulta ird, compared to the ordered rational fighting of B@mnans.’ Tacitus refers to
the ‘lust’ (ibido) of Cartimandud® and Cerialis, in the speech to the Gauls which appiars
Tacitus’ narrative, it idibido, he claims, that drove the Germans to cross ih® Gallic
provinces’” The same word is used again a few chapters atdfutor's complaint about the
Germans’ lack of reliability, when Tacitus writebthe Germans as obedient only to their own

libido."®

Smith often refers to the Xhosa as possessing siquae temperament. He describes Hintsa as
driven by ‘impulse’, for whom ‘desire stands fomiand rectitude’® He reiterates this idea
when he states that the Xhosa are ruled by ‘arpifrawer, desire and self-wilf° claiming, in a
similar way to Tacitus, that the ‘other’ is guidéy desire, rather than morality or order,
although Smith focuses more on the idea of riglt among, rather than military obedience.
Smith uses the word ‘fury’ to describe Hintsa'siats against hinfi* and goes on to refer to a

‘fury of savages® He describes Magoma in particular as possessinghailent, uncontrollable

"2 Tac.Agr. 16.2. Livy makes much mention of the ‘others, acting in anger, wrath, blind passion, using iemg@f fire and commenting on
theirimpotentia inability to control their passion, which takesgoany judgement or sense (Liv. 5.36.8, 5.36.137.8, 31.10.3, 38.17.7,
38.21.7-8).

3 Tac.Germ.25.2.

™ Tac.Hist. 4.21.

S Tac.Hist. 4.29.

6 Tac.Hist. 3.45.

" Tac.Hist. 4.73. Strabo describes the Gauls or Celts as ddyemimal instincts which override any rationajught (Strab3.4.16)

8 Tac.Hist. 4.76.

" Smith,Autobiographyp. 35.

8 Smith,Autobiographyp. 77.

& Smith,Autobiographyp. 46.

82 Smith,Autobiographyp. 59.
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spirit’.®* He describes the Xhosa as having a ‘total absehself control’®* He uses the word
‘turbulent’ to describe the Xhosa a number of tiffeSmith also comments on their overt
display of emotion upon hearing mu&ictheir excessive displays of grief and lamentation,
weeping and groaning, on hearing about Smith’sllrecal the withdrawal of the British from
the are®’ and describes their emotion as ‘over-excited’ amtontrollable’®® He places much
emphasis on their state of ‘exciteméfitparticularly when policies were changing or warswa
threatening; however he also attributed this kifdexcitement to the settlers under the same
circumstance®’ He also comments on the ‘other’ as in a stat@gitation’ in these situatiors,
something apparently peculiar to ‘barbariatisAgitation’ at the time meant a ‘disorder of the
mind arising from the violence of different passioti Smith claims that should they be left to
their own devices if the province were to be abaedo the Xhosa would be reduced into a
‘tumult of contending passions, storms and tempestsnly denoting their state of mintf.

Much later in his career he describes them as psisgg‘evil passions’> He makes one mention

of the ‘licentiousness’ of the Xho¥aand describes Tyali as ‘pleasure loviAg'.

8 Smith,Autobiographyp. 87.

8 Smith, Letter to D'Urban12 May 1836 ir_etterbook.

8 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4, 8 June, 28 July 1836 iretterbook Smith, Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.Smith,Letters
to Grey16 Jan, 7 April 1852 i€orrespondencé€l853).

8 Smith,Autobiographyp. 93.

87 Smith,Autobiographyp. 98, 100.

8 Smith, Letter to D'Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 100.

89 Smith, Letters to D’Urban3 Nov, 10 Nov 1835, 4 June, 10 July, 28 July, 1 Auletterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS
482] Cory Library, SmithAutobiographyp. 11, 43.

% Harington 1980: 176.

1 Smith,Autobiographyp.11, 43, 69, 88.

92 Harington 1980: 77.

 Barclay 1811: 22.

% Smith, Letter to D'Urban10 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

% Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 iCorrespondencél853).

% Smith, Letter to D'Urban14 Feb 1836 i.etterbook.

7 Smith, Letter to D'Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook.
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Tacitus, a number of times, portrays the ‘other’ amting out of rage or lust, similar to
descriptions by other Roman writers of the ‘othas passionate and even ins&hd&he
stereotype of the ‘other’ as dominated by passiminess and emotion was common in Roman
writings.?® Smith comments on the overly emotional naturehef‘other’, as well as their desire,
passion and rag8® Both Roman and British societies valued virtuesnofderation, rationality
and restraint® Europeans commonly stereotyping the ‘other’ asrialittle or no control over
their senses or emotioh¥, something that was linked to ‘child-likene$¥, ‘wildness’ and
‘animal-likeness’. Tacitus does not comment, andtismioes so only once, on the idea of the
sexual licentiousness of the ‘other’, a common metated imagé® Crais argues that portrayals
of the ‘other’ in this way, as libidinous and untatied, amounted to an inversion of that which
they felt repugnant in their own culture and retilelca common stereotype propagated by the

conservative Settler elite in the eastern Cape§oi&y

9% Caesar associates the wartundiawith the ‘other’ (CaesB.G.1.31.13, 7.42.2, 8.19.8). Sallust describes Gauctingper dementiam

(Sall. Cat.42.2). Livy refers to their ‘Gallic madnes$éllicam rabien (Liv. 38.17.8).

% |saac 2004: 412, 437-8, Murphey 1977: 236.

190 3ahoda 1999: 114.

101 Tacitus particularly valued the virtue mioderatio(Mellor 1993: 8, Goodyear 1982: 643). Tacitus jstestly praises moderation, for him a
virtue (Furneaux 1922: xxxi). See also discussiomationality and intelligence in chapter 1.3.

92 Buring the Middle Ages, the mythic ‘wild man’ wespicted as a slave to his passions (Jahoda 1pa#d3he image was later transferred to
native Americans who were described in sixteenttiwsg English works as moved by passion rather teason (Jahoda 1999: 24), and to
Africans who in the nineteenth Century were poktthipy missionaries as unable to conceal feeliagghing, crying and acting on impulse,
incapable of self control (Jahoda 1999: 145-7). inhege of the African’s lack of self control petsid into the twentieth Century (Jahoda 1999:
149).

103 According to Jahoda, an eighteenth century puptaacher wrote of children as subject to unbrigiassions and appetites (Jahoda 1999:
141). As late as the twentieth Century the chiktiiéss of ‘savages’ was connected to description®ofl swings and the lack of control over
impulses and desires (Jahoda 1999: 90). See astigtussion on ‘child-likeness’ of the ‘other’dhapter 1.7.

104 According to Jahoda, in Greek tradition mytholegienages of satyrs, fauns, nymphs and sileni whegacterized by an unrestrained sexual
licentiousness (Jahoda 1999: 4). The mythical ‘wilah’ during the Middle Ages were portrayed inraikir way (Jahoda 1999: 5, 6, 235) as
was the ‘ape’ around the fourteenth century (Jali®®®: 8), a trope which was linked to images a¥/&ges’ to be discussed in chapter 3.
Generic ‘'savages’ were portrayed as excessivelyadegarticularly during the Renaissance (Jaho@®1225), and both indigenous Americans
and Africans were described as sexually licenc{dahoda 1999: 15, 16, 30, 31, 69, 70). See alsleyz1992: 39, 53.

1% Crais 2001: 128-9, 133.
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2.4 The ‘Other’ as Cowardly or Courageous

Despite their emotional and impulsive nature, tinelenlying courage of the ‘other’ is often
acknowledged. Tacitus refers to the ‘valour’ of 8ikures guper virtutem hostiupt® although,

in this instance he is by association making tlotovies of Julius Frontinus against the Silures
even more laudable. He describes Britons withindaa's ranks as very bravéo(tissimo3 and
Calgacus as posessingrtus’®’ In a speech attributed to the latter, he is pyetiaas
acknowledging the Britons’ ownirtus.*?® Tacitus describes defeated Britons as fighting and
dying in spite of being conquered, rallying agaitet Romans at the end with fuiya() (in this
case one can assume in a good senseyiemd.’*® Tacitus writes of Caratacus as recalling the
virtus of his Gallic ancestors? He writes of the spiritednesarimog,*'* of the Britons'? and

later uses the same word to refer to the Germanisn(19.**?

When writing of the Germans,
Tacitus frequently refers to theiirtus'** and fortitudo**®> He comments on a German,

Inguiomerus, as defeated by a los$osfunaand not ofvirtus.**°

The ‘other’ is also described as ‘bold’ or ‘daringmplying negative connotations such as
arrogance and audacity as well as courage. Tacses the wordaudaciato describe the

boldness of the British, like the Gauls, in chaffiely dangef!’ The word, also used by other

196 Tac.Agr. 17.2. The wordrirtusis used very often by Roman writers to describedtieer’ (CaesB.G.1.1.4, 1.2.2, 1.28.5, 1.31.7, 1.36.7,
1.39.1,2.45, 2.8.3,2.155,2.24.4,2.27.3,3,24.21.7,5.25.2,5.34.2, 6.23.2, 6.24.6, 7.2289.5, 8.45, 8.54.B.C.3.59.1, 3.60.1, Sallug.
114.2, Vitr. 6.1.10, 6.1.11, Liv. 5.34.2, 5.36.8% Gruen observes in tigellum Gallicumthe term is applied more to Gauls than to Romans
(Gruen 2010: 150).

07 Tac.Agr. 29.4.

18 Tac.Agr. 31.4.

199 Tac.Agr. 37.4. Mellor notes this acknowledgement by Tacing connects it to Vergil’s portrayal of the deéehTrojans and ltalians
(Mellor 1993: 4).

110Tac.Ann.12.34.

11 Other Roman writers also use the wanimusto describe the ‘other’ (CaeB.G.2.27.5, 5.6.1, 7.76.2, Val. Max. 2.6.11)

12 Tac. Hist. 3.45.

3 Tac.Ann.2.21.

14 Tac.Germ.13.4, 14.1, 29.1, 30.2, 31.1, 35.4, 4HMist. 4.15, 5.17.

15 Tac.Germ.7.3.Fortitudo is another word used often by other Roman wriedescribe the ‘other’ (CaeB.G.1.1.3, 1.2.5, 1.48.5, 2.33.4,
3.21.2,8.19.8B.C.3.59.2, Vell. 2.118.2, Val. Max. 2.6.11)

16 Tac.Ann.2.21.

1 Tac.Agr.11.3.
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Roman writers® is used by Tacitus again to describe an individunal groups of German¥’
He portrays a ‘common’ Gaul as darirapéus to call himself a god and to challenge Roffe.
Tacitus describes the German, Italicus, having watctory, as lapsing into pride or arrogance

121

(superbig.

Tacitus’ references to the courage or daring ofdtteer’ are often preceded or followed by the
mention that this bravery is only brief at the drsfea challengE? and that also more often than
not it is something possessed by their ancestodssarce lost. On introducing the Britons,
Tacitus describes them as a people, like the Gaum challenge danger with boldness
(audacig, but when it is upon them they shrink away inrférmido).'?® Similarly, he
comments on the Helvetii as being spiriteetdce3 before a particular crisis, but afrajplaidi)

in the face of dangéf’ And as for the Germans (as presented by Tacfusyll their arrogance
when all was well they would flee in panic whemvis not pavidos advers)s®> As mentioned

in a previous paragraph, Sabinus is described asready to begin the battle, but is then
portrayed as fleeing in feafofmiding from that same figh?® Tacitus remarks on the Gauls as
having lost their courageriftus), through peace and easy living, whereas he cornsmanthe
Britons as still possessing a measurdenbcia, here meaning a ‘spiritedness’ linked with the
idea ofvirtus X2’ Similarly he describes the Helvetii, a Gallic pegps having once been famous

for the great deeds in arms which were now onlyemory?® This apparent loss of virtue and

18 Caesar, Cicero and Valerius Maximus use it toriesthe ‘other’ (Caes8.G.1.18.3, 5.15.4, 6.34.7, CiEont.44, Val. Max. 2.6.14).
"9 Tac. Hist. 4.15, 4.23.

20Tac. Hist. 2.61.

21 Tac.Ann.11.17.

122 galsdon identifies this portrayal as a commorestispe of the ‘northerner’ (Balsdon 1979: 65).
123 Tac.Agr.11.3.

124 Tac. Hist. 1.68.

125 Tac.Ann.2.14.

2 Tac. Hist. 4.67.

2" Tac.Agr.11.4.

28 Tac. Hist. 1.67.
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courage could have been used by Tacitus (as by ethters)?® to highlight vices such as

luxury, which came to them through the Romans.

Tacitus describes the remaining Britons in a batiehose who have fled, afraid and tihfd,
(ighavorum et timentium extremo mefL™! He describes the Germans as not danirog @uS)

to come out of the marshes to fifitand writes of them as cowardligiavun) enemies>?
Tacitus describes the Germans as melting awayeatutmour of Roman approat. Tacitus
makes an interesting remark about the Germansaintiieir decision to give ground in battle,
although considered cowardice or fear (by one waslslime Roman standards), is considered

by the Germans themselves as a planned strateggilji quam formidinis arbitrantyr*>®

Smith describes the Xhosa as having reassumedgmdraing the end of his campaign against
them in 18352° occasionally referring to the Xhosa as ‘couragebtisHe later describes their
‘courage’ as ‘effervescent®® Smith describes the Xhosa as ‘gallant’ as his tétubt levies'*
and uses the word again much later to describé&ee police’ in his service:*® Smith writes

1141
)

of Mhala as ‘never quail[ing] in the slightest abers did’;”" admitting to his bravery but also

intimating that this was the exception. He alsotesriof the Xhosa as ‘conscious of the

129 CaesB.G.6.24.1, 6.24.5-6, 1.1.3. cf 2.4. See also Gru@62472.

130 Other Roman writers also oftem describe the ‘othetafraid’. For exampleCaesB.G.4.25.2, 8.16.3, Liv. 5.39.1, 5.45.3, 7.10.12, 27648
32.31.6, 38.27.1.

1381 Tac.Agr. 34.3.

32 Tac. Hist. 5.15.

138 Tac.Hist. 5.16.

1% Tac.Ann.2.7.

%5 Tac.Germ.6.6.

136 Smith, Letter to D’Urban11 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

137 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.

138 Smith, Letter to D’Urban18 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

1% Smith,Autobiographyp. 67.

140 Smith Letter to Grey2 Feb 1852 itCorrespondencél853). Smith also describes the Mfengu as defenitiemselves ‘gallantly’ and
‘bravely’ (Smith,Autobiographyp. 66) and describes the Mfengu to his wife ag gtiheroism’ (Smith_etter to Juan&3 April 1825 in
Autobiography.

141 Smith, Autobiographyp. 83.
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courage... they possesé? Smith describes the Xhosa as ‘undaunt&tly potentially positive
term, but he associates it with words such asltsiga** He also uses the words ‘temerit{® to
describe the Xhosa, which at the time meant aneasonable contempt of dang&¥ possibly
alluding back to their perceived ‘recklessness’.riigoused most often by Smith to describe

1147
H

attempts made by the Xhosa against the Britishkaig’, ‘daring’ and ‘intrepid’;”™" the latter

meaning at the time that they were * not affectétth fear at the prospect of dang&t®.He also
uses a variety of words such as ‘confiderté&*overbearing° ‘insolent’ *** ‘contemptuous’

and ‘indignant*>* to describe the conduct of the Xhosa. He doesghiery also use some similar

words like ‘boldness’ to describe his own condastdrds the ‘other’.

Smith describes the Xhosa to his wife at one stmé&lisheartened®® and ‘dreadfully’ and
‘terribly frightened’>* betraying his tendency to claim he understoodféleéings and ways of
the Xhosd> He describes Tyali and others as flying abouerditly afraid for their lives’ and
the Xhosa as ‘coward$® He describes the Xhosa as motivated by ¥&ae describes Sarili as
in a state of ‘fear and anxiety® and Xhosa messengers as fearful and despoftdeBmith

indirectly implies that many of the Xhosa leadaislike Mhala, ‘quailed’ under his violent

142 gmith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

143 Smith, Autobiographyp. 35, 58.

144 Smith, Autobiographyp. 58.

145 Smith, Autobiographyp. 54.

146 Barclay 1811: 916.

147 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl1 Aug, 1 Sept, 5 Dec 1835, 25 Apr, 1 May 1836dtterbook Smith, Autobiographyp. 55, 56, 65, 67, 86, Smith,
Letter to GreyZ Jan 1850 iilCorrespondencgl850), Smithletters to Greyl6 Jan 1852, 27 Jan 1852, 5 Feb 1852, 17 Mar 78Bgril 1852,
17 April 1852,ReplyDec 1852 inCorrespondencél853). See also comments by Mostert (1992: 738).73

148 Barclay 1811: 549.

149 Smith, Autobiographyp. 54.

130 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 Aug 1835 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 70.

151 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 Mar 1836 ir_etterbook Smith, Autobiographyp.70, 99.

152 gmith, Autobiographyp. 88.

153 Smith, Letter to Juand4 April 1835 inAutobiography

154 Smith, Letter to Juand5 April 1835 inAutobiography.

155 Seechapter 1, footnote 122.

156 Smith, Letter to Juan® May 1835 inAutobiography.

37 Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowwi]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library: “[Hintza’s] race... actuated by two great principles — love
of wealth, cattle and fear”

158 Smith, Letter to D’'Urban3 Nov 1835 inLetterbook.

159 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Nov 1835 in_etterbook.
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animadversion$®® He soon after describes a crowd of Xhosa as ‘peyfeetrified’ after Smith
made a speech and dictated his rules to MiBalkluch later he describes the Xhosa people as
‘cowards all’**? Smith describes the Xhosa as ‘cowed’ by his comtihefforts against thetfi®

He also makes a comment on one chief as accusatgearchief of cowardic&*

Both Tacitus and Smith often label the ‘other’ asvardly or afraid as other Roman writers do.
Like Tacitus in some instances, Smith also at tiadsowledges the bravery of the ‘other’ but
qualifies it and distances himself from these insageparticularly interesting description of the
‘other’ is the tendency of both the Tacitus and t&rto comment on their arrogance, daring and
overconfidencé® These descriptions are invariably used to descsiltecks of the ‘other’
against the Romans or British, using negative ctatioms instead of alternatives like ‘courage’
or virtus, essentially implying arrogance on their parthinking that they dare attack or resist
them. Tacitus, however, often does, as other Rommters do'®® describe the ‘other’ as
courageous, even possessungus, which is particularly significant as it is a wondlost often
associated with the Romatf$,and according to Riggsby an unambiguously posiijivality that
implies approvat® Gruen argues that this assignatiorviofus to the ‘other’ serves to overlap

the culture and values of the ‘other’ with the Romahereby uniting them with the ‘other’ on a

160 Smith, Autobiographyp. 83.

161 Smith, Autobiographyp. 86.

162 gmith, Letter to Godlontor22 Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp.

183 Smith, Letter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography.

164 Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

185 Caesar uses the woadrogantiato describe the ‘other’ (CaeB.G.1.33.5, 1.46.4B.C.3.59.3). Hirtius uses the wonasolens insolent
(CaesB.G.8.13.4), which is also used by Livy (Liv. 5.48.8}rabo comments on the arrogant, boastful natutieecbther’ (Strab4.4.5).
Plutarch describes the apparent daring, impetusssaedacity and shamelessness of the ‘other’. B&um.27.3,Mar. 16.3).

186 polybius refers to the ‘other’ as ‘high spiriteid ‘brave’ (Plb. 21.38.7, 22.21.4). Caesar refethem as not afraich¢n timidg@ (CaesB.G.
3.25.1). Sallust describes the ‘other’ as undemkiangerous and difficult tasks (S&lht.40.4). Strabo refers to the ‘other's courage, zggh
spiritedness, daring and fearlessness (St@#dl7, 4.1.5, 4.4.2, 4.4.3, 7.2.1). Plutarch eeferthe ‘other’s fierce spirits, courage and darin
(Plut.Mar. 11.8, 19.7). See footnote 106.

187 The wordvirtus, meaning courage, manhood, excellence and virtag jmportant to a Roman aristocrat who was expectexhibit this trait
in warfare, as Tacitus portrays Agricola, Germasiand Corbulo (Goodyear 1982: 643). For example<sesB.G.5.52.4, 7.22.1, 7.47.3.
Gruen describegirtus as a value of highest esteem for the Romans wiashrbanifests as bravery on the battlefield (G2@t0: 150).

168 Riggsby 2006: 83. Although its etymological meanis ‘manliness’, Riggsby notes its meaning in attisage as excellency shown in
service of the state, notably the courage and enderof an ideal soldier and that which leads toess in battle (Riggsby 2006: 83).
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fundamental level®® Tacitus’ comments on the Britons as courageousfaea heavily qualified
in the Agricola, the purpose being here to provide a contrast thighvirtues of Agricola, who
ultimately defeated them, whereas he emphasizebréwery of the Germans in ti&@ermania
still undefeated, possibly aiming to highlight tegeople as a thrédt and to compare the
courage of the ‘other’ against Roman lifestylésand even senatorial cowardic@,while the
German legions in thelistories are portrayed as cowardly and corrupted by tyrafthitiller
and Savage note the stereotype of Germans as hluttows and cowardly at the same tiffie.
Arndt notes that it was common during Smith’s tifoe British soldiers to label the Xhosa as

‘cowardly and treacherous’

2.5 The ‘Other’ as Lazy or Industrious

Although the nature of the ‘other’ was often poy&d as warlike and courageous, a stereotype of
general ‘laziness’ seems to have been used alangsisl image. Tacitus describes the Gauls as
‘slothful’ having followed the Roman way of lifsggnitia cum otio intravjt'’® The adjective to
segnitiais used later to portray the Britons as sluggistheir work {aborum segnds’’ Tacitus
portrays the Germans as a warlike and active pebpleonly in war: if they become slothful
(torpea), during a prolonged time of peace (which is saelikely due to their scorn for labour),
the young will seek out battle, for although thieat inaction with scorn, they view it as weak to

gain by labour what could be won through W4rHe comments on the same tendency in the

189 Gruen 2010: 150, 172-4.

170 Seefootnote 43. Similarly, Caesar describes Germariseérsame way to highlight them as a threat netalbd crushed and in the defeat to
magnify his own glory (Miller and Savage 1977: 111)
1 Benario 2005: 278.

72 Mellor 1993: 26.

' Mellor 1993: 22.

1 Miller and Savage 1977: 116.

175 Arndt 2010: 722.

6 Tac.Agr.11.4.

Y7 Tac.Ann.14.33.

18 Tac.Germ.14.2.
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next chapter, that the Germans in time of peacepeee to idlenessniertiam) and how this
seems to him strange in that it is the same menarsfiso brave, warlike and averse to pé&te.
An amusing comment is made that the Germans dezgdhat on plundering a town, that which
is hidden or buried is overlooked, either becatise unknown or because it would require the
Germans to search for somethii§ Tacitus portrays the Germans as passing whole Iging

by the heart®! drinking excessively and waking up 1dt8,and not exerting themselvES,
Tacitus comments on the exception of one Germdme twhich takes the time to cultivate
produce, different from the geneaértia of the German&* a word that he also uses to describe
the Gauls® In this case Tacitus is using an exception of raliarking tribe to accentuate the
failure of the rest from the norffl® On describing the furthest tribes he mentionstapor of
their nobles®’ Tacitus describes the Treveri and Nervii as clagrterman over Gallic descent
due to the glory of the German people, as opposetieinertia of the Gauls®® It seems that
Tacitus’ preoccupation over the intertwining ofiteess, Roman luxury and peace, which he sees
in the Gauls, is contradicted by his portrayalhs Germans who, although active and warlike in

battle, lapse into complete un-industriousnessséoitifulness in peacetime.

Smith describes the Xhosa as ‘indolefit’He portrays Magoma as referring to his own men as

‘idle’. *°° Smith alludes to the laziness of the Xhosa, iriresK they think the English possess

19 Tac.Germ.15.1. Gruen notes Tacitus’ particular relishmerthmirony of Germans as warlike yet indolent (Gr@e10: 164-5).
180 Tac.Germ.16.4.

81 Tac.Germ.17.1.

¥2Tac.Germ.23.2.

183 Tac.Germ.26.2.

18 Tac.Germ.45.4.

%5 Tac.Germ.28.4.

188 Gruen 2010: 166.

87 Tac.Germ.46.1.

188 Tac.Germ.28.4.

18 gmith, Letter to D’'Urban16 Aug, 28 Dec 1835 ihetterbook.
190 gmith, Letter to D’Urban27 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.

78



what they do ‘by lying sleeping all day long underbush™®* He describes the Xhosa as
beginning under his guidance to emerge from hidithal sloth’*®? Smith only a few times
further refers to them as ‘vagabond¥ vagrants'*** ‘drunkards’:** and ‘wanderers® — terms

which were often associated with vice and lazin&milarly he at times refers to them as

‘rogues®®” — a ‘rogue’ at the time meant ‘a wandering beggaragrant... or thief->® He does

200 y 201

however occasionally describe the Xhosa as ‘actievivacious®® and ‘lively’,*** and even

refers to them at one point as ‘energetié’He also describe the Xhosa alert in battle as

‘enterprising®®>— one who attempts endeavours or engages in mjpjtaes**

While Tacitus very often describes the ‘other’ @my°® without exceptiorf®® Smith occasionally
refers to the ‘other’ as both lazy and active angmgorising. Tacitus here is drawing from a fairly
common stereoty3& used by other Roman write?¥ Smith is also to a certain extent drawing
on a stereotype of the ‘othéf more particularly a contradictary one prevelanthie Cape
Colony, particularly among the Settler populatfdhCrais argues that the Xhosa were portrayed

on the one hand as potentially ‘enterprising’ amdrépid’ as an argument for using them as

%1 gmith,Address to the Caffer Chiefslan 1836 irutobiography.

192 5mith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library. See also Harimg1980: 77.

193 SmithLetter to D'Urbanl Sept 1835, 25 Mar, 12 May 1836Liatterbook.

19 gmith, Letter to Grey24 May 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

195 Smith, Letter to GreylO Dec 1849, 28 Feb 1850@vrrespondencél850).

19 SmithLetter to D'Urban10 Nov 1835 irLetterbook, Smith, Letter to Gilbert3 Nov 1849 inCorrespondenc€l850), Smith|etter to
Godlonton4 June 1851 isodlonton Corresp.

197 Smith, Letters to Juan&0 April, 9 May 1835 irAutobiography Smith, Letters to D’Urbar27 Sept, 6 Oct 1835, 12 Jan 183@ atterbook.
%8 Barclay 1811: 818.

199 gmith, Letters to D’Urban21 July, 4 Aug, 30 Nov 1835, 17 Apr liretterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory
Library.

200 5mijth, Letters to D’Urbar22 Sept, 19 Dec 1835 lretterbook.

201 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Dec 1835 irLetterbook.

22 gmijth, Letter to D’Urban25 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

203 Smith, Autobiographyp. 67.

24 Barclay 1811: 341.

25 Gruen and Benario note Tacitus’ theme of indolehoeughout th&sermania(Gruen 2010: 164-5, Benario 1999: 81).

28 caesar describes the ‘other’ a couple of timestagng away from wine or luxury (Cad&G.2.15.4, 4.2.5). He also mentions the ‘other’ as
eager for work and hardshipalfori ac duritiae student(CaesB.G.6.21.3).

27 |saac 2004 438.

28 Caesar comments once on the Gauls as unaccustortwdinsueti laborig (CaesB.G.7.30.4). Livy also only once comments on the ‘Gther
aspigerrima, idle (Liv. 21.25.6).

209 According to Jahoda, indigenous Americans andcAfrs were commonly described as lazy (Jahoda 28921, 50, 70, 90).

210 Crais 2001: 128-132.
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labour, and then paradoxically portrayed as lazyiadolent when they realised the Xhosa were
not to be the docile ‘workers’ they so desiféd.Smith also occasionally uses the word
‘wandering’, a term used often to intimate lackeofiployment or work, rather than ‘defeat’ as
mentioned in chapter one, although one referencede by Strabo to the ‘other’ as ‘wandering’
in association with acts of brigandage and pird€yVhat is interesting is the different motives
Tacitus and Smith have for using this stereoty@eitlis uses ‘idleness’ quite often to highlight
the vices of civilized ‘Roman living’, whereas Smiises it to contrast it with British industry
which he associates with British civilisation, ahng that through industry and labour, the
British attained their superiority and civilisati6li There was a common and perpetuated belief
at the time among missionaries and imperialists thdustry was an important virtue,
particularly connected with Christian ideals andremmic agendas* Where Tacitus links
idleness and vice to Roman living, and ‘wanderisgassociated with defeat, the British did not
(in most cases) acknowledge that wandering, vagrand drunkenness could be linked to the

displacement and alcohol that they brought witmthe

2.6 The ‘Other’ as Greedy

Not only was the ‘other’ seen as lazy, but alsemfgreedy’. Tacitus describes the Germans as
charmed with gift§" and greedy for bootyptaedae cupiding?*® This idea is perpetuated later
in his descriptions of the Germans as crossing Gadic territory and going into battle purely

out of avaritia?!’ greedy for booty’® He also describes the Gauls as greeahartia).?*°

21 Crais 2001: 128-132. Crais’ argument is also coreteon by Arndt (2010: 711).

A2 gtrab. 7.2.1.

23 smithAddress to the Caffer Chiefslan 1836

24 Jahoda 1999: 143. See also chapter 3, footnotar®¥ Thapter 4, footnote 77.

25Tac.Germ.21.3.

28 The same phrase appears in Hist. 4.23, 4.63 and the wordipidinein Tac.Ann.1.68. Caesar uses a related word to describe ther'as
very eagerdupidissim) for cattle (CaesB.G.6.35.6).

27 Tac.Hist. 4.73. This word is used by other Roman writersarrpy the greediness of the ‘other’ (Ca@<5.7.42.2, Liv. 5.51.10, Val. Max.
2.6.11). Livy also describes the Gaulsasilissimacovetous of gold (Liv. 21.20.8, 38.27.7).

80



Tacitus even goes as far as to describe the Gadl&armans as so greedy that they would, in
victory, drop their arms and weapons and forgeir tieemies in order to fill their hands with
booty??° He states that it was to the Romans’ advantagethieaGermans were prone to leave
kiling in favour of booty’”* He also comments on the Britons’ delight in plundeeti
praedd.??” Tacitus also comments on the Germans as drinkingssively?>> which as we have
seen was linked to laziness. Tacitus does, howewate one comment on the Germans as caring
little for gold or silver”** While Benario notes Tacitus’ possible contemplati@re of the fact
that the Germans could be better off without thaiclv led Rome into wars and conflfé,
Gruen picks up on the irony, that they possibly mid value it because they did not possess it,

not because they were especially virtutis.

Smith portrays the Xhosa as cupidinGisand describes Mhala as ‘avaricio&®.Smith
particularly portrays the Xhosa as greedy for pmesend trinkets. He writes to his wife of
Hintsa’s and Sarili's extraordinary delight in peass?® and recounts an episode when he went
among the Xhosa with tobacco and had ‘such fun.owvihng it in amongst them and making
them scramble for i>° He comments that he ‘knew’ that presents woulddthe rain-makers

to him?*! He describes the Xhosa as driven by a principtéoee of wealth and cattlé®* and

A8 Tac. Hist. 4.78.

29 Tac. Hist. 1.51.

20Tac.Hist. 4.78, 5.17.

21 Tac.Ann.1.65.

22 Tgc.Ann. 14.33.

23 Tac.Germ.23.

24Tac.Germ.5.5.

25 Benario 1999: 69.

#6 Gruen 2010: 166-167.

27 smith, Letters to D’Urbanl0 Apr, 25 Apr, 8 June, 28 July retterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.
28 gmith, Letter to D’Urban28 Dec 1835 inLetterbook.

229 gmith, Letters to Juan&0 Apr, 4, 5 May 1835 ilutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknow#i]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory
Library.

20 gmijth, Letter to Juan& May 1835 inAutobiography.

231 gmith, Autobiographyp. 81.

232 gmith, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.
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the Xhosa custom as teaching them ‘to possesiafldan acquire in any wa$'> Smith also

comments on the Xhosa as drinking and eating at gteal®** alluding to gluttony, a more

physical kind of greed.

Both Tacitus and Smith make comments on the gresdiand gluttony of the ‘other’, as other
Roman writers d6*° Isaac argues that since Polybius, the Gauls yedras greedy, became a
common stereotyp&° By Smith’s time the image of a gluttonous ‘savage's commoft’ and
may have influenced his writing. The similar imagehe ‘other’ as enthralled by and greedy for
gifts, mentioned by both Tacitus and Smith, isipafarly interesting and perpetuated by other
Roman writer$2® Smith in particular made it part of his negotiaticto offer presents and gifts
to chiefs**° Smith, however, does not overtly state them tdidi®e to temptation of bribes or

cattle. Conversely the portrayal of the ‘other’wasnterested in mineral wealth could possibly

serve to justify the conqueror taking 1.

2.7 The ‘Other’ as Treacherous or Loyal

An image used most often to justify actions agathst ‘other’ was the representation of the

‘other’ as ‘treacherous’. Tacitus describes Ciyilis his plans for rebellion, the Gauls, in their

actions, and the Chauci, in allowing Arminius passaas acting with treachéfy (fraudg).?*?

233 gmith, Letter to D’Urban10 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

24 Smith, Letter to Juana0 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowfi]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 36.

25 0n greediness of the ‘other’ in general see CB#3.1.28.4, 3.18.2, 7.31.1, 7.43.3, Liv. 22.1.2, 231340n weakness for food and drink see
Liv. 5.33.2-3, 5.44.6, Plu€am.15.2, 41.2-3Mar. 19.2-3.

%6 jsaac 2004: 412, Gruen 2010: 141.

%7 According to Jahoda gluttony and debauchery witem part of the stereotype of Africans from thigtéenth century (Jahoda 1999: 27), and
was a vice often associated with carnal exces®@#ah999: 17, 70, 90).

%8 5ome other Roman writers also comment on thisadigize ‘other’ as enthralled or obsessed withsgitinkets and shiny things (Liv. 21.24.5,
Strab. 4.4.5).

239 gmith, Letter to Mackinnors Mar 1849 etter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondencél850). See alschapter 4, footnote 128.

240 puring early Atlantic exploration some humanigtalars portrayed the ‘other’ as lacking an intefiesjold and silver preferring a simple and
idyllic way of life (Jahoda 1999: 11).

21 Tac.Hist. 4.16, 4.57Ann.2.17.

242 Both Livy and Velleius use the same word in tipeirtrayals of the ‘other’ (Liv. 22.1.3, 38.25.8,IV&.107.3).
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The wordinsidiae is used to describe the actions of Civilis, in plans against the Roman
legions®*® The worddolus** (‘treachery’ and ‘craftiness’) is used to describartimandua’s

24> and the actions of Civilis and Britons against the

actions against Caratacupef( dolum
Romans*® Arminius is one of those described by Roman soddées ‘treacherous and breakers
of peace’ perfidos et ruptores padid*’ compare Vocula’s description of the Gaulsptores
foederum.?*®  Civilis' actions are described moreover in terwfs betrayal and treachery
(proditione... perfidia).?*® The wordperfidia is used again to describe the actions of Arminius
and the Germans against RoffieThe idea of faithlessness and disloyalty, a latkides is

placed into the Britons’ own words to describe thelves?®! Inevitably, many of these words

are related to descriptions of revoligsertions and conspiracies against Rothe.

Of the Roman authors, Tacitus is, however, oneeaf ¥ that comment on the loyalty of the
‘other’. He describes Cogidumnus as a most loyalissimus ally.?®* He describes the
Hermunduri and the Lingones, as loydid4) to Rome®> Tacitus portrays Segestes as
portraying himself as loyafiflei et constantigeto the people of Ronf&° Vannius and Sido are

similarly praised’ He uses the wordonstantiato describe the loyalty of Sabinus’ friends

243 Tac. Hist. 4.16,Ann.11.19. The wordhsidiais used in reference to the ‘other’ by other Rormathors (Caes.G.4.13.1, 6.34.6, 8.16.4, Liv.
22.1.3, 38.25.8)

244 Caesar also makes use of the wantlisin his portrayal of the ‘other’ (CaeB.G.4.13.1)

25 Tac.Hist. 3.45.

26 Tac.Hist. 4.16,Ann.12.32.

%47 Tac.Ann.2.13.

8 Tac.Hist. 4.57.

29 perfidiais common word used by Roman authors to describadtions of the ‘other’ (CaeB.G.4.13.4, 4.14.3, 7.17.7, 7.54R,C.2.14.4,
Liv. 21.52.8, 25.33.2, Vell. 2.119.2). AccordingNurphey,perfidiawas a theme of CaesaBsG.4 (Murphey 1977: 238).

#0Tac.Ann.1.55, 2.8, 2.13.

B1Tac.Agr. 32.2.

#2Tac. Hist. 4.14,Ann.2.13, 11.18-19, 14.31.

%3 Caesar comments on the loyalty of the ‘other’ taigaeach other and the Romans (CBe8.3.22, 4.21.7, 5.5.4, 7.21.1, 7.40.7). Valerius also
notes thdidesof the ‘other’ (Val. Max. 2.6.11).

4 Tac.Agr.14.2.

»>Tac.Germ.41.1,Hist. 4.67.

26 Tac.Ann.1.58.

%7 Tac.Ann.12.30.
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(egregia adversus nos fid&® However, the ‘loyalty’ of the ‘other’ as an allyever seems
wholly presented as trustworthy, and rather bouwgitih ‘fear and terror®>® something also
evident from Smith’s writing®® | would argue that loyalty was the expectatiomeatthan the

reality.

As different events emerge, Smith attributes bojfalty and treachery to the ‘other’, at times to
the same person. Smith accuses the Xhosa of tngademerally for their attack on the
Colony?** describing the whole Xhosa ‘race’ as ‘perfididisand faithles$®® He exclaims that
‘little faith can be expected’ from theffi* Smith describes Hintsa as ‘treacherously’ evadtfieg
British government® his acts ‘treacherou$®® and his people in ‘absolute want of all fafff.
Sarili and Boku are described as ‘treacherous’ laadng ‘false faith’ for failing to fulfil a
treaty”®® Likewise Ngeno is described as a ‘breaker of iee5t®® He does comment on Faku’s
and Maphasa’s ‘faithful’ conduct in the previousn&& While in charge of Queen Adelaide

province, Smith describes a councillor Ganya aghfial’ >’

and his Xhosa messengers as
‘emphatically loyal’ to his rulé’? He describes at one point the ‘loyalty of everg'oof his

Xhosa subjects as ‘conspicuo@ He writes of how he has yet not discovered anghef‘bad

B Tac.Hist. 4.67.

29 Tac.Agr. 32.2,Hist. 1.64. Similarly Caesar comments on the need telaiGallic auxiliary to spy on his people, callint question his
‘loyalty’ to Rome (CaesB.G.3.18.2).

#0smijth, Letter to D’Urban10 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

%1 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl6 Aug, 30 Aug 1835 ihetterbook Smith,Address to Chiefg Jan 1836 irutobiography Smith,Autobiography
p. 32, 70, 80. See also Harington 1980: 66. D'Uralan referred to the Xhosa in this way (Moste@2:9727) as did the settlers (Lester1998:
226).

22 Smijth, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

263 Smith, Letter to D’Urban21 July 1835 irLetterbook.

%4 Smith, Letter to D’Urbanl Nov 1835 inLetterbook.

265 Smith, Letter to D’Urban1 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

266 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 42, 46, 59.See also Harington 1980: 65.

%7 Smith, Letter to Juana May 1835 inLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 38.

28 Smijth, Letter to D’Urban29 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.

269 5ith, Autobiographyp. 21.

270 gmith, Letters to D’Urbanl5 Dec 183521 Feb, 1 Mar 1836 ihetterbook.

21 Smith, Letter to D’Urban12 Oct 1835 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp.101, 103.

272 gmith, Letter to D'Urban6 Mar 1836 in_etterbook.

273 gmith, Letter to D’Urban21 Mar 1836 irLetterbook.
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faith’ for which Magoma is apparently knowWf. This opinion however changes when he
discovers that Magoma had called a secret assemgiyg his people to leave the provifiCe
and proceeds to refer to his ‘treacheé?y.However, later he writes of Magoma as ‘faithfully
adhering’ to his promis&.’ He also describes Mhala, Gasela and Siyolo a$afiisful children’
whom he will use against Magoma if neces£afynd even goes as far as to refer to his servant
Mani as a ‘most faithful dog®’® in this way lending inferior and demeaning contiots to the

portrayal of the loyalty of the ‘other’.

Before the outbreak of war in December 1850, Sin@tl reported on the ‘loyal feeling’ of the
Xhosa towards the Colonial governmé#tOn the outbreak of war, however, he repeatedly
describes the Xhosa generally as ‘treachefBtiahd acting with ‘perfidy®®? feeling personally
betrayed by the Xhosa and particularly his natesgds. To his disappointment he realised he

could no longer depend on his ‘kafir polf€€,in whom, before the war, he had confideffe,

describing them as acting without ‘a single actreichery?® almost as if that would be the

expectation. He describes the Xhosa enemy ‘rebsl4taitors’?®® and concluded that they were

unreliable?®” During the war he does describe most of the T'Bianchiefs and Faku as

‘faithful’ allies to the British?®® Smith comments also on the faithfulness and tgyafl Pato to

274 Smith, Letter to D’Urban3 Apr 1836, reiterated Smithetter to D'Urban5 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

2’5 See Harington 1980: 57.

276 Smith,Autobiographyp. 88. See also Lehmannn 1977: 193. Interestimjlyrban had apparently previously warned Smith afqdma’s
possible deception (Mostert 1992: 774).

4’7 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 May 1836 irL_etterbook.

278 gmith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

219 Smith, Autobiographyp. 103.

280 Smith, Letter to Grey24 May 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

21 5mith, Letter to Godlontor31 Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp.Smith,Letter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography Smith, Letters to Grey
16 Jan20 Feb 1852Memoranduni4 Feb 1852 ilCorrespondencé€l853). See also Harington 1980: 102, Mostert 19971.

22 gmijth, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél 853).

23 Harington 1980: 181.

284 Harrington 1980: 170.

285 Smith, Letter to BowkeB Nov 1848 inCorrespondencél 850).

286 Smith, Letter to Godlontor30 Aug 1851 irGodlonton Corresp.

27 Harington 1980: 179.

288 Smith,Replyto Chiefs15 Jan 1852, etter to Greyl6 Feb 1852 iCorrespondencél853).
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the Queer?®® although he seems to have become unsure of tisiena¢ stagé’® He describes

Mhala as ‘very loyal lately?** giving the impression of inconsistent and fleefimgglty.

For both Tacitus and Smith, the question of whetherother’ is portrayed as either treacherous
or loyal depends on their relationship with Romedtain respectively. It would seem that any
action taken against the Romans or British was seenorally deviant terms. Romans often
commented on the infidelity of the ‘othér? If the ‘other’ was allied to and assisted the ewpi
for which they were fighting, they were inevitabpraised for their ‘loyalty’. It was not
considered that they might be loyal to their ownrélgelling against the empire, or in the same
way, treacherous to their own in being allied te fRomans or British. Romans writers do,
however, provide a couple of examples of being rilesg as treacherous towards their Gith.
Treachery, according to Smith, justified hostilapd acts of war against the Xhosa, what he
terms as ‘punishment®® Arndt argues that the image of the Xhosa as ‘tresius savages’ , as
the sole culprits for the frontier wats, was used to justify occupation and severe postwar
policies on the Xhosa in the name of future colbséxurity?®® According to Arndt this was a
common stereotype among the British colonial aromg that took firmer and firmer héfd and
was especially advocated by Smith, who seems te passented the ‘other’ in this way even

before he reached the frontier for the first tittie.

29 Smith, Letter to Maclear27 Jan 1852 iCorrespondencél853). See also Lehmannn 1977: 326. Accordingetatiann, Smith delighted in
Pato’s loyalty (Lehmannn 1977: 179).

20| shmann 1977: 338.

291 Smith, Letter to Godlontord6 July 1851 irGodlonton Corresp.

22 Romans tended to, when defeated, console therssasveictims of treachery (Isaac 2004: 430). Caésamace and Livy describe the ‘other’
asinfidelis (CaesB.G.7.59.2, HorEpod.16.6, Liv. 21.52.7). Cicero comments on gegiuria of the ‘other’ (Cic.Font.45). Livy describes the
‘other’ as breaking faith and agreements (Liv. 518121.25.6), and untrustworthy (Liv. 27.48.5yaBb describes the Germans as betrayers and
untrustworthy (Strab. 7.1.4).

23 For example, Liv32.30.8-10.

2% Mostert 1992: 932, 1127, Strobel 2008: 76.

2% Arndt 2010: 717 — 722.

2% Arndt 2010: 722

297 Arndt 2010: 722

%8 Arndt 2010: 718, 722
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2.7.1 Deceit and Dishonesty

Connected to the image of treachery is that ofaliebty. Tacitus describes Civilis as secretive,

299 He uses a related Latin woodcultusto

concealing his plans to revolidcultato... consilip
describe attempts and rebellions made by the Britagainst the Roman® However, he
particularly remarks on the Germans as being with@atural or acquired cunningens non

astute nec callidg®*

Smith, on the other hand, uses a variety of wordsldscribe the Xhosa as secretive and
dishonest. He describes the Xhosa as having a beateceit’ 2°? particularly referring to the
rainmakers, Mhala and Magoma as ‘deceititi’the latter as also duplicitou? He describes
the Xhosa as the ‘most determined and practised Iiathe universe®® He refers to the
‘duplicity’ of the chiefs, in particular Hints®° and to the ‘subterfuge’ of Boku's people in
joining Mhala®*” He describes Hintsa’s offer of himself as a hast@sgan intended ‘cloak’ while
meditating his escap8 The words ‘stealthy’ and ‘wily’ are used to deberithe Xhos&d>®
Smith describes Hintsa as ‘shuffling’ and ‘evasii/®both at the time alluding to tricks and

artifices®! and later uses the same terms to describe Mhdlataer chief$'? He writes of the

29 Tac. Hist. 4.14.

%0 Tac.Ann.12.32, 14.31, 14.32.

301 Tac.Germ.22.4.

302 Smith, Letter to Juanad 9 April 1835 inAutobiography He describes the Xhosa general as ‘deceitfulifSrhetter to Alicel8 June 1851 in
Autobiography

393 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 81, 82, 84.

304 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Apr 1836, reiterated Smithetter toD’Urban1 May 1836 irLetterbook.

305 Smith, Letter to Juand 8 May 1835 inAutobiography.

308 Smith, Letters to D’Urban30 Aug, 27 Sept 1835, 17 Apr 1836Liatterbook.

%07 Smith, Letter to D’Urban26 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.

398 Smith, Autobiographyp. 37.

399 Smith, Letter to Juana 2 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp. 55, 58, Smithl_etter to D’Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook
Smith, Letter to Greyl7 Mar 1852 inCorrespondencél853).

%10 Smith, Letter to Juan® May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl Nov 1835, 17 Apr 1836 ihetterbook Smith,
Autobiographyp. 33, 34, 42.

%1 Barclay 1811: 352, 855.

%12 Smith, Letter to D’Urban21 Mar 1836 irLetterbook Smith,Message to chief Umhav Jan 1852, etter to Greyl6 Feb 1852 in
Correspondencé€l853).
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Gaikas spreading ‘lies®® Smith refers to the actions of the Xhosa agaihst British as
‘covert’.*** He highlights their ‘affected’ pretence at acquexé'® and describes Ngeno as
‘double-faced?*® He portrays the rain-makers as dishori¥sihala, and the Xhosa in general,
as ‘liars’*'® Gasela is portrayed as describing Magoma as *fafsand in an address to the
chiefs, called their practices ‘lies’, ‘perjury’ @rifalse’>*° Smith also describes the Xhosa as
using lies and delaying tactics in order to gainetito ready themselves for battféput instead

of acknowledging a sound stratagem they are labelfemorally wrong. Smith does, however,
once comment on the honesty of Ga¥éland also quite uncharacteristically describes the
Xhosa as ‘honest and unprejudiced’ and as speakaigly ‘without lying’ in council or jury,
although writing that they would ‘lie fast enougbh trivial occasiond? It must be noted,

however, that he also once describes himself astes’ 324

Although Tacitus focuses more on descriptions dfdyal, and Smith more obsessively on
dishonesty and secretiveness, both portray an irnfiga untrustworthy ‘othef?> While other
Roman writers mention dishonesty and pretence @pahnt of the ‘other®?® Tacitus very seldom
comments on the ‘other’ as deceitful or secretinespite of his hatred of pretent®.No matter
their claims of loyalty from their ‘allies’, it wdd seem that there was an inherent distrust and

fear of treachery from the ‘other’, which could kalkeen well founded. Instances occur in

313 Smith, Letter to Godlontod Mar 1851 inGodlonton Corresp.

314 Smith, Letter to Grey? April 1852 inCorrespondencél853).

315 Smith, Autobiographyp. 40, SmithLetters to Greyl6 Feb 1852, 20 Feb 1852, 17 Mar 185Zarrespondencél853)
316 Smith,Autobiographyp. 21.

317 Smith,Autobiographyp. 83.

318 Smith,Autobiographyp. 84.

319 Smith,Autobiographyp. 88.

320 Smith,Address to the Caffer Chiefslan 1836 irutobiography.

321 Interestingly, Caesar mentions this as an exaofdeceit (Cae8.G.4.9), as does Polybius (PR1.39).

322 Smith Autobiographyp. 89.

323 Smith, Letter to D’Urban11 July 1836 irLetterbook.

%24 Smith, Letter to D’Urban3 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

%25 eVine and Campbell 1972: 9.

326 Some Roman writers comment on the pretesiteu(tationg put up by the ‘other’ (CaeB.G.4.13.4, Liv. 21.25.6, Suefug.79.1) and their
dishonesty (CicFont.45, Vell.2.118.4, PlutCam.28.4)

%27 For example evident in his criticism of Tiberidgag¢.Ann.3.31).
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Roman literature, for example, of Gallic mercemamenspiring to desert the Romans for the
Carthaginians because of p&yDespite some of Smith’s assertions of the loyaithimself he
comments on his expectation of ‘underhandednessthenpart of the Xhosa chiets The
Romans and British seem to have demanded ‘loyaftg ‘honesty’, and regarded anything less
as base and intolerable behaviour, but realisedsame level that the ‘other’ might not

necessarily want to be ‘loyal’ to them, as theyeweot entirely one of them, but ‘other’.

2.7.2 Inconstancy

Connected to portrayals of treachery and dishonestye description of the ‘other’ as ‘fickle’
or ‘inconstant’, which implies more of a weakne$<glmaracter than a morally devious intention.

330 \which is similar to the view

Tacitus refers to Gauls on one occasion as capsdevissimuy,
of other Roman writer¥! According to Isaaclevitas in opposition to the Roman virtue of
gravitas became a common stereotype of the ‘otfi@rAccording to Riggsby the representation

and idea of the ‘northerners’ as living a ‘wandgtinnomadic’ life was connected to an image

of both psychological and social ‘fluidity®?

The image seems to have persisted or re-em&fgasl Smith comments a number of times on
the fickleness of the Xhosa. Smith describes Himted Sarili as ‘fickle**® and the Xhosa

generally as ‘fickle®*® He writes of the Xhosa mind as ‘prone to suddeange®*’ and the

8 Front. Strat.3.16.2.

329 Smith,Autobiographyp. 87.

330 Tac.Germ.29.4

%1¢f. CaesB.G.2.1.3, 3.10.3, 4.5.1, 4.13.3. Livy also descrilhes‘other adevitate(Liv. 22.1.3).

332 |saac 2004: 412-414, Rawlings 1998: 174, Gruei®2041.

333 Riggsby 2006: 55 — 57, 61.

334 According to Jahoda, Queen Isabella describegaaiinericans as untruthful and inconstant, shalikevthe reports of trees that had
shallow roots in the area (Jahoda 1999: 19)

%35 Smith, Letter to Juana&80 April 1835 inAutobiography SmithLetter to Grey20 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

338 Smith, Letters to D’Urban30 Aug, 27 Sept, 12 Oct, 17 Nov, 15, 17 Dec 183%#e 1836 imetterbook Smith,Letters to Greyl6 Jan 1852,
7 April 1852 inCorrespondencgl853). See also Harington 1980: 102.

337 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4 June 1836 ihetterbook.
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Xhosa as ‘delighting in chang®&® He writes of the Xhosa as ‘volatil&® which at the time
meant to be ‘fickle®*° He also uses the word ‘vacillating’ to describe ¥hosa*! a word that
meant ‘irresolution’ and ‘inconstancy*? He often also comments on the ‘caprice’ of the
chiefs3** which according to Barclay refers to a ‘suddenngfgaof sentiment not founded on
reason*** Arndt refers to the image of a ‘supposedly unprtile enemy that was
appropriated by Smith and D’Urban to justify occlipa in the name of future colonial
security®*® Ironically, Smith comments disparagingly on thamteability of British policy and

its likely hostile reaction from the Xhod% which could, perhaps less ironically, be seerhas t
acknowledgement of unpredictability as a justifeabkcuse for aggression on either side. Similar
to the idea that the ‘other’ was unstable and flaisl commonly found in Roman texts, is the
description of the ‘other’ as ‘restless’, which the time that Smith was writing referred to
something which is in ‘continual motion’, ‘unquiethd ‘unsettled®*” Smith describes Magoma
and his councillors as ‘restled¥ as well as Sarili, chiefs and the Xhosa peoplerty >*° He
also describes the Xhosa as ‘desultdr{'meaning ‘unfixed’ or ‘unsettled®* Smith, however,

never contemplates the possibility that it could the presence of the British that caused

restlessness on the part of the Xhosa, in resistEnforeign occupation.

338 Smith, Letter to Grey7 April 1852 inCorrespondencél853)

33% Smith, Letters to D’Urban30 Aug, 22 Sept, 15 Dec 1835, 23 Jan, 29 June,i28.836 inLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 80.

340 Barclay 1811: 959.

341 Smith, Letters to D’Urbar27 Sept, 10 Nov, 5 Dec 1835, 17 Apr 1836 atterbook.

%42 Barclay 1811: 945.

343 Smith, Letters to D’Urban8 Dec 1835, 16 May ihetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

344 Barclay 1811: 147.

% Arndt 2010: 719.

346 Seelntroduction, footnote 32.

%47 Barclay 1811: 802.

348 Smith, Letters to D’Urbarb Apr, 1 May, 28 July inLetterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 87, 88.

%49 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl2 May, 4 June 1836 inetterbook Smith, Letter to Mackinnots March 1849 irCorrespondencél850), Smith,
Letter to Grey20 Jan 1852, 7 April 1852 i@orrespondencél853). See also Harington 1980: 77.

%0 gmith, Letter to Greys Feb 1852 irCorrespondencél853)

%1Barclay 1811: 267.
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2.8 The ‘Other’ as Violent or Cruel

By far the most disparaging of moral judgementhésimage of the ‘other’ as cruel and violent.

352 and uses the same

Tacitus describes Arminius as ‘by nature violemtisitam violentian
word (violentig) to portray the invasion of Britons into the teary of the Roman allie¥?
Tacitus describes a tribe far north as possessimafuaal cruelty tfuces insitag>* which they
exhibit in their battle show$® He uses the same adjective to describe the hetds of the
German infantry ¢antu truc).>*® The Britons at Verulamium are portrayed as pluimgeand
destroying the town with excessive violence: kdbn gibbets, fires, crossesagdes, patibula,

ignes, cruces®’ The lack of conjuctions and apparently random doation of the abstract and

concrete in this passage are appropriate to threesdrarbitrary violence.

According to Smith the actions of the Xhosa dunivay were ‘cruel’ and ‘merciles$®® relating
the Xhosa as commiting ‘merciless murdéré’. Xhosa robbers are ‘bloodthirst{f and the
killing by the Xhosa tribes of the Colonists duritiyge 1835-36 war is ‘cold-blooded’ and
‘horrid’. *** Their actions are ‘horrifying’ and ‘remorseled® The actions of Hintsa and Sarili in

the Colony are described as ‘outragéd'Magoma as ‘violent®®* Other individual Xhosa men

%2Tac.Ann.1.59. Caesar describes the Gauls as ‘even goituysas to punish the innocertiam ad innocentium supplicia descendumtich
is undeniably written with a degree of moral oveas (CaesB.G.6.16.5) and as putting to death with fire and esiating torture any wife
suspected of killing her husband (Ca@<5.6.19.3) and specifically to Vercingetorix he atiitéd servere punishments with fire, tortures, ogtti
off of ears and gouging out eyes (Ca#$.7.4.9-10). Caesar describes Aedui as massacrin@Raitizens or dragging them off into slavery
(CaesB.G.7.42.3).

3 Tac.Ann.12.31.

%4 Caesar describes Litaviccus as putting Romanedthdrudeliter excruciato§CaesB.G. 7.38.10) and Critognatus’ speecagariam
crudelitatem(CaesB.G.7.77.3).Cicero describes some Gallic tribes as very ciereldelissimisCic. Font 43). Riggsby notes Caesar’s
depiction of Gallic society as perverse, corrupt atith many references ot torture and cruelty (Ripg2006: 64).

%5 Tac.Germ.43.5.

36 Tac. Hist. 2.22,Ann.1.65.

*7Tac.Ann.4.33.

38 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 irl_etterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 80, Smithetter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiographySee
alsoLehmannn 1977: 185.

39 Smith, Letter to D’Urban16 Aug 1835 in_etterbook.

%60 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 ir_etterbook.

%1 Smith, Autobiographyp. 11, SmithMessage to Chiefks Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

%2 Smith,Autobiographyp. 18, SmithArrangements of Movemerts Jan 1852 iCorrespondencél853).

3gmith, Autobiographyp. 43, SmithLetter to Maclear27 Jan 1852 iCorrespondencél 853).

364Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 Apr 1836, reiterated inetter to D’Urban28 July 1836 ir_etterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 69.
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are ‘violent'3**and one man is of a ‘violent turbulent charact& Their attack on the Colony is

carried out with *horrid excesses, murders, spoliet’ and the colonists were ‘murdered in cold
blood’ and ‘inhumanely butcheretf’ Smith goes on to describe how a group of Xhosat'bat
[the] brains [of a colonist] with clubg®® He refers to the Xhosa as carrying out ‘bloody
aggressions’™™ as ‘bloodthirsty’ with a ‘love of rapin€”® an ‘act of taking away the goods of
another by violence’’* To Magoma and Tyali, Smith recounts telling thématttheir conduct
against the Colony was ‘brutdf”> He accuses the Xhosa of ‘cruelly’ murdering theeifi”®
and even writes of the ‘cruelty’ that would be ictiéd on the people by their own chiefs if they
were let aloné’* It is noted that in writing of the British actioms Spain, he does admit the

British capable of ‘cruelty®’

Both Tacitus and Smith are similar in portraying tbther’ as violent and cruel, perhaps Smith
more excessively so. Violence and cruelty in them#exts are very difficult to judge or define,
as many acts of war which we would consider violeauld well have been considered
legitimate acts of war in their time. However, it choice of words specifically labeling the
actions of the ‘other’ excessively cruel or violeitwould seem that negative judgments were
being made. Gruen does note a Roman tendency ¢dzkethe West as cruel and ferocid(fslt

has been argued that Smith and D’Urban used thgarméa violent, cruel, merciless ‘other’ as

365Smith, Letter to D’Urban15 Feb 1836 imetterbook Smith,Letter to Greyl0 Dec 1849 irCorrespondencél850).
366 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 May 1836 irL_etterbook.

367 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

368 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

369 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

370 Smith, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, Smithetter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).
Sl Barclay 1811: 784.

372 gmith, Autobiographyp. 69-70.

373 Smith, Letter to D'Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

374 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook.

%75 Mostert 1992: 622.

%76 Gruen 2006: 460.
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an excuse for making war against and ‘punishingitt®’’ Arndt argues that the metaphor in
military discourse of the Xhosa as cruel ‘merciléssbarians’, arose from the violence of
conflict in the frontier ward/’® and was used to justify, hypocritically, a crueilimited and total

warfare against the Xhos&,

2.8.1 The ‘Other’ as Criminal or Lawless

Often these representations of cruelty and violemage given further connotations of
criminality. Tacitus does not make much mentiorthaf ‘other’ as ‘criminal’, although he does
describe the Germans as disregarding human andediaiv fon divini, non humani iur)s®®
The leader of the Chauci, Gannascus, is portragqallaging and raidingpfaedabundugslike a

pirate®! Tacitus describes the acts of Classicus and Bgainst Roman legions in terms of a

crime &celerg.?

Smith sometimes describes the Xhosa as ‘delinquétita word that meant one who has

wilfully commited a crime®* and ‘culprits’>®*® in other words criminal®® and engaging in

‘misdemeanours®®’ Smith describes the Xhosa as committing ‘atrogitia the Colony®®®

‘atrocity’ at the time meant ‘that which heightette enormity of a crime’, or ‘enormously

criminal’®® He accuses Hintsa of three cold blooded murdenichwhe describes as

7" Mostert 1992: 714, Strobel 2008: 76.

878 Arndt 2010: 723 -729.

879 Arndt 2010: 730 — 734.

¥ Tac.Ann.2.14.

%1 Tac.Ann.11.18. Allen-Hornblower mentions the descriptiorth# Germans in Caesar as bandits, but argueththédcus here is less on the
lawless but rather on their status as ‘outsidekiéf-Hornblower 2014: 685).

%2 Tac.Hist. 4.72.

383 Smith, Letter to Juan& May 1835 inAutobiographySmith, Autobiographyp.78, SmithLetter to Mackinno® Mar 1849 inCorrespondence
(1850).

%4 Barclay 1811: 267.

%85 Smith, Autobiographyp. 78.

%6 Barclay 1811: 248.

%7 Smith, Letter to Mackinnos Mar 1849 inCorrespondencél850).

%8 Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowi]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

%% Barclay 1811: 66.
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‘atrocities’ 3% Smith describes the actions of the Xhosa chiets geople as ‘lawles$* and
acting with ‘impunity’3°? He refers to the practice of witchcraft as a ‘@ifff and the actions
taken against the Colony as ‘unju$tf.He also comments that laws are lost on ‘savaijes’.
Smith refers to the rule of the chiefs as ‘tyraniiy’a word which at the time signified ‘acting
without regard to the laws, rights, or propertiésh® people’ and also indicated ‘outrageous
cruelty and oppressioi”’ He labels the Xhosa ‘fugitived®® those who run away from the law
and a word that at the time also alluded to a sthiestability and volatility**® He refers to the
Xhosa frequently as ‘thieves’ and ‘robbet® implying that their actions are criminal, rather
than acts of war. He even describes Mghayi's peaglgrinces of thieve$®! At various times
the Xhosa are referred to as ‘bandff€those ‘outlawed thieves’ who ‘live on plund®? and
committing ‘depredations* acts of ‘spoiling’ and robbefd?®> He even refers to the Xhosa as

‘murderers’ and frequently $8° On being accused himself of ‘murder’ during the338var,

Smith argues that if his actions were ‘murder’ tleaery conqueror would be a ‘murder&.

390 gmith, Letter to D'Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

391 Smith,Autobiographyp. 71, 78.

392 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.

393 Smith, Letter to Grey? Jan 1850 itCorrespondencél850).

394 Smith, Autobiographyp. 70.

39 Harington 1980: 198.

3% Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Nov, 8, 17, 28 Dec 1835, 4 Feb, 10, 17 Apr, dyiSe, 28 July 1836.etter to Lord Fitzroyl6 May 1836 in
Letterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smithetter to Alicel8 Jun 1851 iutobiography Smith,
Autobiographyp. 74, 76. See also Harington 1980: 171.

%97 Barclay 1811: 944.

3% Smith, Letters to Greyl7 Mar 1852, 7 April 1852 iCorrespondencél853).

3% Barclay 1811: 396.

400 smith, Autobiographyp. 32, 38, 92, Smith,etter to Juan@6 Feb 1835 ilutobiography Smith, Letters to D’'Urbar24 July, 22, 27 Sept, 6
Oct, 10, 30 Nov, 5 Dec 1835, 10 Jan 1836etterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Librar$gmith, Address to
Caffer Chiefs7 Jan 1836 iutobiography Smith,Letter to Grey23 Aug 1849 irCorrespondenc€l850),Letters to Greyl6 Jan 1852, 7 April
1852, Letter to Maclear27 Jan 1852 i€orrespondenc€l853).

401 Smith, Letter to D’Urban12 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

402 gmith, Letter to D’Urban15 Dec 1835 inetterbook to Godlonton 1 July 1851, Smitklemoranduni4 Feb 1852 ilCorrespondencél853).
‘% Barclay 1811: 79.

404 Smith, Letter to D’Urban24 July 1835 irLetterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smithetter to Grey
23 Aug 1849 irCorrespondenc€l850).

‘% Barclay 1811: 272

408 Smith, Letter to Juan&, 5 May 1835 irAutobiography Smith,Letters to D’Urban10 Nov 1835, 17, 25 Apr 1836 iretterbook Smith,
Letter to Godlontori0 Feb 1837 itcodlonton Corresp.Smith,Autobiographyp. 11, 21, 33, 38, 65, 70, 95, Smi#ddress to Caffer Chiels
Jan 1836 irutobiography Smith,Letter to BowkeB Nov 1848 etters to Grey23 Aug 1849, 7 Jan 185Broclamation25 Dec 1850 in
Correspondencél850), SmithLetters to Greyl7 Mar 1852, 7 April 185Reply to chiefd5 Jan 1852 ilCorrespondencé€l853).

407 Smith, Letter to D'Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.
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Although the point he wishes to make is that hisoas were not illegal, it does highlight the

idea that ‘might’ is ‘right’, with the weaker, defed peoples portrayed as in the ‘wrong’.

Although Tacitus refers once to the ‘other’ as efjgrding the law, as other Roman writers also
sometimes d8?® Smith describes the ‘other as ‘criminal’ to a rhugreater extent. These
representations reflect the assumption that Ronmah British legal systems were the only
legitimate ones. Often actions against the ‘Empivete viewed as crimes rather than legitimate
acts of war, particularly in descriptions of théher’ as thieves or pirates, as the language used
by other Roman writer®® Veyne notes that if foreigners to Rome failed &hdwve as loyal
clients they were labelled rebels or crimirédfsCattle raiding and ‘thieving’ was a particular
theme and pretext for conflict in the Eastern Capging Smith’s time.Crais writes of
‘thievishness’ and criminality as having been madstereotypical part of the ‘innate’ Xhosa

character and the rise of ‘illegal’ discourse amtmgSettlers

2.9 The ‘Other’ as Virtuous or Immoral

Despite this image of a cruel, violent and evemaral ‘other’, Tacitus does credit the Germans
in particular with virtue. He comments on the heia which the Germans are believed to see in
their women ifiesse...sanctum aliqyi#*? He comments on the Germans’ strict marriage code,
aversion to adultery and corruptfdhand on the chastityp(dicitia) of the German womet?

He mentions again in the next chapter the youtptuity and chastity of the young German

%8 polybius refers to the Gauls as lawless (P$37.8-10, 21.412-3). Caesar refers to their griraed and corruption (Cae®.G.6.34.8,
7.42.5,7.43.3)

4% Other Roman writers refer to the ‘other’ as brigmrrobbers or pirates (Ca8G.6.35.7, Strab. 4.4.2, 7.2.1-2, PiMtar. 11.3)
“0Veyne 1993: 361.

41 Crais 2001: 132, 139. Crais’ arguments are alsmoented on by Arndt (2010: 711).

“2Tac.Germ.8.2.

“3Tac.Germ.18-19.

“4Tac.Germ.19.1.
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416
e

men?"® He describes the Germans as a people who douwgft k&t vice''® are sexually virtuous

and raise their children propefl/. Delegates of the Tencteri, a German tribe, areritesi as
calling on the people of Cologne to regain theiriguand integrity §incerus et integer...

populus*® Tacitus, like other Roman writet¥ also often refers to Britons, Gauls or Germans

20

as noblé* f21

although this could point more to their statusmalty™ than to moral virtue.

Smith, on the other hand, comments overwhelminglyh® general immorality and vice of the

Xhosa, often referring to their ignorance of rigind wrong**? The Xhosa war against the

Colony was seen as ‘unrighteod&’.He comments on the ‘vice’ of the Xhd&hand writes of

the Xhosa as ‘vicious?®

the latter derived from the former, meaning adiooontrary to

virtue’.*?® Various words are used labelling the Xhosa as usdeels#?’ ‘rascals*?® and

29

‘blackguards*®® — similar words meaning those with ‘base princpfé® He often describes

them as having done ‘wron$’! measuring them against British notions of ‘wrorigdd'?

415 Tac.Germ.20.3. This echoes Caesar’s comment (CRg3.6.21.4).

“18 Mellor 1993: 16. According to Benario, this is asfeTacitus’ most famous lines and a particulagdysh judgement on Roman society
(Benario 1999: 86).

“7saac 2004: 439.

“8 Tac. Hist. 4.64.

419 Caesar describes Orgetorix as togilissimusamong the Helvetii (CaeB.G.1.2.1) and another ambilissimoamong the Bituriges (Caes.
B.G.1.18.6). Massilian envoys and Surus an Aeduaneserithed asobiles(CaesB.C.1.34.3,B.G.8.45.2). Velleius describes Maroboduus
and another asobilis (Vell. 2.108.2, 2.118.2).

40 Tac.Hist. 3.45, 4.12, 4.71Ann.1.57, 11.16, 12.36, 12.37.

42! Caesar also describes Tasgetius as a man of hig{summo loco nat)samong the Carnutes (CaBsG.5.25.1). Tacitus refers to Julius
Paulus and Julius Civilis and parts of the Germhar@sci asegia (Tac.Hist. 4.13,Ann.11.16) and Brinno of the Canninefates as, born of
illustrious descentc{aritate natalium insigni(Tac.Hist. 4.15). Smith describes Suta, Nonube, and Hintsa/esnas ‘queens’ (Smith
Autobiographyp.91, SmithLetter to Juan® May 1835 inAutobiography. He refers to a deputation of men from Hintsafdsoyal blood’
(Smith, Letter to Juand 9 April 1835 inAutobiography, Hintsa later as his ‘Royal Son’ (Smittetter to Juana May 1835 inAutobiography,
and the guests of Sarili and others as his ‘Royabts’ (SmithLetter to Juan&d May 1835 inAutobiography. Smith refers in a letter to Hintsa’'s
‘palace’, ‘harem’, ‘queen’ and ‘royal mother’ (SimjtH., Letter to [Addressee unknowi]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library).

422 Smith,Autobiographyp. 35, 77, 91, 99, Smittddress to Caffer Chie’sJan 1836 irutobiographySmith, Letter to D’Urbanl5 Feb 1836
in Letterbook See also Harington 1980: 58.

423 Mostert 1992: 936.

424 Smith, Letters to D’Urbané Oct, 22 Nov 1835, 12 Feb 1836Lietterbook.

425 Smith, Letters to Godlonto6 Dec 1850, 15 Jan 1851@odlonton CorrespSee also Harington 1980: 188.

“26Barclay 1811: 951.

427 Smith, Letter to Juand 8 May 1835 inAutobiography.

428 Smith, Letters to Juand6 Apr, 1 May 1835 iutobiography Smith, Letters to D'Urbanl1 Aug, 5 Dec 1835, 1 Mar, 6 Mar, 25 Mar, 3 Apr,
5 Apr, 4 June 1836 ibetterbook Smith, Letters to Godlontod May, 17 June 1851 i@odlonton Corresp.

429 Smith, Letter to Juand.8 May 1835 inAutobiography.

“0Barclay 1811: 103, 838, 784.

431 Smith, Letter to D'Urban10 Nov 1835 irl_etterbook.

432 Mostert 1992: 766.
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opposed to supposed ‘virtue' of Civilisatifi. He even writes of the Xhosa supposedly

acknowledging that they were in the ‘wrofif’and professing the desire to ‘do right.

It is not surprising, then, that Smith does noewfportray the Xhosa as virtuous. He mostly
comments only on their fine manners, ‘gracefulaid gentlemanlike mannérf® which he often
notes he finds ‘astonishing’. He describes Hintsdaating majesty with great dignit{®’ He
describes Hintsa’s and Magoma'’s sons as a ‘fineihgomefi®® and others as ‘mode$t? He
comments on Sarili as a ‘youth of most engaging meesi**° He describes one Xhosa man as
having an ‘excellent charactéf! Siyolo as a ‘fine young chiéf? and Ganya as an ‘upright
man’**® He refers to one chief as ‘a very good nt&hand to the conduct of the ‘Kafir Police’ as
‘exemplary’ and ‘admirable*?® Gasela, he writes, is the ‘finest’ Xhosa he haaltdeith**® and

Magoma a ‘noble savagé&®’

The ‘other’ is portrayed as much more ‘vicious’nhairtuous’, something only mentioned by a
few Roman writer§?® The Germania unlike Tacitus’ other work$?’ idealises Germans to a
certain extent in an effort to contrast this witbnkan decadence and immorality as Tacitus saw

it.**° These references particularly reflect Tacitus’amn with the moral decline of Rome and

4% Harington 1980: 61.

434 Harington 1980: 107.

435 Smith, Letter to D'Urban28 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

436 Smith, Letters to Juand5 April, 2, 5 May 1835 irAutobiography.

437 Smith, Letter to Juan&0 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowd]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.
438 Smith, Letter to Juan@0 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.
439 Smith, Letter to Juana, 5 May 1835 irAutobiography.

440 Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowii]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

441 Smith, Letter to D'Urban12 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

442 Smith, Letter to D'Urban22 Sept 1835 ihetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 100.

443 Smith, Autobiography p. 101.

444 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

445 Smith, Letter to Grey? Jan 1850 il€orrespondencél 850).

446 Smith, Letter to D’Urbanl Mar 1836 irLetterbook.

447 Smith, Letter to D'Urban18 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.

448 Livy mentions the purity and dignitgdnctitate et gravitadeof the ‘other’ (Liv. 38.24.11)

449 Mellor 1993: 21.

40 Mellor 1993: 15, Isaac 2004: 432-3.
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often link sexual licence with the collapse of fiolil morality?** Gruen, however argues that

this representation is done in a shifting and pwtatic way*>? Veyne notes a broader trend of
Roman thought that the Romans had lost their panity vigour, which then only the ‘other’
retained®® and Dorey confirms a tradition in rhetorical sclsoof romanticising the simple,
unsophisticated life of the ‘padt? Tacitus’ portrayal of the Germans in tk&ermaniaas
inherently having a certain purity and integritpteuched by what he perceives as Roman vice,
was in a way similar to later European ideas of ‘tiuble savage’>® a perception that Smith
does not generally share, although he does sonmsetioament on their behaviour in terms of
admiration. How he treated them depended on thalntemms in which he saw them. Smith in
1850s made it known that he would ‘punish’ onlysédbad’ rebels, distinguishing the ‘good’
from the ‘bad’ depending on whether they rebellgdiast the Colon§>® He also claims to keep
a record of whether or not they were ‘good’ or ‘b&d Smith’s emphasis on the immorality of

the Xhosa is also indicative of his ‘concern’ foeir moral instruction and ‘improvemefit

2.10 Religion: Superstition and Cruelty

Often the judgement of the character of the ‘othveas linked to their religious beliefs and
practices. Tacitus uses the wadperstitioas opposed teeligio many times to describe the
religious beliefs of the Britons, Gauls and Germ&A&lthough the Romans were relatively

tolerant of foreign religions (barring Christianignd Judaism), Tacitus, and at times other

“1 Mellor 1993: 26-7.

452 Gruen 2010: 162-4, 168-9.

453 \veyne 1993: 344.

“4Dorey 1969: 14.

455 Gidley 1992: 49, Berndt and Berndt 1971, Jaho®®16, 11, Nandy 1983. Benario even uses the teall¢ savage’ in his comments on the
theme of the simplicity of the ‘other’ shown superio Rome’s own civilisation (Benario 1999: 4).

4% ehmannn 1977: 323.

457 Harington 1980: 108.

458 Smith, Letter to Grey? Jan 1850 i€orrespondencél 850). He writes of the Xhosa as having to beddro do right (Smith.etter to
D’Urban 28 Sept 1835 ihetterbooly, and of his wife, Juana, teaching Xhosa womasoles in ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ (Lehmann 1977: 189).eSe
also Harington 1980: 59, 171-172.

“9Tac.Agr. 11.4,Germ.39.4, 43.4, 45.3ist. 4.54, 4.61Ann.11.15, 14.30.
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Roman writers, often belittles the beliefs of GensiaGauls and Britons, or condemn their
behaviour as sacrilegiod® and shows a marked hostility towards the Druidstigularly in his
comments on human sacrifice as savage and cruel.Gédrmans’ participation in rituals of
human sacrifice, he describes as unlawful and baus&*" Another reference to sacrificial
slaughter is made in the case of the slaughteilafrtes and chief centurions at alt&tsBritish
Druidic practices are described in terms of blond gore ¢ruor), portraying a scene of altars
strewn with blood of captives and human entraés,hiuman sacrificé®® Although, as Gruen
notes, Tacitus does refrain from praising or diggerg the religion of the Germans in the

464
a

Germani there are some associations with cruelty in hiseiotworks that should be

considered.

Smith, in a similar manner to Tacitus, refers te thaligious beliefs of the ‘other’ as ignorance
and folly*®> He uses the word ‘superstition’ of the Xhosa lietiewitchcraft’.*°® He writes of a
woman as ‘violently beaten’ for ‘witchcraft®’ which he comments on as ‘fanaticistf.The
ceremony of slaughtering an ox to Smith is ‘horilb behold’ and ‘appalling®® Another
custom portrayed by Smith as ‘brutal’ is a festiwdilerein the girls are compelled to attend what

Smith terms a ‘Rape of the Sabin&$'He refers a couple of times to the abduction dathtion

40 Cicero comments on the Gauls as sacrilegiousjtbout religion, waging war not in defence of rédig or immortal gods, but against them,
despoiling and disturbing sacred places (Eant.30-31). On the other hand, Gruen argues that Caesgresentation of Druids and Celtic
religion as straightforward and respectful wittiditeffort to disparage or underscore their ‘otleesi (Gruen 2010: 156-7).

41 Tac.Germ.9.1, 39.2. Gruen writes of both Caesar and Taeitoiding judgement on this practice, although hmitsiTacitus the institution
as reprehensible in itself (Gruen 2010: 157-8, 175)

42 Tac.Ann.1.61.

43 Tac.Ann.14.30.

%4 Gruen 2010: 177.

465 SmithLetter to D’Urban28 Nov 1835 ir_etterbook Smith,Address to Caffer ChiesJan 1836 irutobiography See also Harington 1980:
56, 61.

466 Smith, H. Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library. See aldarington 1980: 55, 169.

467 Smith, Letter to D'Urban30 Nov 1835 irl_etterbook.

%8 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Dec 1835 iretterbook.

6% Smith, Autobiographyp. 35, 36.

470 Smith, Autobiographyp. 77.
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of women by the XhosH* Smith took a hostile view of the religious andtatal beliefs of the
Xhosa, particularly their practices of ‘witchcrafteferring to the ‘witchdoctors’ as ‘villain§’?

as well as describing the practice as ‘falldt§’He describes Tyali as a ‘fool’ for believing in
‘witchcraft’ before Smith apparently convinces himacknowledge it as ‘nonsenéé’. He also
associates ‘witchcraft’, or more specifically thecasation and punishment of the practice, as a
means by which the chiefs exercise oppression iy’ The ordinary people, he writes,
refer to ‘witchcraft’ as ‘tyrannical cruelty”® He writes of Mhala as ‘cruelly’ burning a man with
red-hot stones as a punishment for ‘witchcrdft'and details various ‘horrid penalties’ inflicted
on victims, labelling the inflictors as ‘diabolicarmentors”’® In the English of the time
‘diabolical’ would have meant ‘partaking of the djtias of the devil, extremely impious and

479

wicked™ "~ — a more intense meaning than is often the cakseytd he practice is also referred to

480
d

as ‘wicke and ‘horrid’#®! Unlike the Romans, Smith makes no mention of dzadism or

human sacrifice*®?

2.10.1 Evil and Wickedness

The imagery of evil and sin, is particular to Srstdescriptions, drawing on Christian moral

e483

discourse;” and therefore absent from the writing of Tacitusother early Roman writers.

471 Smith,Address to the Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography Smith,Letter to Greyl5 March 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

472 Smith,Address to the Caffer Chiefslan 1836 iutobiography.

473 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 irlLetterbook.

474 Smith, Letter to D’Urban26 Mar 1836 in_etterbook.

475 Seefootnote 396.

476 Smith, Letter to D’Urbanl Aug 1836 irLetterbook.

477 Smith, Letter to D'Urban4 Feb 1836 in_etterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, SmitAutobiography
p. 83.

478 Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library

4® Barclay 1811: 278.

480 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4 June 1836 ihetterbook.

481 Smith, Letter to Grey? Jan 1850 iilCorrespondencél 850).

482 Although Smith does not mention it, Cathcart doedke mention of ‘cannibals’ (Cathcart, Getter to Secretary of State for the Colorfids
Nov 1852 inCorrespondence of Lieut.-General the Hon. Sir Gedegthcart, K.C.B., Relative to his Military Opeaats in Kaffraria(London:
John Murray, 1856) Cory Library).

483 pccording to Jahoda, indigenous Americans (Jal@88: 16, 18, 23) and Africans (Jahoda 1999: 2668%were very often depicted as
immoral and sinful. Early Christian fathers in W#vest associated the colour black with darknes$aed the devil (Jahoda 1999: 26) and in the
Middle Ages images of Africans and Muslims becameflated into ‘moors’ who were often depicted asgdior evil (Jahoda 1999: 27).
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Smith refers to the Xhosa as ‘heath&f’,a label unique to Christianity, meaning those
‘unacquainted with the doctrines contained in the @ New Testament®®He frequently refers
to the Xhosa as ‘devil$®® He refers to the ‘devil’ as having established $ethin the Xhos&®’

He describes the Xhosa as fighting ‘like devif§.Smith writes of Kuba as possessing the
cunning of ‘Satan*®® He describes Magoma as an ‘inflammatory d&/iand Hintsa at his end
as ‘a devil... breath[ing] liquid flamé®* He calls Mhala a ‘devil’ and a ‘villair®? Boku and
other Xhosa are also labeled ‘villaiff$3 a word that at the time meant something like
‘wicked’.*** When Magoma and Tyali refuse offers of peace, ISmiites of how ‘some devil
has got in amongst them and wickedly advised’ fii2rmnd how they used their powers of
reason ‘wickedly”*®® The word ‘wicked’ according to Barclay referred anyone ‘living in
habitual contrariety to the laws of God’, ‘wickedsemeaning ‘given to vice’ and ‘moral ift®’

Their thieving is remarked of as ‘wickéd and they were apparently easily swayed by ‘wicked

men??® He refers to some as acting as enemies to soeiéty‘wickedness’ and ‘sin°® He

Animality, particularly apelikeness (Jahoda 1999t& 45) and childlikeness (Jahoda 1999: 9, 14R) tvere also associated with immorality
and sin. Immorality was also worked into theoriésadentific racism (Jahoda 1999: 77) and was dssliently by missionaries describing
those who were not yet converted to Christianigh@ila 1999: 146). See alseVine and Campbell 1972: 9, Galbraith 1963: 8Gster1998:
228.

484 Smith, Autobiographyp. 90.

485 Barclay 1811: 462. Similar to the word ‘pagan’igthoriginated from the Latipaganusand went from meaning ‘someone who lives in the
country’ to ‘someone who doesn't believe in youdgshe word ‘heathen’ originally came from the @dglish wordhaethwhich meant ‘wild
uncultivated country’, ‘the people who lived in thasth’beinghaethenlater ‘heathen’ (Ayto 2002: 210). As Christianitias introduced to the
Germanic peoples and took hold mainly in the towwosheathen’ became associated with those whd livghe country and remained
unconverted, and hence ‘not Christian’ (Ayto 20PP0). In his explanation of the word ‘heathen’, dytterestingly calls to mind the word
‘civilisation’ as a similar example of the expressiof people in towns and vilages being suspicafubose living out in the wilds (Ayto 2002:
210). See also chapter 3, footnote 272.

488 Smith, Letters to Juand2 April, 3, 4 May 1835 irutobiography Smith,Letter to D’Urban29 Sept 1835 ihetterbook Smith,Letter to
Godlonton24 June 1851 isodlonton Corresp.

“87 Smith, Letter to D'Urban27 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.

88 Smith, Letter to Godlontor28 Feb 1851iiGodlonton Corresp.

489 Smith, Autobiographyp. 33.

490 Smith, Letter to D'Urban12 July 1836 irLetterbook.

491 Smith, Letter to Juand 8 May 1835 imAutobiography.

492 Smith, Autobiographyp. 84.

493 Smith, Letter to Juan&@ May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letters to D’Urbar21 July, 30, 31 Aug, 29 Sept, 6 Oct 1835, 1, 21 Ma86 in
Letterbook Smith,Letters to Godlonto81 Dec 1850, 6 Jan 1851 @odlonton Corresp.

“%4Barclay 1811: 952.

495 Smith, Letter to D'Urban25 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

496 Smith, Letter to D'Urban30 Aug 1835 irl_etterbook.

49" Barclay 1811: 972.

%8 Smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 irutobiography.

499 Smith, Letter to Mackinnors Mar 1849 inCorrespondencél 850).

%0 Smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ifutobiography.
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describes Hintsa’s and others’ acts as ‘Sisand the Xhosa generally as ‘born in sin’ and
‘sinners’>%? He portrays Nomsa as talking of her ‘sif§'He refers to the actions of Magoma in
5594

the war as ‘sins’.” He equates those Xhosa against the Colony witifi,‘@hich he intends to

root out>® He also describes a Xhosa councilor as ‘€f'Their thieving and vagrancy is
|507

referred to as ‘evil’®’ The Xhosa are described as possessing ‘evil pessf8 Smith refers to

them in their state before he came among them esighted’>®

referring ‘figuratively’ to a
‘darkness’ of the mind® Linked with this idea of darkness is the word fsgbwhich meant
‘blackness®>** He uses the word ‘sable’ in reference to the Xid5and even describes them as
his own ‘sable warriors’ and ‘sable communit}®.He is likely playing on an allusion to the
colour of their skin as well as evil, which he malevident in his comment on the devil as the

‘sable king’ who ‘often wears a white facg”. In this case he is alluding to Dr Philip and other

missionaries'® whom he refers to as ‘white-faced devi¥.

Although there is something to be said for the ueigituation of the British Empire with its
Christian intolerance of other religions and missiy beliefs'” particularly the label of

heathenism, wickedness and ehbibth Tacitus and Smith portray the beliefs of thther as

01 Smith, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknoww]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, Smithetter to D'Urban21 Mar 1836 irLetterbook.

92 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835, 17 Apr 1836 inetterbook See also Harington 1980: 106.

503 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 Nov 1835 irL_etterbook.

%04 Smith,Autobiographyp. 88.

595 Smith, Letter to Godlontori1 Dec 1850 irfGodlonton Corresp.

5% Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Feb 1852 iCorrespondencél853).

07 Smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ifutobiography Smith,Letter to Grey24 May 1849 irCorrespondenc¢1850).

%8 Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél 850).

599 Smith,Autobiographyp. 98.

*1°Barclay 1811: 95.

1 Barclay 1811: 825.

12 Smith, Letter to Juanad.4 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith,Letter to D’Urban30 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

13 Smith, Letter to D’Urbanl Nov 1835, 2 Feb, 10 Apr 1836 lietterbook.

514 Smith, Letter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography.

515 Harington 1980: 62.

518 According to Lehmann, Smith often refers to thesitinaries as ‘wicked’ (Lehmannn 1977: 336).

57 Unlike Rome’s tolerance towards other religioreefsotnote 521), Christianity accepted the existefoenly one God and the missionary
movement of the nineteenth century sought to dgtiv@nvert other peoples to abandon their own fselied convert to Christianity (Wilson
1969: 238 — 239). The idea of ‘paganism’ came abatinhg the Middle Ages and the crusades when Eaopdentity was modeled around the
ideal of ‘Christendom’ as distinct from Muslims aipdgans’ who included Scandinavians, Celtic Welskh and Scots (Sardar1993, Jahoda
1999: 2). Since the fifteenth century and the staage, Africans were viewed as ‘pagans’ (Jaho®®9199). See alsGidley 1992: 47-8.
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superstition or ignorance, as if in some way irdvalthen compared to Roman or Christian
beliefs respectively. Both Tacitus and Smith alsodemn many cultural and religious practices
of the ‘other’ as cruel and unsavoury, Tacitusipalarly dwelling on images of human sacrifice
and cannibalism, a common representation of theefotin ancient times™® regardless of
whether or not it was tri? Smith does not comment on the cannibalism of titaet’,
although it was by the nineteenth century stillommon stereotype of the ‘othéf° possibly
because through his direct involvement with thepbeavhom he described he would have
known it was not true. Although Romans bore a netatolerance to local custom and

particularly religion?*

they did at various times go as far as banningidirureligious
practices? So too Smith attempted to discredit and ban eedthiosa customs and practicés.
While sources of the time cite cruelty and greednawal reasons for the suppression of
Druidism, it was more likely that religious or tiadnal customs were seen as a political threat

to imperial rule>?* which would go some way to explain why they weeé tolerated. Smith’s

518 Other Roman writers also comment on practicesiofifice (CaesB.G.6.13-14, 6.16-18, Ci¢zont.31.8, Strab. 4.4.5-6). Strabo also makes
reference to cannibalism (Strab. 4.5.4). Accordindahoda, cannibalism, has been one of the mestrhd images of savagery through the
ages (Jahoda 1999: 97). In Greece, numerous mgtiswith cannibalism and distant peoples suchcgthins were labeled among those
termed ‘anthropophagi’ (Jahoda 1999: 98-99). Artcreniters such as Herodotus, Pliny the Elder aniéh8e portrayed various groups of ‘other’
or monstrous races as cannibals (Jahoda 1999; 118}

%1 Jahoda touches on the issue of ‘cannibalism’ esofamyth (Jahoda 1999: 104-109).

520 By the fifteenth Century cannibalism was a regatareotype of the topography of exotic lands amwbmling to Jahoda, become an obsession
of European writers (Jahoda 1999: 101). Accusatdrsnnibalism were directed at all kinds of ‘atlfeom the mythic ‘wild men’, ‘witches’
(Jahoda 1999: 99, 103), the Irish (Jahoda 1999, 2idigenous Americans (Jahoda 1999: 15, 16924100) and Africans (Jahoda 1999: 29).
The trope was linked to sexual deviance, aggreskiok of impulse control and animality (Jahoda®:9802, 214), and was often associated
with images of human sacrifice (Jahoda 1999: 18(the nineteenth Century there was a great dealadérial written on cannibalism (Jahoda
1999: 122)See alsdsidley 1992: 39, 54.

521 Goodman 1997: 138, Haverfield 1915: 20. Unlikei§tfanity, Roman religion was pluralistic and pblgistic in nature, and Gruen argues
that far more than ‘tolerating’ other religions,Re ostensibly embraced alien cults (Gruen 2006}.467

%22 Goodman 1997: 208, Isaac 2004: 422-3, Gruen 2005:Balsdon 1979: 65.

523 Smith, Letters to D’Urbané Oct, 8, 28 Dec 1835, 4, 14, 28 Feb, 6 June 1886tterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS

482] Cory Library. See also Wilson 1969: 266, 26@;2Mostert 1992: 766, 768, 937, 962, 998-999, Latmn 1977: 190-191, Strobel 2008: 78.
524 Scholars argue that the reason possibly had roate with the Druids as being seen as a dangetm@ssive force that held significant
authority within the Celtic population (Isaac 20@22-3, Gruen 2006: 472; Syme 1970: 25). Smith etbwhat he termed ‘witchcraft’ as the
means by which the chiefs exerted authority andmectated wealth (Smith, H_etter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 74-76, also as discussed by Strobel 2008: 78hig\primary objective was to undermine the povfehe chiefs (Mostert
1992:762, Lester 1998: 236), this custom was seendirect threat to his plans. Neither effortsugtpression were successful (For the Romans
see Isaac 2004: 422-3, 426. For the British setet 8998)
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particular emphasis on evil and wickedness is mtdie of his view of the role of the British to

rid the ‘other’ of ‘evil’ and to convert them to @stianity>*

2.11 Conclusion

Although Tacitus and Smith do at times acknowledgwies the ‘other’ possess, much more
emphasis is placed on their character flaws, mangst perpetuating common stereotyp@s.
Isaac notes that in Tacitus’ portrayal the Germangarticular either have enormous failings or
great merit?’ the lesson rather than the facts being of gréatgortance to hini*® Gruen goes
further to argue that ‘irony trumps ideology’ anérsotype’?® In Tacitus’ case portraying the
virtues of the ‘other’ in some instances servedrtiique his own society, which was something
Smith never entertained. Kraus indicates that ¢heeéncy of Tacitus to blur the categorisations,
criticising Romans and praising the ‘other’, suggethe way is opened for the concept of
assimilation of the ‘other’ into Roman sociéfy.Smith highlights the loyalty and good conduct
of the ‘other’ when it reflects well on his own lménce and power over the Xhosa. Descriptions
of the ‘other’ as loyal or treacherous essentidiypended on their relationship with the empire

as enemies or allie¥?

There was a great deal of emphasis on the viotehteuel nature of the actions and practices of

the ‘other’ by both Tacitus and Smith. In both @mti and modern societies images of a

525 Mostert 1992: 772, 949-50. Lester notes that Wittrban and Smith, conversion began to becomegdaBtitish policy (Lester 1998: 229,
238.

526 Mellor 1993: 15, Benario 2005: 278, Isaac 20042,4184, 438.

527 |saac 2004: 432. Benario notes that although Tagibrtrays a generally favourable picture of tieen@ns, he does not hesitate to mention
their faults (Benario 1999: 77).

528 |saac 2004: 435.

%29 Gruen 2010: 159-161, 178.

%0 Kraus and Woodman 1997: 166.

%31 Cicero comparesitterest foes of the empirmimicissimos imperip with allies and citizens who are described ae and loyaltfonis ac
fidelibug (Cic. Font.32). The Aedui are often described as ‘brothershéeoRomans (Cidtt. 1.19.2) and hence ascribed the label of loyal.
Enemies of the Roman Republic, the Carthaginiaese wemonized although Virgil is able to give us@ving representation of Dido (Gruen
2006: 468- 470). Likewise Indigenous Americans wegated cruelly unless proved useful as alliesans against other tribes (Jahoda 1999:
23). See alsBerndt and Berndt 1971.
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depraved, violent and cruel ‘other’, partaking anoibalism or human sacrifice, served to justify
their own ill or cruel treatment towards the ‘oth&? Smith, however, often does, unlike his
contemporaries, acknowledge his own systems otlgttalunder and booty as part of the
justified usages of war which go back to anciert aven biblical time&>® something similar to
Caesar and his acknowledgement that a certain e@freruelty is natural to war, and the belief
that if you can win, you have the right to clairngaest, rule and laitf — something that the
humanitarian movement was starting to view diffégem London in the nineteenth Century,
making out Smith’s endeavours to be inhumane anél.cGoing further and describing the
behaviour of the ‘other’ as criminal gave justitioa for ill treating the ‘other’ and labelling it
‘punishment™* In Smith’s own words: ‘My cause is more than ethe just one — and their
punishment the more meritetf® Portrayal of the ‘other’ in derogatory ways jusf

imperialism>®’ which both Tacitu¥® and Smith believed in.

Moral deviation and the ‘sinful’ ‘other’, particulg during Smith’s time, was used as a
justification and motive for intervention and, inetcase of missionaries, conversioi.If the
‘other’ was portrayed as immoral, more argumenticde made that they needed to be ‘saved’

and would be better off as part of their Empireydesjustifying imperial expansiofi’

%32 Jahoda 1999: 11, 99, Miller and Savage 1977: 1IP1-1

533 SeeChapter 1, footnotes 56-58.

534 See chapter 4, footnote 4.

%35 Smith also viewed any severe action taken agtiesbther’ as ‘just severe and wholesome punisthi8mith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852
in Correspondencél853)).

536 Smith, Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

%37 Adler 2008: 174.

%% Mellor argues that Tacitus supported Imperialisrd was even strongly against a lack of expansioiidellor 1993: 16, 22, 109). See also
Isaac 2004: 434, Benario 1999: 98-99. $ae. Germ 33.2,Ann 4.32.

539 Jahoda 1999: 11, 143-5. See alsmdy 1983.

540 Jahoda 1999: 126. Galbraith notes the tendenByitigh governors to appraise virtue and vice anftiontier in finite terms (Galbraith 1963:
62) and Lester specifically argues that D’'Urban 8ndth couched their military designs in evangélibatoric (Lester 1998: 244).
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CHAPTER 3

ROMAN AND HARRY SMITH'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE ‘OTHER’

DIFFERENT FROM OR LIKE THEMSELVES

‘Savages we call them because their manners differ ours, which we think the perfection of ciyilit Benjamin Franklin

3.1 Introduction

Besides comments on their strength and judgmentth@in vices, Roman and British writers
largely identified the groups we have been discgsas an ‘other’, viewing them as separate or
apart from how they viewed themselves. This chapitrfocus on the extent to which Roman
writers and Harry Smith describe the ‘other’ agtaths or different from the ways of life and
behaviour familiar to and valued by them. Particidtention will be paid to the images and
language used to differentiate themselves from‘dkiger’, the prevalence of these kinds of
representations and the possible reasons and atiphs for the use of such discourse. Rather
than focus on a particular Roman writer, | will t@mparing all relevant Roman sources pre AD

300 with the writings of Harry Smith.

3.2 The ‘Other’ as Distant and Unknown

An intellectual distance from the ‘other’ was ceshtby Roman writers who were prone to
describing the ‘other’ as ‘unknown’. Cicero admilst nothing was known about the regions
and races of Gaul and Germamal{ae antea litterae, nulla vox, nulla fama notas fecgratie

later again associates the teigmotus with the Allobroge$. Livy comments on the Romans

! Cic. Prov. Cons33.
2 Cic.Cat.3.22
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having no experience of the more unknovgn¢tior) Gauls and describes the invading Gauls
and Alpine tribes as previously ‘unseeimv{sitatem* and ‘new’ fiovo3.> For Roman audiences
novuscould have had negative connotatifrStrabo comments on the regions of Britain and
Ireland as ‘unknowr’and admits an ignorance in regard to peoplesdunbrth of Germania.
Velleius describes the Germans as ‘almost unknowen eby name’(paene nominibus
incognitad.’ Pliny records that the extent of the German gt is impossible to state and that
there was disagreement between different writer® Whd written about thefi. Tacitus’
description of the Germans as ‘recently made knawaper cogniti$'* suggests that they were
previously unknown. He had made a general commiatitathe Britons that, as with other
foreign peoples, too little or not enough was kndamcertain about thenpérum compertuyi?®
and refers to the Britons presently or previouslyumknown’ (ignotag™® and ‘new’ fovas
gente$.* Suetonius similarly, if somewhat incorrectly, diises Britain asignotos before
Caesar's invasioft. This preoccupation with and acknowledgement ofdn&nown’ could echo

a need or desire to ‘discover’ other lands or pesplifferent or far removed from their owh,

and to praise those who opened up new knowledég off lands to the Romans.

®Liv. 5.32.7. cf. 5.38.6.

4 Liv. 5.17.8, 5.35.4, 27.39.8.

®Liv. 5.17.8, 5.35.6.

® The word ‘novo’, meaning ‘to make new’, ‘renew’ ‘tw change’, was also associated in a politicapeet with revolution as it appears as
‘novare res’, meaning ‘to overthrow the governmemt'make or effect a revolution’, as it does iy, Tacitus and Sallust (Lewis and Short
1879: 1220). The wordovuscould also indicate that which was ‘strange’ amalfsual’ (Lewis and Short 1879: 1220).

7 Strab. 2.5.8.

8 Strab. 7.2.4.

°vell. 2.106.1.

°Plin. H.N. 4.98.

" Tac.Germ.1.1.

2Tac.Agr.11.1.

¥ Tac.Agr.24.1. cf. TacAgr.30.3.

¥ Tac.Agr.22.1.

5 Suet.Jul. 25.2. As noted by Richard Evans, a rather genedhbisid simplistic comment by Suetonius as the Bsiteere at least known of by
Caesar before he invaded.

16 Tacitus notes that Britain was both subdued ascoderedifiventg after the exploits of Agricola (Taégr. 33.3).
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Britain and the Britons are often described with #djectiveslltimusandremotus the remotest
of lands and peopléd.Often poets, such as Catullus and Horace, wowddausope such as the
‘far flung remoteness’ of the Britons, to add t@ithpoetic meaning, rather than to make the
point for its own sake. Virgil describes the Brisoas wholly separate from all the worldt6
diviso9.*® Strabo also comments on the isolatedness of BfitaCicero places strong emphasis
on Gaul's remoteness from Greetan{ procul... in ultimis terrjs?® Livy describes the Gauls as
remote and distantlqhginqud®* and the Ligures in particular as the farthesttiemok?
Tacitus refers to Britain as the ‘limittgrminug of the earth, and ‘remote sanctuarieXtemos
recessus® According to Clarke, the geographical locationmedy the insular and remote
nature, of Britain is crucial for a wider interpmgon of theAgricolaas ‘Agricola’s mission is to
reveal, uncover, bring all within the compass ofrRa knowledge®* Intellectual knowledge
and understanding of the land are connected tgadssibility of its conquest, as Tacitus links

discovery with subjectiof?’

According to Plutarch, when Caesar was in Gaulwhe thought of as very far removed from
Rome?® Caesar himself never comments on Gaul as renateyfay or mysterious, only going
as far as to label Britain as unknowincognitd), in this case even to the Gaffs.Schadee

argues that Caesar creates, from the beginnirigeoBello Gallicq the impression of Gaul as

‘known’ and demarcated, in a sense an intelleatoabuest, in spite of the realityAccording

7 Cat. 11.12, 29.4, Ho€arm.1.35.30, 4.14.48.
8verg.Ecl. 1.66.

19 Strab. 2.5.8

2 Cic. Flac. 63.

2 Liv. 5.32.7.

2 Liv. 35.4.1.

B Tac.Agr. 23.2, 30.4.

2% Clarke 2001: 94, 100.

% Clarke 2001: 100.

% plut.Pomp.51.1.

2" CaesB.G.4.20.3.

2 Schadee 2008: 162-163.
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to Schadee, as the narrative progresses, particidas farther off ‘outside’ the Roman world,
such as the Belgae and Nervii, are introduced tetlentually distant, in need of inquiry and
investigation, which serves to enhance the impoessef Caesar as an innovative campaigner,
crossing boundaries unknown and extending the Rdmamon®® Schadee then goes further to
discuss how the Germans across the Rhine are pedse&xs not merely ‘unknown’, but
‘unknowable’, and hence both intellectually and sibglly unconquerabl&. Allen-Hornblower
argues that Caesar uses the description of thetegimsolated Herculanian forest, with its strange
and unheard of animals, to enhance his portraytheiGermans as isolated and detached from
the Roman world* In crossing the Rhine, Caesar is portrayed apoeared to venture into the
unknown?? portraying Germania as a place to explore butnesessarily conquét.This could
possibly be an attempt to justify a failed campafySimilarly, his expedition to Britain is
presented as an exploration into previously unknesyntory, although according to Schadee,
Britain is not portrayed as entirely ‘unknowabl&.It is possible that Caesar was using the
impression of intellectual control again to takéeation away from military defedf. The
portrayal of these far flung areas as ‘unknown’ aravel’ essentially emphasises Caesar’s role

as an ‘explorer®’

Whereas Roman sources seem overwhelmingly to assdtie ‘other’ with the unknown and

remote, Smith does not ever refer to the Xhosdimway. He only goes as far as to describe

2 Schadee 2008: 164-5

30 Schadee 2008: 168-169

31 Allen-Hornblower 2014: 687-690.

%2 Schadee 2008: 169.

% Schadee 2008: 170

%4 Schadee 2008: 170

% Schadee 2008: 172-175

% Schadee 2008: 172-175

37 Schadee 2008: 171, Adcock 1956: 38-39.
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their ways as ‘peculiar’ or ‘extraordinary’.This is possibly because, not only did he live agno
them, but to describe them as ‘unknown’ would agimst his assumption of his superior
knowledge of their way® If one considers Schadee’s arguments, one does begee a
correlation between Caesar’'s and Smith’s use ahd &f perceived intellectual conquest over
the ‘other’. Also the British would have generdiigen less inclined by the nineteenth century to
describe African people as ‘unknown’, due to thairogance and the abundance of
anthropological and travel writing available at time. *° It is also relevant to note that the
association of remoteness with ‘monstrous’ or ‘g@vheings’ stretches as far back as Pliny and
on to the 1¥ Century’, the image of ‘separateness’ being as much psyghal as

geographicaf?

3.3 The ‘Other’ as Different

Once the ‘other’ was encountered or consideredvknat was also common to take note of
visible differences in the ‘other’. Roman writetd&e Strabo, often comment on the different
physical appearance of the ‘other’, such as meimipthe golden, yellow or red long h&iof
the Britons, Gauls and Germalistheir keen blue eyésand large physiqu®& Roman writers

describe the skins or different clothing they wdréheir golden necklacé$,and their different

% Smith,Autobiographyp.101.

%9 See chapter 1, footnote 122.

0 Asad 1973, Jahoda 1999: 4.

41 Jahoda 1999: 1.

42 Jahoda 1999: 1; See also Sardar 1993, Berndt emtig1971.

43 Strab. 4.1.1. The image of ‘hairy’ mythic wild mess prevalent in the Middle Ages and carried obedmposed upon representations of
indigenous Americans (Jahoda 1999: 5, 15).

4 CaesB.G.5.14.3, VergAen.8.659, Liv. 21.32.7, 38.17.3, Strab. 4.4.3, 7.Bl. H.N. 4.105, TacAgr.11.2,Germ.4.2, 38.4Ann.1.17,
Suet.Calig. 47.1. Balsdon notes the northerners as markeddbgrre fair hair (Balsdon 1979: 215). See also Rig@906: 49.

4 CaesB.G.1.39.1, HorEpod.16.7, PlutMar. 11.3, TacGerm.4.2.

46 Seechapter 1.5.1. Balsdon discusses the tendencyed®timans to note the tallness and large statuteddauls, Germans and Britons
(Balsdon 1979: 214). See also Riggsby 2006: 49.

4" CaesB.G.5.14, 6.21, Verd\en.8.659-660, Strab. 4.4.3, TaBerm.17. The northerners were identifiable by their kiitack cloaks, and
trousers, and interestingly, Balsdon points outRbenans’ criticism for any who adopted Gallic dresgch as Cicero’s remarks on Antony’s
wearing of Gallic sandals and cloak on his retorRome in 45 BC (Balsdon 1979: 221).

“8 \Verg.Aen.8.660-661, Liv. 33.36.13. See also Riggsby 2006: 49
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kinds of weapons and armofir.Caesar and Tacitus comment on a custom of painting
themselves® Another common Roman description of Britons, Gauld Germans is their lack
of clothing, as partially or completely nak&dan attribute that might be assumed by the reader
to be an indication of immorality. Tacitus inteiegty uses such an assumption in a literary
misdirection, when, in describing Germanic womeraistate of semi-undress, he is actually

emphasising the purity of their way of life, pautiarly their marital fidelity>?

Occasionally comment is made on the appealing appealing features of the ‘other’. Livy
describes a Gallic woman as being of great beafatyn@ eximid>® Tacitus describes the
Germans’ bodies as admired by the Romiaméth their hardy frames, and close knit limBs.
Plutarch describes a Gaul as stately and hand3bwiggil's more ethereal descriptions include
connections with darkness and shadotesndbris opacaeand then as connected with shiny

golden light gurea... lucent®

Some Roman authors, particularly within the contéxé@thnographical monographs or excursus,
spend much time commenting on and describing tfferent customs and ways of life of the
Britons, Gauls or Germans. Cicero comments on hadely the Gauls differ from all other

nations in habits and charact&ilComments are made on their different living aremgnts and

“9Verg.Aen.8.661-662, Liv. 7.10.7, 22.46.5, 38.17.3, StraBh.3}.TacAnn.1.64, 2.14.

0 CaesB.G.5.14.2, TacGerm.43.5. See also Balsdon 1979: 66.

! CaesB.G.4.1.10, Liv. 5.45.3, 22.46.6, 38.21.9, T&erm.6.2, 17.3, 20.1, 24.Hist. 2.22

2 Tac.Germ 17.3-18.1. Benario notes that this kind of nuditguld be impossible in Rome, where female privadets were always covered,
save by prostitutes and actresses. Yet this datda any way affect the morality of the Germanstlae next chapter opens with the line that ‘in
spite of this marriages there are strigtiamquam severa illic matrimon{Benario 1999: 30-31, 84).

*Liv. 38.24.2.

* Tac.Germ.20.1.

% Tac.Germ.30.2.

*® plyt.Cam.17.5.

" Verg.Aen.8.658-661.

%8 Cic. Font. 30.
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dwellings>® foodstuffs and farming’ government, class and administratfdrrecreation and
sports®? family life®® and religious custonf.Roman writers, particularly Caesar, comment on
different or new fighting techniques of the ‘oth& specifically mentioning their habit of
fighting from chariot€® Allusions are also made to guerilla warfife, particularly frustrating
approach for both the Romans and the British wheoewmore accustomed to fighting in
formations. Mention is also made quite often aktbet custom of the ‘other’ of bringing their
families, and sometimes their possessions, tod$4tilacitus particularly focuses on the use of

woman war leaders in British societies, somethiffgrént from Roman practic®.

Smith comments very little on the different physiappearance of the Xhosa, only mentioning
them once as ‘curly haired’. He describes the kaross and headdresses wornebyhbsa
people’* but similarly to some Roman writers, focuses nmretheir near or complete nudify,
which he seems to have associated with ‘savagrg @n’.”> Smith also comments on
individual Xhosa men’s and women’s beauty or labkréof’® but seemingly without any

general prejudice. Smith, according to Mostert, was prejudiced about skin colour and was

9 For example, CaeB.G.4.1.7, 5.12.3, Strab. 3.4.16, 4.4.3-4, 4.5.2, Gaym.16, Hist. 4.63.

 For example, CaeB.G.4.1.8, 4.10.5, 5.12.6, 5.14.2, 6.22.1, StraB.3-4, TacGerm.23.

1 For example, CaeB.G.6.11-12, 6.15, 6.23, Strab. 4.1.1, 4.4.3-4, Hist. 6.61

%2 For example, Taderm.24.

% For example, CaeB.G.5.14.4, TacGerm.18-20.

% For example, CaeB.G.6.13-14, 6.16-18, 6.21, Liv. 23.24.13, Strall.16, 4.4.5-6, 4.5.4, 7.2.3, T&@erm.9-10.

% CaesB.G.4.2.3, 5.16B.C.1.44, TacAnn.1.64

% CaesB.G.4.33-4, Prop4.3.9, Strab4.5.2

" CaesB.G.2.11.2, 3.28.3, 6.34.6, Liv. 35.4, FroStrat.1.3.10.

% Plp. 21.37., Cae8.G.4.14.5, 8.14.2, Liv38.18.15, 38.23.9, Strah.4.2, 7.2.3, TacGerm.7.3,Ann.14.34, PlutCaes20.4.

% Adler 2008: 180. Se€ac.Agr. 16.1,Germ.45.9,Hist. 4.61.

0 Smith, Letter to Grey7 April 1852 inCorrespondencél853).

" Smith,Autobiographyp. 90, Smith[etters to Juand 8 Apr 1835, 19 Apr 1835 iAutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowi]
May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

2 Smith, Letter to Juana0 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith,Letters to D'Urbar26 July, 6 Oct 1835, 25 Apr 1836 lietterbook Smith,
Address to Caffer Chie’sJan 1836 ilutobiography.

3 Smith, Letter to D'Urban26 July 1835 iri_etterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 90. Lester notes Smiths’ association of nakesingt sin
(Lester 1998: 229).

4 Smith,Autobiographyp. 90, 92, 101, Smith,etters to Juan&7 Feb, 30 Apr, 5 May 1835 iutobiography
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often entranced by the beauty of the XhBsaehmann describes Smith as finding them

beautiful but revealing too much.

Smith, in his autobiography, goes to some lengttietscribe Xhosa customs, such as the slaying
of oxen!” practices of circumcisioff, and funerary custorfi$ the latter which he sought to
changeé® He also goes into a fair amount of depth in dbs their legal custom¥, which he
sought to incorporate or codify in his system oferin Queen Adelaide provinéé.His
preoccupation with certain customs, for exampldchgraft’, which he attempted to eradicate,

has already been discus£&d.

Roman writers and Harry Smith comment on the dffiéiappearance and customs of the ‘other’.
In the ethnographic tradition in both the anciend d&ater European times, descriptions of the
‘other’ reveal a persistent fascination with waysike their own®* Descriptions of different
military practices would also have had the addetttion of providing information for military
endeavours, for example in Caesar. There also seehe/e been a similar preoccupation with
the nudity of the ‘other’, which was a particulaggevalent image for hundreds of years prior to

the nineteenth century, and was associated wittality, 2 immorality® sexual promiscuity,

® Mostert 1992: 770.

® Lehmannn 1977: 190.

" Smith,Autobiographyp. 36.

8 Smith,Autobiographyp. 92.

0 Smith,Autobiographyp. 91.

8 Mostert 1992: 766.

81 Smith,Autobiographyp. 74-76.

82 | ehmann 1977: 189, Harington 1980: 62. Haringtotes that, despite Smith’s recommendation in #ggrd during his rule in Queen
Adelaide, he did not do so later when, as govetmocould have (Harington 1980: 170).

8 SeeChapter 2, footnote 523.

8 Mellor notes the widespread interest in exotioges and customs in the ancient world and theudestof ethnographic material produced
(Mellor 1993: 14). Anderson notes that, for examplen the Agricola was written, there was an assiomphat there would be an interest in
Rome about Britain and its people (Furneaux 1982: x

# Jahoda 1999: 7, 100.

% Jahoda 1999: 16, 100

8 Jahoda 1999: 100.
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but also a more idyllic 1if& According to Mostert, Smith pronounced nudity uregtable®®
echoing the missionary views of the tiffeDescribing the ‘other’ as different more oftenrtha
not arose from a sincere curiosity about the urfamibut also functioned as a way of
distancing the ‘other’ from themselves. In the caE8mith, however, comments are made only
on those customs which he sought to change or pocate into his ‘system’, since he was

writing as an official in charge of a province hat than in any specific ethnographic treatise.

3.4 Sounds and Cries
A specific behaviour or custom of the ‘other’ freqily commented on is the making of loud,

often inarticulate, cries and noises, usually itilbaLivy often refers to the ‘loud noisetlamor
magnu$ made by the Gaufé,the Gauls being naturally given to wild singingdatiscordant
shouting {ruci cantu clamoribusque variis horrendo... splidhe latter quote linking ‘songs’,
‘shouts’, ‘sounds’ and ‘noisé€® with words meaning ‘wild’, ‘savage’, ‘rough’, ariterrible’.%*
He remarks on the the dissonant howls and sangta(us cantusque dissonosf the Gauls®
He makes a point of singling out the fact that pagicular Gaul dichot sing or dance abotlf:
from this one would assume that that was the ergdebehaviour. He portrays tloantus...
ululates et tripudiasongs, shouting and leaping about as an anceast@m of the Gauls before

battle and links the clashing of arms with the woeadrendus’’ With the Gauls Livy associates

savagerytfux) with the soundgonu$ they make”® Again Livy remarks on the harsh criggu€i

8 Jahoda 1999: 11, 27.

8 Mostert 1992: 766.

° Mostert 1992: 954, 957.

% Liv. 5.37.5. cf. 38.22.8.

9 Liv. 5.37.8.

% Lewis and Short 1879: 281, 348, 1729.
% Lewis and Short 1879: 864, 1905
% Liv. 5.39.5.

% Liv. 7.10.8.

% Liv. 38.17.4.

% Liv. 6.28.7.
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clamore of the Gaul¥’ and their discordant criesi(latibug.'® Livy also refers to the uproar
(fremitu) of the Gaulg®* Tacitus echoes many of Livy’s descriptions. Hectiégs the Britons as
responding to Calgacus’ speech with songs, shaudsdéscordant criesfremitu cantuque et
clamoribus dissonjs which he comments on as being usual among ‘biarts,'%? a point which

is repeated later when he describes the Germagkaaking arms and dancing wildly according
to their custom’ §ono armorum tripudiisqUé® He describes the Germans of having songs to
rouse their courage for battle, but these are desxtras inarticulate soundgctum murmuy
rather than sond% and German women are described as wailihgldtus at the battle lines to
encourage them off° Tacitus uses similar words to describe the Germeastu trucj truci
sonoré® and cantu aut clamoré®’ Tacitus describes the British women as emittirmgeign
cries and shrieks'eikternos fremitus, ululatib)/$® and writes of the soundsdnore$ and empty
menaces of the ‘barbariart€® Plutarch also refers to the speech and cries ®f@armans as

strange, ferocious and unlike those of other pedpfe

Smith too describes Xhosa warriors as respondintpeo chief's appeal with ‘discordant and

terrific yells’,**! ‘screeching their war-cry’*? He again recounts the ‘yelling’ of the Xhosa at

Smith and his wife’s departure from Queen Adelgidavince'™® He later mentions the ‘usual

9 iv. 7.23.7.

1001 jy, 21.28.1.

101 jv, 21.20.5.

102Tac.Agr. 33.1.

103 Tac. Hist. 5.17

14 Tac.Germ.3.2.

15 Tac.Germ.7.4.

106 Tac. Hist. 2.22,Ann.1.65

107 Tac.Hist. 5.15

18 Tac.Ann.14.32

199 Tac.Ann.14.36

10p|yt, Mar. 15.5, 16.2.

111 Smith, Letter to D’'Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.
12 gmith, Autobiographyp. 57. He also describes the noise made by thedwféighting the Xhosa as ‘screeching, yelling, firogt Tower of
Babel noise’ (SmithAutobiographyp. 66).

113 gmith, Autobiographyp.101.
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war cry’ and ‘demonstrations®* He even uses the words ‘howl’, ‘roar’, and ‘higgiro
describe the sounds the Xhosa mHd&hese images of the ‘other’ yelling, wailing, amdking
inarticulate noises function both to enhance thagenof the ‘other’ as wild and animal-like, and
also to emphasise a contrast with their own behayiardered and disciplined. Adler notes the

typical clamorous war cry as a further means dféang’**°

3.5 The ‘Other’ as Animal-like

Far more explicitly than simply alluding to animiée noises, many Roman writers refer to the
‘other’ as animals. Livy likens fighting against @& as drawing the sword against wild beasts
(beluag,'*” untamed {ndomitag as if they were animaf<® He goes on later to describe them as

terrified like animals gecorum**®

and, when cornered, charging at their own like momad
animals*?® Tacitus makes similar comparisons between kilttmgy ‘other’ to hunting animafs*
Tacitus also draws attention ferarum imagineson the standards of the ‘othéf® associating
the ‘other’ with images of wild beasts. He descsiseme of the furthest German tribedeas
with the furthest tribes, the Hellusii and Oxiones, having the bodies and limbs of wild
beasts?® Tacitus recounts fantastical tales of distant pEpmlescribed as half human half

beastliket?* which (as discussed below) is connected with metiof ‘monstrousness’. Plutarch

portrays the ‘other’ as howling and bellowing wilte strain of wild beasts in thelfr.

14 Smith, Letter to Greyl7 Mar 1852 irCorrespondencél853).
15 gmithLetter to Juand.2 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letter to D'Urban10 Jan 1836 ihetterbook See also Lehmannn 1977: 180,
188.

116 Adler 2008: 182.

W liv. 7.24.5.

18 jv. 33.12.11.

19 jv, 38.17.6.

1201 jv. 38.21.8

121 Tac.Agr. 34.2.

122 Tac. Hist. 4.22.

128 Tac.Germ.46.6.

124 Tac.Ann.2.24.

125 plyt. Mar. 20.2.
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When writing of the Xhosa, Smith often uses animagery. He uses words such as ‘swarm’
and ‘infest[ation]’ to describe them and their glamf abode as ‘dens’ and ‘nest$® Words
used to describe the movement of the Xhosa inckréeping’}?’ and ‘prowling’*?® The Xhosa,
he writes, have a ‘feline and predatory dispositforand he often describes their intent and acts
as ‘predatory™® They are ‘beasts of prey’, and like an ‘animal™wild beast’ would return to
their ‘breeding places’ and ‘prowl in favourablevees''®' He writes to his wife that Xhosa
chiefs and Hintsa are to be ‘hunt[édfand that he looks upon the Xhosa as ‘a wild beasd’
would ‘hunt him as such®® Later he again compares the Xhosa to a ‘wild betis time a
cornered ‘wolf, fox, hare, anpéte de chassevhich if cornered would change his plan of
escape>® Thus he seems to emphasise both a predatory ilisposs well as their role as the
hunted. He refers to the Xhosa as ‘wolv&sand Kuba specifically is described as ‘wolf-liRé®,
and Mhala an old ‘fox**’ Yet in another instance he describes the Xho&#oaking’ to him:**®
one would assume as sheep to a shepherd. Anothmmao description is of the Xhosa as his
‘dogs’.*® He describes the Xhosa people’s sleeping habit/iag all together like dogs in a

| 140

kennel**® and specifically refers to Mani as a faithful ‘dd§" Connotations arise from such

126 Smith, Letters to Juand 835 inAutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp. 55, Smith|etters to Greyl7 Mar, 7 Apr 1852 itCorrespondence
(1853).

127 gmith, Letter to Juand 2 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp. 27.

128 Smith, Letter to Juan&5 March 1835 irdutobiography.

129 5mith, Letter to D’Urban24 July 1835 irLetterbook.

130 gmith, Letter to D’Urban2 Feb, 25 Apr 1836 ihetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 71.

131 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 July 1835, reiterated leetter to D'Urban26 Oct 1835 irLetterbook Harington notes Smith’s view of the enemy
as living like beasts of prey (Harington 1980: 2@@&hmann also notes Smith’s conclusion that fightigainst the Xhosa was like hunting
dangerous wild animals (Lehmannn 1977: 151).

132 Smith, Letters to Juand0 Apr 1835, 18 May 1835 iAutobiography reiterated in Smith, HLetter to [Addressee unknowi]May 1835 [MS
511] Cory Library

133 Smith, Letter to Juand2 April 1835 inAutobiography reiterated in SmitH,etter to D’Urban16, 30 Aug 1835 ifetterbook.

134 Smith, Letter to Juan20 Apr 1835 inAutobiography.

135 gmith, Letter to Godlontor30 Aug 1851 irGodlonton CorrespD’Urban was also accused of referring to the Xhas ‘wolves’ (Lehmann
1977: 195, Arndt 2010: 719).

136 Smith, Autobiographyp. 33.

37 Mostert 1992: 1078.

138 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10, 17 Nov 1835 itetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp.58.

% Harington 1980: 101, Lehmann 1977: 321, Moste®#21932. It was reported that those Mfengu livingler the control of Xhosa chiefs were
commonly referred to as Hintsa’s ‘dogs’ (Moster929607).

140 Smith, Letter to Juand 9 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith, H. Letter to [Addressee unknowii]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library.

141 5mith, Autobiographyp. 103.
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examples of loyalty and devotion, but inevitablfemority. However, his threat at one point, to
hang them up like dod¥ puts a cruel twist on the image. Smith goes assato refer to the
Xhosa as ‘baboon¥* and describes Pato and his captain as ‘monkeyfateAlthough the
image of apes calls to mind racist attitudes, | M@rgue that his animal imagery is used for its
metaphoric value, such as when he likens Magonma state of ‘excitement’ to an ‘unbroken
colt’ which was let loose but told not to run awdyHe describes some chiefs as shaking ‘like a
horse after two hours fox hurtf® Hunting and horses were familiar pastimes for 8iffiso the
analogies would have come naturally. He also likbesvolatile’ Xhosa, if upset, to ‘a disturbed
hive of bees®*® On the news that the province is to be abanddmedyrites of how they would
‘chafe and fret like the caged hyert&.Smith even refers to himself at one point as damalp

like a hawk attacking its prey°

In an early letter Smith describes the Xhosa asspssing little of the humatt’and often refers
to them as ‘creature$® He even calls them ‘brutés® — ‘brute’ according to Barclay refers an

‘animal’*®*

— yet | would argue that, considering his loverdtaphor, it is the more ‘figurative’
meaning noted by Barclay ‘as a term of the mosttifiyorg reproach, and implying a person

void of humanity, and an enemy to reason’, ‘roughd ‘uncivilised’**® that is the intended one

142 Harington 1980: 107.

143 Smith, Letter to Juan20 Apr 1835 inAutobiography.

144 gmith, Letter to Juand 6 Apr 1835 inAutobiography.

145 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.

146 Smith, H.,Report on Frontier Conditiona7 Oct 1850 [MS 611] Cory Library.

T Mostert 1992: 658.

148 Smith, Letter to D’Urban29 June 1836 ihetterbook.

149 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 July 1836 irLetterbook.

150 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 in_etterbook.

151 Smith, Letter to D’'Urban16 Aug 1835 in_etterbook.

152 Smith, Letter to Juana0 April 1835 inAutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp.88, 90, Smithletter to D’Urban12 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.
133 gmith, Letter to Juan20 April 1835, Letter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography.
% Barclay 1811: 128.

%5 Barclay 1811: 128.
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here. Frequently he refers to the Xhosa as ‘huneangb™® and despite his emphasis on the
‘other’ as animal-like, he seems to have deplohedgeneral tendency among the settlers to view

and treat the Xhosa as bedsfs.

Both Roman writers and Smith use animal imagenyaxiray the ‘other’ at various times, which
is not surprising considering that descriptionsbefastliness’ and ‘animality’ of the ‘other’ were
common from antiquity to the nineteenth centtiyl would argue that neither Roman writers
nor Smith literally thought of the ‘other’ they aefbed as animals — or primates as some racial
theorists dit®® — but that the imagery was used to distance theesdrom the ‘other’.
Animality was associated with repulsivenesskednessmmorality, sin, licentiousnes¥ and a
lack of restraint;** reasoff? or a soul;** much like child-liknessyhile also being associated with
a closeness to nature and wildn¥$sSo the ‘other’ was again given a largely negative
representation. One scholar argues that in Caesamparison with wild animals highlights the
intractability or lack of tameability of the ‘otHel® in this case giving an explanation of why the

incorporation of Germans into the Roman world, hadce their conquest would be undesirable,

156 Smith, Letters to D'Urbané Oct, 25 Nov, 17 Dec 1835, 10 Apr, 17 Apr, 4 J1886 inLetterbook D’Urban also seems to have thought of
the Xhosa as belonging to the ‘human race’ albeitworst specimen’ thereof (Mostert 1992: 728).

157 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 irLetterbook See also Harington 1980: 55.

%8 The representation of the ‘other’ as animal-likges from antiquity (Jahoda 1999: 214), with ‘blyassed as a common epithet for the
generic ‘savage’ (Jahoda 1999: p. 7, 45, 215). ikesmess particularly became increasingly promireené sub-division of animality from the
Middle Ages to the nineteenth century (Jahoda 1999; 215). Indigenous Americans, South Sea Islemnand Africans were commonly
described as wild beasts (Jahoda 1999: 8, 11,9123t25, 27, 29, 30, 54, 56, 67, 69, 70). AccadmlIsaac, there was a current theme of the
Germans as represented as ‘wild beasts’, for examanilius, Seneca and Josephus (Isaac 2004 430

159 puring the eighteenth century, ape-likeness ofémsrbecame a topic for scientific debate, notalvigray anatomists, and by the mid
nineteenth century the supposed apishness of sabaegame extensively adopted as a pseudo-scidatifi¢QJahoda 1999: 216). Long, in the
eighteenth century, developed a thesis that Afecamstituted a species intermediate between huamahapes but closer to the latter (Jahoda
1999: 55). Other pseudo-scientific theories attémyptb prove the closeness of Africans to Apes veeramon (Jahoda 1999: 58-60, 82 - 83),
with Cuvier relating the size of the skull, facacifil angles, and organisation of he nervous syatesigns of ‘animality’ (Jahoda 1999: 76 - 79).
1% Jahoda 1999: 7-9.

161 Jahoda 1999: 90.

162 Jahoda 1999: 8-9, 30.

163 Jahoda 1999: 18.

164 Jahoda 1999: 6-7, 9, 30.

185 Allen-Hornblower 2014: 690, 692.
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whereas Smith views himself as having the abilitytame’ the Xhosa®® The concept of the
‘Great Chain of Being’, which held sway from aniiyuto at least the nineteenth century,
classified animals and those deemed animal-likenstmous or strange, in a hierarchy beneath
‘rational humans*®’ which increased an idea of inferiofft§ to any attribute of animality,

whether literal or figurativé®® given to the ‘other’.

3.5.1 Monstrousness

Even more inhuman than the attribute of animaldéss, is that of monstrousness. Caesar

?.70

describes the ‘other’ as possessing ‘bodies of moms size’ (Mman corporum

magnituding.*’*

Many of Cicero’s comments on the ‘other’, assaydtactice of sacrifice, tribes,
groups, are associated with the wardnanis'’? The same word is used by Horace to describe
the Rhaetian$’® by Frontinus to describe the German tritféand by Suetonius to describe the

religion of the Druids® | did not encounter any reference to ‘monstrousniesthe sources of

186 Smith, Letter to D’Urban13 Dec 1835 iLetterbook Harington describes the Smith’s attitudes towsnéschiefs as something like that
towards a dangerous pet (Harington 1980: 40), atthdwe did apparently however at one point questiioa tameability of the Xhosa
(Harington 1980: 197).

%7 The Great Chain of Being originated from the cgna# a comprehensive ordering principle of natesdled in antiquity by neo-Platonism
scala naturaeand was taken over, incorporated and modified hiys@ian philosophy mainly through Saint August{dehoda 1999: 32). The
concept dominated European thinking about humanfpiidce in nature until the turn of the nineteasghtury and persisted in the writings of
some theorists even later (Jahoda 1999: 32). ThénGifi being was conceived as a comprehensiverbiecal order, instituted by the Creator,
in which the objects of creation were arrangedialsgradations from minerals, plants, animals, angto the angels in increasing degrees of
perfection (Jahoda 1999: 32). Promoting the prieaih continuity and inter-connectedness of algjsi, humans were linked with angels by the
possession of intelligence, animals in the possessi sensibility and even rocks in their propatyjust ‘being’ (Jahoda 1999: 32). It was
regarded the tasks of scholars and later scieageate any particular organism into its right plagthin the scale (Jahoda 1999: 32). The
criteria of the possession of reason and simiéitif physical and mental aspects were used asieea¥ how animal-like or ‘human’ beings
were (Jahoda 1999: 32-33). Albertus Magnus putdedva scale based on psychological functioningrevheings capable of only sensory
impressions constituted the lowest level of anipthis next level was those able to store such isgpwas in memory and the next able to
combine memory and what one might call elementagnitive skills, the next higher levels distingweshby the ability to profit from
experience, but not form concepts and so on, @afigfireaking down levels of mental capability thighest of which being ‘reason’ (Jahoda
1999: 33-34). There was substantial debate andusimf over the placement of beings (whether ficianr real) which were perceived as
similar but not identical to Europeans, such asstrons races, pygmies, large apes (Jahoda 19986)323d newly encountered peoples such as
black Africans (Jahoda 1999: 53) whose behaviodragpearance was often associated with that ofa@sjmarticularly apes (as previously
discussed in footnote 159).

168 Jahoda 1999: 97.

189 Jahoda 1999: 46.

170 Althoughimmaniscan mean ‘monstrous in seize, enormous, immengg, vast’, it can also mean ‘monstrous in charafrightful,

inhuman, fierce, savage, wild’ (Lewis and Short9:8391).

11 CaesB.G.4.1.9.

172 Cjc. Font. 31, 33, 44Prov. Cons33, 34,Q.Fr. 1.1.27.

*Hor. Carm.4.14.15.

14 Eront.Strat.1.1.8.

175 Suet.Claud.25.5.
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Smith or his contemporaries, but it was an imagtefother’ which persisted from the time of

the Greeks until at least the fifteenth centtfy.

3.5.2 Wildness

Closely connected to the representation of theelotas animal-like is the image of ‘wildness’.
Strabo comments on the Germans as ‘Wil Tacitus describes the marshy, muddy and forested
terrain of the German€ and even makes the connection between the rash haleak land to a
‘bleakness’ or ‘harshness’ of their cultdf€.In a similar way, it has been argued that Caesar’s

portrayal of the Herculanian forest serves to mithe ‘wildness’ of the Germart&’

Caesar describes the Germans as \idobg.*®' He also describes the Nervii as the ‘most wild’

(maxime fen'®

although this is not necessarily a negative afttebas it is part of a general
comment on the Nervii as couragedtisHorace describes Britons and Germansfesis'®*
Tacitus uses the worigritas of various German¥” Livy also describes the Gauls as a ‘wild

race’ gente efferata’®® The adjectiveéierusparticularly carries connotations of savagery amd a

uncivilized, untamed, fierce, warlike or even ctfiether and is often used of wild animafé.

176 Descriptions of monstrous races were made by Héusdand Pliny the Elder (Sardar et al 1993, Jati684: 1), and similar accounts were
found in the eleventh and fourteenth century (Jat®@99: 1-2). In the fifteenth century travel aaasuvere rife with tales of monstrous races,
including that of Columbus (Jahoda 1999: 15, 98-99)

Y7 Strab. 7.1.2.

18 For example, Taddnn.1.63-67. Seeger comments on Tacitus’ referencarteven and thicketed terrain in the narratives ritiag combat
with the northern barbarians’ in opposion to th&mpbr firm and even ground associated with the &w{Seeger 2002: 14).

9 Tac.Germ.2.2.

180 Allen-Hornblower 2014: 687-688.

81 CaesB.G.1.33.4. cf. 1.47.4.

%2 CaesB.G.2.4.8, 2.15.5.

% CaesB.G.2.15.5

84 Hor. Carm.3.4.33,Epod.16.7.

185 Tac.Germ.43.5, 46.3.

1881 jv. 8.14.9. cf. 10.10.12.

187 | ewis and Short 1879: 741.

188 ewis and Short 1879: 741.
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Murphey notes the link betweéerusandfuror,'®® the attribute of madness or passion discussed

in the previous chapter.

Other words also used, derived frderox meaning wildness, and ferocity, still carried an
association with the woréerus and the image of the wild animaf Livy describes a Gallic
leader as charging at the Etruscans fierctgyotiter).’** He later remarks on the Gauls as a
fierce people §ens ferox which he associates with an eagerness forWate also refers to the
Gauls’ ‘ferocity and untamed naturefefocia atque indomita ingenjalinking the idea of
wildness or ferocity with the untamed or undomid&téwhich he repeats later, this time using
the wordferusin place offerox'** He describes the Gauls inevitablyfamcissimas gentiurti®
When Frontinus describes the Germans he assodiatesness with monstrousnessifianium

196

ferocia nationum'®® Tacitus applieserocia to the Britons’” andferoxto the Batavian$?® He

199

also describes Civilis and a delegate of the Tenatferox ™~ He also uses the terfarociato

describe Britons and GermaffS.Tacitus describes the Britons particularly wild or fierce

(praeferocel®™*

Smith describes the Xhosa as ‘wifd? repeated again supposedly in Magoma’s own words in

reference to his own peod® Later, in addressing the chiefs, he asks if théghwo be

189 Murphey 1977: 236.

1901 ewis & Short,A Latin Dictionaryp.739

1 jv. 5.36.7.

92| v, 7.23.6.

198 jv. 21.20.8.

194 jv. 33.12.11.

195 jv. 42.52.11.

1% Front.Strat.1.1.8.

%7 Tac.Agr. 11.5.

198 Tac.Hist. 1.59

199 Tac. Hist. 4.28, 4.64

20 Tac. Hist. 5.18,Ann.2.17, 12.33

21 Tac.Ann.14.38

202 gmith, Letters to Juand 2, 19 Apr 1835 irAutobiography Smith, Letter to D'Urban13 Dec 1835, 16 June 1836liatterbook.
203 gmith, Letter to D’Urban27 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.
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Englishmen or rather ‘almost wild méf and describes them like ‘man in a wild state of
nature’’® The word ‘wild’ was associated at the time withatthwhich was ‘not tame’,
‘ungovernable’, ‘inconstant’, ‘strange’, ‘uncivikzl’ and ‘savage’®® Smith also mentions the
Xhosa attacking the Colony with ‘ferocit$’’ and as potentially ferociod%® indicating a wild,
untamed ‘savage®’ Smith at one point describes the Xhosa as ‘uraiestd Children of Nature’

before the system designed by himself and D’'Urbas put into placé:’

Roman writers and Smith both associate the ‘otvéh the ‘wild’, either by association with the
wild terrairf** or described as ‘wild’ themselves, which in Romswurces also carried
connotations of savagery and fierceness. In ansmunices, the image of the wild ‘other’ became
a way of separating nature from culture and ‘cdation’?? This was particularly expressed in
the myth of the negatively portrayed ‘wild man’, ialn emerged in the Middle Ages, persisted
into the eighteenth centuffy and was associated with many familiar negativeestgpes, such
as a lack of reason, brute-strength, animal-lilétsty immorality and sexual licentiousnéss.
During the Renaissance and Enlightenment, the [@etvaand more positive image of the
idealized ‘noble savage’ sometimes portrayed widres an idyllic release from the restraints of
civilisation and represented simplicity, freedonddrealth — as opposed to what was felt by

some to be the evils of corrupt civilisation andaek of liberty?*®> seemingly reminiscent of

204 smith,Address to the Caffer Chiefslan 1836 irutobiography The description of the Xhosa as ‘wild” human lggiiis reiterated in Smith,
Letter to D’Urbanl7 Dec 1835 iretterbook.

205 Smith, Letter to Alicel8 Jun 1851 irutobiography.

26 Barclay 1811: 973.

27 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

208 gmijth, Letter to D’Urban24 July 1835 irLetterbook.

29 Barclay 1811: 374.

20 g5mith, H.,Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

Z1see also Gidley 1992: 47-8.

2 Jahoda 1999: 103, 235.

23 The Myth of the ‘wild man’ became common in Eurapdolklore from the Middle Ages was portrayed asemature of the woods acquainted
with natures secrets (Jahoda 1999: 5, See alsaiSetrel 1993: 27,30). Native Americans were at fiepicted as ‘wild men’ (Jahoda 1999: 15)
and Linnaeus even went as far as providing feormo ferusn his divisions of the genus bbmo sapiens 1758 (Jahoda 1999: 41).

214 Jahoda 1999: 5.

1% Jahoda 1999: 6, 11, 20, 49, 54.
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some of Tacitus’ arguments. Closeness to natume thath portrayed as either a good or bad
thing, was ultimately in opposition to a view oethselves as ‘civilized’, inevitably associating

wildness with barbarism.

3.6 The ‘Other’ as Barbaric, Savage or Uncivilised

The Romans were prone to use the nbarbarus interchangeably with the labels ‘Briton’,
‘Gaul’ and ‘German?'® while as an adjectivbarbaruswas sometimes used to describe their
behaviour and practices. This is how Caesar desciivo Gauls’ arrogant behavidif,and
how Cicero describes the Gallic practice of humaariBice, their speech and the assault on the
Romans*® Cicero refers to the Gallic nations as barbafduFacitus uses the same word to
describe the rites of the Germ&fsand also their altar$® Tacitus uses the woshevitiaoften

to describe the ‘othef?> meaning anything from ferocity, rage and violetzdarbarity?*® He
describes the attack by the Britons on the colaniyeolving every kind of savagery to be found
in barbariansriec ullum in barbaris ingeniis saevitiae genus @nfé* Similarly he uses the
word saevitia in conjunction with words such as plunder and rdesibn, favoured by the

Germans in their succe®S. Tacitus also describes Cartimantfiaand the Germans as

possessingaevitig®’ and later the term is associated with human seerdnd other religious

28 Many instances of this occur, some examples b@aesB.G.3.23.2, 4.25.1, 6.40.8, CiBalb.32.3, Hor.Carm.3.5.5, Liv. 5.36.9, PlinH.N.
4.97, FrontStrat.2.5.8, TacAnn.14.32. The number of possible examples is protifigcstatement by Gruen that Romans tended to besitw
west in terms of barbarism (Gruen 2006: 460).

%7 CaesB.C.3.59.3.

28 Cic. Font. 31, 33, 44.

28 Cic. Prov. Cons13,Q.Fr. 1.1.27.

20 Tac.Germ.39.2,Hist. 4.15

21 Tac.Ann.1.61

22 He also uses the same word to describe the Empirenius (TacAnn.4.1.1, quoted in Woodman 1988: 180).

223 ewis and Short 1879: 1615-6

24Tac.Agr.16.1.

5 Tac.Hist. 4.63.

26 Tac.Hist. 3.45.

27 Tac.Ann.1.67.
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practices’?® Balsdon writes of the unromanised world portrapgdRoman writers as shrouded

in barbarism, and that of northerners particulady?®

On numerous occasions Smith uses the word ‘barbadalabel the Xhos&® and generally
portrayed them as barbarous peoffésSmith refers to the Xhosa and to their practicks o
‘witchcraft’ and others as ‘barbaroud? He also often refers to the Xhosa as ‘savagégerms
such as savages and barbarians were at the tirddoyswost colonial voices, particularly those
of the conservative settlers on the frorffléand the military force$™ It is interesting to note
that Smith was himself accused of savage and harbahaviour in his treatment of the Xhosa,

and Hintsa in particular, by his humanitarian csf®®

The words ‘savage’ and ‘barbarian’ are used by Bman writers and Smith a great deal in
their descriptions of the ‘other’. The idea of sgewy was in ancient sources associated with
various negative attributes as well as the idebarbarism’. The term ‘savage’ used in British

contexts was invariably a negative attribute, megivild’, ‘uncultivated’, ‘untamed’, ‘cruel’

1237
b

and ‘uncivilised used interchangeably with the terms ‘barbarian’‘@arbarism’. In the

nineteenth century, the term ‘savage’ was alsocissal with wild nature® and was commonly

228 Tac.Ann.14.30.

229 Balsdon 1979: 63-4.

20 gmithLetter to D’Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smithetter to
Godlonton10 Feb 1837, 22 Dec 1850, 16 Jan 185Gadlonton Corresp.Smith, H.Letter to Lord Gleneld5 Dec 1837 [MS 501] Cory
Library, Smith, H.Letter to Sir G. Napie28 Jan 1838 [MS 488] Cory Library, Smit#wtobiographyp. 66, 67, 77, 90, 91, 94, 98, 100, 101,
102, SmithLetter to BowkeB Nov 1848/ etter to Grey7 Jan 1850 itCorrespondencél850),Letter to Grey7 Apr 1852 inCorrespondence
(1853). See also Harington 1980: 75, 102, 104, &040692: 1071, Strobel 2008: 73.

#1 Harington 1980: 54, Lehmannn 1977: 325.

232 Smith, Autobiographyp.74, 76, 77, 102, Smithetter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

233 smith,Autobiography26, 28, 35, 37, 57, 58, 63, 70, 80, Smithtters to Juand5 Apr, 23 Apr, 4 May, 7 May, 18 May 183%tter to Alice
18 June 1851 iAutobiography Smith,Letters to Greyl6 Jan, 20 Feb, 17 Mar, 7 Apr 18%2rangements of Movemerts Jan 1852 in
Correspondencé€l853).

2% Crais 2001: 95, Lester 1998: 5, 9-10.

%5 Arndt 2010: 710, 734-5.

238 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4 June 1836 ihetterbook See also Harington 1980: 68, Lehmannn 1977: 201.

%7 Barclay 1811: 833.

2% Jahoda 1999: 16.
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identified with the ‘other®* Iselin, a Swiss philosopher of history and paditio the 1700s,
wrote of savagery, barbarism and civilisation asipeled with various life-stages, as if mankind
was in a state of childhood ‘savagry’ associateth vgensuousness, adolescence ‘barbarism’
associated with a degree of imagination, and adatthcivilisation’ which was associated with

reasorf°

3.6.1 Concepts of ‘Barbarism’ and ‘Civilisation’

The Greek root of the wordbarbaros essentially means a ‘non-Greek’, an ‘outsider, a
‘foreigner’ *! arising onomatopoetically from the incompreheresibabbling’ sound foreigners
were perceived as makiftf While some may argue that the term retained thisss of
neutrality in some contexts, there were less negatiternatives that could have been used for
foreigneré*® and as will be seen the concept of ‘barbarisnth@Roman world became far more
complex and loaded with heavily negative connotati@nd associatioid! Roman writers
associate barbarism with ideas of stupidity, fdulisss and ignorané&, a lack of skill or
educatioA®® and Plautus even associatearbarus with the idea of the ‘child®’ attributes

referred to in the first chapter. It is associatéth a lack of restraint, passion and I&8twith

drunkennes$?® arrogance, boldned?’ as well as ficklessness and disloy&Rylt is associated

2% The image of the ‘savage’ and the long lastingidrstereotype of a savage horde overturning thitizeid word was provided by the narration
of the fall of the Roman Empire (Miller and Savd®¥7: 122). See alggidley 1992: 39.

240 Jahoda 1999: 133. Later writers such as Schulfagsed similar classifications (Jahoda 1999: 88).

241 | ewis and Short 1879: 222. See also Giep.1.37.58

242 pagden 1986: 16. Much classical scholarship hes eitten on this subject, for example: Hall 1991.

23 For exampleperegrinug(Liv 5.36.6)exterugCaes B.C.3.43.3, CicSull. 37, Verr. 2.5.149), andlienigenus(Cic. Font. 32). However,
Tacitus associates even the werdernuswith words likesaevitia, libido, raptugTac.Hist. 2.73).

244\eyne 1993: 359.

25 plaut.Bacch.123, CaesB.G.8.10.4B.C.3.59.3, Vell.2.18.2, TacGerm.45.5,Ann.12.45.

2% plaut.Bacch.124, CaesB.G.6.10.2, CicDiv. 1.2.

247 plaut.Bacch.123-4.

8 CaesB.G.1.31.13, 8.8.1, CaeSull. 75-6, Liv. 29.23.4, TacGerm.18.1,Ann.11.16.

*°Tac.Ann.11.16.

% CaesB.C.3.59.3, CicSull. 76, Verr. 2.3.24.

By, 22.22.7, 25.33.2, 28.17.6, 29.23.6, TAon.12.14,Hist. 3.48.
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with descriptions of cruelt§;? violence and warlike-neS8 and with disgrace, immorality,
impiety”* and criminal behaviour? as referred to in the second chapter. It is aagetiwith
ideas of ‘beast-like®>® monstrousne$¥’ and the in-human® and with portrayals of ‘wildness’,

‘fierceness®™® and nudity’®® previously discussed in this chapter. Essentifbybarity combines

most of the negative stereotypes we have encouhpeexiously into one neatly packaged term.

Smith’s use of the word ‘barbarous’ or ‘barbarias’common description of the ‘other’ during
his time?®* cannot be understood in anything but heavily riegaerms. According to Barclay it
denoted an ignorance of learning, cruelty, inhutyagid a want of kindness, pity, manners and
civility. 2°> The associations and context of the word ‘barbaniehich Smith alludes to, cover

everything from ferocity, aggression, violenc&® agitation, restlessne$¥, degradatio®®

‘despotism’, thievery, sin, crime and wickedn&¥s.

The term ‘barbarism’ was, however, not arbitrangative, but was used to oppose one’s own
view of oneself as ‘civilised’. As a foil to imagexd barbarism, the Romans used the word

humanitas which they identified with being Roma&¥. Loosely translated as or corresponding to

22 Cic. Flac. 24, Planc.71, Rosc. Am146-7,Sull. 76, Verr. 2.3.24,Phil. 13.18, SallAd. Caes1.4.2, Vitr. 2.8.12, Quininst. 1.5.9, Hor Carm.
3.5.49-50.

%3 Cic. Sull. 76, Phil. 13.18,Prov. Cons33.

4 Cic. Sull. 76, Verr. 2.3.24, 2.4.112, 2.4.12Dom. 140.

%5 CaesB.G.8.24.3, CicRosc. Am146,Verr. 2.4.122 Tusc.5.63,Dom. 140, Vitr. 2.8.12.

%6 Cic. Sull. 76, Inv. 1.103, Liv. 34.24.4.

%7 Cic. Font.31, 33, 44Lig. 11, Planc.71 Rosc. Am146,Sull. 75-6,Verr. 2.4.25 Tusc.2.65,Div. 1.2, Dom. 140, Inv. 1.103,Prov. Cons33,
Q.Fr.1.1.27, Liv. 34.24.4, 38.37.3, Val. Max. 9.11.4.

8 Cic. Verr. 2.3.23.

%9 CaesB.G.1.31.5, 1.33.4, 4.10.5, CiRosc.Am146,Sull. 76, Tusc.2.65,Inv. 1.103, HorCarm.1.35.10-11Fpod.16.7-11, Liv. 21.23.4-6,
38.37.3

%0 Cic. Verr.2.3.23.
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%4 5mith, H.,Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

265 gmith, Letter to D'Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook.

266 gmith, Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography Smith,Letter to D'Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook.

%7 Cicero writes of a rustic way of life as oppositenanitas atque legé€ic. Cael.26). ‘Law’ (ius) andhumanitasare opposed to the way of
life that is barbari¢Cic. Sest92 cf.Rep.2.27, 2.48). For a similar contrast see Cigg.2.36:ex agresti immanique vita exculti ad humanitatem
(cf. De Or.1.32-3). Cicero describes mankind as falling imto tlasses: one ‘uneducated and rusticigctum et agrestiand the other ‘humane
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‘civilisation’,?®® the concept embraces two ideas. On the one hamdeitns ‘culture®®®

inevitably a Greco-Roman culture, often associatitd Roman wealth, commodities, fashidfi,

3 4

land cultivation, agriculturé’! urbanizatiorf,’? law2” religion?”* education, literacy, and

languag€’® On the other hand it stands for a general regartidman wortt,® associated with
ideas of manners, kindne<$, virtue, nobility?’® rational thought and intelligené€ It is
significant to note that the Romans, in the waythsed this single worlumanitas equated
their own culture and ways of life with good moraliVeyne argues th&iumanitasvas both an
internal modification of an individual person — tthdy Cicero’s time had become a popular

attitude, a kind of politeness and marffier and an indication of human ascendancy over the

external world, through cities, and agricultdfé.

As with the Roman idea dfumanitas Smith equated his idea of ‘civilisation’ with Hrgip

283
(5]

commerce, clothing®? agriculture?®® education and knowledd&’ as well as virtues of honesty

and cultivated’ fjumanum et politumHe uses the superlative formmanissimusf those who belong to the former class (®iart. Or.90).
Vitruvius makes a similar contragtfera agrestique vita ad mansuetudinem... humtgmit@Vitr. 2.1.6). cf. Vitr. 2.8.12humanitatis dulcedine
mollitis animis barbarorumValerius Maximus makes the same point in venjilaimvords:humanitatis dulcedo etiam in efferata barbarorum
ingenia penetrafval. Max. 5.1.6). See also Miller and Savage 197B.

%8y/eyne 1993: 343.

29 Woolf defineshumanitasas embracing other Roman concepts sudieasvolentia, observantia, mansuetudo, facilitasestas, dignitas,
andgravitaswhile connected with concepts suchrel@io, fidesandmores.He also relates it to Greek conceptgbilanthropiaandpaideia a
general regard for human worth and culture asléuielal property of an educated and cultivatedgre(sVoolf 1998: 55). Similarly, Wilkinson
defines Cicero’©iumanusas a word embracing both culture and human kirgjmesaning something like our ‘civilised’ as apglte people
(Wilkinson 1982: 231). Veyne definbsimanitasas the designation of a person worthy of being ‘@nfdenoting culture, the virtue of
humanity and state of civilisation, with the Gregjuivelents aPaideiaandphilantropia(Veyne 1993: 342).

7°CaesB.G.1.1.3, cf. 4.3.3-4.

21 Cic. Flac. 62, Red. Quir4, Plin.Ep.8.24.2.

22 Cjc. Sest91, Red. Quir4, De Or.1.33. The English word ‘civilisation’ has its rodisthe Latincivis / civiliswhich refers to an urbanized
community (Ayto 2002: 393). Although the Romans m#te connection between urbanization and humangimith, in the rural frontier of the
Cape Colony, speaks more of cottage rural livingiaitized and not necessarily urbanized towns (®etote 365).

23 Cic. Cael.26, Flac. 62, Sest91, Verr. 2.4.98, 2.5.187De Or.1.33,Part. Or.90, Vitr. 9.pr.2.

% Cic. Flac. 62.

25 Cic. Cael.54, Flac. 62, Lig. 12, Verr.2.4.98,Div. 1.2,Leg.2.36,De Or.1.32, Plin.H.N.5.45, Plin Ep.8.24.2.

25 \Woolf 1998: 55, Wilkinson 1982: 231.

277 Cic. Cael.25, Verr. 2.5.187,Leg.2.36,Rep.2.27, Vitr. 9.pr.2.

28 Cjc. Lig. 12, Off. 1.62,Planc.58, Part. Or.90

29 Cic. Planc.58, Verr. 2.4.98,Sen 1, Vitr. 9.pr.2.

#0yv/eyne 1993: 352.

2ly/eyne 1993: 343.

282 gmith, Autobiographyp. 89, SmithAddress to Caffer Chie®sJan 1836 ilutobiography.

283 Smijth, Autobiographyp. 90.

284 smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp. 90, SmithLetter to Greyl7 Mar 1849 in
Correspondencé€l853).
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85 _ which he viewed as an antithesis to the cultdirne ‘other’: the latter which

and goodwil
he labeled barbarous, savage and cfileThe construct of ‘civilisation’ was used to place
different cultures in a hierarchy, making one awdfitheir own, seem more ‘right’ than another.

The added element of Christian religion to the idéaivilisatiorf®’ greatly enhanced its moral

implications in the nineteenth century.

Roman views on the nature of ‘barbarism’ and ‘cdation’ are illuminating. In his speech
against the exploitation of provincials by Verrgsyernor in Sicily, Cicero describes Verres as
barbaric by association af charactef® In his defence of Sulla, Cicero refers to Catilarel
other Romans as being mdvarbarusthan ‘barbarous’ natiorf§? Here Cicero is attributing
barbarous, uncivilised traits Romansas he does again when he comments on civiliseduwd

as a behaviour which he intimates Marc Antony I£&ksAs much as these were rhetorical
means by which he could further discredit his ogs in judicial cases and speeches, by the
use of what were obviously widely accepted undaditays of civilisation and barbarisfit |
would argue that Cicero viewed any individual apatde of being or behaving in a barbaric or
civiised way, and he states more than once thdbaosm and civilisation were based on
manners and character rather than on languagetionality.**> Unlike the view of the ancient

Greeks who defined a ‘barbarian’ as a non-Greeg&pieech, ethnicity or descent, the ancient

25 Smith Address to Caffer ChiesJan 1836 iMutobiography

288 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smithetters to
Godlonton10 Feb 1837, 22 Dec 1850, 16 Jan 185Gadlonton Corresp.Smith, H.,Letter to Lord Gleneld5 Dec 1837 [MS 501] Cory
Library, Smith, H.Letter to Sir G. Napie28 Jan 1838 [MS 488] Cory Library. Smith referdtte Xhosa and to their practices of ‘witchcraft’
and others as ‘barbarous’ (Smikytobiographyp.74, 76, 77, 102, Smithetter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 inCorrespondencél850).

%7 Smith,Autobiographyp.90, Smith Address to Caffer ChiesJan 1836 ifutobiography.

8 Cic. Verr.2.3.23, 2.4.112.

89 Cic. Sull. 75-76.

20 Cjc. Phil. 2.7-8.

21 \Woolf 1998: 60.

292 Cjic. Rep.1.58, Cic.Verr. 2.4.112.
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Romans were more inclined to view civilisation @mrhs of culture and custofii$— that which
could be ‘learnt’, rather than was innate. Veyneeadhathumanitasvas viewed by Romans as
a merit, rather than a universal trait and thake lplants, humans were either wild or

‘cultivated’ 2%*

The essential capability of manlearn how to be civiliset?® was affirmed by Roman writers in
the explanation of their own history. Cicero writgscivilisation as being born in Greece and
spreading to Rome, through all the earth to aleotheople¥® - what he perceived to be ‘the
natural course of human history’. He writes of ‘len’ who lived together in packs before the
time of civilisation or laws, who lived by strengéimd violence before those most wise among
them perceived the ‘teachableness of human naame’brought themselves from a state of
wildness and savagery, into one of justice, ciatlisn and urbanisatiof!’ Cicero ultimately
acknowledged the Romans as having lived a barbdifeubefore being educated to a refined
298

state of civilisation by the divine institutions Athens™" Civilisation was presented as a ‘state

of society’ that applied to the whole of mankitid.

293 Woolf argues that in conquering Greece and apatipg much of its culture, in order to negotiatenfan identity as ‘civilised’, in the face of
being ‘barbarian’ by Greek definition, the Romaedsfined the concept to something that could lzerie and ‘adopted’ (Woolf 1998: 58-60).

It is possible that this definition also appealedhe English as their identity as ‘civilised’ wiiseatened by the description of Britons as
‘barbarians’ by the Romans unless they too vieweitlsation as something that ‘progressive’ so@stadopted. By contrast, Veyne argues that
the Romans needed to adopt Hellenistic traditiomslanguage to prove they knew the manners of et gnternational civilisation that
Hellenism represented (Veyne 1993: 356). | do ga¢@ with this, as it assumes one culture is mitrgrey than another and it does not explain
the British situation as well as the previous emption, which fits both.

24\eyne 1993: 343.

295 veyne argues that this could be related to thiwighaal and society (Veyne 1993: 343).

2% Cic. Flac. 62, Verr. 2.5.187,Sen1, Q. Fr. 1.1.27-9. As does Pliny i&p.8.24.2

27 Cic. Sest91. Vitruvius also writes of the natural progressimm barbarism to civilisation if in the proximibf civilized society, and the
desire of men to do so (Vitr. 2.8.12). Similarlyitrdvius describes at length how mankind equippétl ideas and purposes, constructed
buildings and progressed by degrees to crafts @metptines that led from a savage and rustic bife tstate of civilisation (Vitr. 2.1.6-7).

28 Cjc. Leg.2.36,De Or.1.33.

29 Interestingly, both Cicero and Tacitus mention hbevprocess can operate in reverse, and thatepeaplbe corrupted into being savage and
wild (Cic. Rep.2.27, TacAnn.6.42), just ahumanitascan be used to bring mankind out of that state. @p.2.27).
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For the most part, Smith, like the Romans, belietved ‘civilisation’ was something that could
be progressed towards and ‘learfi He viewed humanity as balanced between ‘savageny’
the ‘educated Christiai®' He remarks on ‘barbarism’ as a ‘state of humarunedf? and,
similarly to Cicero’s description of the Romanssci#bes the English as once naked, ignorant
and cruel before they discovered Christianity amiyaaced towards civilisatiofi> Smith
remarks on uncivilized conduct as a ‘habit’, onat tvas thrown off by the English a long time

ago>** although he describes the pillage and rape bthish military in Badajoz as ‘civilized

305

man let loose of morals, a far greater beast tharstivage, monefinedin cruelty®> — as if

although they still had the capacity to act barbalpthey did so in a more ‘refined’ way.

Despite these assertions, Smith seems inconsistdns belief in the Xhosa’'s ability to leave
behind what he conceived as barbarous living. Qutive campaign against the Xhosa in 1835,
in contrast to missionary and humanitarian vié¥®sSmith initially proclaims the Xhosa people
‘irreclaimable’ from barbarisri>’ but then changed his attitude substantially whevas evident
the British were unable to expel the Xhosa from @wony>°® Smith began to write of the

possibility of the Xhosa people progressing anidlisiy toward civilisatior?’® and by the time he

was being recalled from the Cape in 1836 he waart@sg that they could be reclaim&d.This

300 Smith, Autobiographyp. 95.

301 Smith, Letter to D’Urban23 Nov 1835 in_etterbook.

392 Smith,Autobiographyp.102, Smith|etter to D’Urban17 April 1836 inLetterbook.

303 Smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ifutobiography.

304 Smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography Smith also refers to civilised ‘habits’ in Smitkgtter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 in
Letterbook.

%5 Mostert 1992: 662.

305 ester 1998: 4.

307 Smith, Letters to D’Urbar21 July 1835, 16 Aug 1835 lretterbook According to Mostert,the word ‘irreclaimable’ wased several times by
D’Urban and Smith to describe Xhosa to justify treatment of them by the British, from Hintza’s theto the annexation of more land, and the
phrase enraged the humanitarian party and missionavements in London and the Cape for its impilizest on the futility of missionary
endeavours. (Mostert 1992: 727, 736, Crais 2009). 1ester argues that the discourse of the Xhsedamsavage to be reclaimed was common
among the frontier settlers and many administratdasry Smith and D’Urban particularly in agreem@rgster 1998: 8-10).

%08 Mostert 1992: 731, Lester 1998: 228, Lester 1998:

%09 Smith, Letters to D’Urban4 Aug, 1 Sept, 22 Sept, 6 Oct, 12 Oct, 17 NovN28, 8 Dec, 15 Dec 1835 iretterbook.

310 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4 June 1836 ihetterbook But in his mind, only his system, if pursued, Wbrescue the Xhosa from their
perceived state of barbarism (Smitlkfter to D’Urban17 April in Letterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory

Library). He believed he had made progress andcemaginced that given another ten years he woulé Harought the Gospel of Christ and all
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overwhelming image of ‘progress’ towards civiligeatj is sometimes countered by examples of

some ‘retrograding’ back into barbarish.

On his return to the Cape he seems to have belienad than ever in the ‘civilisation’ of the
Xhosa>!? a conviction that faltered in the conflict to canadter his shock at his ‘subjects”
rejection of his system. Harington states thatcaith Smith put on a brave public fate
insisting that there had been real progress duhiegorevious three years (1848-1850) and that
he had been led to hope that ‘just and liberalttmeat [would] develop the nature of man, and
prove that he is created for civilized, not savéfg, he privately admitted that he had been
completely misled and that his ‘faith in the cisdtion of the native populations [had been]
awfully shaken®** Dwelling on what he regarded as one of the gremistipns of ‘natural
history’, he questioned whether or not the Xhosaewéike some animals, untameabe.
Eventually he would ‘candidly admit’ that he haditquchanged his mind concerning the
possibility of civilising them and that they weretrio be abruptly reclaimed from their savage
state®’® In a letter to Grey he stated that the value dfisation could only be felt by the people
eventually after the imposition of strict contratdaborder systems, tight laws and military
control!’ Despite his occasional outbursts in various siaat Smith ultimately believed the

Xhosa reclaimable at some point under certain ¢immgi>*®

the blessings of civilisation’ to the Eastern dassr (Smith,Autobiographyp.98). He lamented that he had not remained longgmnbuild
churches and schools (Smikytobiographyp. 90).

311 |n this particular instance Smith relates to D’&iita Xhosa field commandant who had ‘left the hagjisen him, gone into a hut, and that is
retrograding into barbarism’ (Smithetter to D’Urban15 Feb 1836 ihetterbook.

%12 Harington 1980: 170.

%13 This optimism may also have been to appease Gsegfter making various outbursts that the Xhosalstjust be expelled across the
boundary on the outbreak of war in 1850, he wastide by the Colonial Secretary who reminded Hiat it was his duty to reclaim and
civilise the Xhosa (Lehmannn 1977: 325).

314 Harington 1980: 188.

®5 Harington 1980: 197.

%6 Harington 1980: 197.

17 Smith, Letter to Greyl6 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

%18 Crais notes that even ‘the settler elite, congamanissionaries and officials did not suggest tha innate flaws in the character of the
African were incapable of some correction, an argutmvhich some pseudo-scientists would later m@Bedis 2001: 132).
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In describing the ‘other’ as ‘savage’, ‘barbaroos’uncivilised, both Roman writers and Smith
present the ‘other’ as the opposite of how theywigemselves or wish themselves to be seen, as
‘civilised’. For the most part Romans and Smithweel barbarism and civilisation as states of
society, that the former was not innate or inbard that the latter could and should be taught to
the ‘other’. This was inevitably viewed as a pagtihing as ‘civilisation’ was thought of as

better and superior to an inferior and undesiratdée of ‘barbarism’.

3.6.2 Implications for a ‘Civilising Mission’

How ‘civilisation’ was imagined to be ‘learnt’ odapted is another question. Valerius Maximus
comments on the charm bfimanitasas being able to ‘find its way into the savage reatf
barbarians softening the grim fierce eyes’ of R@meriemies'® Roman writers often describe
Germans, Gauls or Britons as being more or ledsabaus or civilized than others depending on
their proximity to and contact with Roman goodsstoms and cultur&® Cicero alludes to the
geographical ‘spread’ of civilisation“* Strabo writes of the Gauls as turning to civilidid,
farming, and Roman lifestyles due to the dominaot¢he Romand? But this ‘spread’ of

civilisation was viewed as much more than a cirdam$al outcome of expansion.

#9val. Max. 5.1.6.

320 caesar describes the Belgae as far removed frehuthanitiasof provincial Gaul flumanitate provinciae longissime absuad so
unaffected by it (Cae®.G.1.1.3), intimating that if they lived in closer pimity they could have changed and become moretfikee in
Provincial Gaul. Caesar comments on a tribe of @asras being more civilized than the other bectineseborders touched the Rhine and due
to trade were more accustomed to Gallic fashiore$¢®.G.4.3.3-4). Caesar describes the inhabitants of Kehtimanissimof all the Britons,
as a maritime people and similar to the Gauls ((%.5.14.1). Caesar also recounts how the Romans atlbptbarian ways of fighting
because of their contact with and proximity to laaidns (Caes.C.1.44). Hirtius comments that the Treveri, by reasbtheir proximity to
Germany, differed little from the Germansaduitu et feritate(CaesB.G.8.25.2). Vitruvius advocates the natural progressiomen from
barbarism to civilisation if in the proximity ofvdlized society, and the desire of men to do sar(\2.8.12).Cicero also writes an interesting
passage about a colony, far removed from the satithn of Greece, and threatened by waves of hamhérom surrounding Gaul, and which in
spite of this retained its civilized ways (Cidac. 63), but there was evidently a danger of becomarbdric perceived in living far removed
from civilisation, in close proximity to barbaropsoples.Suetonius and Strabo also contain allusitdegrees’ of barbarity. Suetonius
comments on some Gaulssamibarbari(Suet.Jul. 76.3). Strabo comments on the habits of the Brikmsore barbaric than others (Strab.
4.5.2). This concept is also discussed in Scha@@8:267-168, Rawlings 1998: 172, Balsdon 1979R8§gsby makes an interesting point of
how Caesar portrays Gaul as a place of ‘bad catibs’ but further Germany as a place of ‘no csalion’ (Riggsby 2006: 122).

%21 geefootnote 296.

*2Strab. 4.1.2, 4.1.5, 4.1.11, 4.1.12.
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Many Romans subscribed to an imperial vocafivand seem to have seen themselves playing a
role in the civilising of the ‘other’?* In a letter to his brother Quintus, Cicero outiiriee duty

of the Romans to bestow upon other nations thathwvias given to the Romans themselves by
the Greeks, civilisation, and that it was incumbgombn a man to study the ‘other’, consider their
welfare and security, and to teach them the lessdnarts and studie® Pliny the Elder
describes Rome as the nursling and mother of &krolands, chosen by the gods to unite

scattered peoples, bring them together with langgl to give to mankintumanitas’?®

Tacitus describes Agricola in Britain as giving em@agement to individuals and assistance to
communities in the construction of temples, marleid private houses... having the sons of the
chieftains educated in the liberal aft5Scholars argue that a provincial governor’s roteuld
have been to promote, guide and perhaps provideelsddr ‘civilising projects®?® The
interaction between the local elite and the goweynentourage was seen as important in
influencing local cultural chang®’® Although the provinces were to a large extent aistéred

by the provincial aristocracy’’ it was to this local elite, whom Rome bolstered agplocal
magistrate$>* that most encouragement was given to become hikeRbmans, encouraged by
ideology that was promoted by a provincial goverand his entouragé? Roman conceptions

of civilisation offered a belief system that wowdnvince an educated elite to a shared identity

33 This is reflected in Verghen.6.851-3 {u regere imperio populos, Romane, memento (haeriiint artes), pacique imponere morem, parcere
subiectis et debellare superho®Voolf also sees this ‘sense of duty’ as echoédiigil's Jupiter when he speaks of Rome’s skilktile over
peoples and to impose morality (Woolf 1998: 57k Skso TacAgr. 13.3.

24 \Woolf 1998: 48-50.

35 Cic. Q. Fr.1.1.27.

326 plin. H.N. 3.39-40. Woolf sees this echoed in the image ofrdresformative power of Rome found in account&afil by Caesar and Strabo,
in which Rome is presented as providing conditiom®thers to become civilized, such as the provisif education (Woolf 1998: 57).

%27 Tac.Agr. 21.1-2.

28 \Woolf 1998: 68-69, 71, Laurence 2001: 3

%29 aurence 2001: 4.

¥9 Goodman 1997: 107.

%31 Goodman 1997: 138.

%2 Goodman 1997: 207-8.
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and missioff® which then would ultimately influence larger greupf native people?
Councils, magistrates and constitutions were imgag®sn the society of the ‘othe> Roman
generals everywhere were regularly described damgetp and correcting political institutions
and laws>*® Roman currency was circulated through officialdl anldiers and was required by
taxation®*’ By instituting Roman style political institutionigws, currency and a magistracy
amenable to the process, the Romans attempted itdis&€ the ‘other’ while overtly

encouraging urbanisatidf® and the adoption and emulation of Roman educatialyes and

behaviour®®

Smith was to take on a seemingly similar ‘civilgimission’ due to a radical modification in
policy initiated by D’Urban, who, instead of drigrithe Xhosa over the Kei river, which proved
an impossible task’ decided to follow the advice first given to him By John Philip, an
influential missionary at the Cape and supportethef humanitarian movement in Lond8h.
Philip had advised D’Urban that he would not objecthe annexation of more land from the
Xhosa, provided that he civilise them on their lafmh the plan adopted by the ancient
Romans®>*? Following on D’Urban’s hoping to ‘civilise’ the Xisa ‘by the power of legal
coercion... humane persuasion and examfeSmith soon took on the task wholeheartedly. As

Lester puts it, ‘as if intended all along, a disgeuof their experimental ‘civilisation’ was

33 Woolf 1998: 74-5.

334 Millett 1990: 2.

%5 Tac.Ann.11.19.

36 Woolf 1998: 71.

337 Goodman 1997: 142 -46.

338 Goodman 1997: 137.

%9 Woolf 1998: 71-2.

%40 peires 1982: 112, Mostert 1992: 735, Lester 1998:

1 Walker 1957:191. For more information on the huitasian movement in London see Galbraith 1963: 2376, and on the philanthropic
influence at the Cape see van Aswegen 1993): 2b3tevt 1992: 736, Lester 1998: 4-6, Strobel 20@8: 7
%42 Report of Aborigines Committd836, quoted inWalker 1957: 190.

3 Walker 1957: 186.

135



developed®** Taking D’Urban’s policy further, Smith envisagednew era... opening to the
world in respect to civilisatior?* Smith hoped that Christianity and civilisation wouh time

be established from Queen Adelaide province to INdtaas neighbouring nations would by
imitation and example adopt civilisatidf.In these broad visions we see Smith adhering to the
idea that civilisation spreads by proximity, whexeehen he wrote more specifically about his
plans he very forcefully emphasised his intentimdtively civilise the Xhos&® rather than the
circumstantial implications of the ‘spread’ of ‘digation’. Smith believed the Xhosa capable of

advancing in civilisation onljf they followed his rule$® and, according to Mostert, he viewed it

his duty and divine calling to bring about that mha>>°

Smith writes of promoting the pleasures and desireealth brought about by civilisation and
commerce! of leading by quiet and impressive persuasion,ngrgind inspiring the Xhosa by

example and right conduct, by instilling respeestraint, industry, religion and an admiration of
Englishmer?> He believed it imperative that British leaders waith decision, judgement and

equity’>® and that good conduct, character and manners peessed upon the ‘other’ by

example in this new systeft: He spent hours a day, he claims, with chiefs enstibjects of

trade and improvemefit> and writes of holding great meetings where he erped the

344 Lester 1998: 228.

345 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl Nov, 30 Nov 1835 ihetterbook.

346 Smith, Letter to D’Urban8 Dec 1835 irLetterbook.

347 Smith, Letters to D’Urban8 Dec, 15 Dec 1835 ipetterbook.

348 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Nov, 22 Nov, 25 Nov 1835 iretterbook.

349 Smith,Address to Caffer ChiefsJan 1836 ilutobiography.

30 Mostert 1992: 763, 950. This can be comparedeadte the idea of divine will played in the Ronamception of an imperial vocation
(Woolf 1998: 48).

%1 Smith, Letter to D'Urban15 Dec 1835 iretterbook.

%52 Smith, Letters to D’Urbané Oct 1835, 1, 17, 23, 25 Nov 1835Lietterbook.
353 Smith, Letter to D’Urban30 Nov 1835 ir_etterbook.

354 Smith, Letter to D'Urban19 Dec 1835 iretterbook.

3% Smith, Letter to D’Urban12 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.
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principles of honesty and religidf¢ convinced he was exciting and inspiring them vifib

power and regularity of all that was English bywb®f pomp and ceremony’

Smith’s efforts to ‘civilise’ went far further thaamitempting to inspire emulation for all that was
English. He sought to introduce British %and a new magistracy system whereby chiefs were
appointed as native magistrates and field commasd&mccording to Walker, D’Urban hoped

to substitute colonial law for tribal custofif.He sought to oblige the chiefs and councillors to
wear European clothin§* Lester argues that the adoption of European cigthias held as one

of the most important indicators of transformat@as it was the most visible and politically
potent>®2 He tried to encourage European methods of agui@itind horticulture by introducing
schools of industry, teaching the use of implemant$ making presents to the chiefs of ploughs,
harrows and implements of husbantfiyAccording to Lester, the use of ploughs in agtime
was part of a wider vision of the transformationgehder roles, where men were expected to
work in the fields, not womaif* He wrote to his wife about how he hoped to seeXhesa
taught how to build cottages and how nothing wdalt to their civilisation more than cottage
living.®®® He later described how his wife would spend howith the Xhosa chiefs’ wives

teaching them needlework and Christian motdlsde actively sought to control trade and

introduce the use and circulation of money, goiogfar as to prohibit bartéf’ When he

3% Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Nov 1835 in_etterbook.

357 Smith, Letter to D’Urban10 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

358 Smith, Letters to D’Urband, 17 Nov, 8 Dec 1835 inetterbook.

%9 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl7 Nov,19 Dec 1835,10 Jan 183@ igtterbook.

360 Walker 1957:193.

31 Smith, Letters to D’Urbani, 22, 27 Sept, 30 Nov 1835, 10 Jan 183bBitierbook.

%2) ester 1998: 229-230.

363 Smith, Letters to D’Urban5, 6, 26 Oct 1835 ihetterbook.

%4 ester 1998: 229.

365 Smith, Letter to Juana 9 April 1835 inAutobiography Crais notes the association of huts with ‘sava@yais 2001: 138).
%6 Smith, Autobiographyp. 90-91.

%7 Smith, Letters to D’Urbané Oct 1835, 17 Dec 1835 iretterbook See also Mostert 1992: 766.
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returned in 1847, now as Governor of the Cape,tteenated to renew his previous syst&th.
He divided Xhosa land into ‘counties’ with Englisames, he sought to teach them to plough
and to trade and once again he envisaged estalglisbhools where the Xhosa were to learn to
speak Englisi®® After the outbreak of war in December 1850 Smitmmented on how the

Xhosa had ‘progressed in three years beyond a#fba{°

The overall tone of Smith’s discourse and self-imagcalls the description of Tacitus’ Agricola
in Britain praising ‘progress’, rebuking those wtiol not adopt Roman ways, and spurring on
rivalry for his esteem’* The image of a leader inspiring by ‘example’ amtairaging
emulation for all that was ‘civilised’, was evidgnsomething that Smith saw himself doing
among the Xhosa. Many of Smith’s methods echo thege of Roman practice, such as the
appointment of chiefs as magistrates, introducbbtaws and currency. The degree to which
these ‘civilising’ missions were actually activatarried out is debateable, and a question too
large to contemplate in depth in this thesis. InmAo times, although acculturation seems
evident®’? it is difficult to know how far the Roman governmevent to in order to induce the
‘other’ to become civilised’® Despite Smith’s various aims and methods by whiefattempted

to civilise the ‘other’, these were never complgtearried out, not particularly successful nor

supported by the resources of the British governrirehis time*’* Whether or not the ‘other’

368 Smith, Letter to Mackinnors Mar 1849/ etters to Greyl5 Mar 1849, 7 Jan 1858peech to Xhosa chigflan 1848 itCorrespondence
(1850). See also Peires 1982: 165, Mostert 1992: 93

%9 peires 1982: 166 -7, Mostert 1992: 939.

370 Smith, Letter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography.

31 Tac.Agr. 21.1. SeéSmith, Letters to D’Urban17, 25 Nov 1835, 28 Jan, 12 Feb, 25 Mar, 16 J886 inLetterbook Smith,Letter to Greyl5
Mar 1849 inCorrespondencél850).

372 See for example in Millett (1990) and Woolf (1998)r discussion on the debate around the idessmfnisation’, ‘acculturation’, or
‘cultural change’ specifically see Millett 199821 -Jones 1991: 115, Hingley 1996: 39-45, Woolf 12@¥ick 2000: 162. For a similar
argument for the negotiation of British identitydaculture in the Cape Colony, see Bickford-SmitB20

3 There is general agreement among scholars that ithéttle evidence for substantial imperial istrment of funds in the any civilising process
(Woolf 1998: 68-69, 71, Laurence 2001: 3). Foratifht arguments on whether or not it was Romarmyad actively civilise the ‘other’ see
Woolf 1998: 60 — 67, Haverfield 1915: 14, 16, HmglL996: 41.) Veyne argues that the Roman goverhnever sought to civilise the ‘other’
but that the provincials spontaneously civiliseentiselves (Veyne 1993: 365).

%74 During Smith’s time civilising efforts remaineddly ‘ideas’ as very limited financial assistarieesuch programmes was provided by the
British government (Strobel 2008: 85). Smith’s effpfor what they were worth, largely failed. Aftbe dissolution of the province of Queen
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actually became ‘civilised’ in the eyes of theingoerors, is of even less relevance Hétéhan

the fact that the discourse and visions ascribdalytboth Romans and Smith were similar. One
distinguishing difference between Roman and Smiticleas of ‘civilising’ was Smith’s
connection of Civilisation with Christianifif® In any Roman endeavour during the period being
studied there was never any imposition of religimgality, and the Romans were indifferent to
the ‘eternal salvation’ of their subjed<,unlike the European missionaries. At the Cape and
elsewhere in the British Empire, Christian missitggas well as many colonial administrators
sought to both convert and ‘civilise’ the ‘othericasaw these two as interrelated proce3%es.
Another unique aspect of Smith’s and other Britistonials’ vision of civilising the ‘other’ was
the emphasis on ‘industry’ and the work ethic asaapect of civilisation, which is possibly
connected with the role of ‘labour’ which the Bshi saw the ‘other’ as fulfilling within their

economic systen.’

Adelaide and his recall in April of 1836, Sir Ha®ynith felt frustrated at not being able to complehat he had started, commenting on how
‘rapidly progressing civilisation’ was undone by liemoval (Smith, Hl etter to D’'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 95). He recounts his efforts (Smith, Better to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, SmitAutobiographyp.71, 73,
76, 89, 92— 93)laming the Imperial government for having thwartésliattempt (Smith, HLetter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory
Library). Peires argues that had the system beémaiged for much longer, the chiefs would havgesthan uprising against the Colony (Peires
1982: 114-115). In 1852, faced with another fieesistance campaign against British rule and tisentien of his most ‘loyal’ Xhosa police
(Mostert 1992: 1040 - 1112), he acknowledged thaefiorts had failed and that the Xhosa peopleikhlive according to their own laws and
customs (Mostert 1992: 1073-4). Regarding the Xhidisas under British protection, he wrote ‘letithalone, we have seized British Kaffraria
for no other purpose than to provide a frontiertf@ Colony’ (SmithLetter to Godlontori0 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

37 For the Xhosa see van Aswegen (1993: 201-211)teMdd 992: 988) and Lester (1998: 240-241). FerRioman ‘other’ see Goodman
(1997: 214-215).

Dec 1835 irLetterboolk. He saw clergymen, magistrates, religious intins, schools of industry and the military, athyihg vital roles in the
successful fulfilment of his goal (Smithetter to D'Urban27 Sept, 17 Nov 1835 iretterbooll. According to Mostert civilisation depended
upon the adoption of Christianity by the Xhosa,akhlied to Smith’s dependence on missionaries faca&ibn and conversion (Mostert 1992:
766-7). Although he initially held missionariesviery low regard, he was by 1848 sending them aileireequesting their opinions on the best
methods of civilising and Christianizing the Xhdséostert 1992: 949).

377Veyne 1993: 367.

378 For further information on Christian missionaryieities in the Eastern Cape see Wilson (1969: 288, -268), Galbraith (1963: 79-97),
Davenport (1991: 160-163), Crais (2001: 100-10&})ter (1998: 238 — 241). Governors such as ShepatwhGrey were later to advocate and
implement the idea of civilizing the ‘other’ everore strongly than Sir Harry Smith. For Grey's pi@gsee Wilson (1969: 260 — 264), Peires
(1989: 45-73), Davenport (1991: 121-122), Thompd®90: 77). For Shepstone’s policies see McCler(@0604: 339 -358) and Thompson
(1990: 98).

579 Smith viewed the ploughing, cultivating and habiténdustry as the first step to civilisation (Meg 1992: 945). The link between Christian
conversion, the ‘gospel of work’ and industry; dahd adoption of ‘civilised’ European ways of lifs,evident from the early missionary
endeavors in the Eastern Cape (Wilson 1969: 233288, Davenport 1991: 160-163, Mostert 1992: @¥ajs 2001: 102-103). The more
dubious connection of ‘civilising’ endeavours witleas of industry and work ethic come to light &itar stage when Smith’s government
sought to alleviate the labour shortage in the @ploy a scheme of indenturing Xhosa, particulahjdren, as labour (Peires 1982: 167-8). Van
Aswegen notes that under Smith’s governership thesA were taught the ‘value of labour’ as he enoie®d to integrate the Xhosa into the
white capitalistic system (van Aswegen 1993: 2[8jely as a labour supply. See also Mostert 1998: See alsohapter 4, footnote 77.
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3.7 The ‘Other’ in Familiar Terms

If the Romans were not imposing actual culturateys upon the ‘other’, they did often project
their own understandings and familiar terms onai thhich they encountered. In order to make
foreign customs understandable and intelligiblethieir audience®®® some Roman writers
employed what scholars terinterpretatio Romanathe imposition of Roman equivalents of
figures, concepts or gods onto those of the ‘offievoking familiar Roman contexté! Caesar
refers to the Aedui as having a senate and eqaiesthe Nervii as having senators and
magistrate$®? Barlow also notes Caesar’s use of Roman politeahinology to describe the
Gauls, such as the wonex>*® Plutarch also refers to the Nervii as having ‘sersa —
interestingly so as he describes the same a fas karlier as ‘savage® Caesar describes the
Gauls as worshiping ‘Mercury’, ‘Apollo’, ‘Mars’, \piter’, ‘Minerva’, essentially assigning
Gallic gods Roman namé&¥ Gruen argues that in discussing Gallic gods withim context of
Roman beliefs, he is underscoring their similasitf& Tacitus records the Germans as singing of
familiar Greek heroé&’ and their consideration of the leaving of one’®elshbehind in battle as
a sign of ignominy, a common cliché in Greek antrikterature®®® He notes their practice of
divination and augury?® He highlights religious parallels between the Rnsiand Germans in

the Germania>® and even uses the image of ‘furies’ to descrileefthntic behaviour of British

women in battl€®* In a more subtle way he portrays Boudica as a kihdutraged Roman

380 Rawlings 1998: 173, Benario 1999: 108-9.

%1 Benario 1999: 66, 108-9.

%2 CaesB.G.1.31.6, 2.28.2, 7.33.2, 7.55.6. Burns notes th@gaesar Celtic community assemblies were locaMedgiits to the Senate in
Rome and that the use of Roman terminology wasifafitBurns 2003: 99).

%3 Barlow 1998: 141

%4 pjut. Caes20.4-5.

%5 CaesB.G.6.17.

36 Gruen 2010: 158.

%7 Tac.Germ.3.1. See also Benario 1999: 66.

%8 Benario 1999: 71, Gruen 2010: 167-8.

%9 Tac.Germ.10.

390 Gruen 2010: 174-5. Gruen argues, however, thatiEaalso keeps his readers aware of the distinstithat there is often no Roman
equivalent given and that similiarities and differes are weaved in intricate ways (Gruen 2010:5], 74¢7).

%! Tac.Ann.14.30.
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matron®*? Valerius Maximus acknowledges the similarity betweold Gallic customs and

beliefs and those of the GreeR& Livy describes the migration of the Gauls as didirby gods
and auguries and their movement as ‘marches’ wiflantry and ‘cavalry’, using many Roman
terms and contexts to explain the early movemenarafther group of peopf# and even
describes the generalship and strategy of a Gdiiief as qualities he implies the Roman army
should have hatf”

39 and another councilor as Gaika’s

Similarly, Smith describes Kuba as Hintsa’s ‘primmister
‘prime minister’ and ‘lord chancellor' and descrbeome as ‘lawyers®’ Some remarkable
comments by Smith include his description of Hinésa‘the very image of poor dear George
IV' 3 and Nonube ‘resembling Catherine of Rus¥&. But much more frequently than
assigning British terms to the ‘other’, Smith malesessively refers to himself in the terms of
the ‘other’. He frequently refers to himselfiakosinkulu(Great Chief) at his ‘Great Kraa® in

King Williams Town, where he wrote of how he usedtigk as a sign of office — a supposed

Xhosa custorf?* and was constantly threatening to ‘eat up’ angfolvho disobeyed hirff?

Both Romans and Smith at times make these stramg@@s to make the ‘other’ seem more

familiar by categorising and labelling their wagsfit within their own understanding. However,

%2 pdler 2008: 181.

#3val. Max. 2.6.10.

34 jv. 5.34.5.

5 jv. 5.38.4-5.

39 Smith, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknowd]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Librangmith, Autobiographyp.33.

397 Smith,Autobiographyp. 74.

3% Smith, Letter to Juang. 30 Apr 1835 irAutobiography.

399 Smith, Letter to D’Urban13 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.

400 Smith, Letters to D’Urbant, 17, 28, 30 Nov 1835, 15 Feb, 4 June 1836etterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482]
Cory Library, Smith Autobiographyp. 73, 81, 96, 99. See also Harington 1980: 108, 100, Mostert 1992: 765, 933, Peires 1982: 114.
401 Smith, Letter to D'Urban21 Mar 1836 in_etterbook See also Harington 1980: 58, 170, Lehmannn 1890; Lester 1998: 229. Peires refers
to this as Smith ‘play[ing] childish games with lgigld-knobbed stick’ (Peires 1982: 114).

402 5mith, Letter to D'Urban5 Dec 1835 irl_etterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 85-6, 100. See also Harington 1980: 107, 178mia:n 1977:
191-2, Peires 1982: 114.
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sometimes the description of the ‘other’ in RomarBatish terms could be less of an effort at
familiarization and more of an indication of thepesses of acculturation, linked to our previous
discussion on ‘civilising’. Caesar does occasigndiscribe the Gauls, particularly those closer
to Rome, as civilized, or more so than ot{&fs;oinciding with geographical areas in closer
proximity to Rome. Further, Smith’s relative lack comment on the ‘other’ as ‘civilised’

corresponds to his lack of success in his civijzemdeavours®* Smith’s descriptions of himself

in terms of the ‘other’ is peculiar to himself ands a symptom of his self delusion of power and

intimate influence among the Xhosa.

3.8 Conclusion

In spite of very minimal efforts by both Roman wrg and Smith to familiarize the ‘other’, the
overwhelming image is of a different, wild, barlgafbther’. This image of the ‘other’ is
remarkably similar, even though nineteenth and tigém century pseudo-scientific raci¢h
finds no real parallel in ancient thinking. Althdug would argue that both Roman writers and
Smith acknowledged all mankind as belonging to thenan race, some were evidently
considered as more ‘cultured’ than oth®fBoth use attributes of animal-likeness, savagady a
barbarism to describe the ‘other’, effectively disting the ‘other’ from how they defined and
saw themselves, which was invariably in terms singlar notion of ‘civility’. Much more effort
was made to identify the ‘other’ as ethnographycdlifferent and far removed than familiar.

Imagining the ‘other’ as unlike themselves, patady as inhuman, animal-like, or inferior,

403 CaesB.G.1.1.3, 1.31.5, 4.3.3. Riggsby notes that Vercingein Caesar’s last book is presented as ‘romahiskat the Gauls in general are
made to appear more ‘civilised’ and that by thé ek there is no mention of ‘barbarians’ (Rigg@006: 98-122). See also Schadee 2008:
177-8.

404 See footnote 374.

405 Berndt and Berndt 1971: 20, Isaac 2004: 1. Althonigt subscribed to by Smith, it has been arguatdpbeudo scientific racial thinking,
particularly theories of ‘phrenology’ was dissenting in the Cape Colony by the early nineteenttasgn(Bank 1996, Lester 1998: 9).

406 \/eyne1993: 343.
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served to justify imperialisfi’ and especially the ill treatment of the ‘oth&F Particularly if
viewed as subhuman, the ‘other’ was ‘beyond thésgtimn of any human conventi8.Horace
describes fierceness as only justified againsteotikinds in nature, arguing that it is not
acceptable in civil war for Romans to treat othenfans fiercely’° For a conquering people,
whether Imperial Rome or the British Empire, thega of an inferior or uncivilized ‘other’ in
opposition to their own supposedly ‘elevated stdteociety’ provided justification for warfare
against and domination of other peoplEsas they viewed themselves destined to rule as
‘superior’ beings'? It also provided justification for coercing thether’ to adopt the ways of the
conqueror as they were supposedly ‘rescuing’ thieeid from an undesirable state. As control
and rule was the objectiV&® this could also possibly have seemed easier if ‘thieer’
subscribed to their laws and ways of life. Paracyl in the case of the British, descriptions and
visions of ‘civilising’ the ‘other’ were only ent&ined when they were attempting to bring them

under direct rulé**

07 Adler 2008: 174.

% Jahoda 1999: 11, 19.

%% Miller and Savage 1977: 111-112.

“1%Hor. Epod.7.12.

411 Jahoda 1999: 11, 16, 148, 217, Woolf 1998: 56€Bér 1998: 10-12, Mostert 1992: 738, Arndt 201@-71, 734-5, Webster 1996: 117.
“12\Woolf 1998: 48, Miller and Savage 1977: 120, Haiim 1980: 171.

413 Smith’s primary objective was to curb the powethaf chiefs (Wilson 1969: 243-244, Peires 1982)113

44 D'Urban and Smith only made use of such ideas vthep attempted to expand British territory andex@u the area between the Fish and
Kei rivers (Mostert 1992: 933). After Smith wassfirecalled from the Cape, D’Urban’s system wabatisled and the province and its land
given back to the Xhosa in 1836, there was no &unthove towards ‘civilising’ the ‘other’ by the Bsh government until Smith returned to
once again annex the land from the Xhosa. Afteattendonment of Queen Adelaide province, the caldrundary was withdrawn to that of
1829, Stockenstrom released the Xhosa chiefs fnein allegiance to Britain, they were to be sovgmaulers with whom he made treaties
(Walker 1957: 192-3, Peires 1982: 119, Davenpd®11918, van Aswegen 1993: 216, Mostert 1992: 795).
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CHAPTER 4

ROMAN AND HARRY SMITH'S DESCRIPTIONS OF THE ‘OTHER’

AS SUFFERING OR BENEFITTING FROM ‘EMPIRFE’

‘The opposite of war is not peace but civilisatiang civilisation is purchased with violence andieblooded murder- Nadeem AslamThe

Blind Man's Garden

4.1 Introduction

Roman writers often commented on the effects thaerial conquest and rule had on Germans,
Gauls and Britons. In this chapter | will be compgrrelevant Roman writings with those of Sir
Harry Smith, with some reference to other Britisioaial writers. The context and agenda of the
writers of these extracts will be taken into coesadion and discussed, in an analysis of the
possible reasons why such descriptions were magél &lso be commenting on the extent to
which these portrayals may reflect the situatidres ‘other’ found themselves in under imperial

rule and how they were treated within an imperrat@onial structure.

4.2 Sympathetic Portrayals

Caesar to an extent acknowledges the ‘other’ asimpdreedom and includes sympathetic
arguments into some of his speeches. In his accBuvitiacus, who had earlier been described
as expressing a fear of the Aedui and the resiol Being deprived of libertypleads to Caesar

for mercy for the Aedui after a defeat, describihg Aedui as reduced to slavery and suffering

all manner of indignity and insultHowever, this is recounted as being a pretext byddaders

! CaesB.G.1.17.5.
2CaesB.G.2.14.3.
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of a plot who had recently fled to Britain, theralnydermining any weight the comment might
have had. Caesar also makes a comment on recklagls @etermined to revolt, yet he
acknowledges that all humanity is naturally beniiberty and disinclined towards slavetyot
only admitting the loss of liberty that comes wittonquest but that all mankind is
understandably averse to it. Caesar admits thamistiig the children and wives of the defeated
to slavery and slaughtering the men was an unabt@dsituation for the defeateshgcesse
accidere victiy* Caesar describes the Gauls as fighting for lib@itbertatis),” but in a speech
attributed to Critognatus he undermines the maampdaints about being enslaved and losing
rights and property by commenting that he was exmeglly cruel gingularem et nefariam
crudelitaten).® He acknowledges that the Gauls were fighting feedom and that subjection to
Rome meant servitudeGruen writes of Caesar’'s admiration of the Gaalsmmitment for
freedom but denies this as an example of Romarcsétfism® Murphey, however, comments
on how the desire for freedom is almost always hedawvith instances of ‘barbarity’, except in

the case of VercingetoriX.

Other Roman writers also occasionally portray tt&eér in a sympathetic light, most notably

Livy, who even recounts incidents of grievancesspnéed and acknowledged by the Roman
senate. Both Polybius and Livy recount the rapeande of Chiomara, the wife of Ortiagon, a
Gaul defeated by the Romaiid.ivy portrays as just and righteous the demandaraf made by

the Gauls to the RomansHe writes of the Gauls, in response to a Romamyeappealing for

% CaesB.G.3.10.3.

4CaesB.G.7.14.10. cf. Cae®.G.2.35.1.
5 CaesB.G.7.1.6, 7.76.2.
 CaesB.G.7.77.

" |saac 2004: 414. See CaBsG.7.89.

8 Gruen 2010: 153.

® Murphey 1977: 241-2.

0 p|p, 21.38, Liv. 38.24.

v, 5.36.9.
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help against the Carthaginians, as ‘ow[ing] the Bosnno kindness’ as they had heard that
Gauls were being ‘driven from their land’, payimiptite and suffering undeservedlgdigna) at

the hands of the RomaffsHe later describes the Cenomani as laying a canitathe Senate
against a Roman praetor for having been orderedstym when they had given no provocation,
and recounts how the praetor was ordered to reteiearms-> This is an interesting comment
as it also recounts the Roman Senate as acknowbtedigeé unjust treatment of the ‘other’ by
their own, a theme which is repeated when Livy dbss a peaceful Gallic group in Italy which
was driven from their newly settled town and urljuslisarmed, after giving no provocatibh.
To the string of complaints about Roman treatmenught to the Senate by Gauls is added
another account of a Roman, Gaius Cassius havagea land of the Alpine tribes, their allies,
and taken many of their people into slavErallust refers to the sufferings including thetgeb
of the Allobroges under the RomaliHorace imagines a Briton as descending the Satfad
chained ¢atenatuy and acknowledges this as more acceptable, lkaRbmans fight and turn
against ‘other beasts of other kinds' as opposefigtiting one’s own people in civil waf.
Strabo describes the ‘other’ as controlled andesitip Roman authority and pow&rand the
Gauls as ‘enslaved’ and living in accordance whil Romans? Plutarch and Suetonius describe
the ‘other’ as submitting hostages and tributetheopower of Romé’ The latter also refers to
the forced resettlement of peopfésde describes the ‘other’ as humiliated under trtaarity of

Caligula at the games and in triumpAsSuetonius describes the massacre of Gauls as an

21 jv. 21.20.5-6

B liv. 39.3.1-3

¥ Liv. 39.54

% Liv. 43.5.8-13.

16 3all. Cat. 40.

Y Hor. Ep.7.7-12.

® Strab. 4.1.5, 4.3.2, 4.4.3, 4.4.5, 4.5.3.
¥ Strab.4.4.2.

2 p|yt.Caes23.3, Suetdul. 25.2,Aug.21.2.
2 gyetAug.21.1, Tib.9.2.

2 gyet.Calig. 45.1, 47.1.
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example of the tyranny of Neéfband Domitian’s campaign against the Chatti as axngied?*

in this instance aiming criticism at Domitian sgieeilly rather than the Romans in general.

Tacitus’ writings on the sufferings of the ‘othaate extensive. He describes the Britons as
bearing or accepting the burdemsufig imposed upon them by the Roman Empire provided
that their treatment was not severe, including copgson and tributedilectum ac tribut® and
being subject to Rome, if not in a complete stdtslavery? Tacitus points out a difference
between tolerable and intolerable treatment of ‘tteer’, as he portrays them as cheerfully
bearing duties such as conscription and taxesfitming undue oppression unacceptafiién a
discussion among the Britons he refers to the sewaf slavery’ (nala servituti}, of the
oppression of the two Romans in control of the atiea Proconsul and Procurator, and details
their sufferings: the threat to their lives andpeuy, the violence and insult against them, their
children taken from them, the conscription inflitfé However, the wordsagitare and
accendereat the start of the chapter may suggest that theseries and wrongs were
‘exaggerated’ in the speethHe does, however, later describe the Britons asgbeeated
unjustly in their purchases of gr&hlin a lengthly description of the acculturationtioé Britons

to Roman ways, he writes that it is called civiiisa although it is part of their servitude
(humanitas vocabatur, cum pars servitutis 8s8ein another speech, Tacitus portrays Calgacus
as mentioning slavery and oppression at the harfidheo Romans, children being taken,

conscription, dishonour and violence, and describesRomans as greedy thieves who through

Z SuetNer.43.1.
% SuetDom.6.1.
% Tac.Agr. 13.1.
% Tac.Agr.13.1.
2 Tac.Agr.15.1.
B Tac.Agr. 15.1.
2 Tac.Agr.19.4.
% Tac.Agr. 21.2.
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plunder and slaughter create a solitude and catieiace’>* Compelling though this damning

description of Roman imperialism may be, it is dfied by Tacitus’ introduction of Calgacus as
‘haranguing the multitude into battle’ and is edsgly part of a formulaic literary technique to
be discussed in detail later on. Mellor argues thany defiant speeches attributed to the ‘other’
against tyranny were used by Tacitus to highligketevils of tyranny generalf§7.He also argues
that incompetence and corruption of Roman admatsts in theAgricola was used to

emphasise, by contrast, the virtues of Agricdla.

Tacitus comments on the wrongs inflicted upon Gdtibes nearest to the German armies, who
were treated unfairly when compared to other Galllmes, some having their lands taken from
them3* Tacitus describes Civilis as ‘making trouble’ liting a burden laid upon the Batavians
by the Romans, a levy of young Batavians made leydtders of Vitellius, which Tacitus
describes as ‘naturally heavyigtura gravem but made heavier by the greed and licence of
those in charge who hunted out the old and weatheyp might get a price for letting them off
and the most attractive children to satisfy thest® Tacitus, in the guise of Civilis, again refers
to the ‘wretched slavery [which] they falsely cdllpeace’ hiseram servitutem falso pacem
vocaren}.*® These words are very similar to the comment atteih to Calgacus earlier. Tacitus
presents the Germans as fighting Ifbertasto be rid ofservitium®’ Tacitus writes of Arminius
as driven frantic by the seizure of his wife and #ubjection to slavery of his unborn child.
Although this dramatic image is undermined by Tgitomments on Arminius’ violent nature,

the allegation remains about the Romans’ maltreatrok pregnant women and the shame and

L +auferre trucidare rapere falsis nominibus imperiatque ubi solitudinem faciunt pacem appellgiitic.Agr. 30.5)
¥ Mellor 1993: 26.

*bid., p. 107.

% Tac.Hist. 1.8.

® Tac.Hist. 4.14.

% Tac.Hist. 4.17.

% Tac.Hist. 4.25.
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servitude of Segestes’ surrender to Rdfre. a conflict between two Germans, one in favdur o
Roman rule and one against, Tacitus writes of Ammsiras equating Flavus’ rewards from the
Romans to slaverysérvitii praedig,® but again the one’s arguments are matched against
another’s opposing argument. In a testimony atteihuto those bent on faction in Germany,
Tacitus writes of a German youth as infected byryhéng foreign: nurture, servitude, culture
(infectum alimonio, servitio, cultwmnibus extern)s'® equating the spread of Roman culture to
a kind of servitude. He also describes Corbuloimpdsing’ Roman laws and ways onto the
Frisians?! Similarly Caratacus, in Tacitus’ account, in aforfto stimulate war, declares that to
win or lose against the Romans would be mean ‘Geedr slavery’ [jbertatis aut servitutig

and makes various allusions to violence against evormnd childref? Tacitus places strong
emphasis on the rape of Boudica’'s daughters andnjoey done to her, in a particularly
sympathetic account which also describes the kimgdbPrasutagus pillaged by centurions, his
household by slaves as if there were a state of Whis is an interesting comment, in that it
presupposes that such behaviour would be excudahlegy war. Tacitus also mentions the Iceni
as stripped of their land, and treated as slaV&nudica herself is recounted as echoing these
sufferings, ‘lost freedom, a body thoroughly beatie man-handled chastity of her daughters’

(libertatem amissam, confectum verberibus corpusrectatam filiarum pudicitiam®

% Tac.Hist. 1.59.
% Tac.Ann.2.9.
“Tac.Ann.11.16.
“Tac.Ann.11.19.
“2Tac.Ann.12.34.
“Tac.Ann.14.31.
“Tac.Ann.14.31.
% Tac.Ann.14.35.
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The only time Smith refers to the Xhosa sympatladtias when he describes them as ‘poor’ or
in a ‘pitiful’ state® yet this is not in reference to their relationshigh Empire but is more of a
reflection of his patronising view of them as inéey since the word ‘poor’ can mean that which
is ‘of small worth’, ‘mean’ and ‘contemptible’, agell as the ‘object of pity*’ similar to the
tone of ‘pity’ adopted by missionaries at the tiffiede records at great length Magoma’s
grievances of his maltreatment before Smith’s imenient!® which | would argue he used to
contrast with his own methods. Any ‘state of miséimat Smith records during or as a result of
conflict, is generally blamed on the chiefs as isipg on their people as a consequence of
waging war’ At one stage he lists a series of grievancesdatdfrom Sarili and Boku which
include the destruction of corn by British troopHe also writes of how Dr Philip had told
Magoma that he had been unjustly tredfeds if the idea needed to be planted. Later he
describes Dr Philip as having ‘helped to make tieimk they have been wronget'jntimating
that in his opinion they had not been. In respdasgcusations against his conduct, Smith refers
to the idea of the Xhosa as ‘innocent’ or ‘injureab ‘absurd®® He later also alludes to
‘grievances’ and ‘hardships’ felt by the Xhosa thetre supposedly not communicated through
the right channel®’ but nevertheless he gives one to understandtbet evidently were some.
Smith often comments on the Xhosa as liable to daimpof grievances, but only if

encouraged® labelling any reports of dissatisfaction ‘stori@sd fictions™’ used merely as

46 Smith, Letters to D’Urbar29 Sept 1835, 20 Jan 1836Lietterbook Smith, Letter to Juana2, 30 April, 3, 4 May 1835 iAutobiography
Smith, H.,Letter to [Addressee unknowi]May 1835 [MS 511] Cory Library, SmitAutobiographyp. 35, 67, 78, 91, 100-102.
4" Barclay 1811: 749.

8 Jahoda 1999: 198, 199.

49 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 Jan 1836 ihetterbook.

%0 Smith, Letter to D’Urban4 Aug 1835 in_etterbook.

51 Smith, Letter to D'Urban10 Jan 1835 ihetterbook.

52 Smith, Letter to D'Urban25 Apr 1836 irLetterbook.

%3 Smith, Letter to D'Urban5 May 1836 inLetterbook.

% Smith, H. Letter to D'Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.

%5 Smith, Letter to Godlontori6 Jan 1852 iGodlonton Corresp.

% Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl6 June, 26 Jan, 28 July 1836 itterbook.

57 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 Dec 1835 inetterbook.
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opportunities to exercise their ability as lawy&rslismissing any real hardships endured. The
only exception he makes is his acknowledgment@ictiief’s loss of cattle and wealth due to his
banning of ‘eating up’ and ‘witchcraft® and even relates them saying how they are ‘suffere
under his new systéethin need of remuneration which he planned to dffény sympathy from
Smith for the chief's supposed suffering, howevsrgenerally undermined by his constant

assertion of their greed and oppression of théijesis®?

Both Roman writers and Smith are similar in thendency to undermine the validity of
grievances felt by the ‘other’. However, thgtentto which their suffering is acknowledged is
very different, the Romans allowing much more scigpesympathetic representation. A reason
for this could be the literary nature of the Ronsaurces. One could argue that speeches by
various leaders of the ‘others’ ‘invented’ or ‘reded® by Caesar and Tacitus, in which
reference was made to sufferings at the handseoRthmans, were part of a formula of rhetoric
which required the balance of both arguments. Thedaposed speeches were an important part
of Greco-Roman historiograpiy,which allowed the literary scope to include a nueasof
sympathy with the ‘other’. The sympathy portrayed the speeches was, however, often
qualified by describing them as ‘exaggerationsasrintended to create discord or strife, or in
some cases to highlight the vice or virtue of gatéir Romans. Although it could be argued that

the literary technique played to the readers’ etqiems of the formulaic, the latter temporarily

% See chapter 1, footnote 167.

%9 Smith, Letter to D'Urban28 Feb 1836 ietterbook.

0 Smith, Letter to D'Urban28 Feb 1836 ietterbook.

1 Smith, Letter to D'Urban29 Dec 1835, 28 Feb 1836lietterbook Smith,Letter to Mackinnos Mar 1849 inCorrespondencél850).

2 See chapters 2.6, 2.8.1.

% |t was commonplace in the tradition of histori@sinvent and create speeches (Grant 1971: 12pMEH93: 115, Adler 2008: 178). See also
ThucydidedHistory of the Peloponnesian War22.

% Grant 1971: 12, Adler 2008: 178. Mellor notes ¢taborate oration by Calgacus written by Tacituslesated to represent an opponent
worthy of Agricola (Mellor 1993: 12).
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enabled the writer to lend quite considerable weighthe sufferings of the ‘othef®, while
allowing a degree of neutrality and detachnféhether qualified or formulaic, the references
to the loss of liberty, land and sufferings undee tRoman Empire are to an extent an
acknowledgement of the effect conquest and rule daat the lives of the ‘other’, Tacitus
especially does seem sincerely capable of porgagire ‘other in a sympathetic light.
However, the portrayal of a ‘tragic’ ‘oth&f’would also lend drama and empathy to a work that
sought to entertaiff, and also served to emphasise his criticism ofiqdatr individuals™® It
should also be taken into consideration that ingéere of history, the historian seeks to find
reasons for events, such as a rebellion, and wibeledfore be more inclined to acknowledging
or at least recording the grievances of the ‘otflebut not necessarily sharing the views

expressed?

Smith, on the other hand, hardly ever mentionsgtievances of the ‘other’ and even when he
does he takes pains to deny them or to undermigie ¥alidity. Smith seems to have felt it
imperative that British rule, in particular his pi¢s, be seen as something positive, even if
others at the time did lament the sufferings, lrsd maltreatment of the ‘othéf As a military
leader and administrator, Smith was constantly eored with being accountable for his actions
and did not seek to write great literary works. e did not dwell on grand themes such as
the sufferings of the ‘other’, the implicationsiofperial rule, and paradoxes involving servitude

and liberty. In some Roman writings (notably by ifia&) ‘servitude’ under Rome rule is

& Adler 2008: 179.

% Mellor 1993: 116.

67 Adler 2008: 194-5.

% For example, Tacitus’ tragic figure of Boudica {&d2008: 182). See also Grant 1971: 11, 16.

% Murphey 1949: 124. See al€hapter 2, footnote 28.

" See Chapter 2, footnote 8 and 33.

" Goodyear 1982: 649, Murphey 1949: 121-2.

2 pdler 2008: 178, Mellor1993: 108. It is importaatnote that while Tacitus seems sympathetic tfigit of the ‘other’, and had no illusions
to its supposed ‘benefits’, he was an imperialigt believed in Rome’s destiny to conquer othersli(iv&993: 105-6, 109).

3 Arndt comments on the portrayal of the Xhosa atings by humanitarians and even some soldiers ¢42ad0: 712).
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contrasted with the perceived liberty and freedamside the Roman world, particularly of
northerners! although according to Gruen Tacitus complicates @econstructs this image.
Subjugation was not something that necessarilytedvsympathy, but rather, to someone like
Tacitus, offered a subject for literary irony armhtrasts. Balsdon argues that various boasts of
freedom are often made by the leaders of outsimleien ideological level, whereas in reality the
common people would have merely exchanged one faleanother, essentially subjugated
regardless of by whorf. Subjugation under imperial rule would have bedewtafor granted by
someone like Smith, who also acknowledges the galipn of the common people under Xhosa
chiefs but goes further to describe it as oppressgsentially arguing that British subjugation

was preferable, whereas in reality he promoted tioég as subservient labour for the Coldfy.

4.2.1 Severity or Cruelty of the Congueror

Whereas subjugation and loss of freedom might teesn accepted by the conqueror as part of
imperialism, severe cruelty towards the conquerad largely portrayed as unacceptable. As has
been discussed, Tacitus particularly comments eriather’ as accepting rule so long as it was
not severe, and there are many portrayals of thderanation of the ‘other’ being maltreated by
various Roman governors and administrafBrin warfare, the process of ‘conquering’ the

‘other’, those lines seem to become blurfé@aesar records the burning of villages and ctops,

" Schadee 2008: 163, 167, Adler 2008: 183, Bals@319:1162-163.

S Gruen argues that Tacitus portréigertasin the Germaniaas no more defining the Germans than the Romaradthemigh the Germans might
enjoy freedom they can take it to excess or failistf it (Gruen 2010: 169-172).

S Balsdon 1979: 164, 167. Barlow goes further to m@mt how the ‘ancient liberty’ portrayed in Caesdeaders was devalued and undermined
by the vice of the individuals themselves (Barlc@9&: 152, 158).

" Smith comments a substantial amount on the ‘usess! of the Xhosa to the Colony and their placgeivice of the British. He describes
Xhosa messengers as ‘useful’ (Smitatter to D’Urban12 Oct inLetterbool. The Kafir police are often described as ‘usef8hith,Letter to
Grey23 Aug, 26 Oct 1849, 7 Jan 18500nrrespondencél850),Letters to Greyl6 Jan 1852, 2 Feb 1852Q@orrespondencél853)). The
Xhosa are also described as ‘labourers’ and ‘sésvanthe Colony (Smithl.etter to GreylO Dec 1849, 7 Jan 1850@vorrespondencél850),
Smith,Reply to Chiefd5 Jan 1852 iorrespondencél853)) and on occasion Ganya is described aslusdiimself (SmithLetter to

D’'Urban 5 Dec 1835 irLetterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 89). Strobel comments on the exploitation ofXhesa for labour and their
incorporation into the Colony as a dependent qi@s®bel 2008: 83-84). See also Chapter 3, footBdge

"8 Seefootnotes 27. See also Balsdon 1979: 169-171.

" See footnote 43.

8 For example, CaeB.G.4.19.1.
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the slaughter of German women and childteand the taking of children as hostaffeand the
expulsion of the Germafd.According to Plutarch, the Germans under Ariowstliain by
Caesar's army amounted to 80 (60Tacitus describes the Romans as guilty of robbery,
slaughter, plund&? and the extermination of the Bruct&iTacitus notes the extermination of
nearly the entire tribe of the Ordovic¥sthe massacre and selling into slavery of thousafds
Helvetii®® and the devastation of German country with sword #lame®® According to Isaac,
large scale expulsions and uninhibited slaughteohdhe ‘other’ was the norm in ancient
Rome? Veyne describes the Romans as relying on a systeapplication of terror in combat
with the ‘other’, during which it was common to ¢brvillages, and Kill every living thing in
their way>* Miller and Savage comment on extermination campmigndiscriminate killings,
and enslavement of Germans by Romans carried oaghout the course of Roman Imperial
rule *? By modern sentiments what is portrayed in thesergtes would rightfully be considered
cruel, but it must be borne in mind that in Romamnes, massacres and killings, for the most
part, would have been considered acceptable pesctitwar’® which is perhaps evident in that

some Romans acknowledge carrying out similar prastio those of their enemies.

Smith viewed his actions in war much the same Wheydescribes the burning of huts, villages

and destruction of crops, as this was part of tisched earth policy during much of his military

8 Miller and Savage 1977: 111-112.

82 CaesB.G.3.2.5. Burns argues, however, that the taking sfaues in these contexts were common and did wolvis cruel treatment (Burns
2003: 101).

8 CaesB.G.3.7.1. Plutarch also mentions the expulsion ofdteer’ (Plut.Rom.22.2). Although Livy describes the ‘other’ as afivoff
(propulistig (Liv. 7.24.5) this does not necessarily havesiéime meaning as expelling a group of people fromrea and could denote simply
have driven off the enemy from their attack.

8 Plut.Caes.19.6. Osgood also comments on the huge numbetasinfamd enslaved during Caesar’s campaigns (OsB008: 332).

8 Tac.Agr. 30.4-6

% |saac 2004: 432.

8 Tac.Agr. 18.4.

% Tac.Hist. 1.68.

 Tac.Ann.1.51.

0 |saac 2004: 217.

1 Veyne 1993: 358.

2 Miller and Savage 1977: 114, 121.

% See alsdootnote 4.
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engagement¥! as well as the burning of huts in order to keepXhosa in the areas he assigned
to various tribe€® Smith notably makes many references to the exqlsf the Xhosa from
various areas at different tinlésnd to driving them away and clearing them out distbdging
them from area¥’ He mentions occasionally the taking of the Xhosaaptives® Harington
writes of the use of force as well as hut-burningan effort to keep the Xhosa people in their
assigned locatiof$and of his harassment of the Xhosa, the takingattfe and destruction of
crops during the conflict in the 185H8. Strobel describes British forces under Smith as
destroying huts, capturing livestock, horses armb8hg non-combatants including woman and
children®® There are also numerous accounts of the killing mmutilation of Hintsa by men
directly under Smitti® Arndt describes many wartime excesses perpetuajethe British
against the Xhosa, such as the targeting of selbsistinfrastructure, causing starvation, carrying
out mutilations and massacres, specifically meimiprSmith’s advocation for total warfat&

As for the treatment of Xhosa under his rule, Smi#ts known for his fiery temper and bullying
of the Xhosa peop®* which was epitomised in the disgrace and illtreattrof Magoma, when
he ordered the chief to the floor and placed hit fm his neck® Whereas Roman historians
aimed to criticise the cruelty of certain individsian their narrative, Smith was focused on

himself as the centre of his own ‘story’, constantlefending his actions, and one can

9 Smith, Letters to Greyl7 March 1852, 7 April 1852 i@orrespondencé€l853). See also Lehmannn 1977: 333-334, Most@&2:1682, 695,
705, 715, 730, 732, 735, 1129.

% Smith, Letters to D'Urbar26 Oct, 3, 17 Nov 1835 ibetterbook.

% Smith, Letters to D’Urbar24 July, 11, 16, 30 Aug, 1 Sept 1835, 17 Apr 1886eitterbook Smith, Letters to Greyl6 Jan 1852, 16 Feb 1852,
17 March 1852, 7 April 1852 etter to Shaw20 Feb 1852Miemorandun?4 March 1852 irCorrespondenc€l853). There is much written on
the dispossession of the Xhosa during Smith’s {i&teobel 2008: 83, Lester 1998: 223, 225).

9 Smith, Letter to Greyl7 March 1852, 7 April 1852 iGorrespondencél853).

% Smith, Letter to Greyl7 March 1852 irCorrespondencél853).

% Harington 1980: 57, Mostert 1992: 765.

190 Harington 1980: 196.

101 Strobel 2008: 76.

192 Strobel 2008: 76.

103 Arndt 2010: 730-734.

104 peires writes of the unnecessary humiliation amahds he made of the Xhosa to 'kiss his feetréBei982: 165 — 166). Mostert writes of
Smith’s mercurial personality, flashing temper, avigg, shouting, crudeness and menacing behavibicghvhe at times exhibited towards the
Xhosa (Mostert 1992: 720-22), anything but the cpérsuasive example he was supposedly to setISeblarington 1980: 99.

195 pejres 1982: 165 — 166, Mostert 1992: 930, Hanimd980: 98.
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comprehend why he would not criticise himself. 3n@arly on comments on a need to avoid the
‘charge’ of cruelty in actions against the Xho%aevidently aware of the many humanitarians,
missionaries and even some administrators who derexi many of his actions cruel and

therefore unacceptal3f& (as we would today).

4.3 The '‘Benefits’ of Empire

Despite the reality and occasional sympatheticragats of a suffering ‘other’, Roman writers
overwhelmingly portrayed the ‘other’ as benefitingm their rule. Caesar describes the Aedui as
having been paramount in Gaul partly due to thenfiship of RomeRomani hospitio atque
amicitia)'®® and credits their success and distinction, afiding them in their conflict with the
Germans, to his own efforts Caesar describes the Aduatuci as benefiting fremce on
surrendering to his forcé&? He also alludes to the advantagbsneficig brought to Gaul by
Romé*! and later lists landagrog and wealth fecuniariag as some of the benefits that were
bestowed on two Allobrogian brothér$.Cicero equates the offer of imperial rule over Gau
with great things and assumes they would be things fme Hor &pem imperi ac rerum
maximarun.**® Livy lists a variety of giftsrunerd sent to two Gallic princes, jewellery, silver
vessels, horses, arms and garmé&fft3acitus has Cerialis commenting that there wenag

‘kingdoms and wars’régna bellaqug*® until Gaul came under Roman law, and describing

Rome as providing armies to keep the Germans aitdnBrout of Gaul, providing peace and

16 gmith, Letter to D’Urban24 July 1835 irLetterbook.

97 For example, as illustrated in the accusations f@élenelg, John Fairburn, Dr Philip and C.L. Sthettho accused him of ill-treating the
Xhosa (Lehmannn 1977: 195, Mostert 1992: 699-7026)

%% CaesB.G.1.31.7.

199 CaesB.G.7.54.4.

10 CaesB.G.2.32.4.

"' CaesB.G.7.76.2.

2 CaesB.C.3.59.2-3.

13 Cic. Cat. 3.22.

v, 43.5.8-9.

15 This idiosyncratic pairing is similar to one fouimdtheGermania(mutuo metu aut montibus separat(ifac. Germ.1.1). See also Gruen
2010: 162.
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security pacem.. securitat@.*'® And Flavus, according to Tacitus, mentions therémsed pay,
torque, crown and other military giftew(cta stipendia, torquem et coronam aliaque milgar
donag which he received from the Romah5Augustus writes of bringing peace to the Gauls
and German$!® although clearly the peace implied was broughtualny hostile military
subjugation. Augustus also writes of the Cimbri,aGkles, Semnones and other Germans as

seeking the friendship of Rom¥,as if it were something desirable.

Smith refers to the intentions of his governmentas the Xhosa as ‘benevolent’, ‘humane’,
just’ and ‘liberal’ **° a government that would protect and provide fer Xhosa by ‘equitable
laws and just magistrate¥™ with ‘future welfare and comfort??> When Magoma is reluctant to
surrender, Smith describes him as ‘blind to his amerest'’*** Smith refers to his rule of the
Xhosa as a ‘benefit** and ‘advantage™®® His and D’Urban’s measures are portrayed as lapkin
to the welfare of the Xhos&® He describes a meeting he held as having beneditits on the
minds of the chiefs and Xhosa generafiyHe quite often mentions the receiving of ‘presents
‘gifts’ and ‘trifles’,*?® the Xhosa frequently portrayed in a very patramjsnanner, like children

scrambling for little trinkets. He attributed theaith of Tyali to his own generostty and writes

of ‘enrich[ing]’ Ganya who had been ‘in a stateabject poverty®*® Rather than protection from

16 Tac. Hist. 4.74.

"7 Tac.Ann.2.9.

18 August.R.G.5.

19 August.R.G.5.

120 gmith, Letters to D’Urbard, 23, 30 Aug, 5, 6 Oct, 25 Nov, 17 Dec 183%&étterbook SmithLetter to Alicel8 June 1851 iAutobiography.
121 5mith, Letter to D’Urban18 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

122 gmith, Letter to D’Urban30 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

123 gmith, Letter to D’Urban25 Aug 1835 irLetterbook.

124 Smith, Letters to D’Urban22, 27 Sept, 6, 12 Oct 1835, 14 Feb, 28 July 182@tterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS
482] Cory Library, SmithAutobiographyp.94. See also Harington 1980: 75.

125 Smith, Lettesr to D’Urbané Mar, 17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook Smith,Letter to Grey? Jan 1850 itCorrespondencél850).

126 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.

127 gmith Letter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondencél850).

128 Smith, Letters to D'Urbard Aug, 27 Sept, 5 Oct, 10, 17 Nov, 15 Dec 183%r 21 Mar, 10, 17 Apr, 6 June 1828, Sept 1835 in
Letterbook Smith,Autobiographyp. 91, SmithLetter to Mackinnorb Mar 1849 etter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondenc€l850), Smith,
Reply to Chiefd5 Jan 1852 iorrespondencél853).

129 smith Autobiographyp.100.

130 smithAutobiographyp.101.
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foreign attack, Smith frequently comments on thetgmtion British law brought the Xhosa
people, particularly from the rule of their chié?s providing them with supposedly previously
unknown security of life and property? He writes once of a chief reviving a custom supplos
involving the rape of young girls and how they éntled to fly to [him] for protectiort®* He
considered himself their ‘general protectt?.Similar to the Romans, he writes of ‘peace’
brought about by British rul€® He describes land graciously being given backéoXhosd*
which is ironic, as it was the British who tookfriom them in the first place. He also describes
hundreds of Xhosa rescued from starvation by bailogved to take service within the colohy,

as if using them as labour was a benefit he best@mehem.

Both Roman and British rule was often portrayedesefitting the ‘other’ with rewards and
material prosperity. Peace, protection and securdre particular elements that were highlighted
by both Roman writers and Smith and other Britigltess, as benefits that were given to an
otherwise warring and vulnerable ‘other’. Cicereci#hed Roman domination as maintained by
the benefits it offered, by protecting its subjeats! treating them with equity and good fdith.
Some Roman writers, however, did recognise negaspects to the ‘peace’ the Roman Empire
offered™*® that it brought with it a loss of belligerencyyilily, freedom and was in some

instances connected with effeminacy and corruptiegadencé?® portrayed by writers such as

131 gmith, Letters to D'Urbanl Nov, 8, 17 Dec 1835, 23 Feb, 26 Mar, 3 Apr, 10,80 May, 6 June 1836 iretterbook, Smith, H. Letter to
D’Urban 20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Librargmith,Address to Caffer ChiesJan 1836 iMutobiography Smith,Autobiographyp.98, Smith,
Reply to Chiefd5 Jan 1852, etter to Grey/ Apr 1852 inCorrespondencél853).

132 gmith, Letters to D'Urban8 Dec 1835, 4 June, 28 July 183@ itterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library.
See also Harington 1980: 77.

133 Smith, Letter to D’Urban14 Feb 1836 ih.etterbook.

134 Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library. See also Hatimg
1980: 77.

135 Smith, Letter to D’Urban6 June 1836 ihetterbook Smith, H. Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, SmitAutobiography
p. 94.

1% Smith, Letters to D'Urbanl0, 17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook See also Harington 1980: 106.

137 Smith,Reply to Chiefd45 Jan 1852 i€orrespondencél853).

138 veyne 1993: 360.

39 0'Gorman 2000: 10.

140v/eyne 1993: 343, Isaac 2004: 97, 190-192, 414, 416
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Caesar and most famously by TacittisTacitus was preoccupied with the discrepancy betwe
fact and impressidfi® and this type of situation provided ample scope ifony. However
reflective these writers were, they supported ingiem, as Tacitus concedes that after centuries
of conflict, Augustus brought peace and provinciadse better off than they had been under the
Republic*® and that ultimately thPax Romanavas a lesser evil than the alternatiteMellor
argues that to Tacitus peace was not a goal buypmoduct of conquest® Smith also
emphasises the peace that the British had brooghietEastern Cape, disregarding the fact that

it was conflict brought on by the presence of théaidh that was causing the war in the first

place.

4.3.1 Equal Opportunities

Beyond material rewards, presents or protectionm&o writers often refer to political
opportunities being offered to the ‘other’. Caesantions two Allobrogian brothers as being
given offices of great dignity in their own commties and arrangements being made for them
to be chosen for their local ‘senaté®.Cicero places great value on the ‘reward’ of Roman
citizenship &mplissimum praemiun*’ Velleius mentions Arminius as having been grarhed
right of Roman citizenship and equestrian r&fikTacitus comments on the Gallic provinces as
having recently received the gift of Roman citizgps*® Cerialis, in his account comments on

the equality experienced by Gauls in the provinasghey could command Roman legions, rule

141 CaesB.G1.1.3,6.24.5, TacAgr.11.5. See also Isaac 2004: 190-192, 414-416, Reh@#9: 101, O’Gorman 2000: 5. Gruen argues,
however, that Caesar portrays the corruption asiéds much as that of the Celts as the Romane(&010: 150).

142 0'Gorman 2000: 5, Grant 1971: 18.

143 Mellor 1993: 24. See TaAnn.1.2.

144 Benario: 2005: 293.

45 Mellor 1993: 105.

146 CaesB.C.3.59.2

7 Cic. Balb. 18.

1“8yvell, 2.118.2.

19 Tac.Hist. 1.8.
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their provinces and would suffer no exclusion fremme’*° Tacitus has Segestes refer to his
being made a Roman citizét,and describes the leading citizens of Lugdunum\&edna as
having obtained federate rights and Roman citizgn'sh A speech by Claudius, reported by
Tacitus, argues in favour of the admission of @aflbbles to the senat® so long as they
behave peacefully and ascribe to a Roman way @tfifThis is how Tacitus accounts for the

fact that the Aedui became the first Gauls to aegsenatorial rights in Ronté>

Smith writes at great length on the equal rightgpssedly offered to the Xhosa. He frequently

claims that the Xhosa were received as ‘Britishjetb’}*°

and that they would therefore be
entitled to the rights and privileges of ‘Britishigects’*®” He also vaguely alludes to himself as
treating them as sucf® ‘without the slightest partiality or favouritisn®® He writes of equality
under British law}?® in one instance attempting to demonstrate thisstyiding and court
martialling British officers for killing a suspecté&Xhosa maraudéf® This stress on the status of
a ‘British subject’ seems to have been linked vtttk lack of distinction between black and
white, rich and poor under British 1alf? rather than with offering political rights or ptiehs,

although he gave the chiefs minor positions suclMagistrates and Field Cornets in their

communitiest®®

50 Tac. Hist. 4.74.

1 Tac.Ann.1.58.

12 Tac.Ann.11.23.

138 Tac.Ann.11.24. A fragment of Claudius’ original speechsexi(lsaac 2004: 418).

%4 |saac 2004: 419.

%5 Tac.Ann.11.25

156 Smith, Letters to D’Urbans Oct, 6 Oct, 26 Oct, 1 Nov, 10 Nov, 17 Nov, 22 N2§ Nov 1835 irLetterbook Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20
Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smithetter to Godontod5 Dec 1850 irGodlonton Corresp.

157 Smith, Letters to D’Urban28 Sept 1835, 3 Apr 1836 Lretterbook.

138 gmith, Letters to D'Urban? Feb, 17 Apr 1836 ihetterbook.

159 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 July 1836 irLetterbook.

160 See footnote 131.

181 5mith, Letters to D’Urbanl0 Nov, 22 Nov, 29 Nov 1835 iretterbook. See also Harington 1980: 53, Lehmannn 1977: 193.
162 Harington 1980: 60.

163 gmith, Letter to D’Urban10 Nov 1835 irLetterbook Smith,Address to Caffer ChiesJan 1836 ifutobiography.
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Both Roman writers and Smith describe the ‘othenfexeiving the status of Roman citizens and
British subjects respectively and make referencedqual rights and opportunities. These were
portrayed as benefits of being ruled by imperialeggoments. However, the extent to which
these representations reflect the actual situationthe Roman and British colonies under
discussion, is where these two situations diffebssantially*®* When the Roman Empire
awarded or granted Roman citizenship and the fiaadb foreigners, they effectively gave them
full civic privileges, regardless of appearancemdanour or histor?®> The incentives of
political power and citizenship were a reality imcent Rome for those with Roman
citizenship'®® From the late third century ‘barbarians’ of alheit groups, including Germans,
filtered into the Empire through imperial servicecanding even as high as imperial offite.
Veyne comments on the Roman policies towards ttleefbas involving either annihilation or,
in calculation of their interest in enlarging theiwn collectivity, absorbing the vanquish&d.
Unlike the British Empire, Rome was seen, partidylafter AD 212 when Roman citizenship
was extended to all free men of the empire, antraesed state and provinces as integral parts
of an Empire, instead of a colonial hegemony witteatralised state and outside possessfons.
Although the Xhosa were declared ‘British subjet{8they did not share in its full benefits

and never shared equal economic opportunities ditigab rights with their colonial

184 The uniqueness of the Roman situation is emphasiySardar et al (1993: 30).

185 Gruen 2006: 464- 465, 475, Veyne 1993: 363, 367.

168 Woolf 1998: 60 — 67, Haverfield 1915: 16.

187 Miller and Savage 1977: 118, Veyne 1993: 367.dsauies the records, after the date of Claudiustep, that show hardly any senators from
Gallia Comata (Isaac 2004: 419), but | would artae ‘hardly any’ is decidedly more than the ndmet the British government would have
allowed.

188 \/eyne 1993: 354.

1%9veyne 1993: 363-4.

170n 1835, the treaties that D’Urban signed with ¢hfs of the Province of Queen Adelaide declamaibus groups of Xhosa ‘British
Subjects’, although these treaties were not rdtiie quite a while, despite Smith’s use of thert¢Harington 1980: 60). Glenelg later rejected
the treaties on the grounds that aliens were catiyralized by an act of the King (Lehmannn 1972, Mostert 1992: 749). The Xhosa of
British Kaffraria were again made ‘British subjéaa Smith’s return in 1848 (Mostert 1992: 943, %62

1 According to Mostert, the Xhosa, as ‘British sult§g, were still not allowed to move or settle fie@Mostert 1992: 750). The emphasis and
function of making them ‘British subjects’ seemdhtave been to bring them under full British auttyoaind law (Mostert 1992: 750, 943), rather
than offering them rewards or benefits.
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counterparts’? The idea of foreigners ever rising to the levelhigh political office in the
British Empire was never entertained by the Brigglvernment. According to Tacitus, Rome’s
imperial success came from translating its fornteneies into new citizer's® something the
British Empire seemed not to have emulated. It¢dd argued, though, that Roman inclusivity
was not always the case — for example in the gaihgcipate tribal chieftains in outer or further
Gaul had no access to the governing class of R8meand that the differences between the
Roman and British Empires lie in the scope and tionevhich each empire existed. However,
the trend of the Roman Empire was towards incrgaisidusivity, whereas the British Empire,

regardless of the earlier discourse of inclusiviiycame more exclusive as time progressed.

4.3.2. The ‘Other’ as Grateful and Content

Among Roman writers Tacitus alone portrays theégtls ‘grateful’ gratibug to the Roman
Emperor-’®> Smith on the other hand makes a special effopandray the ‘other’ as grateful,
content and happy with life under British rule. 8miescribes Xhosa chiefs as ‘grateful’ for
their allocations of land, appointments as fieldnets and other so called benetisHe also
describes the Xhosa people as ‘thankful’ to hifmin particular for protecting them from the
supposed abuse by their chief8 A thief is thankful and grateful for his interfexeg”® and in
another instance a prisoner whom he released @ided as ‘grateful’ and ‘thankful’ to Smith

for sparing his lif¢®® A chief is decribed as feeling gratitude and tliagkSmith for his ‘life’

172 0n the extent to which the Xhosa were actuallgrafequal opportunities in reality rather than tohie, see Peires 1989: 45-73, Mostert
1992: 750. Similarlysee previous footnote 77 on the use of the Xhospleas labour rather than incorporation as equgéests of the Crown.
According to van Aswegen, who discusses the vafiemg, social and political rights of the Xhosanswhite population groups in the Cape
Colony were largely subordinate groups by 1854 @swegen 1993: 201-213).

3 Tac.Ann 11.23-5. See also Gruen 2006: 472.

174 Syme 1970: 24.

®Tac.Ann.12.37.

176 Smith, Letters to D'Urbar22 Sept, 5 Oct 1835, 19 Jan, 4, 23 Feb, 5, 12 AfgMay 183629 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.

17 Smith, Letter to D’Urban1 May 1836 irLetterbook.

178 Smith, Letters to D'Urbanl4 Feb 1836, 1 Aug 1836 iretterbook.

7% Smith, Letter to D’Urban17 Nov 1835 in_etterbook.

180 gmith, Letter to D’Urban17 Apr 1836 inLetterbook.
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and ‘liberty’*®* Smith describes the chiefs as grateful and ackedgihg the ‘justness’ and
‘clemency’ shown by Smith to three Xhosa men tfiedmurder of two of their owh®? Chiefs
were highly pleased with what was offered th&fand ‘satisfied’ with the new order of
things®* particularly their reallocations of lartéf The people are also portrayed as satisfied at
their treatment and his administration of jusfifHe writes of how the Xhosa were ‘contented
and happy under the British ruffrequently portraying the Xhosa under his rule e t
Province of Queen Adelaide as ‘happy’, if not extiegly so'®® He describes the Xhosa people
generally as delighted® and the chiefs as also ‘delighted’ with their attan and treatmerit’

He writes of the chiefs as delighted at the prospéschools®* He even describes the ‘joy’ of
chiefs outside the province at supposed declamtiminthe bringing of ‘peacé®® and the
common people as ‘overjoyed’ at being protectednfthe oppression of the chiéf§. Smith
even went so far as to genuinely believe the Xipesple had a love, devotion and affection for
him personally®* which was not trué?® Smith’s need to portray the ‘other’ as gratefainent

and essentially desiring British ri?& speaks to his constant drive to motivate and fjustis

policy of direct rule and to reassure his supertbeg there was no prospect of an outbreak of

181 Smith, Autobiographyp. 37.

182 gmith, Letter to Grey? Jan 1850 itCorrespondencél850).

183 SmithLetter to D'Urban29 Sept 1835, reiterated lietter to D’Urban17 Nov 1835 irletterbook.

184 Smith, Letter to D’Urban25 Mar 1836 irLetterbook.

185 Smith, Letter to D’Urban27 Sept 1835 ihetterbook.

186 Smith, Letter to D’Urban29 Nov 1835 irLetterbook.

187 Smith, Letters to D’'Urbanl5, 23 Feb, 26, 29 Mar, 1 May, 6 June 183Bdtterbook Smith, H. Letter to Lord Gleneld5 Dec 1837 [MS
501] Cory Library, Smithl_etter to Grey23 Apr 1850 inCorrespondencél850), SmithReply to Chiefd5 Jan 1852 iorrespondencél853).
188 Smith, Letters to D’Urbanl2 Oct 1835, 15, 21, 23, 28 Feb, 1, 6, 26, 29 Mar, 32 Apr, 5 May, 4, 6 June, 21 July, 1 Aug 188Betterbook
Smith, H.,Letter to D’Urban20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, Smith, Hietter to Lord Gleneld5 Dec 1837 [MS 501] Cory Library, Smith,
Autobiographyp. 98.

189 Smith, Letter to D’Urban24 Mar 1836, 17 Apr 1836 inetterbook.

10 Smith, Letter to D’Urban28 Nov, 12 Dec 1835 ibetterbook.

191 Smith, Letter to D’Urban5 Oct 1835 irLetterbook.

192 gmith, Letter to D’Urban9 Feb1836 inLetterbook.

193 Smith, Letters to D’Urban28 Dec 1835, 23 Feb, 26 Mar, 30 May 1836étterbook.

194 Smith, Letter to Juan& May 1835 inAutobiography Smith, Letter to D’Urban12 Apr, 4 June 1836 ibetterbook See also Harington 1980:
65, 74, Lehmannn 1977: 192.

1% Harington states that in reality the Xhosa dislieed feared him (Harington 1980: 105).

196 gmith, Letters to D'Urban28 Jan, 12, 21, 28 Feb, 1, 21, 26, 29 Mar, 10 Ap8, June, 18, 19, 28 July 1836Lietterbook Smith, H.,Letter to
D’Urban 20 Oct 1836 [MS 482] Cory Library, SmitAutobiographyp. 87, 89-92, 94-95, Smithetter to Greyl5 Mar 1849 irCorrespondence
(1850), SmithReply to Chiefd&5 Jan 1852 iCorrespondenc€l853).
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war. When war did break out he describes the Xtassaungrateful®®” as he was bitterly
disappointed and bewildered that they had rejeeledie had supposedly done for th&fh.
Although it is evident that the Xhosa in reality reenot content and grateful subjetisit is
difficult to discern whether this representationsvearesult of Smith’s hubris and delusion or an
indication of a concerted effort on the part of ¥feosa to mislead the Britisii? either to gain
more concessioh¥ or possibly to enhance the effect of any surpatack on the Colony,

which, considering the besieging of Smith at Fark£? was successful.

4.4 Conclusion

Despite the ‘other’ suffering cruelty and loss la hands of their conquerors, Roman sources
reveal and acknowledge this to much more of annéxtean Smith does. This, however, is

largely a result of the motives, agendas and lyesaope of those Roman writers who provide

us with these sources. Many of Smith’s contempesabioth acknowledge the sufferings of the

‘other’, to an even greater extent than Romans ahd, even worked actively to alleviate their

situation. Where supposed benefits are concerhedhuld seem that the representation of the
‘other’ as gaining from imperial rule is very siamilin both Roman sources and Smith’s writings.
However, despite the rhetoric, it seems that wisethase of the ‘other’ that became Roman

citizens were given economic and political rigtitee Xhosa were not given those rights under
British rule. The portrayal of the ‘other’ as betiafy from conquest served again to justify

domination and interference.

197 5mith, Letter to Alicel8 Jun 1851 irutobiography.

198 Harington 1980: 181.

%9 No sooner had he handed over his command of thénme in 1836, than the chiefs were demanding thed back and to be allowed to
practice the customs which Smith had attempteditew (Mostert 1992: 791). Scholars have notedyireeral resentment of the chiefs at their
loss of power and privilege (Harington 1980: 584 1Davenport 1991: 120).

20 considering the fact that not only Smith, but Madlon and Brownlee were convinced the Xhosa weppyéMostert 1992: 1001), | am
inclined to believe this may have partly been thsec

21 geechapter 1, footnote 464.

22 Harington 1980: 183.
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CONCLUSION

‘Through the Thou a person becomes I' — Martin Bubzh und Du(1923)

Many similar representations and negative sterestyb the ‘other’ emerge in this thesis. Out of
the first chapter one is left with the image ofisudified, disordered, potentially capable and
threatening, yet defeated enemy. The second chatgys forth the image of a reckless, lazy,
greedy, treacherous, inconstant, violent and imhotiaer’. It is also not surprising then that
this strange, wild and generically barbaric ‘othafrthe third chapter would be portrayed as

benefiting from Imperial rule, the impression tigkeft from the last chapter.

These overall impressions encourage us ask whg tteginuous or similar images would have
recurred or continued. While | have argued thattBm@nd his contemporaries were exposed to
ancient texts and ideas that were rediscoveredtamied with much enthusiasm after the
Renaissance, there is also something to be sattdarontinuity and persistence of images over
time! Theories exist of a collective ‘conciousness’emory’ through which continuous
currents of thought are maintained and perpetusyexisocial group.Jahoda argues the image
of the generic ‘savage’ has over the centuriesmaifidnnia served to establish and enhance

western identity, later underpinning and justifycaonialism?

However, despite similar stereotypes of the ‘otlasrincapable, immoral or subhuman, it is

evident that these images were perpetuated by @ fRoman or British, only when it suited

! Jahoda 1999: 230.

2 Jahoda 1999: 239. Jahoda also argues that afitldreand communication played a role in perpétgatertain myths and lore of the ‘other’,
before the Renaissance (Jahoda 1999: 240).

% Jahoda 1999: 239.
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their agenda. Often when their own experiencegenda conflicted with such images the

reverse was portrayed, the ‘other’ appearing siamalously ‘weak’ and ‘strong’, ‘good’ and

‘bad’, and ‘remote’ and ‘familiar’ in varying degee of barbarity. Many of the ways in which the
‘other’ is described are even mirrored by the waiyess describe themselves and, in some cases,

their own actions and behaviours.

While one can easily identify examples of ‘othetifig@s much of this thesis suggests, some
scholars have begun to question this idea. Grugrearthat ancient views and representations
were mixed, nuanced and complex, and while not @lpogjudice, Romans could visualise
themselves as part of a broader cultural heritagenting and discovering links with the

‘other’.” Lester argues that the representation of the roith¢éhe Cape Colony was not a simple,
single totalizing narrative of African ‘othernesByt a conglomeration of competing discourses.
One cannot deny that the stereotypes and prejediseed, but, as this thesis shows, individual
representations are riddled with inconsistencresjés and hypocrises. | would argue that this is
perhaps less indicative of open-minded societiegriters, as Gruen would suggest, than of the

circumstances, contexts and agendas out of whekdhrces arise.

Notwithstanding the inconsistences, the image aftiarity’ in relation to a ‘civilised’ Empire
was a strong and persistent one, and central ttemeislentity, both Roman and British. Despite
fundamental religious differences and implicatidmsth imperial societies evidently viewed
themselves divinely destined to rule over the ‘cthad write of ‘civilising’ the ‘other’.

However, in spite of the similar discourse of é¢gation and the benefits of Empire, the reality of

4 Gruen 2010: 3.
® Gruen 2010: 3-4.
6 Lester 1998: 2-3.

166



the situation in these two areas of the Roman aiigstB Empire was vastly different. Where the
Roman Empire enabled the ‘other’ to be incorporatetin its own society as equals, the
British Empire sought to impose a colonial hegemowr a perpetually marginalised ‘other’.
Racism and missionary teachings on humility andistidousness served to further justify this
treatment of the ‘other’ in a colonial context, Buwoncepts that were entirely alien in the pre-

Christian Roman Empire.

" It is commonly accepted that there was no distnanade of the ‘other’ along racial lines (Veyr893: 367).
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