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Looking through a map
of the islands, you see
that history teaches
that when hope
splinters, when the pieces
of broken glass lie
in the sunlight,
when only lust rules
the night, when the dust
is not swept out
of the houses,
when men make noises
louder than the sea’s
voices; then the rope
will never unravel
its knots, the branding
iron’s travelling flame that teaches
us pain will never be
extinguished.

{Edward Brathwaite, 1slands, 7969)
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AMERICA .

k_pfnrri'rnJmi%:mui,@-'- Semel woomst inde_fFmper excitam .

Figure 1 "America’ (c. 1600); an engraving by Jan wvan der Straet
(Stradanus). In line with existng European graphic convention the
‘mew’ continent was often allegorized as a woman and surrounded with
the paraphernalia seen as typically American: parrots, tapirs, bows and
arrows, and cannibal feasts. The sexual dimension of the encounter with
Vespuca is both visually and linguistically explicit.

Preface and
acknowledgements

Europe encounters America. Clothed and armed Europe encoun-
ters naked America. Jan van der Straet's remarkable engraving
(Figure 1) epitomizes a meeting whose narrative European
discourse has repeated over and over to itself ever since the end of
the fifteenth century. Columbus and the cannibals, Prospero and
Caliban, John Smith and Pocahontas, Robinson Crusoe and
Friday, Inkle and Yarico: this book is structured by those five
versions of the encounter between Europe and that pnimordial
part of America, the Caribbean. It studies the structure of those
narratives, addresses the significance of their repetitions, and
attempts to contextualize them within the broader paradigm of
colonial discourse. But repetitions are never identical, and the five
versions also trace willy-nilly the story of an encounter between
Europe and the native Caribbean that lasted jos years, beginning
with Columbus's landfall on Guanahani on 12 October 1492 and
effectively ending with the deportation of the Black Canbs from
St Vincent on 11 March 1797.

The matrix of the book must therefore be considered histonical,
but it is not written by a historian and it deals with an area about
which there has been little historical writing in the general
understanding of the term. Two of the book’s chapters also
discuss texts usually considered as significant works of literature:
here, while by no means read as historical documents in any
simple sense, their starus as ‘literary” texts is put into suspension.
This allows them to be seen as moments in a developing discourse
which was attempring, in a variety of ways, to manage Europe’s



®iv FPREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

understanding of its colonial relationships with native Caribbean
societies. In summary form, then, this is the book's project and
terrain. Some of the issues that arise from this description are
pursued further in the Introduction.

Two pomnts however should already be apparent. The chapters
of the book stand or fall as textual analyses: they deal persistently,
perhaps obsessively, with narrative structures, tropes, phrases,
even single words, in the belief that these can be revealed as sites
of political struggle. Yer the texts anafysed and the martters raised,
although all related to my particular definition of 'the Caribbean’,
range widely across the conventional boundaries of disciplinary
practices. This disregard for disciplinary limits has made me
especially dependent on both published scholarship and the help
and advice of friends. 5o 1 must acknowledge as fully as possible
the assistance | have received in writing this book.

For financial support | thank the British Academy and the
Research Endowment Fund of the University of Essex. This
enabled me to carry out research during the winter of 19823 at a
number of libraries, to whom [ am also grateful: the Biblioteca
Angel Arango, Bogoti; the library of the University of the West
Indies, St Augustine, Trinidad; the Public Libraries of Kingstown,
St Vincent and St George's, Grenada; the library of the Univer-
sity of Texas at Austin; the Folger Shakespeare Library and the
Library of Congress, Washington, DC. | also worked at the
libraries of the Institute of Commaonwealth Studies and the Rooyal
Commonwealth Society, and ar the Public Record Office (Kew),
all in London. However, the majority of the research was carried
out in the British Library and in the library of the Umiversity of
Essex, where I thank Jane Brooks and Terry Tostevin for many
years of pauent and skilful assistance.

I have learned a lot over the last few years from responses 1o
seminars and lectures given on the topics of this book av the
Universinies of York and East Anglia; University College, Car-
diff; the Institute of Latin American Studies, London; the
Museum of Mankind; the Université d'Alger: two Centre for
Social History conferences in Oxford; and two Socwology of
Literature conferences at Essex. In parucular, presentng this
material on the Sociology of Literature MA at Essex has acted asa
constant reminder that teaching 1s the most effective test for ideas
developed in the solitude of research.

Some of the material in Chapters 1, 3 and 4 first appeared in,
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respectively, the Thero-Amerikanisches Archiv, and the two sets of
Essex Conference proceedings entitled 1642: Literature and Power
in the Seventeenth Century and Europe and Its Others. Chapter 3 also
draws on ideas that developed in an essay jointly written with
Francis Barker as a contribution to Alternative Shakespeares, edited
by John Drakakis (London, 1985). Full details of all four are given
in the Bibliography.

The material production of the book owes a great deal to the
work put into it by Sylvia Sparrow and Dorothy Gibson at Essex.
I thank them for their care and their skill.

| am grateful for the mvaluable encouragement and assistance
given to the book at Methuen by Janice Price, Jane Armstrong
and Sarah Pearsall.

Particular intellectual debts are referred to in the notes, but |
want here to acknowledge the pervasive influence of a number of
writers. The model of textual analysis employed owes much to
the works of Louis Althusser, Pierre Macherey and Fredric
Jameson. Edward Said's Oriemtalism helped clarify my thoughts
about the discourse of colonialism. And | am indebted to four
great Caribbeanist scholars, Carl Ortwin Sauer, Gordon W.
Lewis, José Juan Arrom and Roberto Fernindez Retamar.

This book was conceived and developed within the framework
of the School of Comparative Studies at the University of Essex
and owes its existence to that comparative ideal, whose light still
illuminates some dark days. I have received help and support
from too many friends and colleagues in all the departments of
the School to list them individually, but I would like to mention —
from Essex and elsewhere — Dawn Ades, Catherine Belsey, Homi
Bhabha, John Drakakis, Robert Clark, Valerie Fraser, Richard
Gray, Charles Gullick, Terence Hawkes, Margaret Iversen, Elaine
Jordan, David Musselwhite and Jonathan White. All have helped
even more than they know.

Finally. and especially, Francis Barker, Gordon Brotherston
and Diana Loxley have given so generously of their time and
knowledge and friendship over the last cight years that no
acknowledgement could fully convey the extent to which this
book is indebted to them. 1 give them my thanks none the less.

Wivenhoe
September 1985



Introduction

Language 15 the perfect instrument of empire
(Bishop of Awvila to Queen Isabella of Castile, 1402)1

Jan van der Straet’s engraving (Figure 1) will stand more reading
as an emblem of this book's themes. In a variety of ways the
‘discovery of America’ has been inscribed as a beginming. It is the
first of the great “discoveries’ that form the cornerstones of the
conventional narraove of European history over the last five
centuries: America is, typically, the ‘New World' or later the
*Virgin Land'. The temporal adverbs of van der Straet’s motto
carry the same message: ‘semel ... inde semper ..." (once ...
from then always .. .). Yet this very insistence on the novelty of
the ‘New World' evidences an anxiety, some of whose manifesta-
tions are charted in the chapters that follow. Put in its simplest
terms that anxiety concerns the relationship between European,
native and land — what is called in Chapter 4 the classic colonial
triangle. The engraving figures a strategy of condensation:
‘America’, the single allegorical character, combines the rerms
‘native’ and ‘land’ to create an identity that dissimulates the
existence of any relationship at all between the two at the
moment of their encounter with Europe. The gesture of 'discov-
ery’ is at the same time a ruse of concealment. That the gesture,
which is always also a ruse, should then be repeated over a period
of three centuries, giving a series of narratives of the ‘first’
encounter between European and native Caribbean, provides the
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particular formulation of that colonial anxiety which is the
subject of this analysis,

2

The general area within which this study operates could then be
named colonial discourse, meaning by that term an ensemble of
linguistically-based practices unified by their common deployment
in the management of colonial relationships, an ensemble that
could combine the most formulaic and bureaucratic of official
documents — say the Capitulations issued by the Catholic Mon-
archs to Christopher Columbus early in 1492 — with the most
non-functional and unprepossessing of romantic novels - say
Shirley Graham’s The Story of Pocahontas. Underlying the idea of
colonial discourse, in other words, is the presumption that during
the colonial period large parts of the non-European world were
produced for Europe through a discourse that imbricated sets of
questions and assumptions, methods of procedure and analysis, and
kinds of writing and imagery, normally separated out into the dis-
crete areas of military strategy, pohtical order, social reform, im-
aginative literature, personal memoir and so on.? But, as a case
study, this book operates on a particular geographical and ideo-
logical terrain within that general area, which is to say that there
1s no presumption that the key tropes and narratives analysed here
would play as central a role within colonial discourse in general.
For one thing, not sufficient work has been done to support such
generalizations.

To say geographical and ideological terrain 1s to register two
particular possibilities. One 15 that a central division within
colonial discourse separates the discursive practices which relate to
occupied territory where the native population has been, or is to
be, dispossessed of its land by whatever means, from those
pertaining to territory where the colonial form is based primarily
on the control of trade, whether or not accomplished through or
accompanied by a colomal administration. America and India can
exemplify very roughly this division. The other possibility
concerns a discursive divide between those native peoples per-
cetved as being in some sense ‘avilized’ and those not, the indices
of such ‘civilizauon' beng at different times and in different
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circumstances stone buildings or literacy or an ancient heritage. It
is true that Christianity never formulated a classification corre-
sponding to the Islamic distinction between ‘peoples of the book’
and pagans proper; and equally true that the indices were often
destroyed or explained away or both. But this proved difficult
where the buildings or language were themselves claimed as part
of a European or Christian heritage; as in Greece and the Holy
Land, and later India. Such a claim hardly prevented the
deployment of the language of ‘savagery’ but it did attenvate it,
whereas in America that language was honed into the sharpest
nstrument of empire. This gives a trope whose various iinc:}-
ments the following chapters will be concerned to trace: the topic
of land is dissimulated by the topic of savagery, this move being
characteristic of all narratives of the colonial encounter.

Discursively the Caribbean is a special place, partly because of
its primacy in the encounter between Europe and America,
civilization and savagery, and partly because it has been seen as the
location, physically and etymologically, of the practice that, more
than any other, is the mark of unregenerate savagery — cannibal-
ism. ‘Cannibalism’ — and it will, unul satisfactorily made sense of,
be held in those inverted commas — is the special, perhaps even
defining, feature of the discourse of colonialism as it pertained to
the native Caribbean. As such it will play a special part in all the
chapters here, particularly the first, since the word iself comes to
us via Columbus's log-book and letter, and the third, where
‘canibal’ — the contemporary English spelling -~ makes an ana-
grammatic appearance on the Jacobean stage as Caliban.

Caliban's struggle against Prospero in The Tempest 1s one
moment of a larger discursive conflict in which a Mediterranean
discourse is constantly stretched by the novelty of an Atlantic
world. Time and again these Caribbean texts are set against or
have introduced into them the terms of reference of a classical or
Biblical text, and time and again those Mediterranean reference
points are rejected or tumned back against themselves. That
conflict, visible again in van der Stracts engraving, will be a
constant theme in what follows.

Since place and territory are crucial matters in the book it
should be made clear that by ‘the Caribbean’ is meant not the
somewhat vague politico-geographic region now referred to by
that term, but rather what Immanuvel Wallerstein calls ‘the
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Figure 2 The extended Canbbean showing many of the places referred
to in this baok.

extended Canbbean’, a coastal and insular region that stretched
from what is now southern Virginia in the USA to the most
castern part of Brazil (see Figure z).? Textually this region
incorporates at its northern boundary John Smith's ‘rescue’ by
Pocahontas (near Jamestown) and at its southern boundary
R.obinson Crusoe'’s plantation (near Bahia). As an entity its logic
clearly owes nothing to subsequent political boundaries nor even
to sixteenth- and seventeenth-century national spheres of interest.
Instead it emphasizes those features, environmental and ideolo-
gical, that lay beyond national differences, The Caribbean is then
the tropical belt defined ecologically or meteorologically, rather

INTRODUCTION 3

than astronomically, as, say, the most suitable area for growing
the 'tropical’ crops of cotton, tobacco and sugar; or it is the belt of
American coastline that lay within range of that other and equally
frightening characteristic phenomenon, the hurricane.

The area could also be viewed as a discursive entity, given the
resemblances amongst the narrative and rhetorical strategies
found within the relevant Spanish, Portuguese and English texts —
resermnblances that outweigh, or at least weigh equally with, those
found between texts in the same language dealing with areas in
the same sphere of interest, say Virginia and New England or
Hispaniola and Mexico.

Equally important (and the three definitions obviously inter-
connect) this was the area where, broadly speaking, the native
population was replaced by slaves brought from Africa. In other
waords the extended Caribbean is essentially an historical entity,
one that came into being in the sixteenth century and that has
slowly disappeared. However, it is worth remembering both that
English colonial policy in America in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries still had the Caribbean as its focus — as shown
by the priorities of the Treaty of Paris (1763); and that the area's
major socioeconomic feature, the plantation, produced a rrans-
national legacy whaose effects are sull palpable.

3

What follows is, then, a case study rather than a theoretical work
on the subject of colonial discourse. Nevertheless, several theoret-
ical questions demand explicit, if brief, mention. This book has
been produced within a generally Marxist framework. Such a
statement is not made in order to foreclose theoretical problems,
but the political impetus behind the book does have particular
consequences. For one thing 1t means that the colonial discourse
studied here cannot remain as a set of merely linguistic and
rhetorical features, but must be related to its function within a
broader set of socioeconomic and political practices: it must be
read, thar is to say, as an ideology.

But to use the word 1deology is inevitably to introduce a whole
series of epistemological issues that have underlain much of the
recent debate about the natwre, or indeed possibility, of Marxist
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history.* Briefly, it has been argued that ideology always stands,
in Michel Foucault's words, ‘in virtual opposition to something
else which is supposed to count as truth’,® truth being taken in
this argument as a concept fatally undermined by the de-
monstration, most closely associated with the name of Jacques
Derrida, that it always relies on unspoken and ungrounded
assumptions, on some master signifier, whether God or Experi-
ence or History, that must keep itself out of range of deconstruc-
tive analysis in order to guarantee the veracity of statements made
under its aegis. In purely philosophical terms this post-
structuralist demonstration is difficult, perhaps impossible, to
counter, and it has much to teach — particularly in Derrida’s own
work — about the rigour with which one’s own conceptual
framework must be examined. Politically, though, such a |
position can lead only to quietism, since no action at all ean
be validated from its theoretical endpoint, or to a false radicalism
which engages in constant but ultimately meaningless trans- |
gression of all defended viewpoints. .
Foucault's work has suggested that what counts as truth will
depend on strategies of power rather than on epistemological
criteria. To meet this challenge the starting point for any radical
writing of history must be the political agenda set by the present.
In this instance that would involve the observation that interna-
tional politics is clearly still moulded by the recent era of the great
colomal empires, a legacy most apparent in the new natonal
entities and frontiers created in this century, Equally obvious is
that the ‘end of empire’ has concealed signal continuities in the
power-relationships still pertaining between different parts of the
world - in a word, neo-colonialism. The world of multinational
corporations and the international labour marker might seem a
long way from the relative simplicities of the sixteenth century,
but it is important to keep in mind both that the conquest of
America, begun in 1492, is stll being pursued to completion in
Central America and Brazil, and that the United States has
mherited the imperial mantles and tactics of England and Spain in
the Caribbean and Central America. In both cases the operative
discourse has changed livle from that studied here. Ronald
Reagan’s inaugural invocation of the Puritan ‘city on the hill’ is
merely the most recent indication of that constant felt need to
hark back to supposed ‘beginnings’ in defence of present violence.

-
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That, in brief, is the political context which places the study of
this area of colonial discourse on the agenda. And equally it is
within this pelitical context that the answers — no doubt, but
inevitably, provisional answers — to theoretical and epistemological
problems must be sought.

To retumn then to the question of ideology. Much of the recent
sophistication of the concept of ideology, associated with the
names of Gramsci and Althusser, is in any case irrelevant in the
present context because we are dealing not with a consensual
model of the spaal formaton in which ideclogy can be seen as
fully pervasive, almost constitutive of social and civil life itself,
but rather with a model of division in which ideology is a
discourse whose mode is largely textual in the narrow sense and
whose address is largely internal, towards that group in society
most directly concerned with colonial matters. The single notable
exception, the reguerimiento — pronounced, in Spanish, at a safe
distance (sometimes of many miles) from its addressees — only
proves the point.® In other words, if the notion of ideology
employed here seems less nuanced than that, say, of hegemony,
the crudeness of some of the early colonial manoeuvres, discursive
and otherwise, needs recalling.

A further argument would address more directly Foucault's
point about ‘virtual opposition’. Truth has another conventional
opposite: fiction. Indeed the post-structuralist argument must
conclude that all statements are in a certain sense fictions inasmuch
as no particular form of words can, on epistemological grounds
alone, claim access to reality superior to any other form of words.
This is useful as long as it is taken as a starting point rather than as
the last word. What should follow is a careful examination of the
claims and assumptions implicit within different statements, an
examination that would nvolve attention to such elements as
genre, rhetoric, pragmatics and so on: a politics of discourse. Only
then could it be seen that matters of verification — seemingly made
irrelevant by the universality of 'fiction” as a discursive mode —
return in a minor key where a statement claims veracity. These
somewhat abstract issues take on considerable importance i the
colonial context since certain of the particular discourses involved
- narrative history, historical linguistics, ethnography — stand or
fall by their truth-claims. It is therefore in the first instance
politically rather than epistemologically important to retain the



8 COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS

prerogative to undermine their claims; and ideological analysis
remains an essential tool for Marxism because it enables us to say
not just that a particular statement is false, bur also that its falsity
has a wider significance in the justification of existing power-
relations. This does not, pace Foucault, provide a term in ‘virtual
opposition’ to a transcendental Truth as ulumate guarantor and
arbiter. lts antonym is a small and relative and provisional truth,
one that eschews the naivety of any supposedly direct access to
reality but claims an explanamry supcn-unt?* over its rival
versions, particularly since it includes within its analysis an
explanation of why those rival claims might appear plausible.
This whole procedure, practised so Eﬂ‘Ethely by Marx in his
reading of classical political economy, is known :s'llc.‘ntiqu:,, lts
aims and methods will be adopted in the readings that follow.

5

A radical history presenting a new version of the past will usually
draw on new sources, even though those sources might well be
‘new’ only in the sense that the dominant version had repressed
them by never even considering them as sources. Within this
maodel of radical history there are then two interdependent but
separable moments: first, a critique of existing versions, partly
dependent upon, second, the presentation of alternative and
contradictory evidence. This model has its anti-colonial equiva-
lent in the rediscovery of native sources that offer a different and
revealing light on colonial events and issues. None of this is as
simple as it sounds, but it is relatively straightforward when
compared with a sitwation in which there are virtually no
alternative sources at all, a state of affairs brought about partly by
our inability to read such 'documents’ as do survive from the
native Caribbean, and partly by the devastating speed and scale of
the destruction of its societies in the period following 1492.7 The
only evidence that remains, in other words, are the very European
texts that consutute the discourse of colonialism, The European
engraved by wvan der Stract is appropriately enough not
Columbus but Amerigo Vespuca, not the first European to stand
on the shores of the continent previously unknown to Europe but
the first European to give that land a name, a European name, his
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own, femimzed.® Such a monologic encounter can only mas-
querade as a dialogue: it leaves no room for alternative voices.

In this instance therefore, the burden of the radical task
necessarily falls upon the protocols of critique. Procedurally, the
first aspect of critique concerns the choice of texts. Given the
focus on colonial beginnings and the geographical restriction to
an extended Caribbean, the texts studied here largely chose
themselves. Others could no doubt be added, but the aim 1s a
detailed study of representative texts rather than any attempt at
coverage of the whole area.

Even so, the five European stories are very different kinds of
text, or at least texts that are usually seen as generically distinct.
One point needs careful making in this connection. It is probably
not accidental that two of the texts considered here (The Tempest
and Robinson Crusoe) are ‘literary’ inasmuch as they have become
essential parts of ‘English Literature’ in its current form. To focus
on these texts is therefore in one sense to introduce into a singular
discourse a rhetorical plurality or heteroglossia that might be seen
to compensate for the absence of cntical parallax noticed above.
But there should be no suggestuon that such ‘literary’ texts, gua
‘literary’, produce any internal distantianion or implicit cninque of
the supposedly ‘purer’ ideological texts. A different presumption
operates here: that whilst all the texts have their generic parti-
cularities that require careful attenuon — log-book, play, historical
memoir, novel, anecdote, to mention only the major texts — no
intrinsic discursive significance attaches to their current classifica-
tion as ‘literary’ or otherwise. Even within current conventions
that borderline would be almost impossible to draw: Columbus’s
log-book has been read ‘as literature’; Smith's account of his
rescue has sometimes been seen as a fictional embellishment to his
history of Virginia; Yarico begins her career embedded as an
anecdote in a biographical/historical memoir and is transferred by
means of an ‘essay” to the whole gamut of “literary” genres, It may
be significant that answers to pressing ideological problems
should be sought through recourse to largely imaginative narra-
tives — and obviously inevitable that this should be the case once
the original historical circumstances had been left so long behind —
but it is still essential, and therefore the first line of approach here,
that colonial discourse operates certain strategies and tropes that
can be seen at work in texts whose superficial differences —



1o COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS

according to current classifications — might appear very striking.
This i1s another way of saying that questions of textuality and
rhetoric will be central.

Differences of emphasis inevitably occur between chapters
simply because some parts of the material are much better known
than others. Familiarity has been presumed in the cases of The
Tempest and Robinson Crusoe (Chapters 3 and 5) but not with
Columbus's Journal (Chapter 1) or John Smith's accounts of
Pocahontas (Chapter 4), let alone with the once popular but now
completely unread story of Inkle and Yarico, or the contempor-
ary and equally unknown wars between England and the native
Caribs of St Vincent (Chapter 6).

6

Forty years ago, in The Idea of History, R.G. Collingwood
developed an analogy between the historian and the natural
SCIENCIsL:

As natural science finds its proper method when the scientist, in
Bacon's metaphor, puts Nature to the question, tortures her by
experiment in order to wring from her answers to his own
questions, so history finds its proper method when the historian
puts his authorities in the wimess-box, and by cross-
questioning extorts from them information which in their
original statements they have withheld, either because they did
not wish to give it or because they did not possess it.®

The analogy may not work, but its failure is revealing. Colling-
wood offers three densely wowven figures: Bacon's analogy
berween the procedures of natural science and the inquisitorial
method; his own analogy between the procedures of history and

the adversary method; and a comparison (‘as ... so ...")
between natural science and history which is tightened into an
analogy by the similarities of phrasing (‘wring . .. extorts .. .").

But even if we let Bacon's extraordinary metaphor for the
protocols of natural science stand, it should be apparent that
history lacks not only an experimental method that would
‘torture’ its authornties, bur even (and perhaps especially) a
resuscitative method that would give those authorities a voice
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with which to answer the historian's questions. Within the terms
of Collingwood's figure, historical documents, put to the ques-
tion or cross-examined, will always tell the same story, word for
word. What is interesting about the paragraph is that its dual
metaphorical structure veils the internal contradicuon: in other
words the statement embodies, 4 rebours, 1ts own point about
what can be hidden within original statements. Collingwood's
expression is flawed, one might say, because it 1s working against
the grain of language, that far-from-neutral medium. Seeking to
escape the traps of positivism and empincism he 15 driven up
against the ideological limits of a language thar always encodes
knowledge in terms of consciousness.

Fredric Jameson, confrontng the same problem, takes a
surprisingly open resuscitatory line: the past, ‘like Tiresias drink-
ing the blood, is momentarily returned to life and warmth and
allowed once more to speak, and to deliver its long-forgotten
message in surroundings utterly alien to it'; only o recognize
that, in practice, the Tiresian message needs considerable pieang
together:

It 15 in detecting the traces of that uninterrupted narrative, in
restoring to the surface of the text the repressed and buned
reality of this fundamental history, that the doctrine of a
political uncenscious finds its function and its necessity.'®

So the historian here is some kind of picture-restorer, scraping off
excrescences to reveal the “fundamental history’ thar lies beneath -
although of course texts no more have ‘depth’ {and therefore
*surface”) than they have ‘voice’. It 15 not difficult ro ‘detect’
beneath the ‘surface’ of Jameson’s text the repressed operation of a
madel in which the revealed narrative of class-struggle is so well
known in advance that the picture-restoring 15 devoid of any
suspense. But, as in Collingwood's case, the residual model
reasserts itself only by dint of the power of linguistic inertia, here
to be foiled at the last by the fine oxymoron of ‘a polincal
uUnCconscious’.

The point of this final introductory excursus is to show how
difficult 1t 1s to develop the kind of cnitical vocabulary necessary
for textual interrogation. Jameson's ‘political unconscious’ 1s
important because, drawing on Althusser and Macherey, u
recognizes that Freudian theory offers the one model of reading
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we have that can claim to make a text speak more than it knows.
Within psychoanalysis that speaking is again dependent upon a
‘cross-questioning’ of the subject (the knowing consciousness
rather than the knowing text), so ‘the textual unconscious’ s just
one more metaphor, but it is the one wagered on here: hence the
vocabulary of symptom, trace, the unconscious and so on, torn
from their analytic context to bolster the scandal of putting texts
to the question.'!

In paracular, following Macherey's deployment of the
Freudian model, the chapters of this book will work to identify
key locations in a text — cruces, 1o extend a conventional term
where the text stutters in its articulation, and which can therefore
be used as levers to open out the ideology of colonial discourse, to
spread it out, in this text, in an act of explication. The venture, it
should be said, is archaeological: no smooth history emerges, but
rather a series of fragments which, read speculatively, hint at a
story that can never be fully recovered.

1

Columbus and the
cannibals

[S]ome strangers had arrived who had gabbled in funny old
talk because they made the word for sea feminine and not
masculine, they called macaws poll parrots, canoes rafts,
harpoons javelins, and when they saw us going out to greet
them and swim around their ships they climbed up onto the
yardarms and shouted o each other look there how well
formed, of beauteous body and fine face, and thick-haired
and almost like horsehair silk, and when they saw that we
were painted 5o as not to get sunburned they gor all excited
like wet lietle parrots and shouted look there how they dau
themselves gray, and they are the hue of canary birds, not
white nor yet black, and what there be of them, and we
didn't understand why the hell they were making so much
fun of us since we were Just as normal as the day our
mothers bore us and on the other hand they were all decked
out like the jack of clubs in all chat heat . . . and we traded
everything we had for these red birettas and these strips of
glass beads that we hung around our necks o please them,
and also for these brass bells that can’t be worth more than a
penny and for chamberpots and eyeglasses ... but the
trouble was that among the I'll swap you this for that and
that for the other a wild motherfucking wrade grew up and
after a while everybody was swapping his parrots, his
tobacco, his wads of chocolate, his iguana eggs, everything
God ever created, because they took and gave everything
willingly, and they even wanted to trade a velver doublet
for one of us to show off in Europeland.!
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alternative, ‘anthropophagy’. Both words exist in English as
nouns describing ‘the practice of eating the flesh of one’s fellow-
creatures’, to quote the Oxford Enmglish Dictionary’s entry on
‘canmibalism’, but both words once existed as proper nouns
referring to whole nations who were to be characterized by their
adhesion to such a practice. So, originally, rather than ‘cannibal-
ism’ or ‘anthropophagy’, "Cannibals’ and *Anthropophagi”. But
the histories of the two words are very different. *Anthropophagi’
is, in s original Greek, a formation made up of two pre-existing
words (‘eaters [ of human beings') and bestowed by the Greeks on
a nation presumed to live beyond the Black Sea. Exactly the
opposite applies 1o *Cannibals’, which was a non-European name
used to refer to an existing people — a group of Caribs in the
Antilles. Through the connection made between that people and
the practice of eating the flesh of their fellow-creatures, the name
‘Cannibal’ passed into Spanish (and thence to the other European
languages) with that implication welded indissolubly o it
Gradually ‘cannibal = eater of human flesh’ became distingu-
ished from ‘Carib = native of the Antlles’, a process only
completed {in English) by the coining of the general term
‘canmibalism’, for which the first OED entry 1s dated 1796 — a date
that will gather resonance in the final chapter of this book. A
One of the ways in which ideologies work is by passing off |
partid-secevmtearthe—whale story. They often achieve this by

representing their partiality as what can be taken for granted,
‘common sense’, ‘the natural’, even ‘reality itself”. This in turn
often involves a covering of tracks: if something is to appear as
simply ‘the case” then 1ts origin in historical contingency must bes "
" repressed. Generally speaking this repression can take two forms:

Figure 3 Columbus greeted by natnve Caribbeans; from Theodore de
Bry's Grands Voyages. The primal encounter tended to be depicted either
as this kind of idealized tribute, or as fierce hostility (cf. Figure 7).

< the denial of history, of which the most common version is the

. argument to nature; or the historical alibi, in which a story of

1 " | origins is told. The power of this second form is that it usually

“offers a true story, in the restricted but powerful sense of true as

iuman beings who eat other human beings have always been ‘not false’. It might indeed offer several true stones but these

placed on the very borders of humanity. They are not regarded as would never be in conflict because they would be isolated from
inhuman because if they were animals their behaviour would be one another in separate compartments, often called “disciplines’. -

" natural and coyld not cause the outrage and fear that ‘cannibalism’ Here the maost pertinent disciplines are ethnography and historical

has always provoked. ‘Cannibalism’: the word comes easil y and lingwstics, and it 15 the latter that seems to have provided what

unproblematically; a straightforward word without troubling will look, at least for a whle, like a real beginning, the first

ambiguities, more familiar (and easier on the tongue) than the encounter.
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The primary OED definition of ‘cannibal’ reads: A man (esp. a
savage) that eats human flesh; a man-eater, an anthropophagite.
Originally proper name of the man-cating Caribs of the Antilles.”
The morphology or, to use the OED's word, form-history of
‘cannibal’ is rather more circumspect.? The main part of its entry
reads:

{In 16th c. pl. Canibales, a. Sp. Canibales, originally one of the
forms of the ethnic name Carib or Caribes, a fierce nation of the
West Indies, who are recorded to have been anthropophagi, and
from whom the name was subsequently extended as a descrip-
CVE TETITL &« o) T A Latim ¢ il Gt &

This 15 a ‘true’ account of the morphology of the word ‘cannibal’
in English, yet it 1s also an ideological account that functions to
repress important historical questions about the use of the term —
its discursive morphology, perhaps, rather than its linguistic
morphology. The trace of that repression is the phrase ‘who are
recorded to have been’, which hides beneath its blandness — the
' passive tense, the absence (in a book of authorities) of any ultimate
¢ jauthority, the assumption of impartial and accurate observation —
a different history altogether.

The tone of ‘who are recorded to have been’ suggests a
nineteenth-century ethnographer sitting in the shade with note-
book and pencil, calmly recording the savage rituals being
performed in front of him. However unacceptable thar might
now seem as ‘objective reporting’, it still appears a model of
simplicity compared with the complexities of the passages that
constitute the record in this instance.

On 23 November 1492 Chnstopher Columbus approached an
island ‘which those Indians whom he had with him called
“Bohic"". According to Columbus's Journal these Indians, usually
referred to as Arawaks:

said that this land was very extensive and that in it were people
who had one eye in the forehead, and others whom they called
‘canibals’. Of these last, they showed great fear, and when they
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saw that this course was being taken, they were speechless, he
says, because these people ate them and because they are very
warlike, (J 68—0)* [la cual decian que era muy grande y que
habia en ella gente que tenia un ojo en la frente, y otros que se
llamaban canibales, a quien mostraban tener gran miedo. Y des
que vieron, que lleva este camino, dice que no podian hablar
porque los comian y que son gente muy armada.]*

This is the first appearance of the word ‘canibales’ in a European
text, and it is linked immediately with the practice of eating ,
human flesh. The Journal 1s, therefore, in some sense at least, a
‘beginning text’.

But in just what sense is that name and that ascription a ‘record”
of anything? For a start the actual text on which we presume
Columbus to have inscribed that name disappeared, along with its
only known copy, in the middle of the sixteenth century. The
only version we have, and from which the above quotation 1§ "
taken, 1s a handwritten abstract made by Bartolomé de Las Casas,
probably in 1552, and probably from the copy of Columbus's
original then held in the monastery of San Pablo in Seville. There
have subsequently been various transcriptions of Las Casas's
manuscript. So the apparent transparency of "who are recorded to
have been’ is quickly made opaque by the thickening layers of

language: a transcription of an abstract of a copy of a lost original. ¢~

This 1s chastening, burt to some extent conungent, More telling is
what might be called the intt.mal uPacity of the statement. » A
Columbus's ‘record’, far from being an observation that those

1 4 people called ‘canibales’ ate other people, is a report of other
' people’s words; moreover, words spoken in a language of which

he had no prior knowledge and, at best, six weeks’ practice in
trying to understand.

Around this passage cluster a whole host of ethnographic and
linguistic questions, some of which return in the next chapter. But
the general argument here will be that, though important, these
questions take second place to the textual and discursive questions.
Whar first needs examination, in other words, are not solated
passages taken as evidence for this or that, but rather the larger
units of text and discourse, without which no meaning would be
possible at all.

_—
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To write about the text we call ‘el diario de Colon’ (Columbus's
Journal) is to take a leap of faith, to presume that the transcription
of the manuscript of the abstract of the copy of the original stands
in some kind of meaningful relationship to the historical reality of
Columbus's voyage across the Atlantic and down through the
Caribbean islands during the winter months of 1492—3.

It would be perverse and unhelpful to presume that no such
relationship exists, but credulous and unthinking to speak — as
some have done — of the Journal's ‘frank words, genuine and
unadorned’.® Circumspection would certainly seem called for.
Yet if the Jowrnal is taken not as a privileged eye-witness
document of the discovery, nor as an accurate ethnographic record,

. but rather as the first fable of European beginnings in America,
then its complex textual history and slightly dubious status be-
come less important than the incredible narrative it unfolds.

This is not an argument in favour of somehow lifting
Columbus and his Journal out of history. Just the opposite in fact;
and gradually, throughout this chapter, the fournal’s contexts will
be inscribed on to the text. But it is an argument in favour of
bracketing particular questions of historical accuracy and relia-
bility in order to see the text whole, to gauge the structure of its
narrative, and to chart the interplay of its linguistic registers and
rhetorical modalities. To read the Joumnal in this way is also to
defer the biographical questions: the Columbus of whom we
speak is for the moment a textual function, the ‘I' of the Journal
who is occasionally, and scandalously, transformed into the third
person_by the intervention of the transcriber’s °T".

The Journal is generically peculiar. It is in part a log-book, and
throughout records the navigatonal details of Columbus’s
voyage. Commentators have usually accepted that it was written
up almost every evening of the six-and-a-half-month journey,
not revised or rewritten, and not constructed with a view to
publication. It certainly gives that impression, which is all that
matters here: ‘Culumhus is presented by the Journal as responding
day by day to the sumulus of new challenges and problems. Yet if
its generic shape is nautical the Journal is also by turns a personal
memoir, an ethnographic notebook, and a compendium of
European fantasies about the Orient: a veritable palimpsest.

-

-

-

-

*
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‘From whom the name was subsequently extended as a descrip-
tive term’, Linguistic morphology is concerned only with the
connection made between the term *cannibal’ and the practice of
eating human flesh, We have seen how the very first mention of
that term in a European text is glossed with reference to that
practice, and for the Iinguist)Zt 1s satisfactory, but not of intrinsic
interest, to note how that reference is always present, either
implicitly or explicitly, in any recorded use of the word *cannibal’
from Columbus’s on 23 November 1492 onwards. It was adopted
into the bosom of the European family of languages with a speed
and readiness which suggests that there had always been an empty
place kept warm for it. Poor ‘anthropophagy’, if not exactly
orphaned, was sent out into the cold unul finding belated lodging
in the nineteenth century within new disciplines seeking authority
from the deployment of classical terminology.

All of which makes it even stranger that the context of that
beginning passage immediately puts the association between the
word ‘cannibal’ and the eatng of human flesh into doubr. Las
Casas continues:

The admiral says that he well believes that there 1s something in
this, but that since they were well armed, they must be an intel-
ligent people [gente de razén], and he believed that they may
have captured some men and that, because they did not return
to their own land, they would say that they were eaten. (] 6g)

This passage is of no interest to linguistic morphology since
Columbus’s scepticism failed to impinge upon the history of the
word. Ethnographically it would probably be of scant interest,
showing merely Columbus’s initial scepticism, and therefore
making him a more reliable witness in the end. Even from the
point of view of a revisionist ethnography that wanted to
discount suggestions of native anthropophagy the passage could
only be seen as evidence of the momentary voice of European
reason soon to be deafened by the persistence of Arawak
defamations of their traditional enemy. Attention to the discurs-
ive complexities of the text will suggest a different reading.
The great paradox of Columbus’s Journal is that although the
vovage of 1492—3 was to have such a devastating and long-lasting
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effect on both Europe and America, and 1s sull celebrated as one of
the ourstanding achievements of humanity, the record itself tells
of misunderstandings, failures and disappointments. The greatest
of these — that he had not reached Asia — was too overwhelming
for Columbus ever to accept. The minor ones are in some ways

even more telling.

According to the account given by the Journal the Spaniards
arrived with a whole series of objectives and expectations, and
plied their natuve hosts with questuons. For the most part
Columbus gives the impression of fairly straightforward com-
munication with the natives, but this was hardly the case. The
Spanish ships carried only one interpreter, Luis de Torres,
specially chosen because he spoke Hebrew, Aramaic and some
Arabic; so there is no reason to think that there was any initial
communication at all. The natives presumably remained baffled
but gave (largely by way of signs) what seemed to be the right
answers to expedite their visitors — pointing enthusiastic index
fingers at the horizon; the Spaniards, pleased to find that whatever
they had asked about was so near, thought they were understand-
ing each other famously. On 11 December, three months after the

« first landfall, Columbus admits: ‘Every day we understand these

Indians better and they us, although many tumes there has been

. misunderstanding” (J 93). This is just about credible, even if there

is little subsequent indicanion of improved communication in the
months that follow. From October to December (the months at
issue here) there is no evidence and no reason to suppose that what
Columbus presented as a dialogue berween European and native
was other than a Eumpcan monologue: Las Casas has a marginal
note by one of the entries under consideration (23 November
1492) commenting on Columbus's misunderstanding of the word
‘bohio’ (in fact ‘house’) as the name of an island: ‘this shows

. how little he understood them'.® And yet the monologue is in no
-rscnse simple or homogeneous: Columbus’s initial scepricism 1s o

be explained not as the flickering light of European reason, but

rather as the result of a discursive conflict internal o that y,

European monologue itself.

In brief, what a symptomatic reading of the Journal reveals 15 Fo

the presence of two distinct discursive networks. In bold outline
each discourse can be identified by the presence of key words: in
one case 'gold’, ‘Cathay’, ‘Grand Khan', ‘intelligent soldiers’,

—

g

P,(

J' monstrosity’,
"course can be traced to a single textual ongin, Marco Polo and
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*merchant ships™.” in the other "gold’, *savagery’,
‘anthropophagy”. Even more boldly, each dis-

Ia rge bulidmgs

Herodotus respectively. More circumspectly, there 1s what might
be called a discourse of Oriental civilization and a discourse of
savagery, both archives of topics and motifs that can be traced
back to the classical period. It i1s tempting to say that the first was
based on empirical knowledge and the second on psychic
projection, but that would be a false dichotomy. There was no
doubt a material reality — the trade that had taken place between
Europe and the Far East over many centuries, if intermittently. In
pursuit of, or as an outcome of, this trade there were Europeans
who travelled to the Far East, but their words are in no way a
simple reflection of ‘what they saw’. For that reason it is better to

speak of idennfiable discourses. There was a panoply of words

and phrases used to speak about the Onent: most concerned 1ts
wealth and power, as well they might since Europe had for many
years been sending east large amounts of gold and silver. Marco
Polo’s account was the best-known deployment of these topoi.®
The discourse of savagery had in fact changed lictle since
Herodotus's “investigation’ of Greece's "barbarian” neighbours.
The locations moved but the descriptions of Amazons, Anthro-"
pophagi and Cvnocephali remained constant throughour Cresias,
Pliny, Solinus and many others.® This discourse was hege-
monic in the sense that it provided a popular vocabulary for
constituting ‘otherness’ and was not dependent on texual repro-
duction. Textual authority was however available to Columbus
in Pierre d'Ailly and Aeneas Sylvius, and indeed in the text that
we know as "Marco Pole’, but which is properly Divisament dou
Monde, authored by a writer of romances in French, and itself
already an unravellable discursive network.'?

In the early weeks of the Columbian voyage it is possible to see
a certain jockeying for position between these two discourses, but
no overt conflict. The relationship between them 15 expressed as
that between present and future: this 1s a world of savagery, over
there we will find Cachay. But there are two potenual sites of
conflict, one conscious — in the sense of being present in the text;
the other unconscious — in the sense that it 15 present only 1n s
absence and must be reconstructed from the traces it leaves. The
conscious conflict 15 that two elements,

‘the soldiers of the Grand

=
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Khan' from the discourse of Marco Polo and ‘the man-eating
savages' from the discourse of Herodotus, are competing for a
single signifier = the word ‘canibales’. Celumbus’s wavering on
23 November belongs to a larger pattern of references in which
‘canibal’ is consistently glossed by his native hosts as ‘man-eater’
while it ineluctably calls to his mind ‘el Gran Can’. In various
entries the phonemes echo each other from several lines” distance
until on 11 December 1492 they finally coincide:

it appears likely that they are harassed by an intelligent race, all
these islands living in great fear of those of Caniba. ‘And so 1
repeat what I have said on other occasions,” he says, ‘the Caniba
are nothing else than the people of the Grand Khan [que Caniba
no es otra cosa sino la gente del Gran Can), who must be very near
here and possess ships, and rhey must come to take them
captive, and as the prisoners do not return, they believe that
they have been eaten.” (] 92—3)

The two 'Can’ are identified as one, the crucial identification is
backdated, and ‘canibal’ as man-eater must simply disppear
having no reference to attach itself to.

Except of course that it does not disappear at all. That would be
too easy. In fact the assertion of the identity of ‘Caniba’ with
‘gente del Can', so far from marking the victory of the Oriental
discourse, signals its very defeat; as if the crucial phonetic evidence
could only be brought to textual presence once its power to
control action had faded. To understand this it will be necessary
to look back in some detail at the course of Columbus’s voyage
through the Caribbean (see Figure 4).

5

Gold was not simply the one element common to both the
Oriental discourse and the discourse of savagery; it was in each
case the pivotal term around which the others clustered. Oriental
gold and savage gold would prove to be very different animals
but in the early weeks of the voyage they happily share the single
signifier which gmided Columbus like a magnet through the
bewildering archipelago of the Bahamian islands:

D, .
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Figure 34 Columbus's route through the Canbbean, 1402-3.

MONDAY, OCTOBER 15TH ... These 1slands are very green and
fertile and the breezes are very soft, and it is possible that there
are in them many things, of which | do not know, because [ did
not wish to delay in finding gold, by discovering and going
about many islands. (] j0)

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 238D ... | did not delay longer here ...
since | see that there 15 no gold mine . ... | say that it is not
right to delay, but to go on our way and to discover much
land, until a very profitable land is reached. (J 42)!!

Gold was the object of desire but "gold’ could be articulated by
both discourses. What is more, at this stage both discourses pointed
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Fig. 5 Columbus’s probable conception of castern Asia, based on a
reconstruction of the chart drawn for the King of Portugal by Paole
Toscanelli, with whom Columbus corresponded.

in the same direction. According to the medieval geography of
Oriental discourse the coastline of Cathay ran from NNW to
SSE, and the large island of Cipangu (Japan) had to its north-east a
cluster of smaller islands (see Figure 5). So the initial landfall on
Guanahani was not problematic; it was clearly one of these
smaller islands. A course south-west would take him to Cipangu
or, if he missed Cipangu, to the coast of Cathay. As it happened
the native fingers pointed south-west too, no doubt for their own
reasons,’? but serving to buttress the traditional link berween the
sources of gold and the tropics:

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 2157 .. From this hear, which the
admiral says that he experienced there, he argued that in these
Indies and there where he was, there must be much gold. (J 68)

On 21 October Columbus first hears of Cuba:

| wish to leave for another very large island, which I believe
must be Cipangu, according to the signs which these Indians
whom | have with me make; they call it ‘Colba’. They say that
there are ships and many very good sailors there . . .. But [ am
still determined to proceed to the mainland and to the city of
Quinsay and to give the letters of Your Highnesses to the
Grand Khan, and to request a reply and return with it. (] 41)

—*
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Figure 6 Columbus's course off eastern Cuba, showing his change of
direction,

The determimation is still to go beyond the island to the mainland.
They steered west-south-west and reached Cuba on 28 October:

The Indians said that in that island there are gold mines and
pearls; the admiral saw that the place was suited for them. And
the admiral understood that the ships of the Grand Khan come
there, and they are large: and that from there to the mainland it
is ten days' journey. (] 46).

Columbus immediately sets off north-west up the Cuban coast,
but his geographical notions quickly lose their assurance (see
Figure 6). This is not one of the smaller islands but neither,
evidently, is it the rich and civilized island of Cipangu:

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 30TH . .. After having gone fifteen leagues,
the Indians who were in the caravel Pinta said that behind that
cape there was a river, and that from the river to Cuba it was
four days' journey. The captain of the Pinta said he understood
that this Cuba was a city, and that land was a very extensive


http:OCe~nt.l5

26 COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS

mainland which stretched far to the north, and that the king of
that land was at war with the Grand Khan . ... The admiral
resolved to go to that river and send a present to the king of
that land, and send him the letter of the Sovereigns . . .; and he
says that he must attempt to go to the Grand Khan, for he
thought that he was in the neighbourhood, or to the city of
Cathay, which belongs to the Grand Khan, which, as he says, is
very large, as he was told before he set out from Spain. (] 49)

The refusal of the Caribbean islands to conform to ‘Oriental’
expectations is by now becoming embarrassingly evident. Yet
Martin Alonso Pinzén's interpretation of his guides’ remarks
offers a way out. If Cuba is a ciry then this must be the mainland
and Quinsay not too far to the north (given that it supposedly has
the same latitude as the Canaries). There then follows an
extraordinary series of events, which will be given in outline
before being discussed in detail.

Columbus begins by saying, quite reasonably since he now
imagines himselt to be on the mainland, “that he must attempt to
go to the Grand Khan’; yer in the same sentence he announces that
he is 42° north of the Equator, an evidently ludicrous assessment
of his position. The next day he makes one desultory effort to sail
north-west:

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 315T All night, Tuesday, he was
beating about, and he saw a river where he could not enter
because the mouth was shallow. ... And navigating farther
on, he found a cape which jutted very far out and was
surrounded by shallows, and he saw an inlet or bay, where
small vessels might enter, and he could not make it, because the
wind had shifted due north and all the coast ran north-north-
west and south-east. Another cape which he saw jutted still
farther out, For this reason and because the sky showed that it
would blow hard, he had to return to the Rio de Mares. (] 49)

The next day he potters around on shore but announces firmly
"*“that this 1s the mainland, and that I am,”” he says, “before Zaiton
and Quinsay, a hundred leagues, a little more or less, distant from
one and another™” (J s1). Amazingly, the next day, racher than
sailing north-west again, he sends his embassy inland. Cuba, he
had discovered after all, was only four days' inland from the river,
but not this river (Rio de Mares), rather the one north-west

——
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beyond the cape. The ambassadors are primed in all seriousness
and dispatched; Columbus takes his latitude again, this ume with
a quadrant, and again comes out with 42" north. He then spends
four days waiting for the embassy to return, trying all the while
to communicate with the natives:

SUNDAY, NOVEMBER 4TH ... The admiral showed to some
Indians of that place cinnamon and pepper — I suppose some of
that which he had brought from Castile as a specimen — and
they recognised it, as he says, and indicated by signs that there
was much of it near there, towards the south-east. He showed
them gold and pearls, and certain old men replied that in a
place which they called ‘Bohio' there was a vast amount, and
that they wore 1t round the neck and on the ears and legs, and
also pearls. He further understood that they said that there were
large ships and merchandise, and that all this was to the south-
east, He also understood that far from there were men with one
eye, and others with dogs’ noses who ate men, and that when
they took a man, they cut off his head and drank his blood and
castrated him, The admiral determined to return to the ship to
await the two men whom he had sent, intending himself to go
in search of those lands if they did not bring some good news of
things they sought. (J s2)'?

The following night (Movember 5/6) the men return having
found no Oriental city. Columbus relates their story and then
makes a statement. Las Casas, carching the portentous tone,
quotes the words directly:

‘They are,’ says the admiral, ‘a people very free from wicked-
ness and unwarlike; they are all naked, men and women, as
their mothers bore them. It is true that the women wear only a
piece of cotton, large enough to cover their privy parts and no
more, and they are of very good appearance, and are not very
black, less so than those of the Canaries. I hold, most Serene
Princes,” the admiral says here, ‘that having devour religious
persons, knowing their language~they would all at once
become Christians, and so I hope in our Lord that Your
Highnesses will take action in this matter with grear diligence,
in order to turn to the Church such great peoples and to
convert them, as you have destroyed those who would not
confess the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, and after
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your days, for we are all mortal, you will leave your realms in a
most tranquil state and free from heresy and wickedness, and
you will be well received before the eternal Creator, Whom
may it please to give you long life and grear increase of many
kingdoms and lordships, and the will and inclinacion to spread
the holy Christian religion, as you have done up to this time.
Amen. Today [ refloated the ship and | am preparing to set out
on Thursday in the name of God, and to go to the south-east to
seek for gold and spices and to discover land.” (] 57)

In six days an absolute determination to sail north-west has been
transformed into an equally absolute determination on the
rectitude of sailing in precisely the opposite direction.

The crucial mature of this decision for Columbus can be gauged
by the almost manic accumulation of explanations he offers for it.
In addition to the Jowrnal entry, he gives over a large chunk of his
later Letier — addressed to the Spanish monarchs but the document
through which the ‘discovery’ became known to all Europe —to a
justification of the change:

When | came to Juana [Cubal, | followed its coast to the
westward, and | found it to be so extensive that I thoughe it
must be the mainland, the province of Cathay. And since there
were neither towns nor villages on the seashore, but small
hamlets only, with the people of which I could not have speech
because they all fled immediately, | went forward on the same
course, thinking that | could not fail to find great cities or
towns. At the end of many leagues, seeing that there was no
change and that the coast was bearing me northwards, which |
wished to avoid, since winter was already approaching and |
proposed to make from it to the south, and as, moreover, the
wind was carrying me forward, | determined not to wait for a
change in the weather and retraced my path as far as a
remarkable harbour known to me. (J 191-2).

It should be noted that ‘many leagues’ was in fact two days’
salling, and that the rest of the Letter is almost torally devoid of
navigational detail. Carl Sauer points out the illogical nature of
Columbus’s reversal:

Columbus made too many excuses for not continuing to the
land of the Great Khan, whose seaports lay at ten days’ sail or at
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a hundred leagues. Coastline, wind, and current all led west. A
purely local change of coast to the north was construed into a
continuing change of direction. The passage of cool northern
air for several days he interpreted as the arrival of winter cold,
although he wrote at the same nme about his delight in the
tropical verdure. A brief change in wind became the adversity
of head winds out of the north.'*

The wanton dispatch of the embassy into the Cuban interior
has also provoked much comment. Las Casas speculated that
when Columbus produced a gold object the nanves pronounced
the word ‘Cubanacin” (mid-Cuba) = 2 district where a limirted
quantity of gold existed — and pointed up niver to the interior;
Columbus, of course, immediately connected Cubanacian with ‘el
Gran Can’.'* Alternanvely, Morison suggests that the natives
‘simply mistook the Spaniards’ dumb-show of imperial majesty
for a desire to meet their cacique’.’® In the event Luis de Torres
was entrusted with the Latin passport, the Latin letter of credence
from Ferdinand and lsabella, and a royal gift. As the Arabic
speaker of the expedinen he was supposed to make direct contact
with the Grand Khan. All of this proved superfluous, The party
travelled 25 miles up the valley of the Cacoyuguin where they
found, not even a walled city, let along Quinsay (Hangchow), at
that time the biggest city in the world, but a village of fifty
houses. They were treated with deference but saw no signs of the
civilization they expected.

But the most interesting (and most problematic) piece of
evidence concerns Columbus’s ridiculously maccurate assessment
of his position. Las Casas was clearly sceptical when reporuing the
30 October reading: *In the opinion of the admiral, he was distant
from the equinoctial line forty-two degrees to the north, if the
text from which I have copied this is not corrupt’ (] 49); but the
figure is twice confirmed: on 2 Nevember when Columbus takes
the latitude with a quadrant, and on 21 November, by which
time an clement of doubt has crept in (‘it was . . . his opinion that
he was not so far distant” (] 67)). Puerto Gibara, on the estuary of
Columbus'’s Rio de Mares, is in fact 21°06" north. Having plotted
a course due west from the Canaries and then sailed south-west
through the Bahamas, Columbus must have known that he could
not have been more than 25° or 26° north even allowing for some
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error in navigation. The reasons for this scemingly inexplicable
mistake have much exercised the commentators; arguably it is the
most disputed textual crux in the whole Columbian corpus. One
commentator has postulated an imaginary quadrant that read
double. Another has argued that Columbus was trying to throw
the Portuguese off the track. Las Casas suggested that the scribe
copied 21 as 42 — an unlikely error, particularly on three separate
occasions. Morison believed he had found the explananon:

The real explanation is simple: Columbus picked the wrong
star. He was ‘shooting' Alfirk (f Cephei), which in November
bore due north at dusk; mistaking her for Polaris, whose
familiar ‘pointers’ were below the horizon.'”

But a description of what happened is not an explanation. A
simple error, twice repeated, seems unlikely for such an experi-
enced navigator in calm and relatively clear weather.'® But if the
desire is to sail south-east then the 42° north would certainly
provide a good excuse since Quinsay and Zaiton could not
possibly lie that far north, and Marco Polo could therefore be
appeased. This of course is the one reason Columbus does not offer
for his change of direction, although it would on the surface be
the most convincing. This seems to indicate that the positional
error was not the reason for Columbus's alteration of course, but
rather a post hoc justification to himself for that alteration. It could
not be a fabrication: Columbus's conscious mind must have
known perfectly well that it was wrong, and anyway such an
inconsistently held fabrication could have convinced nobody.
Rather Columbus wanted to sail south-east instead of the obvious
north-west (obvious, that is, if he were seeking the Grand Khan's
aties), and the faulty lantude reading enabled him to convince
himself that he was taking the correct and logical course. Once
the decision was irrevocable he could voice his own doubts and
put the mistake down to a faulty quadrant (J 67).

These pages of the Journal offer, then, a series of traces that
mark the site of a discursive conflict. The commentators have
been exercised by these traces but handicapped by attempting to
interpret them as a series of individual problems (an accident here,
a change of mind there), and, more seniously, as an unmediated
reflection of Columbus's mental processes.

A reading of the whole discursive conflict might look like this.

pr—
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In simple terms the traces mark the defear of the Oriental
discourse as the articulating principle of the Jowrnal. Until 29
October 1492 Columbus had, at least to his own satisfaction, been
able to get positive enough answers to his Marco Polo-based
questions to operate that interpretative grid. More to the point,
the directions indicated by Marco Polo coincided with where
both Columbus’s received notions and native fingers pointed
towards gold. On the coast of Cuba Columbus immediately,
without hesitaton and without comment, sailed north-west
before, in this flurry of explanations, strange manocuvres and
nonsensical asscssments of position, changing direcoon. The basic
point, as Sauer recognized, is that when the terrain made a south-
westerly course no longer possible and forced a choice between
north-west and south-cast, Columbus chose south-east because he
was more likely to find gold in that direction: not of course the
gold of Cathay, but exploitable mines of *savage gold’. This was
not just a difficult decision, it was one that could not be brought
to textual consciousness, for to do so would have been to admit
that the whole discursive structure of the Columbian enterprise
had been in vamn. As a result the text has to be studded with
convincing reasons for the decision to sail south-east but, like
Freud’s example of the neighbour who fails to return the
borrowed kettle, Columbus gives just ree many. The meteorolog-
ical points are adequately covered by Sauer's comment: they
enable the text vo suggest that moving northwards in winter (on
the coast of Cuba!) might be unwise, but they neced firmer
support. This is provided by the unconsaiously deliberate mis-
taking of Alhrk for Polans.

In this ight the embassy can be seen not so much as a genuine
attempt to locate an Onental court as Columbus furnishing
himself with a deasive piece of empincal proof as to the absence
of Oriental courts. Nobody had even suggested there were any
nland from the Rio de Mares — the carlier news had been of a city
inland from a more westerly river; there was no reason at all for
supposing there were any large aities to be found. But by creating
the sense of expectation and therefore subsequent disappointment
the text can produce, as it were, a smokescreen behind which the
direction of Columbus’s departure will not seem of significance.
In other words the embassy was sent with such excessive
solemnivy in order that it veturn a failure. The incident is given
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extensive coverage in the Jowmal. The Letter can afford to be
laconic:

| sent two men inland to learn if there were a king or great
aties. They travelled three days’ journey, finding an infinity of
small hamlets and people without number, but nothing of
importance. For this reason they returned. (] 192)

The departure of the embassy creates a space of four days that
prove to be the still centre of the Jowrnal, The relentless forward
momentum of the enterprise is halted. Time is almost suspended.
These are the pages of the Journal richest in description of the
natural world. It s the first European idyll in the tropics.
Textually, too, a space has been opened up into which the
Herodotean discourse can unfold itself, particularly (since this is
what concerns us most here) its darker side, because it is while the
embassy is away, while, as it were, the Oriental discourse is
occupied elsewhere, that we read for the first ime of ‘men with
one cye, and others with dogs’ noses who eat men' (J 52):
deployment of the standard Mediterranean teratology.

Again it 15 no accident that at the end of this idyll (in fact as a
way of announcing the end of it) Columbus presents his most
important policy statement so far, quoted in direct speech by Las
Casas. It begins as an argument for the natural goodness of the
Annllean natives (‘very free from wickedness and unwarlike . . .
naked . .. not very black’); trusts that Ferdinand and Isabella will
be well received by their Creator for having converted so many
pagans (trying to salvage at least something from the goldless and
spiceless and Khanless month since the first landfall); prays for the
life and empire of his sovereigns; and only then can say what the
last four days and innumerable words have been building up to:

Today | refloated the ship and | am preparing to set out on
Thursday in the name of God, and to go to the south-ecast to
seek for gold and spices and to discover land. (] 57)

These words were written on Tuesday 6 November. The entry
ends on a note of unparalleled bathos:

All these are the words of the admiral, who thought to set out
on the Thursday, but, as he had a contrary wind, he was not
able to set out until the twelfth day of November. (] 57)
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So much for the onset of the northerly winds of winter. There are
no more entries at all untl the wind changes.

6

During this period of stasis on the coast of Cuba the Oriental
discourse is displaced as the articulating principle of the
Columbian text by the Herodotean discourse of savagery. The
far-reaching nature of this displacenrent, evident only in the
textual upheavals, is disguised to some extent by the continuity
apparently given by the signifier common (and indeed pivotal) to
both discourses: ‘gold’. But the shift can in the end be charted by
the gradual displacement of the metonyms of Oriental gold by
those of savage gold. In October Columbus was hearing of *a
king who had large vessels of it and possessed much gold’ (] 26),
of ‘very large golden bracelets on the legs and arms’ (] 29), and
of ‘bracelets on their arms and on their legs, and in their ears and
noses and around their necks' (J 30). After October this becomes
natives digging gold (] 58), or sieving and smelting it (J 107), or
collecting grains as large as lentls (J 142), as large as grains of
wheat (J 140), or larger than beans (J 140). (One can note a
displaced concern with sustenance in the language.) As a result
Quinsay is no longer mentioned as a destination; the Grand Khan
and his merchant ships make occasional appearances still, but only
at moments where there is no danger of empirical contradiction.
Displaced as an articulating discourse, Oriental terminology
remains only as vestigial.

The shift in the dominant signified of “gold' is, it should be
emphasized, determinant. One of its effects is to determine the
outcome of the struggle over the signifier ‘canibal’, but an
immediate resolution could hardly be expected in so fraught a
text. The glossing of ‘canibal’ as ‘soldier of the Khan' fights a
rearguard but essentially diversionary action (23 November), and
the phonetic equivalence, its most powerful weapon though not
brought into play until 11 December, isin essence a Parthian shot,
a gesture as empty as the Cuban embassy. There is nothing now
to prevent the ‘canibales’ assuming their role as man-eatng
savages. On 26 December, just fifteen days after the supposedly
‘decisive’ phonetic connection, Columbus promises the destruc-
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tion of the ‘people of Caniba’ without it now appearing worthy
of mention that they may be the soldiers of a civilized potentate.

7

This then, in considerable but necessary detail, is the discursive
morphology of the word ‘canibal’, demonstrating just how it
becomes attached to that ‘meaning’ of 'man-eating savages', a
process which, although in constant response to the events of
Columbus’s voyage through the Caribbean islands and to his
interchange with their nadve inhabitants, has nothing at all to do
with simple observation or record. The ‘historical principles’ of
the Oxford English Dictionary serve here to occlude history.

But this kind of ‘internal” analysis can never be purely formal
or autonomous in the sense of being generated solely by the level
of the textual operations that are laid bare. Any political reading
must interpret the narrower textual conflict in terms of larger
politico-narrative units = must see it, in Medvedev's word, as an
~ideologeme, whaose significance only becomes apparent in the
larger context. But neither does this imply giving explanatory
pricrity to that broader level. The interplay should be
dialectical.*®

For particular purposes the focus here has been fixedly on the

~level of vncabulary but one of the wider issues must also be
broached, since it will prove to ‘be a theme of some importance in
almost all the sncceeding chapters. Over the last five centuries
many of the intellectual and political debates about America have
centred on the question of how to approach its nn-.*rlty‘l whether
the categories of the Old World are sufficient to contain the New
World within them, or whether that novelty needs recognizing
by the formulation of ‘new’, more appropriate categories. Similar
debates have taken place within natural history, archacology,
political theory and many other areas, always haunted by the
impossibility of inventing purely ‘new’ categories, and by the
radical difficulties in understanding the indigenous American
categories on their own terms.

Within the terrain of colomial discourse the problems have
always been slightly different to the extent that novelty, as will be
scen in Chapter 3, has always played a limited and very particular
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role, while the main thrust has always been to relate America to
the established norms of the Old World. This tendency has
several aspects of which the legal was probably the most cruaal
since it was obviously important that America should be sub-
sumed under the jus gentium used to establish European rights to
possession of land. Imaginanvely, too, it was probably under-
standable that points of comparison and contact should be sought
with the experience of the Old World, but here the relevant
discourses have tended to be those which already dealt with
worlds other than Europe. As the European nations, especially
England, took on their imperial roles, the classical world of the
Mediterranean grew in importance as a repository of the images
and analogies by which those nations could represent to them-
selves their colonial activities. Much, as we will see in Chapter 6,
turns on an unlikely comparison between 5t Vincent and Car-
thage. The court party in The Tempest and Roobinson Crusoe both
follow — or are taken on — triangular courses, from Europe to
Africa to America, as if in part to facilitate this discursive
transference that will help manage the fearful novelty of the New
World.

Of course this Mediterranean discourse (conjoining the classical
and the Biblical) had not stood still since classical times, even
though, since one of its purposes is to stereotype otherness, the
discourse does not often have an openly historical dimension. The
threat from Islam was obviously a factor, although it does not
impinge significantly on the story here. And we have already seen
how the classical image of the Orient was, though not con-
tradicted, given a significant new input of detail and imagery by
the western travellers who had raken advantage of the Tartar
peace (1241—1368).

The large histoncal irony, though, whose consequences
Columbus never escaped, was that however fantastic the tera-
tologies of classical discourse, however wonderful the riches of
Cathay, however much, in a word, we read these discourses as
telling more of the collective fantasies of Europe than of the
cultures of the Nubians, the Scythians or the Tartars, the products
of the Far East did reach Europe: the spice trade was material
evidence that could not be gainsaid.

For centuries Genoa and Venice had been competing in the
import of Oriental products. The routes from the East were long
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and difficult, the middlemen many. During the Tartar peace the
prospect was opened, briefly bur tantalizingly, of a more direct
commerce that would lower prices and raise profits. A Genoese
expedition had attempted the western circumnavigation as carly
as 1291.2% The fall of Constantinople {1453) and vight Turkish
control of the Middle Eastern trade routes made that task more
vital. Columbus himself was decply implicated in the Genoese
commercial network: Cipolla calls him quite simply the ‘agent of
Genoese capital’; his chief supporters and financial backers were
certainly Genoese,?' But this search was — as a commercial
enterprise — doomed to failure. For one thing it was based on a
profound ignorance of Asia: no one in Europe knew that the
Mongols had been expelled from China by the Ming dynasty in
1368, For another, European supplies of gold, the tradidonal
payment for eastern spices, had been almost exhausted. 22 China
had always scorned even the best European merchandise;
Columbus with a ship full of cheap baubles was hardly likely to
make much impression on Chinese entrepreneurs. It was obvious,
at least in retrospect, that Europe needed either sufficient arms to
force an entry into Eastern trade, or an alternative source of gold
to ensure the continuity of the traditional exchange. Portugal
managed for a while to follow both these options at the same
time, diverting at least part of the ancient trans-Saharan gold
trade away from the North African coast towards the Lower
Guinea coast, while forcing a violent entry into the East Indian
spice trade.?® Spain, having had to forswear a share of the African
trade, had little option but to pursue the western route, either, as
the Genoese wanted, to find a direct sea route to Asia, or, as the
Castilian pattern suggested, to follow through the acquisition of
land and natural resources in the Atlantic; after all medieval
geography populated the Ocean Sea with plenty of land, some of
it gold-bearing.24

The discourses which conflict within the text of the Journal are
therefore imbricated with, and not finally comprehensible apart
from, these commercial concerns. Oriental discourse was the only
available language in which the project of Genoese commerce
could find its articulation. The Herodotean discourse of savagery
which, in however refracted a way, deals with issues of disputed
land and fractious indigenes, was appropriate to an emergent
Castilian expansionism which had already begun its westward
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translation with the conquest of the Canary Islands and their
native Guanches, probably a more significant precedent to their
Amenican adventure than the less clearcur relationship wath
Andalusian Islam.2%

Columbus's change of direction on the Cuban coast can
therefore be seen in this broader perspective as, if not the end then
at least the beginning of the end of a particular Genoese dream.
The last straw would come with Sebastran Cabot's abortive 1525
voyage which confirmed that Spain had lost too much ground to
the Portuguese to be able to compete for the trade of the East.®®
The Genoese had to content themselves with controlling Spanish
trade with the New World and developing their finance capital-
ism into the complex web that entangled the Spanish monarchy.
Fernand Braudel has seen all this as a defensive action on the part
of the Mediterrancan world to hold off what, after the event, can
be seen as the inevitable mse of the Atlantic economies, with the
consequent move northwards of the pivot of European
capitalism.

To some extent all this rephrases a very old and vexed question
concerning Columbus's ‘'motive’. The vexation comes at least in
part because of the diffhiculty of finding concrete evidence for
something as tenuous as ‘'motive’. Nevertheless, it could be that
the position outlined here would reconcile some traditionally
antagonistic views. The Columbus of the Journal and the Letter
‘believed” he had reached Asia. But Henry Vignaud and Ceeil
Jane were making valid observations in suggesting, respectively,
that ‘those Islands and Mainlands which . . . shall be discovered or
acquired in the said Ocean Seas’ (the formula of the Capitulations
agrecd berween Columbus and the Carholic monarchs)®? 15 an
odd way of referring to the Cipangu and Cathay of Marco Polo,
and that it would have been ‘an entirely fatuous undertaking’ to
send practically unarmed vessels to take control of a powerful and
reputedly friendly kingdom.?® Totally fanciful, though, are the
hypotheses that Vignaud and Jane construct regarding
Columbus's ‘real motive' of reaching unknown lands, with their
subsequent need to denounce the authenncity of the corre-
spondence with Toscanelli and even to question Columbus’s
ability to read at all in 1492.2° But many of these differences can
be defused if the language of the Capitulations is seen as
necessarily ambiguous, precisely to embody two different sets of
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possibilities that came into 3 tenuous and ultimately tortuous
compromise. 'Compromise’ is not in fact the right word: it
sounds too deliberate and in any case implies a third positon
between two incompatible ones. The difhculty is again that of
having to use words against their intentionalist grain. ‘Am-
biguous’ is wrong too, if unavoidable, since it is a question of
variable referents rather than variable signifieds: ‘lslands and
mainlands’ could refer, within Orientalist discourse, to China and
Japan; but it could also refer to whatever might be discovered,
Antlia perhaps, or another cluster of islands like the Azores.
Perhaps it could be said, paraphrasing Nietzsche, that the whole
point of language, particularly the language of legal agreements,
is that it enables vou not to specify what you mean, so that the two
sets of commercial assumptions and the two discourses associated
with them could happily, for a while anyway, share the same
signifiers, It was in the end a question of a form of words which
temporarily allowed two incompatible positions to proceed as if
they were not incompatible,

To say more than this would be to enter the murky waters of
psychological speculation. It would hardly be over-bold, in the
light of supporting texwal evidence, to suggest that Columbus
*had in mind’ China and Japan, while Ferdinand and Isabella were

- more concerned with the possibility of finding other Atlannc

islands. But any statements of intentionality - that Columbus
framed the Capitulations to allow that very compromise, or that
Ferdinand and Isabella deliberately took advantage of Columbus's
absession to embark on a gamble by which they had little to lose

.and possibly much to gain — remain purely hypothetcal.?®

It s difficult too, bur proper, to resist the single step that
separates the unconscious textual processes analysed here from the
unconscious processes of its author — ‘Columbus’ the character
produced by the text from the ‘real’ Columbus. At the heart of
my explanation of how ‘canibal’ came to take on the ‘meaning’
that it has since borne in the major European languages 1s the
suggestion that the discourse of savage gold — the discourse that
articulates Castilian expansionism = is in the last analysis the
controlling motor of the Journal despite the fact that the enterprise
had been initiated and framed within the discursive parameters of
Genoese commerce. [t is easy for us to see why thart had to happen
and why therefore, in part, the Journal is such a fraught text: the
crossing of such a large expanse of unknown ocean could only
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ever have been accomplished by someone convinced, if for
entirely the wrong reasons, that he was going to find land as
relatively quickly as Columbus did - quickly, that is, bearing in
mind the actual distance of the Asian coastline from the western
coast of Europe. Such an achievement could enly be based on a
profound misapprehension of the nature of the enterprise. And
yet, while all the evidence suggests that Columbus remained
convinced to the end of his life that he had achieved what he set
out to achieve, it has been argued here that the Journal, unconsci-
ously, is articulated by a quite radically incompatible principle. It
would be casy, but meaningless, 1o talk of Columbus's ‘unconsci-
ous motives', of an unconscious internalizing of Castilian
values:*! such motives are forever out of reach. Yet the textual
analysis finds its support in a strange place. Discursively the
Columbian enterprise is seemingly a product of the Genoese
dream of an Oriental trade but, although that discourse finally
flounders on the ‘northerly-inclining" coast of Cuba, the enter-
prise has, unrevealed to the text, been carrying the seeds of its own
destruction within it, literally within it, since whart kind of trade
with the great and powerful Khan of Cathay could be carried out
on the basis of the few chests of baubles kept in the holds of the
three ships — “these brass bells that can't be worth more than a
penny'?

The baubles offer themselves for interpretation. As an embodi-
ment of the new economic order of colomalism growing within
the husk of medieval commerce. As a sign that Columbus really
‘knew’ that the Genoese dream was a fantasy. But perhaps they
should just be seen as a mark of the growing power of the new
European states, leaving Columbus — the *Columbus’ of the
Jowrnal — as the index of a discumsive transformation whose
consequences will be traced in the chapters that follow.

Columbus’s last anchorage of the first voyvage was on the

northern coast of Hispaniola at a harbour just east of a pomnt still
called Las Flechas (The Arrows):

SUNDAY, JANUARY I3TH ... He sent the boat to land ar
a beautiful beach, m order that they might take ajes to eat, and
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they found some men with bows and arrows, with whom they
paused to talk, and they bought two bows and many arrows,
and asked one of them to go to speak with the admiral in the
caravel, and he came, The admiral says that he was more ugly
in appearance than any whom he had seen. He had his face all
stained with charcoal, although in all other parts they are
accustomed to paint themselves with various colours; he wore
all his hair long and drawn back and tied behind, and then
gathered in meshes of parrots’ feathers, and he was as naked as
the others. The admiral judged that he must be one of the
Caribs who cat men |gue debia ser de los caribes que comen los
hombres|. (] 146)

This is the first of many descriptions of ‘cannibals’ that will be
quoted in this book. Modern ethnography is of the opinion that
the man was not a Carib, but rather a Ciguayo Arawak, a small
group scparated culturally and linguistically from the Taino
Arawak with whom Columbus had had most contact.®? But
irrespective of who the native really was (and this is one of the
issucs considered in the next chapter) what is of most interest is the
process whereby Columbus arrives at his actribution. The manisa
natve American but uglier in appearance than the natives already
encountered. ‘Ugly in appearance’ is glossed in such a way as to
make it clear that what is being referred to is not intrinsic physical
characteristics but rather extrinsic cultural features. From these
alone — charcoal stain and parrots’ feathers — Columbus ‘judges’
that the native is a man-eating Carib.

The encounter then follows the classic pattern. Columbus asks
about gold, the native points east towards the next island in the
chain, Borinquen (Puerto Rico): ‘The Indians told him that in
that land there was much gold, and pointing to the poop of the
caravel, which was very large, said that there were pieces of that
size” (] 146). If one could postulate a direct correlation between
the natives” desire to see the back of the Spaniards and the size of
the gold nuggets to be found on the next island then the Ciguayos
were very keen to be left alone. This would be confirmed by the
fact that the first skirmish between Spamiards and Amerindians
tollowed directly upon this exchange, occasioned (according to
the report received by Columbus, who was not among the
landing party) by a Ciguayo attack on seven Spaniards during a
trading session:
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Afterwards the Christians returned to the caravel with their
boat, and when the admiral learned of it, he said that on the one
hand he was sorry, and on the other hand not, since they would
be afraid of the Christians, for without doubt, he says, the
people there are, he says, evil-doers, and he believed that they
were those from Carib and that they eat men. (J 148)

The soldiers of the Grand Khan are no longer even worth a
mention., ‘Carib’ could not exactly be said to mean “anthropopha-
gous’ as yer, but it is very clearly a place, and the most prominent
characteristic of its inhabitants — indeed the only one worth
mentioning at all — is thar “they eat men”. Once again this process
takes place in a discursive vacuum at some distance from what it
purports to refer to. There is no evidence that these people are
*caribes’ or ‘canibales’ other than Columbus's unsupported sup-
position; there is no evidence at all that they eat men. Two things
have changed. The words ‘carib’ or ‘canibal’ are now being used
consistently with the ever-present and unqualified gloss ‘those
who eat men’. And those whom the Spaniards consider as
‘caribes’ have demonstrated a capacity for resistance.

Gold now lies to the east: to the east are the lands of Carib.
What more could Columbus want?: to find gold and to confirm
the teratology of Herodotus at one and the same ume. On
Tuesday 15 January 1493 he seems to hesitate: the island of the
‘caribes’ 15 difficult to visit *because that people is said to ear
human flesh’ (J 150). On Wednesday the nettle is grasped: "He set
out from the gulf ... to go, as he says, to the island of Canb’
(J 152). But the wind blew stronger than his determination and
the course was set for Spain. The Journal is a wonderfully rich and
strange text but nothing in it can compete with the final irony
that desire and fear, gold and cannibal, are left in monstrous
conjunction on an unvisited island.

9

Before its rediscovery in 1701 only a handful of people had read
Columbus’s Journal; many thousands however had read the letter,
‘written on the honieward voyage, in which Columbus sum-
marized and simplified the complexities of the longer document.
Dated 15 February 1493, the Lenter was given wide publicity. The
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original was printed in Barcelona in April 1493, and over the next
four years translations were published all over Europe in Latin,
French, German, ltalian and Catalan.??

The Letter, addressed in different editions o various high
officials although its contents are invariable, stresses the ferality of
the Caribbean islands and the tractability of their inhabitants. As
would be expected in 2 document of this kind — which was
basically a publicity brochure to attract further investment — the
tortuousness of the Jowmal has been ironed out into simple
findings. For obvious reasons the emphasis is now on the
guilelessness and generosity of the natives of Juana (Cuba) and
Hispaniola:

They refuse nothing that they possess, if it be asked of them; on
the contrary, they invite any one to share it and display as much
love as if they would give their hearts, They are content with
whatever trifle of whatever kind that may be given to them,
whether it be of value or valueless, | forbade that they should
be given things so worthless as fragments of broken crockery,
scraps of broken glass and lace tips, although when they were
able to get them, they fancied that they possessed the best jewel
in the world.(J 194)

This was especially good news since on Hispaniola ‘there are
many spices and great mines of gold and of other metals’ (] 104).

Possible drawbacks and dangers are not dwelt on but the Caribs
do make a late and rather tentative appearance:

Thus | have found no monsters, nor had a report of any, except
in an island ‘Carib,” which is the second at the coming into the
Indies, and which is inhabited by a people who are regarded in
all the islands as very fierce and who eat human flesh. They
have many canoes with which they range through all the
islands of India and pillage and take whatever they can. They
are no more malformed than are the others, excepr that they
have the custom of wearing their hair long like women, and
they use bows and arrows of the same cane stems, with a small
piece of wood at the end, owing to their lack of iren which
they do not possess. They are ferocious among these other
people who are cowardly to an excessive degree, but | make no
more account of them than of the rest. (] 200)
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Columbus's engagement ar Las Flechas is not mentioned and
there 1s no trace of the discursive struggle over the signifier
*Carib"; the people of ‘Carib’ are unproblematically the ‘mon-
sters’ — due to their anthropophagy — that many people, he says,
expected that he would find. They correspond to Herodotean
expectations and are firmly locked into that grid by the confirma-
tory evidence of the island of women (‘Matinine’), the Amazons
of classical ideology.?* Their ferocity is, in other words, fully
containable: ‘I make no more account of them than of the rest.”" [t
is via the Letter's condensation of the Jourmal's complexities that
the basic contrast within the native Caribbean population between
the guileless and the ferocious enters European consciousness,
with the ferocity exemplified by anthropophagy and sutured to
the word "Carib’ and its cognates.?®
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Figure 7 Columbus’s fleet attacked by canmibals: a fanciful Venetian illustration of cannibalistic ferocity in action.

2

Caribs and Arawaks

At the dme of their discovery the West Indian Ilands were
found to be inhabited by red-skinned people of altogether
peculiar character.?

1

Columbus's account of his voyage through the Caribbean gives
the first chapter to many histories. The theme here is the figure of
the native Caribbean within the discourse of European colonial-
ism. That discursive history, internal to European texts, could
strictly speaking be written without reference to the historical
Caribbean and its inhabitants, but only at the cost of refusing
engagement with the most challenging of historiographic and
political problems, and only, in addition, by repeating the self-
enclosing move typical of the workings of ideology, already in
this story starthingly apparent in those concluding moments of
Columbus’s first sojourn in the Caribbean islands. So, however
difficult the exercise, and however tenuous the answers, some
questions have here to be faced about the ‘historical reality’ of the
native Caribbean,

The European history of the area consists of four often
intertwined strands. There are the “first-hand’ reports of colonists,
missionaries and travellers, from Columbus onwards, who have
written accounts of the native Caribbean inevitably coloured by
their own purposes and predispositions. The lengthiest and most
valuable of these accounts are those written by the Dominican
and Jesuit missionaries who lived on good terms with the Island
Caribs over many years, and whose work has considerable
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ethnographic value. There are also the many histories of the
European nations in the Caribbean which, while sometimes
drawing on first-hand accounts, usually rely on the official
documents and reports lodged in European archives, where the
native culures tend to exist, at best, in the margins, And then
there are the two ‘scientific’ strands — often in practice overlap-
ping — which share native history: a developing but still relatively
small-scale Caribbean archacology with a terminus of 1492; and
an anthropology which, in the virtual absence of contemporary
native societies to use for comparative purposes, has had to rely on
an interpretation of accounts of the native Caribbean written
exclusively by Europeans in its attempt to reconstruct the
integument of native society on the eve of conquest. All these
works contain valuable empirical material, much of which is
made use of here.? None the less, in different ways and to different
degrees, they are all part of that fabric of colonial discourse that is
the subject of study here, so there can be no question of
considering them the independent and objective accounts they
usually present themselves as.

This chapter offers towards a history of the native Caribbean
merely the interrogation of these texts of colonial discourse, in
other words a continuation of the activity of critique, a reading
athwart the articulating acts of colonial power in order to effect an
wdeological analysis which, at the same time, will open up a
different terrain, a different set of historical and political questions.
That is the most that can be hoped for. Here, then, is no narrative
of colonial encounter, as in the other chapters. Instead the two
names, Canh and Arawak, mark an internal division within
European perception of the native Caribbean, a division variously
m:rﬁ.ﬁgtcd in all European accounts, from Columbus's first
joutings in his log-book to the historical and anthropological
works written today. An investigation of that central and perva-
sive couplet provides the framework for this chapter.

It should, however, be made clear just what topics are being
addressed here. Not at issue is the substance of the empirical
archaeological, anthropological, and linguistic work that has,
especially in recent years, greatly enhanced our understanding of
the kinds of native societies that existed in the Caribbean. The
question, as so often, is rather one of terminology. The distinction
Carib/non-Carib (later Arawak) has from the very first been used
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as the key to understanding the native Caribbean, a key whose
importance is testified to by its use in a wide variety of texts. The
implications of the previous chapter were clearly that the entry of
the word ‘canibal’ into European discourse with the meaning
‘man-cating savage' was, despite appearances, unsupported by
what would legally be accepted as ‘evidence’, and that the role

finally played by that word in Columbuas’s log-book could best be |

[ 4

-.ﬂplaim:d by an intemal conflict within that European dismurs-: \

mntmmuu with the classical Mediterrancan paradigm rhat it is-
tempting to see the whole mntricate web of colonial discourse as
weaving itself in its own separate space entirely unaffected by any
observation of or interchange with native Canbbean cultures.?

But even if some such argument were granted, historical
questions would still inevitably remain concerning the nature and
extent of the interchange between that pre-existing European
discourse, that is Celumbus’s grid of expectations and preconcep-
tions, and what acrually took place during those months in the
Caribbean. Must not Columbus have heard something very like
the phonemes of the word "Carib’? Surely, despite the linguistic
barriers, the natives of Cuba and Hispaniola conveyed to him
their genuine fear of their neighbours to the east? Is the
widespread use of the word ‘Carib’ in northern South America
and the Caribbean not evidence that Columbus heard correctly a
common and important ethnic term? Questions like this, offering
to ground that European discourse in a solid, pre-existent ‘real’
must be explored, with care.

2

European accounts of the Canbbean, historical or anthropolog-
ical, always tell the same basic story. In outline it goes like this.
The Caribbean islands had been populated first by the gentle
agriculturalists Columbus had met on his first voyage, who turn
out to have been called Arawaks; and then by the fierce, man-
cating and nomadic Canbs, who were renowned for sl:calnng
Arawak women, and who over several centuries had chased their
enemies up the chain of islands as far as Puerto Rico. The Island
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Arawak proved too fragile to resist the adversities of the Spanish
presence, falling vicum to the twin evils of new virus and
enforeed slavery, and rapidly died out. However the militant
Island Carib defended their islands so ferociously that the
Spaniards left them alone and turmed their attention to Mexico.
There is probably not much truth at all in this story, but its real
interest lies in its wording, which maintains a remarkable
consistency. This for example is almost all thar the standard
modern history of the West Indies has to say about the Amer-
indian population:

The Arawaks . . . were a kindly and peaceful people. They had
no reason to be otherwise ... In Coelumbus's nme the

Arawaks occupied all the greater islands of the Caribbean; but

in the easternmost island, Puerto Rico, they were already
suffering from the raids of an intrusive and far more warlike
people, to whom the Spaniards gave the name of Caribs. Carib
means cannibal; and cannibalism . . . was one of the character-
istics of these canoe-borne marauders who were pushing north
along line of the lesser Antilles and enslaving or destroying the
earlier inhabitants in their way.*

Deployed here are many of the characteristic devices of eth-
nocentric rthetoric, especially the value-laden terminology
{‘canoe-borne marauders’, "an intrusive and . .. warlike people’)
and the notions of population movements (‘pushing north along
the line of’, ‘in their way") that seem to belong to some
nineteenth-century discourse of racial destinies. And we are told
that ‘Carib" means ‘cannibal’ — a statement that is literally
meaningless. Even the revisionist histories of the post-colonial
period tend to an unproblematic acceptance of earlier termi-
nology. George Brizan sees Grenada's history as marked by
conflict from the very beginning:

The first conflict arose in the pre-Columbian era (pre-1492)
between the relatvely peaceful Arawaks and the hostile and
warlike Caribs. By the time Columbus arrived, Grenada was
firmly under Canb control;®

a version that again subsumes the Amerindians into a model of
conflictual relationships that probably has very little relevance to
pre-1402 histary.
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The Handbook of South American Indians, published in 1946—350
but still the standard anthropological reference book for the area,
constantly works in terms of, and therefore buttresses, the
conventional dualism:

The Carib relied more upon fishing than agriculture; theif
villages were only semi-permanent; they had more elaborate
canoes; placed greater emphasis upon warfare, choosing their
leaders by prowess in fightng rather than by inheritance,

lacked elaborate ceremonies: had no worship of idals; and were

cannibals The Carib, like the Arawak, were South
American in origin. According to their traditions, they came
into the West Indies no more than a century before the arrival
of Columbus; by his ime they had succeeded in conguering all
the Lesser Antilles and probably also the northeastern part of
Trinidad, exterminating the Arawak men who formerly lived

there and taking their wives as slaves . ... The Carib were™

more robust than the Arawak. They had well-developed,
flexible bodies and broad buttocks and shoulders. Their height
was medium, the skin olive-coloured, and the hair and eyes

black. When at ease they tended to be melancholy; when

aroused they became truculent and vindictive.®

Some of the anthrepological procedures evadent in such an
account will be examined later in the chapter, bot the loaded
vocabuliry is again worthy of note. To what extent, for example,
could societies of this level of organization be said to engage in
‘conquering’ or ‘exterminating’? What might it mean to sy
that the Carib, as a whole, had “flexible’ bodies? And, perhaps
most telling of all, what anthropological sense can it make to call
the average Carib height *medium’? What scale is being silently
evoked?

What we have, in other words, in texts that claim historical and
scientific accuracy, 1s the elaboration and corroboration of ethnic
stereotypes, more powerful for being embedded in contexts
which convey a certan amount of historical and ethnographic
information — though arguably not in this instance a great deal. As
always, the stercotype operates principally through a judicious
combination of adjectives which establish characteristics as eternal
verities immune from the irrelevancies of historical moment:
‘ferocious', ‘warlike’, ‘hostile’, ‘truculent and wvindictive' -
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these are present as innare characteristics irrespective of circum-
stance; and of course they ‘were” cannibals, locked by the verb
into a realm of ‘beingness’ that lies beyond guestion.”

This stereotypical dualism has proved stubbornly immune to
all kinds of contradictory evidence. For one thing the terrible
devastation inflicted on the native population of Hispaniola has
tended to reinforce the stereotype of the ‘gentle Arawak” despite
the extent of the military struggle that took place there. The
cacique Guarocuya, who was given the name Enrique by his
Franciscan mentors, is only the best-known leader of the native
resistance, so successful that the Spaniards had to let him establish
an independent enclave. Enriquillo was later elevated to the role
of national hero of the Dominican Republic, largely through the
influence of Galvin's novel of that utle.®

The Ciguayo, who made a brief appearance towards the end of
Chapter 1, provide another interesting example. A group of
Amerindians at the Bay of Las Flechas on the north coast of
Hispaniola were, it will be remembered, identified as Carib by
Columbus purely on the basis of their appearance — which he
considered threatening — and of a brief skirmish with a Spanish
landing party. Anthropologists subsequently rejected the Carib
hypothesis but, since the image of the Arawaks was gentle and
peace-loving, ‘a scparate group — ‘the Ciguayo' — had to be
posited, to maintain the punty of the Arawak/Carib division.?

The task, then, of the remainder of this chapter must be to find
ways of questioning those hard-held stereotypes, examining how
and why they came into being and have survived, while at the
same time ascertaining what kind of relationship to some notion
of *historical truth’ they might be said to hold; inevitably offering
in the process a rather different interpretation of the ‘evidence’ on
which such stereotyping is based. Beginning by looking at the
place occupied by the Island Canb within the discourse of South
American anthropology, the analysis will gradually move back to
the sixteenth century to uncover the roots of the relevant
terminological complexities.

3

Perhaps the most striking charactenistic of the Island Carib as they
have featured within vanious anthropological discourses is their
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tendency to occupy an anomalous and disquieting position, this
despite them being one of the first and most constantly known of
native American peoples, at least until the end of the eighteenth
century. The Handbook of South American Indians divides its
material according to the classificatory principle of the ‘culture-
area”s in other words South America is divided geographically
into areas which are seen to contin within them a relatively
homogeneous culture as compared to that of groups on the other
side of the dividing line. The major typological divisions de-
ployed in the Handbook are Marginal culture, Tropical Forest
culture, Circum-Caribbean culture, and Andean civilization (see
Figure 8). One sympathetic commentator noted three aims
behind this classification:

(1) to classify tribes or other culture-carrying units on the basis
of certain typical cultural traits; (2) to distinguish broad cultural
strata or levels and to indicate the developmental inter-
relationship of these levels; and (3) to determine, in so far as
possible, the concrete historical processes by which these
developments have taken place.'®

Clearly the editor of the Handbook, Julian Steward, faced monu-
mental difficulties in ordering the vast amount of ethnographic
material provided by some ninety contributors, but it is not clear
that the use of one terminology for three very different approaches —
typological, developmental and historical — could in the end have
been anything but misleading. Typological classification is at best
a uscful heuristic technique in ethnology that can highlight
similarities and differences and can result in the positing of a
culture area to concentrate the mind — in another context
Kirchhoff's construction of ‘Mesoamerica’ has proved particular-
ly fruitful.'* But this can only ever be one moment in a dialectical
process since such classifications are almost always arbitrary —
unlike, say, those of botany or historical linguistics, where the
typologies are also gencalogies. At worst the gathering of
"ﬂcul:urai traits' can result in a purely empiricist collection of
ata.

As typology, the classification could be regarded as adequate
for the Handbook's editorial purposes. The difficulties begin when
it 1s made the basis for hypotheses about developmental inter-
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Figure 8§ The convenuonal anthropelogical clissification of Amerin-
dian sooeties in pre-Columbian South America,

relationships and concrete historical processes. Although the
classification claims validity through its saentific objecavity, it
carries with it, as the terms ‘marginal” and ‘civilization’ attest, a sct
of unexamined evolutionary premisses.!? [t is these premisses
alone — rather than the examination of any actwal historical
evidence — that set in motion the four categories and enable the
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editor to speculate about the historical processes that resulted in
their configuration at the beginning of the sixteenth century.
Archaeological evidence now contradicts these speculations, but
they were always founded on invalid theoretical premisses.
Here as elsewhere it 15 the Island Carib who best reveal the
inconsistencies of the attempted classification. Tropical Forest and
Circum-Caribbean are primarily geographical culture areas, and
clearly the Carib and Arawak of the islands fall into the larter
category — or should do. But Steward’s collation of geographical
culture areas with evolutionary stages — Tropical Forest desig-
nating 2 relatively primitive village-based farming/hunting
economy, and Circum-Caribbean a more advanced agniculrural
mode with a political and religious organization of some com-
plexity — results in the anomaly of the Island Carib being analysed
as a typically Tropical Forest ‘tribe’, despite living in the middle

- R ot ; i/ A
of the Circum-Caribbean area, The implicit suggestion, carried J"r‘,' e
by the overt anomaly and fully in keeping with the moralisic )<,
tone of the descriptions looked at earlier (‘intrusive’, ‘marauding’, ' 'a"'

‘exterminating’), is that the Carib are out of their ‘proper” place, |

that they really 'belong’ in South America just as they ‘belong’ to
the Tropical Forest classification, and that their presence in the
Caribbean is therefore an intrusion. This, after all, is 2 common
colonialist topos, already found in Columbus, whereby one
group of natives — who have shown themselves more aggressive —

are designated as intruders with_respect to a more docile group, ':J'.-".ﬂ- !
the colonizers gallantly and unselfseckingly taking upon them- )°

selves the rask of protecting the docile by removing the intruders.

{ e
g
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The anthropological language, no doubt sharpened by the recent
fight against expansionism in Europe, carries at least a hint of this

topos,

The inherent anomalies of the whole ‘culture-area’ concept,
largely glossed over in discussion of the rest of the subcontinent,
are here forced to the surface in order to maintain, and indeed
foreground, the CaribfArawak dualism. That could no doubt be
read as evidence of an important ethnological division — which
marks rwo kinds of culture in the native Caribbean — forcing its
way through an inherently flawed classificatory system. But it
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could also be argued that there must be other, ideological, reasons 4 "' _,)

for maintaining that dualism in such flagrant despite of the
classificatory system being employed.
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Culture-area classification, while no longer central to American
ethnology, was symptomatic of a division within the anthro-
pological purview that could not be more fundamental to its
disciplinary status, and which has particular and important effects
for discussion of the native Caribbean.

According to the historians of the concept, definition of the
term ‘culture’ by Edward Tylor in 1871 was the founding gesture
of modern anthropology: ‘the list of all the items of the general
life of a people represents that whole we call its culture."? Or to
take 2 modemn textbook definition:

the term culture refers to a particular set of people in a
particular environment who exhibit certain charactenistic
behaviors with the aid of a particular material culture, and in
reference to a particular cultural tradition. 4

This peculiarly obtuse and resolutely circular definition at least
serves to demonstrate the universal claims of anthropology:
according to such a definition no group of people anywhere in the
seworld could be without culture, a usage of the term that dates
from Herder's broad and generous relativism at the end of the
eighteenth century.!s
Under this visionary conception anthropology is, quite simply,
as its name proclaims, the study of human kind. In practice it has
been rather less than this, as the range of meanings within the
term ‘culture’ clearly demonstrates, Operating in a direct line of
descent from Tvylor's restatement of the comparative method,
culture-area methodology employs a typology drawn up on the
basis of shared ‘cultural' traits ~ for example: ‘the killing of
captives and ceremonial cannibalism; animal sacrifices; medicinal
blood-letting; sitting and urn-burial; feminine dress and pederasty
among male witch-doctors; the child's cradle; the hereditary
chieftancy, and peace and war chiefs’ — in other words a
conglomeration of material effects, social practices, and political
organization very different from anything that Matthew Arnold
or F.R. Leavis would recognize as ‘culture’, those manifestations
of art, science and philosophy characteristic of human creativicy at
ity best.'®
In pracuce, marked by an ethnocentric evolutionism evident in
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Tylor’s own work, anthropology has limited itself to study of
‘primitive’ societies. Some socienties, it might be said, ‘are cul-
tured’ 1 the humanist sense; other societies *have cultures' in the
anthropological sense. The deployment of anthropology is a
mark of culture in the first sense. In ‘some societies’ there are
anthropologists, who study ‘other societies’. The situation is
complicated, and not without irony. Anthropology studies other
societies and is constitutionally sceptical abour those societies'
nterpretations of their own practices — incidentally laying itself
open from a radical critique to the charge of ethnocentrism. That
scepticism, however, is not permitted to operate on the home-
lands of anthropology, where ‘culture’ remains supposedly
immune from ‘scientific’ penetration, the ‘anthropological’
techniques of sociology, including ideclogical analysis, being
commonly regarded as reductive when exercised on anything

" more complex than the somewhat ‘primitive’ habits of the

working class.

Put less tendentiously it might be said that anthropology as a
discipline is essentially implicated in the colonial encounter out of +
which it arose.'” From the founding moment of its American
prehistory in Fray Ramédn Pané’s Relacidn, it has almost always
involved written accounts of societies without writing: ‘Ar its
core [anthropology| is limited to the disciplines that focus on
non-literate_ man ... archaeology and prehistory ... and
cthnography and ethnology.''®* There can be no theoretical
justification for this narrowness of focus, so desperately at odds
with the universalism elsewhere proclaimed. Such self-limitation
is doubtless explained by the discipline’s consistent and inevitable
involvement with the development of colonial power relation-
ships, which has generally ensured that its focus has been directed
outwards from its European and North American bases. Given
the paradigmatic status of “scientific objectivity’, especially within
recent decades, thar self-limitation can also be seen as a bid for
‘proper’ scientific status. ;

The ideal, subsumed in Rouse's definition, is the mute subject-
matter of archacology. Next best — moving to ethnography and
ethnology — is the non-extant native society fully described by
reliable (i.c. western) observers. Also permissible is the extant
non-literate society, preferably with a single reliable informant
to act as mediator. In all these cases ‘native’ interpretations are, at
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worst, minimal. Little interferes with the clear anthropological
vision of the subject-matter. Writing is kept as much as possible
as the defining charactenistic of western culture, the pinnacle of
human achievement, with non-phonetic scripts disparaged, and
non-western scripts, when unavoidably recognized as such, usu-
ally seen as beyond the ken of their cultural descendants.
Anthropology has consistently operated this dichotomization:
primitive and civilized, non-literate and literate. It has functioned
*to divide the world into two, one part (ours) that can be taken ac
its word, the other (not ours) that needs the interpreting voice of
| the anthropologist to make it comprehensible (1o us).'®
" But perhaps the most interesting term in the ‘core’ definition of
anthropology is *prehistory’, discussion of which will return us to
the Caribbean, The very notion of prehistory must be regarded as
a self-mutilation entirely of a piece with those already discussed.
Generally speaking it operates a guillotine which severs the non-
literate from history since history is here defined by the presence
of written records. The premiss behind this division is that in
*historical’ societies we know what happened because there are
writtenn records that tell us, there is a firm substratum of
incontrovertible ‘evidence’, while in ‘prehistonic’ societies there
are no written records and so we need to employ various forms of
expertise to interpret the mute remains that have come down to
us.?® While writing is undoubtedly a specal and generically
distinct kind of evidence, it is not distinguishable in principle
from, say, the lithic remains that archacology works with: both
are texts that must be read. History is indivisible.

But prehistory is also a moveable feast, of special interest here
because it is always and everywhere ended by the colonial
encounter: the prehistory of the Caribbean ended in 1492; the
prehistory of Peru not until 1530. There is a paradox here,
however, which has always haunted anthropology. The onset of
history produces records: it becomes possible to investigate with a
reassuringly textnal basis. Yet the object of the investigation lies
always just the other side of that great divide: the prehistoric tribe
before the moment of the colonial encounter, when it was still in
its pure and unadulterated state, entirely different.

What complicates matters is that methodologically that mo-
ment of the colonial encounter is indeed erucial, but the crux has
nothing to do with the spurious prehistory/history couplet. The
really important distinction concerns the availability or not of
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self-description. This needs a word of explanation, All extant
societies are potentially self-descriptive. Most will have narratives
in some form (written or oral) that account for their social
practices; if not, they can always be asked what they are doing and
why. All non-extant literate societies were self-descriptive to the
extent that we can read their writing.?! This does not involve, it
should be stressed, taking these self-descriptions as adequate
accounts: they are simply further but particularly significant
evidence. The significance of the evidence is probably wide-
ranging, but its most important role, and certainly the one of
most interest here, is its unique ability to answer the question
‘who?" — ‘who?" being a question that can only properly be
addressed to the second person: ‘Who are you?'; and can only
properly be answered in the fist person: ‘We are ...". Social
anthropology has recently recognized the importance of this kind
of statement, and terms it ‘ethnic self-ascription’.22 What martters
is not so much the ascription itself, though that can be revealing,
but the dimension of the ‘we’, the perception of where the limits
of one's community lie. Methodologically, this distinction is
absolute: ethnic self-ascription either is available or not. Certainly
in the case of non-literate societies there can be no reading back of
self-ascription into pre-encounter evidence, a fact of some re-
levance in consideration of the native Caribbean.

5

The anthropology of the Handbook of South American Indians takes
no account of ethnic self-ascription. Naming is taken as self-
evident and of no great significance. Nothing is made of the fact
that the self-ascribed Yamani of Tierra del Fuego are called in the
cthnographic literature Yahgan, a geographical name bestowed
on them by a missionary; or that the self-ascribed Choanik of
Chile are now for some forgotten reason called Tehuelche; ar that
the self-ascribed Che, also in Chile, are now called Araucanian
after Ercilla’s cpic poem La Araucana (1568-9), Ercilla having
coined the name to refer to the Amerindians of the particular
locality of Arauco.??

It has probably become obvious by now that there is an
extraordinary discrepancy in the anthropological accounts of the
native Caribbean. The nomenclature of the Handbook — which is



http:Arauco.23
http:writing.21

58 COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS

still standard — is based on analysis of cultural traits. It may
sometimes overlap with a possible seli-ascription, but that is never
a raison d'éire for the classification: the sub-Taino of the Bahamian
islands were hardly likely to refer to themselves as such. Bue the
historical account given of the area speaks confidently of units ("an
intrusive and ... warlike people’, ‘by which the Carib distin-
guished themselves')2* clearly acting very like national entities
with a sense of common identity and purpose.

Just how misleading anthropological nomenclature can be is
illustrated by the case of *The Ciboney', who merit a section of
their own in the Handbook of South American Indians, Brief
European reports from the time of contact had suggested the
existence of non-agricultural and non-Arawakan speaking groups
in some coastal areas of Hispaniola and Cuba. There is little
documented evidence of their contact with Spanish colonists,
although rewards were still being offered for their extermination
in the extreme western part of Cuba at the beginning of the
seventeenth century. Archacologists have found and analysed
non-ceramic complexes both in these remote coastal areas and
underneath ceramic strata in other parts of Hispaniola and Puerto
Rico. These have been named for their type-sites.®

Very hittle is known about the people who occupied these sites,
and their culture is defined largely by the absence of traits such as
pottery. It is presumed that they were the earliest inhabitants of
the Caribbean islands but there is still disagreement as to where
they had come from: it is even possible that different groups had
migrated from different parts of the mainland. There is no
evidence of what any of the groups called themselves, if anything,
and no likelihood that the different groups were united by a
singular ethnic sense,

The word ‘Ciboney’ is reported by Las Casas and may have
been a disparaging term used by the dominant Arawakan-
speaking culture on Hispaniola to refer to one or more of those
groups not involved in the agricultural economy: a possible
etymology is siba (= rock) plus eyeri (= man).?® But in 1921
M.E.. Harrington, in the interests of anthropological typology,
cmployed the word ‘Ciboney’ to refer to all the non-agricultural
groups and pre-ceramic complexes in the Caribbean, thereby
foreclosing all the important historical questions through the
assumption of a common ethnos (‘the Ciboney’) that almost
certainly never existed.2” To compound matters the materially
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and politically less complex, but still Arawakan-speaking culture
of Jamaica and central Cuba is usually referred to as *sub-Taino',
which is rather like calling the agricultural economy of western
Ireland ‘sub-English.'2%

These terminological over-simplications do not just affect the
marginal native cultures. In 1955 2 retired businessman and
amateur archacologist, Fred Olsen, began a series of digs on the
island of Antigua that led him back on a trail to mainland South
America, following in reverse direction the development of the
Saladoid pottery series (named after a site in the Lower Orinoco)
which is commonly assocated with the culture of the Island
Arawaks. This is an intrinsically valuable archacological task
which, arguably, took Olsen towards one of the heartlands of
American history.2® The problem lies in calling the search On the
Trail of the Arawaks and in speaking of the Amazonian origin of
‘the Arawaks’ 000 years ago. Irving Rouse, a professional
anthropologist, points this out in his preface to Olsen’s book,
separating Island-Arawak from Arawak and arguing that neither
term should be back-projected into the archaeological record: 1
would have referred to the Saladoid and Barrancoid peoples as
“ancestors of the Island-Arawaks”, instead of simply calling the
two peoples “Arawaks".' He continues:

This problem can best be approached by an analogy. The
present inhabitants of southern Great Britain call themselves
"English’, and recognize that their ethnic group, the English
people, is the product of a series of migrations from the
continent of Europe into the British Isles, beginning with
various prehistoric peoples and continuing with the Celts,
Angles, Saxons, Vikings, and Normans of protohistoric time.
Since the English people is a fusion of all these ethnic groups,
one cannot trace that people back further than A.D. 1066,

when the Normans, who were the last of the migrants, invaded
Britain.*?

Even leaving aside its rather dubious version of British history,
this is not a great help. For a start, ‘English’ is a self-ascriptive term
which has no obvious analogy in the native Caribbean since
‘Arawak’ — as Rouse is well aware — was a word never used by
any Caribbean Amerindians. But in addition the word ‘people’
can be deeply misleading in that ‘people’, in the sense of groups of
human beings, comes almost inevitably to be confused with
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‘people’ in the familiar modem sense of nations ~ ‘the Germans',
‘the French', and therefore ‘the Arawaks', or even ‘the Saladoid
people’. The definite article prescribes an ethnic unit where — in
the last two cases — none may have existed.

Some version of ‘Carib” was the only ethnic name to appear in
Columbus's log-book: he gives no name to the Amerindians he
actually meets. *Arawak' does not appear at all as an ethnic name
in the carly chronicles. It is first found in 1540 when Fray
Gregorio Batela, Bishop of Cartagena, gave his opinion on what
should be done to occupy the provinces of Caura, Guiana and the
mouth of the Orinoco, and mentions by name the Aruaca Indians
(as well as the Caribs). Four or five years later Rodrige de
Navarrete wrote an account of ‘the Provinces and Nations of the
Aruacos, who inhabit the coast of Tierra-Firme two hundred and
more leagues from the island of Margarita’.?! And it appears as an
established ethnic name (*aruacas’) in Juan Lopez de Velasco's vast
geographical treatise of 1§74.22 According to Daniel Brinton
‘aruac’ was in fact a contemptuous name meaning ‘meal-caters'
(from the importance of manioc to their diet) applied by their
neighbours to a group of Indians hiving between the Corentyn
and Pomeroon rivers in Guiana. This group called themselves
lukkunu’ (modem ‘lokona’) which meant, as so often in these
cases, simply ‘human beings'.33 Whatever its origin, 'Arawak’
(and its variants) was adopted by the Spaniards and applied to
both the self-styled Lokono of the Guianas and to their language;
and, as the extent of the related languages came to be appreciated,
it was adopted as the family name (Arawakan) of what is now
recognized as the most widely spread of all American language
families.

The first name given to the language of the Greater Antilles
was "Tamno’, by Comelius Rafinesque in 1836.%* ‘Taino’ may
have meant ‘noble’ or ‘person of importance’ in the language
spoken in Hispaniola.*® This name was then adopted by Harring-
ton (in 1921) and Loven (in 1935) to refer to the main culture of
these islands, and to their inhabitants.?® So the term slipped
imperceptibly, without anyone taking a conscious decision or
showing any awareness of the possible consequences, from the
level of linguistics, to that of culture, to that of ethnicity.
Mcanwhile, however, Brinton had suggested in 1871 that
Rafinesque’s Taino Janguage had been closely related to the
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Arawak language of Guiana. The Taino language was thus placed
within the family of Arawakan languages.?”

So neither Arawak nor Taino were ever, as far as we know,
self-ascriptions. We should be clear just what this implies. It does
not mean that the natives of the northern Canbbean (or the
natives of any particular island) had no self-ascription, or, even
without self-ascription, did not consider themselves a community
of some sort: it is just that we do not have the one thing (a name
used by them) that would count as conclusive evidence.

[

Little has been said so far in this chapter about the term “Carib’
because it has usually seemed — at least to anthropologists — much
less of a problem. It was realized in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries that groups on the mainland called themselves ‘Karina’
or some version of that name, which was seen as the same word as
‘Carib’, a perception strengthened by the political hnks between
the different communities.*® For Europeans the mhabitants of the
lesser Antilles were Caribs (however little the significance of that
verb was thought about) and clearly therefore their language was
Carib — a view enshrined in the magnificent dictionaries produced
by the French missionary Raymond Breton in the seventeenth
century.?® Modern linguistics did not significantly alver this
picture. ‘Canban’ (‘-an' being the linguistic suffix correspond-
ing to the archacological *-0id’) was adopted as a family name
for the related groups of languages that included those spoken by
the Karina, amongst them (just) ‘Island Carib’, a few speakers of
which could stll be found on Dominica at the beginning of this
century. The historically attested hostility between Arawak and
Carib could also be supported from the glottochronological
record, which posited speakers of a proto-Cariban language
spreading out along the South American rivers in much the same
way as the proto-Arawakan speakers before them, probably
contesting for the best agricultural land.*° These proto-Cariban
speakers were clearly then — so the story went — the ancestors of
the Caribs who spilled out on to the islands, presumably
exterminating — given their post-1492 absence — the Arawakan-
speaking men, and taking their women as wives. It was certainly
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recorded by all the early witnesses that the women had their own
language:

A peculiar feature of the language of the Lesser Antilles is that

Carib was spoken only by the men, while the women spoke

Arawak. The reason for this undoubtedly is that the Arawak

had been the principal object of Carib raids and that male

captives were killed but the women taken as wives. The

segregation of the sexes and the slavelike status of these women
. were sufficient to preserve the language differences,*!

But this account has one significant weakness which should - if its
implhications are followed — prove quite catastrophic to the whole
edifice of carly Caribbean history presented in these last para-
graphs. And that weakness is that 'Island Canb’, the language of
the hostile, man-eating, Arawak-hating natives of the Lesser
Antilles, is in fact an Arawakan language.

How is it, then, that with only one exception all the anthro-
pological linguists that have classified South American languages
in the last thirty years have called Island Carib a Cariban language,
when all specialist studies for at least a hundred years now have
concluded that Island Carib 15, on the evidence of Breton's
dictionary but in contradiction of his title, an Arawakan language
with a certain number of Carib lexemes?4?

The problem lies, as we saw in the last section with the word
‘Arawak’, in terminology overlapping from one discipline to
another. ‘Carib’ is a term used by anthropologists to refer to a
widespread ethnolinguistic culture, ‘Carib' iself being a seli-
descriptive term used by many of these groups. These groups then
form the core of the widespread language-family of ‘Cariban’
speakers. For analytic purposes it makes no difference at all what
linguists choose to call the languages they study nor, given an
equally clear set of procedures, does it matter what anthropo-
logists call the ndividual groups they set out to classify, But in
each case there has grown up haphazardly over the years a
conventional nomenclature that overlaps with certain terms used
as cthnic self-ascriptions. In the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries the ‘Caribbees” of the Lesser Antilles referred to them-
selves by some version of that name, ‘Carib® had been the first
ethnic name reported to Europe from the New World. Breton
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bad rescarched his magnificent Carib/French dictionary on
Dominica. The material culture of the island Amerindians was
similar to that of the mainland Caribs and there appeared in the
seventeenth century to be political ties between the two groups.
How then could a group called ‘Island Carib’ possibly speak
anything other than a Cariban language? So once again the Island
Carib — here in the shape of their language — proved an
uncomfortable anomaly for anthropological discourse, one too
unsettling to be confronted.

There never was a separate Cariban language spoken n the
Lesser Antilles; the non-Arawakan lexemes were pure Carib, not
a related language. The men were, in other words, diglossic rather
than bilingual *3 That purported explanation of the dual language
system was in any case self-evidently spurious since segregation of
the sexes would ensure that, if there had been two languages, the
children would have been brought up speaking the women's
language. The Carib lexemes presumably constituted a special
Jjargon, reserved for the men, that might have played a role in the
adolescent imuiation ceremonies marking the passage from boy to
warrior.** The presence of the lexemes could be explained by
raiding parties from the mainland having settled on the islands;
but it is more likely that Kan'na — as that Carib language is now
called — was used as a lingua franca for trading and was widely
known over the whole area s

So if the Island Canb spoke an Arawakan language, in what
sense at all could they be considered ‘Carib’? Again care 1s needed
over just how the term is used. Certainly by the sixteenth century
the inhabitants of the Lesser Antilles considered themselves as an
ethnic unit and called themselves *Carib’. According to Oviedo,
the word at this point meant in the native language ‘brave and
daring’, which perhaps suggests that it had been adopted from
Spanish usage as a badge of courage and unity in the war of
resistance, since the Spaniards employed it in fear.*® They may,
on the other hand, have called themselves “Carib’ before 1492; but
there s no way of knowing. It seems possible that Columbus’s
canthal was the narive *kanibna, meaningful in Arawakan lan-
guages but probably not in Cariban.*” Perhaps therefore ‘the
Canbs', like ‘the Ciboney’, was a name endowed on certain alien
groups by the Tamno, and which might not have corresponded at
this stage to any self-perceived ethnicity on the part of those
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groups. Some of these questions — though ultimately unanswer-
able — are pursued further in section ¢ of this chapter.

7

We have seen how the anthropological stereotypes of Arawak
and Carib found their underpinning in European accounts of the
native Caribbean and in assumptions about the native languages
spoken there. Bue, although there is no longer any direct
ethnographic evidence available from the Caribbean, anthropolo-
gists can also point to comparative mainland evidence, where
Arawak and Carib sometimes function as ethnic ascriptions in a
manner not far removed from the stereotypical picture. The US
anthropologist Lee Drummond takes this observation as the
starting point for his useful analysis of just what *being Carib’
might signify today in Guyana.**

Drummond gives a detailed description of the social structure
along the Upper Pomeroon River in Guyana. There are indeed
two identifiable types of settlement. One type tends to be close 1o
the Creole villages and schools, and is inhabited by Arawaks; the
other tends to be closer to the bush and more self-sufficient, and is
inhabited by Caribs. Creole English is the dominant language in
both communities, although the indigenous languages may be
used in the home. The Arawak claim to be more sophisticated;
the Carib are aggressive but shy. The anthropological descriptions
are unexceptionable; the interest of Drummond's piece comes
when he presses the question: just what does it mean in these
circamstances to ‘be Arawak’ or to ‘be Carib’? Where is the
essence of the distinction between the two communities? He shows
quite clearly that it does not come from any rigid social
separation: the physical boundary between the two communities
is far from sharp. But neither does it come from endogamy: of
one hundred births analysed by Drummond for the period
196970, nearly half were to couples not perceived as both
Arawak or both Carib. In fact it turmed out that Randolph, an old
man recommended to Drummond by other Caribs as a ‘real
Carib', was the son of an Arawak father, and that his own son is
married to an Arawak woman.

The conclusions Drummond draws are not inherently surpris-
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ing. Ethnicity is to be viewed as a matter of perception —no doubt
a complicated interaction of self-perception and perception by ~
others — rather than of being. There is no way of being inherently
Carib or Arawak, certainly no genetic pool that guarantees the
inheritance of a particular set of characteristics and personality
traits. That does not mean to say that the Carib/Arawak
distinction is of no significance, but rather that its significance
stems from its power as an ideology of tribal identity, no less real
in its determination of social and political life in that area.
Particularly interesting though is Drummond's historical per-
spective. He analyses the Carib/Arawak couplet as primarily a
pair of polarized stereotypes which can be traced back to the

- beginnings of European colonization in the Caribbean:

The European experience in the Caribbean and the Guianas
was ... with one of two kinds of Indians, as different in the
colonists’ eyes as night and day: the Arawak and the Carib. The
Carib were distinguishable as a people by their warlike nature;
they, or their ancestors, had pillaged and cannibalized through-
out the Lesser Antlles and along the *Wild Coast’ of the
Guianas, The Arawak, in contrast, were notable for their
‘pacific disposition” .,.. They submitted to extermination
with admirable grace and, where a few survived, settled down
peacefully in villages near colonial settlements.*®

:.i' Once established, the stereotype becomes a self-fulfilling proph-

ecy. If the Arawak are perceived as peaceable and likely to settle
near a colonial town for the purposes of trade, then any
Amerindian settling near a colonial town must 'be an Arawak’,
QED. And likewise any hostile Amerindian must, by definition,
‘be a Carib'.

This is as far as Drummond's own analysis goes. It is not
entirely clear just how far back he is prepared to push the notion
of stereotype; there is a suggestion in ‘the European experience’,
not entirely counteracted by ‘in the colonists’ eyes', that the
origins of the stereotypical couplet are being grounded in a ‘real’
CaribfArawak distinction that existed in the fifteenth-century
Caribbean. If so, this is an understandable move because surely,
one¢ might think, a stereotype cannot simply spring out of
nowhere: it must be grounded in some sort of experience,
however faulty the perceptions were. This question is closely
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related o another. In rwentieth-century Guyana the ethnic
couplet Carib/Arawak is deeply constitutive of Amerindian life,
so constitutive that it would be impossible not only for an
anthropologist to give an account of Amerindian society but even
for Amenndians to make sense of their own lives without using
the terms. And yet it could be argued (as Drummond does,
implicitly) that the terms themselves are deeply colonialist,
predicated upon the norms of white society from which the
_major cthnic groups of this particular area (Creole, Arawak,
Carib) take their difference in a series of negative definitions:
Creole from white, Arawak from Creole, Carib from Arawak.5°
If this is true then it demonstrates the quite spectacular success of
the process of hegemonization, in which even such a potentially
disruptive notion as identity of ethnic origins has been controlled
from the centre of political power.®! But must there not be some
point of contact with the distribution of ethnic identties in pre-
1492 South America? After all, ethnic identity was not itself a
European mventon.

These questions return us towards that epistemological bound-
ary constituted by 1492. But surely we do not quite have to run
up agamst that particular brick wall again? Can we not stop just
short, within the parameters of European experience rather than
vngrounded speculation, in order to ask the more limited
question: what was the situation at the moment of contact? What
did the ethnic map look like at the time of the first European
reports? But this would only be to rephrase the terms of our
problem. To begin with, we have already seen in the case of the
Caribbean how difficult it is to gather reliable evidence for ethnic
ascription, let alone ethnic self-ascription. But, a more radical
/ difficulty, even to speak of ‘the moment of contact’ is to obscure
" an important theoretical problem, However fine your pencil,
however diplomatic your presence, that line of ‘contact’ cannot
be made to disappear, that observer cannot be posited as invisible
and neutral. Strangers can be dealt with in many ways but they
cannot be ignored. So no evidence at all is neutral, none can
pretend to offer a description of the case before its own arrival: All
observed practices may be reactive but we do not even know that,
since, because we have by definition nothing to judge them
aganst, there s no criterion for making the distinetion between
reactive and non-reactive. In a realm of pure knowledge this
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would be an insuperable problem: ethnography would have to
remain an impossible dream. In the world of relative knowledges
that we inhabit it is still possible to write about native Caribbean
societies as long as one realizes that the object of study is to be
redefined as something like ‘native Caribbean societies in contact
with European colonialism®, This is not just a form of words, It is
a necessary shifting of terréin, which opens up a different series of
questions, questions not just somehow overlooked on the previ-
ous terrain, but structurally invisible.®2 The most important
possibility thereby raised is that the ethnic map of the Canbbean
area as described (however sketchily) by the early European
colonists, was itself the product of that colonial presence. This
would imply an interaction, whose strands it would be impossible
to separate, between three elements: the ethnic map as it existed
just before 1492; the ethnic realignments that may have tken

place in response to the European arrival; and the power of 7

European ideology to impose its own ‘perception’ of that ethnic
map on to the Amerindian population. The fact that the first of
these three strands 15 by defimton unknowable should not
mislead us into thinking that the other two are unproblematically
observable. The evidence is far from complete, and not easy to ¢
assess, :

The point of this long digression into historical linguistics and
contemporary anthropology is to make it clear that the ethno-
graphic record 15 considerably less straightforward than might
appear to be the case. *The . . . Caribes, a fierce nation of the West
Indies, who are recorded to have been anthropophagi® (OED) is
questionable not just because of the hidden implications of ‘who
are recorded to have been” — as was suggested in the last chaprer —
but also because ‘the Caribes’ is a far from self-evident term,
implying much more, with regard to ethnic or cultural bound-
aries, than can feasibly be supported from the evidence. But it was
clearly the early Spanish usage that determined the word's
subsequent role in European discourse, so it is this stage of the
word-history that now needs clarifying.

In the major European languages there is at present a clear
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separation in usage between the term cannibahsm (and its
variants) referring to a particular practice, and the term Canb
(and its variants), as substantive and adjective, referring to a
member of an ethnographically or linguistically defined group
inhabiting parts of north-eastern South Amernica and, formerly,
the south-easterly islands of the Caribbean chain. The adoption of
non-European words by European linguages is an interesting
phenomenon. There seems little logic involved in which native
Caribbean toponyms gained European currency: Cuba, rather
than Columbus’s Juana, Jamaica, but not Borinquen which
became San Juan de Puerto Rico. Columbus used 'Camba’ to
refer to the particular island occupied by the ‘canibales’ (at that
stage unvisited by him) and it survived as a generic name: 'las islas
canibales’ and later, in English, the Caribbee Islands, the official
name throughout the period covered by this book for the islands
subsequently called the Windward and Leeward Islands and now
generally referred to as the Lesser Analles. In one sense, then, the
‘canibales’ were simply those people thar inhabited the island
called ‘Caniba’, that name perhaps having no more other ‘mean-
g’ than *France' has in contemporary French. In fact, of course,
‘canibales’ was never used in the European languages in this
relatively neutral way, which is why it 1s of special interest in this
colonial context; nor, cqua]]}r ]JI‘Cdl-CtﬂIJ]Y. was its native mcmmg
— in whatever language — inquired into.®

The major slippage, however, was between ethnic name and
definitive social behaviour. The classical model acted here as
norm. The Anthropophagi were seen as an ethnic group: they
lived together in a particular part of the world (though not always
the same particular part), and their defining characteristic was that
they ate human flesh. Their name = anthro-pophagi — defined
them in its Greek transparency, and no further questions needed to
be asked. There was no suggestion that they might call themselves
by another name or choose, if asked, to highlight other aspects of
their social or gastronomic behaviour. These questions were
unthinkable within the deeply ethnocentric horizons of classical
ethnology fteratology.

The influence of Columbus's Letter and, one must assume, of
the oral reports of the first voyage that circulated, especially m
Seville and its environs, were immediate. Dr Diego Alvarez
Chanca, physician of the fleet, wrote the most graphic account of
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Columbus's second voyage to the Caribbean in a letter addressed
to the Chapter of the city of Seville, probably sent in January
1494. He tells of a ship’s boat landing on Guadeloupe, of the
native inhabitants of a village running away at the sight of the
Spaniards, and of the captain of the boat bringing away (i.c.
stealing) a portion of everything he could find:

he took two parrots, very large and quite different from any we
had seen before ... a great quantity of cotton, both spun and
prepared for spinning, and articles of food . . . besides these, he
also brought away four or five bones of human arms and legs.
On seeing these we suspected that the islands were those of
Carib [las de Caribe], which are inhabited by people who eat
human flesh. 54

Obviously in 1493 the word 'canbefcanibal’ had no indepen-
dent or transparent meaning in Spanish. Dr Chanca’s letter is
probably the first indication that the gloss ‘who eat human fesh’
would attach itsell so persistently to the word that it would, in
time, become its meaning in Spanish. The ‘evidence’, in the Journal
at best hearsay, is, if now material, hardly more convincing since
burning the flesh off the bones of dead bodies was common
mortuary practice throughour the native Caribbean. But the
Spaniards were predisposed to be convinced. A few days later one
of the parties sent o explore the island disappeared: “We had
already looked upon them as killed and eaten by the people that
are called Caribes, for we could not account for their long absence
in any other way."®® They turned up four days later having got
comprehensively lost. Or again, writing about the ‘Ciguayos’ of
northern Hispaniola, with whom some of Columbus’s men had
had a skirmish towards the end of the first voyage, Peter Martyr
says: “They are fierce and warlike, and it is believed thar they
descend from the canmibals (canibales), because when they come
down from the mountains to the plain to make war on their
neighbours they kill some of them and eat them.”®® So the web of
arrogations gradually expands. In Columbus the "canibales” artack
and eat their enemies; in Chanca ‘evidence’ of anthropophagy is
evidence of the presence of ‘canibales’; in Peter Martyr the reports
of anthropophagy amongst a non-Carib tribe = indeed one that
seems to have been under Taino control — mean that they must
have *canibales’ as ancestors.37
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The word's reception into English in the mid-sixteenth century
was very similar. Richard Eden's A Treatise of the New India
(1555), a translation of Sebastian Miinster's Cosmographia, has as a
heading ‘Of the people called Canibales or Anthropophagi, which
are accustomed to eate mans fleshe’;** Othello (1604) speaks of
‘the Cannibals, that each other eat’ (Liii.143). As in Spanish the
gist of that gloss is unremitting, gradually welding the imputation
of anthropophagy to the word ‘cannibal’ unul it really does
become 1ts meaning, a process not fully complete in Enghsh (on
the evidence of the Oxford English Dictionary) until 1748 when
Anson can write, without gloss, of ‘the necessity of turning
cannibal’. The endstop of this process comes when it can be
asserted as evidence of Canb anthropophagy that ‘carib means
anthropophagous’.

Beyond this lies only the tautology of ‘carib means cannibal’,
Within the course of these historical steps, though, the general
meaning of ‘cannibal’ as someone who eats human flesh had
become separated from ‘caribbee’ as an ethnic and geographical
term, in interesting contrast to Spanish where the term ‘canibal’
tended to disappear altogether during the sixteenth century, only
reappearing in the mineteenth under English and French influence.
This might seem to make sense. After all, given Spain's close
involvement with the Caribbean in the carly sixteenth century,
one might expect whichever term prevailed as the ethnic and
geographical marker (in this case ‘caribe’) to become established
in the language, while the vaguer and more mythological term
was dispersed by the power of empirical experience. Modern
attempts to draw an ethnic map of the Caribbean could then be
grounded in very early colomal ethnogeography.

Some of the carly Spanish examples certainly suggest an ethnic
referent. In 1498 Pané, talking of a Tainan invasion myth, has
‘Pero ellos pensaron primero que estos habrian de ser los canibales’
(But they thought first that these must have been the cannibals),
where the definite article appears to be a mark of ethnicity.®*® And
in 1503, as the demand for slaves grew acute, Queen Isabella,
probably swayed by lurid tales of anthropophagous savages
actively propagated by slave traders such as Juan de la Cosa,
usued her famous edict authorizing the capture and enslavery
of the Cambales, who are clearly envisaged as an ethnos
inhabiting certain specified islands (‘donde estaba una gente que
se dice Canibales”).5?
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Obviously at this time, with the word not yet well established
in Spanish, the usages fluctuate, and it is not always easy to specify
the field of reference implied by any particular example. Grad-
ually, however, as ‘caribe’ eame to replace ‘canibal’ as the usual
form, it becomes clear thae ethnicity is no longer connoted by the
word., The best evidence for this comes from the fact that irs
attested antonym, long before Arawak, was the Taino ‘guatiao’, a
word and concept, adopted from native Caribbean social practice,
of supreme importance within early colonial discourse. *Guatiao’
is sometimes translated as simply ‘friend’, but seems to have
meant something more like ‘compadre’, in other words the
closest relationship that can be established between two indiv-
iduals from different communities. Bartolomé de Las Casas,
speaking of Juan de Esquivel and the Taino Cotubano has: ‘they
called one another guatiae; this was seen as a close relationship
| parentesco] and as a bond of perpetual friendship and confedera-
ton.'®! Such a bond usually involved an exchange of names.
Chosen from the various ways of dealing with powerful stran-
gers, becoming ‘guatiaos’ no doubt seemed o the Tamo an
especially canny way of coping with the potentally dangerous
white men. It was swiftly adopted by the Spaniards as being
exactly the sort of relationship they wanted with their native
hosts, designating those who were prepared — at least initially, but
then initially was all that matrered — to give them the necessary
support, especially by supplying food.

This usage was officially adopted in the report prepared in 1520
by Rodrigo de Figueroa, who had been asked in 1518 by the new
king, Charles V, to investigate just which ‘indios’ could rightly be
called “caribes’ since there had been plentiful evidence, supplied
by Las Casas and others, of indiscriminate, and therefore illegal,
slaving. Figueroa begins with the southerly Caribbean islands
(with certain named exceptions), saying that he must and does
declare them “ser de canbes e gentes birbaras, enemigos de los
cristianos, ... y tales que comen carne humana’, leaving it
unclear whether ‘caribe’ 15 to be taken as an ethnic name, with
what follows (barbarous people, enemies of Christianity, such as
cat human flesh) as descriptive of them; or whether *caribe’ 1s to
be understood as iself an adjective deseribing the population, with
its meaning glossed by the phrases that follow.52

The difficuley is resolved when he moves to the mainland and
introduces the term ‘gnatao’ as the antonym to ‘caribe”:
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going along the coast as far as the gulf of Paria, there is another
province which stretches as far as Arruaca, this one being
considered as carib [se tiene por de caribes]; and beyond this
province is Arruaca wself, which I must and do declare as
guatiao [declaro por de guatiaos| and friends to the Christians.®3

Each province is declared either 'caribe’ or ‘guatiao’, with the
exception of the coast below Unari, which ‘at present 1 declare
that | lack the information to determine whether they are canb or
guanao [si son caribes o guatiaos]’ %4

So Figueroa's report is not the careful work of ethnogeography
it might appear to be if "caribe’ were read back as the ethnic name
it has since become. It is, rather, a work of realpolitik, establishing
which Amerindians were prepared to accept the Spaniards on the
latter's terms, and which were “hostle’, that is to say prepared to
defend their territory and way of life.®® The division was
absolute: either ‘guatiao’ or ‘caribe’. Here the adoption of native
terms — or what were taken as such — seems to have functioned as
a denial of the essennal. Whart the Spanish classificanon actually
revealed was the response on the part of the Amerindians to the
presence of the Spaniards. The use of Amerindian terms suggested
on the contrary that what someone like Figueroa was establishing
was precisely an ethnogeography — an empinical reality that was
being discovered and, through the adoption of its own names,
somehow respected. Nothing could be further from the truth.

So what hnguistic morphology 15 blind to is that while the
word ‘carib’ and its cognates have a continuous history in the
European languages from 1493, and a seemingly logical develop-
ment, it existed at different moments within different linguistic
subsystems that, diacritically, gave it different meanings. Even if
initally, in the Journal, ‘canibal’ was potentially an ethnographic
term, its dominant meaning, by the time the word became
established in the Spanish language, was ‘those who are hostile
and cat human flesh”. If this is indeed the case, then the supposedly
unbroken lines and relatively clear terminology of ethnographic
history are disrupted and the simplicities of *Carib’ and ‘Arawak’
shown as concealing a tortuous discursive history deeply im-
plicated in its beginnings with the decimation of the native
population of the Caribbean islands and mainland during the first
twenty-five years of Spanish presence.
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The temptation ar this point, having become aware of those
discursive complexities, is simply to reverse the colomialist terms
and to replace the traditional story with its negative image, a
native Caribbean of no divisions and no hostihicy. But that would
be merely another way of falling victim to those colonialist
categorics, and taking the native Caribbean out of history
altogether.®® Everything that has been said in the last two
chapters has urged caution in taking at face value European
accounts of what was supposedly the native case at the moment of
European contact. This must be true particularly of the accounts
of conflict, given the inevitably disruptive presence of the
European reporter. What remains, the residue from an ideological
analysis of the colonial accounts of the native Caribbean, is
difference: there was clearly a differential response on the part of the
native societies to European presence. Much of this difference can
be explained by history: the circumstances did after all change
dramarically between late 1492 and, say, mid-1496. This explana-
tion is the one most vigorously obscured by colonialist discourse,
as will become clear in the course of the next two chapters. But
the differential response must also have been to some extent the
result of pre-existing differences within the native Caribbean.
Some of this would have been difference in material culture, doe
perhaps to the chequered migration patterns on to the islands —
different groups at different times with different technologies. Bur
there may also have been socio-political difference. '

9

During the course of collating the material for the Handbook of
South American Indians Julian Steward began to recognize the
inadequacy of the culture-area typology and suggested a possible
reclassification in accordanee with patterns “which integrate the
institutions of the sociopolitical unit".®? Subsequent analysis by
political anthropologists has for the most part used a fairly well-
established terminology of band, tribe and state; but it has also
adopted — usually under the description ‘chiefdom’ — the charac-
teristic socio-political formation of the Taino, known originally
in Spanish, from the native word, as caricazgo.®® Although
recently extended to analysis of other areas, the features of the
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chiefdom were onginally drawn exclusively from the circum-
Caribbean area - circom-Canbbean taken here as a purely
geographical term.

The concept of chiefdom offers a political and historical
perspective in which to produce a reading of the ethnographic
material pertaining to the Caribbean, rather than the usual,
determinedly ahistorical, anthropological ideal of the moment of
contact snapshot. More concretely, it offers a way of grounding
native Caribbean difference without recourse to inappropriate
European categories of ‘nation’, *war' and ‘conquest’, and with-
out the need to support that recourse through finding spurious
dualisms in the archacological and linguistic records. Having said
that, it should be made clear that what follows is merely a sketch,
lacking the detailed backing that it would require to become
anything like a full interpretation of the pre-1492 history of the
Caribbean.

Baldly stated the key gemeral hypothesis in the sketch claims that
the origin of the chiefdom is to be explained through coercive
incorporation of rival villages following conflict over circum-
scribed agricultural land. This is Robert Carneire's account —
di;].r]tstnd of reference to his particular example of the Andean
valleys:

Force, and not enlightened self-interest, is the mechanism by
which political evolution has led ... from autonomous
villages to the state . ... Yet ... while we can identify war as
the mechanism of state formation, we need also to specify the
conditions under which it gave rise to the state .... Since
autonomous villages are likely to fissure as they grow, as long
as land is available for the settlement of splinter communities,
these villages undoubtedly split from ume to time. Thus,
villages tended to increase in number much faster than they
grew in size . .. until all the readily arable land . .. was being
farmed . ... Even before the land shortage became . .. acute
« .« villages were undoubtedly fighting one another over land
-+ - - A village defeated in war . .. faced only grim prospects,
If it was allowed to remain on its own land, instead of being
exterminated or expelled, this concession came only at a price.
And the price was political subordination to the victor. This
subordination generally entailed at least the payment of a
tribute or tax in kind, which the defeated village could only
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provide by producing more food than it had produced before.
But subordination sometimes involved a further loss of auto-
nomy on the part of the defeated village — namely, incorpor-
ation into the political unit dominated by the victor. Through
the recurrence of warfare of this type, we see arising ...
integrated territorial units transcending the village in size and in
degree of organization. Political evolution was attaining the
level of the chiefdom.®®

This theory would certainly seem to make sense as far as the
establishment of chiefdoms on the Caribbean islands is concerned.
The three islands that had chiefdoms at the end of the fifieenth
century — Cuba, Hispaniola and Puerto Rico — were those that
offered the richest agnicultural possibilities, particularly in contrast
to the smaller voleanic islands to the south, so there is hkely to
have been great competition for the land there — and competition
would lead to chiefdoms. This change from “village autonomy’
to ‘supravillage integration’ was, Carneiro argues, ‘the really
fundamental step’, a change in kind, anything that might follow,
up to the establishment of empires, would be a change in
degree.”® Chicfdoms, then, become a political organization of
supreme importance even though they are not themselves states,
at least states as classically defined. That step involves a further
movement whereby one chiefdom gains control over its neigh-
bours, thus reaching the rhird level of organization: village,
region, state.”!

Interesting from a Marxist point of view is that class distinc-
tions were initiated in the move to chiefdom and therefore,
within this terminology, preceded the ongin of the state.”?
Carneiro suggests that there was a move directly from a classless
socicty to a society of three classes, since the subordination of
neighbourning villages would involve the taking of prisoners to act
as servants/slaves by those who had distinguished themselves in
the fighting, and to these two classes would be added the
intervening third of the original village's non-combatants and less
successful fighters. Neither servant nor slave is a very good word
for the prisoners since they were probably incorporated relatively
quickly into the victorious society, so that there would have been
a permeable boundary between the lowest and the ‘middle’
class.”® There would clearly be a long period of fluidity in these
political and social arrangements but with a constant tendency for
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the class barriers to become more rigid and for the chief and
nobility in particular to become hereditary ranks.

Such a perspective gives a much simpler and in many ways
more convincing map of the native Caribbean. If one leaves aside
the non-agricultural groups referred to carlier, one can speak in
anthropological terms of a single material culture spreading from
about twenty centuries ago over the whole of the Canbbean -
although it is probably better vo consider this in its larger context
as geographically craim-Caribbean. That culture would vary
significantly only according to the determination of environ-
mental factors. The islands may have formed part of an interlock-
ing trade area with Kari'na, a Cariban language, used as a lingua
franca on the trade routes. Conflict was endemic in the whole of
this area, although it was probably a largely ritualized affair
mvolved with the exchange of women, since the villages are
likely to have been endogamous. Conflict presumably intensified
under competition for land.”* So one can reasonably speak of a
relatively homogeneous and stable system over a large part of
northern South America: there were language differences within
the area as a whole (thongh not significant cnes within the
Caribbean), but the material culture and the patterns of trade,
hostility and marrage showed only graduated changes, with no
significant cultural boundaries.

The development of chiefdoms altered this position in certain
fundamental respects. The economic base was probably not
significantly changed, but a socio-political system emerged (with
its concomitant ideologies) that divided the Caribbean villages
into two: those that were part of a chiefdom and those that were
not. The development of chiefdoms disrupted the relatively stable
system that had previously existed. For example, what may have
been a relatively ordered system of reciprocal exchange of
women — even if involving ritual conflict — would have been
transformed into the acquisition of women by chiefs, both because
that was — at one and the same time — a demonstration and
perquisite of their prestige, and because a rapid increase in
population was the surest way of being able to defend the
contested agricultural land. A climate of intense hostility could
therefore have been expected, presumably as a transiional phase
eventually to be stabilized either by the incorporation of the
autonomous villages into existing chiefdoms or, more likely, by
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the establishment of new chicfdoms and the creation of a balance
of power. In time a single native Caribbean state might have been
formed,

From this perspective, then, the designation 'Taino’ has a
certain applicability — though not necessarily ethnic significance —
since the emerging upper classes of the chiefdoms had a vested
interest in the maintenance of the status quo; but there was clearly
considerable jostling still in progress at the time of European
contact between the chiefdoms on the larger islands; even if it
would tend to be of a different nature from the open hostility
berween chiefdoms and autonomous villages in the larger islands,
and between the chiefdoms of the larger islands and the autono-
mous villages of the smaller islands. These latter may well have
been designated "Carib’ by some or all of the chiefdoms, certainly
without there being any self-perceived ethnicity on the part of
those designated; and possibly without there being at least initially
any perception of common interest at all. The Auidity of the
situation in 1492 &an probably not be overstressed, but there may
have been a pattern to the conflict between chiefdoms and
autonomous villages. The chiefdoms would have had larger and
more settled villages, made possible by the terrain and fixed by
the incipient political structure. They would be more interested in
subduing neighbouring autonomous villages or raiding adjacent
chiefdoms than organizing long-distance war-parties that might
put at risk their internal political order.”™ The autonomous
villages on the other hand, while no doubt in some traditional
conflict with one another, would recognize that they would have
more to gain in raiding the larger and less mobile chiefdoms —
who were less likely to retaliate. However, the size of these
chiefdoms would mean that joint raiding parties would be
necessary. There is a double irony here. What was undoubtedly
seen by the chiefdoms as the aggression of the autonomous villages
resulted only from the breakdown of the previous social system —
and it was their development into chiefdoms that initiated that
breakdown.” Meanwhile, the response of the autonomous vil-
lages, while no doubt a reaction agamst a new situation they found
intolerable, tended, inasmuch as it encouraged joint military
operations, to imitate the very process that had broughr about the
formation of chiefdoms in the first place.

This delicate process was cut short by the arrival of the
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Spaniards. By chance their appearance caught the autonomous
villages at that moment when they had the maximum amount of
military development and flexibility without having yet formed
the more ngid socio-political structure that would have made
them as valnerable as it did the chiefdoms of the larger islands -
and concomitantly more so the even more stratified societies of
Mexico and Peru. The European invasion therefore shattered the
socio-political evolution of Caribbean socicties, destroying for
ever (or, better, taking over and thercby destroying) the
established chiefdoms, but moulding the autonomous villages
nolens volens into a military alliance of tremendous tactcal
competence and incredible durability — which the Evropean
nations had then to fight for nearly 300 years.

10

The last section was a hypothetical sketch to give an idea of what
an alternative reading of some of the historical and ethnographic
material might look like. But however much credence it might be
given, some persistent questions are likely to be considered still
unanswered. At the equivalent point in his study of Zande
‘cannibalism’, Evans-Pritchard, after disposing in magisterial
fashion of all the 'evidence’ put forward in its support, sur-
renders meekly with the telling comment “There’s no smoke
without fire'.”” This might hardly be the watchword of the
empirical scientist, but the paramount persistent question no
doubt remains: were the Caribs — or, as we now have to say, those
who for whatever reason came to be called ‘Caribs’ — really
cannibals?

Since the question is unavoidable, it needs a careful response. In
that form, of course, it must be refused: given the discursive
morphology of the words 'Carib’ and ‘cannibal’ the question is
superogatory, the dictionary being proof that the 'Caribs’ are
‘cannibals’ — by defininon. But the word ‘cannibal’ must not just
be refused: its original deployment itself needs questioning. No
other word, except perhaps "sex’, is so fraught with our fears and
desires, And yet, while biologists and sociologists have a whole
panoply of alternative terms for sex in order to limit the
connotations surrounding their references, ethnographers (and
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dieticians) have only "anthropophagy’, a more neutral word but
one little employed. The Handbook of South American Indians, for
example, refers exclusively (in s index) to ‘canmibalism’.
Moreover each chapter of the Handbook is divided into sections,
and the section on ‘Culture’ is subdivided into ‘Subsistence
acuvities; Dwellings; Dress and Adomment; Transportation and
Trade; Manufactures; Social and Political Organization; Life
Cycle; Warfare; Cannibalism; Esthetic and Recreational Activi-
ties; Religion and Shamanism’. Sometimes the discussion of
‘cannibalism’ is merged into the section on warfare. So even inan
anthropological text ‘cannibalism’ is allowed to retain by implica-
tion at least some of what might be considered from a scientific
pomnt of view to be is ‘popular’ connotations of ferocity and
violence through its supposed connections with *warfare’.

But say this argument is accepted; say, in addition, that it is
agreed that we are talking not abour eating to survive in extremis,
nor about an occasional mouthful in revenge (both of which can
be accepted as rare but not unknown occurrences in mar
societies), but about a regular practice of eating human flesh,
devoid of moralistic or any other overtones. Surely the question
would then have to be confronted, if reformulated to read: ‘But
did the Caribs really, as a matter of custom and practice, eat
human flesh?” Then and only then the answer could be given: *“We
do not know'; an answer which would further require two
different glosses.

There is of course a considerable literature on anthropophagy
ranging from the sensatonalist to the scientific.”* But there have
only been four sorts of answers given to the question of why
anthropophagy exists or once existed. The first answer, the one
adopted spontancously by Columbus and rarely questioned
during the colonial period, is the explanation through innate
characteristics: this has a secular form - ‘cannibalism’ (never in this
answer anthropophagy) as an expression of innate aggression; and
a religious form — *cannibalism’ as an expression of innate vice.”
The second answer, popularized by Hans Staden’s narrative of his
capture (1557), is the explanation through revenge. This obvi-
ously has connections with the aggression thesis but it concen-
trates on the ritual nature of the torture and consumption of the
enemy body in an endless exchange of avenged insults.®® The
third answer again focuses on ritual, but this time the ritual of
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agricultural societies, which usually has the absorption of familiar
bodies (in other words endoanthropophagy), perhaps in the form
of mortuary ashes, as part of a procedure to guarantee the growth
of crops: anthropophagy as *une fagon de penser autant qu'une
fagon de manger."®! This explanation through symbaolism is then
undercut by the fourth answer, the seemingly materialist assertion
that what is involved is nothing more nor less than a necessary
consumption of protein %2

These arguments have their own fascination and, no doubt,
their own symbolic importance within the discipline of anthro-
pology and within western culture generally. What is not clear is
that they have any reference to actual social practices at all. In
other words, in answering the question ‘why?' they have gener-
ally neglected to ask the question ‘whether?'®? This, at any rate, is
the general thesis advanced in W. Arens's The Man-Eating Myth
(1979), which argues that there is no reliable evidence for the
custom of anthropophagy ever having existed at all. Arens is too
careful to claim that anthropophagy has never existed — it is
impossible to disprove the existence of any practice by direct
evidence; but he does cast serious doubt on what is usually taken
as proof of anthropophagous practices. The strongest section of
the book is devoted to a discussion of kumi, the mysterious New
Guinea disease, whose investigation of which — including the
hypothesis that it was transmitted by anthropophagy — recently
gained two US anthropologists a Nobel Prize. Through careful
analysis of the extensive literature on kuru Arens is able to suggest
that anthropophagy was put forward as an explanatory hypo-
thesis for the transmission of the virus for no better reason than
that it had always been assumed to be a cultural characteristic of
the New Guinea highlanders and was therefore available for
matching against, and potentially explaining, their equally char-
acteristic susceptibility to an otherwise mysterious disease. Once
put forward, on no solid grounds, the hypothesis could, like any
other, find all sorts of circumstantial support until it was on the
point of becoming simply taken as fact.

Arens's survey of the general anthropophalogical literature is
acute in other respects. He demonstrates how many ‘reports’ of
anthropophagy are in fact repetitions of earlier ‘reports’ so that
the actual sources are relatively scarce. He identifies those
symptomatic topoi where cannibals are never quite to be found in
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person or, the one most relevant in this book, where anthro-
pophagy is witnessed in its residue — the remains of the cannibal
banquet. And he has pertinent remarks about what could be the
heart of the mawer — the general European predisposition for
finding ‘cannibalism’ in all non-European parts of the world.

Indeed, simply to answer ‘non-proven’, even to the refor-
mulated question, is still to acquiesce to the implicit violence of
colonialist discourse. The question, to quote one of Pierre
Macherey's important, if dense, formulations, is itself the answer
to 4 guestion that cannot be openly confronted within that
discourse.®* To put it in those terms is to tum the discussion back
towards the central theme of this book, the part that notions such
as ‘cannibalism’ have played within the discourse of European
colonialism. But before that central theme is resumed some more
general speculations will make up a second gloss on the answer.

"‘Cannibalism’ is a topic of endless fascination for our culture.
This is easily demonstrated but not so easily explained: there are
certainly no sociological investigations of that fascination. One
possibility 1s that the fascination is universal = which would lend
credence, one might think, 1o a psychoanalytical explanation,
Freud used the term ‘cannibalistic’ only in passing, to refer to the
oral stage of pregenital sexual organization, though Karl Abra-
ham later distinguished between a pre-ambivalent, primary oral
stage, and an ambivalent oral-sadistic stage which is cannibalistic
i its desire to incorporate the object.®® Unfortunately Freud's
later speculations in Totem and Taboo and The Future of an Illusion
grounded this psychic ontology in an anthropological phylogeny,
giving credence to a supposed ‘cannibalistic’ stage of human social
development, and directing later psychoanalytical investigations
towards ‘explanations’ of the practice of anthropophagy.®®

Our fascination with ‘cannibalism’ is certainly ambivalent in 2
way that ought to be of interest to psychoanalysis. Like incest it
marks a forbidden form of behaviour and therefore, predictably,
examples of it are decply intriguing to us. The Andes air crash and
1ts resultant literature supply perhaps the best recent example:
there cannot be many people in Europe and America over, say, 25
years of age (in 1986) who would not immediately know what
you were referring to if you said ‘the Andes air crash’.*7 And yet,
despite the objectively horrific circumstances of this and other
examples, ‘cannibalism’ ean hardly, it seems, be discussed — or
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indeed practised — without laughter, This certainly sets it apart
from incest and from other taboos on the mutilation and
torturing of the human body. It need hardly be said that the
presence of laughter is by no means an indication of triviality. In
the Andean case, laughter was clearly, for the survivors, a
necessary part of the innuring procedure that had to precede the
eating of the flesh of dead companions. Our laughter is less easy to
explain. Two forms of that laughter can be distinguished. There
is, on the one hand, a certain bantering tone almost always
adopted m the discussion of *cannibalism’, which in the academic
literature will almost always manifest iself in academics’
favourite form of humour — the pun. Even Mary Douglas, in a
discussion of Pope Paul's 1965 edict about the Eucharist, Mys-
terium Fidei — one of the least humorous documents in living
memory — has some modem Catholics finding its arguments
‘hard ... to stomach’.®® On the other hand there is the more
formal category of ‘the cannibal joke', beloved of anthropolo-
gists."® It 1s not difficult to see the origin of the cannibal joke in
the imperial experience of European countries in the nineteenth
century, and perhaps not difficult to understand it by analogy
with, say, the Irish joke in contemporary British society as a
highly economical way of expressing deep cultural scorn (and
therefore justfying the exercise of political oppression) while
denying even to yourself that the scomn is serious — 'But it’s only a
joke’. Freud's work on the psychic mechanisms of this process is
still unequalled, but we are badly in need of a way of understand-
ing even the social mechanisms of origin and transmission of
jokes, let alone the more complex psychocultural processes
involved.??

But even if we could understand these processes we would not
necessarily be any closer to understanding the aurrency of cannibal
jokes. Surely they should have reached their apogee at the end of
the nineteenth century during the period when the European
empires were most in need of self-justification? There are a
number of possible answers. Perhaps the most obvious would be
that at the end of the nineteenth century the European empires
felt in no need of self-justification; the canmbal joke therefore
only came into its own during the imperial twilight and after. But
such an explanation would tend to repress unconscious process.
The difficulty here s again a theoretical problem of wide
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relevance: the absence of a vocabulary in which to talk about
collective subjects. The possibility of writing ‘European empires
felt' is indicative of how our language has no resistance to
endowing collective subjects with inappropriate individual sub-
jectivities, ‘Guilt" is a tr'lckf enough concept as it is for psychoana-
lysis (especially ‘unconscious guilt’), without trying to endow a
feeling of it to such things as empires, declining or not. A less
abvious — and certainly more speculative — answer would attempt
to explain our fascination with ‘cannibalism’ (both horror and
laughter) as a late manifestation of the contact between the
‘civilized’ and the ‘primitive’. These are ideological, not histor-
ical, categories and as such have a long history, but the very shock
of the contact between Europe and America gave the couplet a
new lease of life. These days there are few human societies
unaffected by the expansion of Europe and its aftermath, yet
ideologically the couplet’s demise seems capable of almost infinite
postponement. There is always at least the rumour of a last
‘primitive’ society, inevitably cannibalistic, unvisited by camera
or notebook and which, when visited, turns out to have renoun-
ced cannibalism only recently. Fortunately, just bevond the next
hill there is another society, unvisited as yet by anthropologists,
and they are still cannibals, Exactly the story Columbus heard
nearly 500 years ago. Arens, demonstrating the persistence of this
myth, concludes that ‘anthropology and anthropophagy ...
have had a comfortable and supportive relationship’ and that it is
possible that in their present form one could not exist without the
other'. ! Anthropology is seen, in other words, as merely the
institutional manifestation of a more widespread desire for the
existence of some touchstone of the absolutely ‘other’, frequently
represented by “cannibalism”.

Only now, within this particular context, is it possible to
undertake the specific task of defining the signified of ‘cannibal-
ism’, thereby relocating the argument on to the plane of
discourse, and reasserting the historical matrix of semantic ques-
uons. The point can be made by saying that Arens should, in the
quotation mn the previous paragraph, have spoken of ‘anthro-
pology and cannibalism’ since what is at issue is not just an idea (of
eating human flesh) but rather a parucular manner of eating
human flesh — ferociously — that is denoted in the European
languages by the specific term ‘cannibalism’. There are weaker
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forms of this argument such as: ferocious is an important
connotation of ‘cannibalism’, or the meaning of a word consists of
all its signifieds taken together — and ‘bloodthirsty savagery’ is
listed as a figurative meaning in the OED. But the stronger form
will be insisted on here: that the meaning of the term ‘cannibal-
ism’ is ‘ferocious consumption of human flesh’. The thrust behind
this argument is partly historical: this is the meaning the word has
always had, even if recent exceptions can be cired. But it results
mainly from an insistence that the process of signification never
takes place outside specific discursive networks. It is not a question
of a discourse employing a particular word whose meaning is
already given: the discourse constitutes signification. "Cannibalism’ is
a term thac has no application owside the discourse of European
colonialism: it is never available as a ‘neutral’ word. Confirmation
for this argument could be found in the usual absence in
discussions of ‘cannibalism’ of the Christian communion. Even to
have ‘cannibalism’ and ‘Christian communion’ in the same
sentence seems indecorous. Yet of course the Christian com-
munion consists in eating the flesh of man and there should be no
difficulty, at least for believers, in calling 1t an act of cannibalism -
if, that is, ‘cannibalism’ were to be defined simply as the eating of
human fesh, The shock of the juxtaposition is salutary, and ought
to dispose of any such ‘simple’ definition; but there are perhaps
wider historical implications.

Between the eleventh and the fifteenth centuries there devel-
oped what Francis Jennings has called a ‘Crusader ideology’, a
militant Christianity associated with a medieval colonialism thar
consisted of largely internal expansion, although it also included
what in retrospect might be seen as the consohdation of an
ideological identity through the testing of Eastern frontiers prior
to the adventure of Atlantic exploration.®? The beginning of the
Crusades is conventionally dated from Urban II's address to the
council of Clermont-Ferrand (27 November 1095). A symbolic
end to that process could be considered Pius II's 1458 identifi-
cation of Europe with Christendom, an ideal match of the
geographic, the political and the religious.®® Essential to this
process — the ideological counterpart of its internal colonialism -
was the purging of heretics and pagans from within the body of
Christendom: Europe's inner demons, in Norman Cohn's title,
hinting at the degree of projection involved in the exercise. An
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carly marker of this purge would be the first accusation of a
Jewish ritual murder of a Christian (in 1144 at Norwich);** the
final acts, of course, the defear of Granada and the expulsion of the
Jews from Spain in 1492.

Such an account, although abbreviated, is probably not conten-
tous. More speculative would be the suggestion that an import-
ant part was played in this process by Innocent 11I's resolution at
the fourth Lateran Council in 1215 of the long debated nature of
the Eucharistic sacrifice in favour of the most literal interpretation
~ the host becoming, upon the priest’s words, the actual flesh of
Christ. The partaking of the host was transformed from just one
nte amongst several into the pre-eminent act of communion
whereby Christians could be distinguished from pagans.® From
the middle of the thirteenth century to the end of the fifteenth,
Jewish communities were massacred all over Europe and the
massacres frequently followed charges of anthropophagy.®® The
pattern is important: boundaries of community are often created
by accusing those outside the boundary of the very practice on
which the integrity of that community is founded. This is at one
and the same time both a psychic process - involving repression
and projection — and an ideological process — whereby the success
of the projection confirms the need for the community to defend
itself against the projected threat, thereby closing the circle and
perpetuatng it. This is — as the next two chapters will suggest —
the central regulating mechanism of colonial discourse,

More particularly, though, that pattern further specifies the
possible function of ‘cannibalism’ given the possibility that, as
early as the thirteenth century, 'anthropophagy’ was operating as
the ‘other’ of the still developing concept of *Europe’. If that idea
can be given any weight, then it would have been extraordinary if
Columbus had not returned with tales of man-eating: he may not
have been too sure where he was, but he knew it was not Europe,
S0 Arens is absolutely right to draw the analogy he does between
witcheraft and ‘cannibalism’ and to speak of ‘the collective mind’
of that era being ‘beset by Christian heretics, alien Jews and
American Indians who committed unspeakable crimes involving
the use of human flesh and blood’; but there is no need for him to
speak of ‘reasons which can no longer be fully comprehended’.
What was involved was a comprehensive ritual purging of the
body of European Christendom just prior to, and in the first steps
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of, the domination of the rest of the world: the forging of a
European identity.?”

S0 in this perspective, too, ‘cannibalism’® has nothing o do
with social practices at all. The logical step, therefore, is to leave
‘anthropophagy’ for those who want to talk — for whatever
reason — about the eating of human flesh, and reserve ‘cannibal-
ism’, henceforward cannibalism, as a term meaning, say, 'the
image of ferocious consumption of human flesh frequently used
to mark the boundary between one community and its others’, a
term that has gained its entire meaning from within the discourse
of European colonialism.

In the native Caribbean context the only interesting question
about cannibalism 1s: could the Taino have used the word
‘canibal’ with this kind of significance? The importance of this
question probably has to lie in its asking, in its implicit recog-
nition that it is a question about ideology, not about dietary
practices, since any answer would have to be a gloss on another
*we do not know'. Our ignorance has two areas: whether the
signified of ‘canibal’ was ‘eater of human flesh’ or not; and
whether its reference was human or mythological. Only 'human
eater of human flesh” would allow an affirmative answer.%®

There is an old argument which sees an analogy between the
Caribs and Spaniards as colonists: the Caribs were beginning to
colonize the islands but were defeated by the more powerful
European colonists against whom they turned their ourward
thrust, resentful of the Europeans’ superior strength. There was
never much to be said for this argument at the best of times, so it
should not be too surprising if it makes better sense on its head. If
there is an analogy to be drawn then it would be between the
Spaniards, recent consolidators of the political power and ide-
ological punity of their state, and the Tainos, at the very
beginning of the process that might have led them from chiefdom
to state. We have little evidence about Taino ideology but it
would at least be credible to posit their need for a strong emphasis
on ethnic community through clear designation of those who do
not belong — the very role anthropophagy was playing for the
Europeans at this time. Cannibalism arguably gains a substantial
part of its ideological power through its negation of the sacredness
of the body as symbel. We tend to think of our repulsion as
‘natural’, an index no doubt of the hold certain symbolizations
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have for us; bur there is nothing unnatural per s in cating human
flesh. It would in fact be more logical to argue against cating flesh
altogether, but that argument can only work by reversing the
terms and saying that flesh-cating is repulsive because natural, The
power of the body as symbol may well be universal but there
seems little doubt that it really comes into its own when it can
inform the analogy with the body politic,

It would not be surprising, given that the Taino chiefdoms
were still in the early stages of consolidation, if cannibalism
formed part of an ethnic ideology concerned with the formation
of a Taino identity. And if there is any ground at all to those
speculations then the earlier definition of cannibalism can be
glossed to the effect that the threat it offers, although figured as the
devouring of human flesh, is in fact addressed to the body politic
itself.”® That is the ideological role of cannibalism. If the analogy
with Europe can be followed further and the same mechanism of
repression and projection posited, we would be left with 2 series
of evolving Taino chiefdoms repressing the conflict at the root of
their socio-political structure by projecting on to those outside the
structure, those about perhaps to be devoured by it (‘in-
corporated’ mnto it) the violence on which that body politic is

mevitably based, the exploitation inseparable from divided
societies, 0V
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Prospero and Caliban

O thou mine heir
Of Naples and of Milan, what strange fish
Hath made his meal on thee?
{The Tempest, [L.i.107-0)

1

If Spain’s, and therefore Europe's, first contact with America and

with the native Caribbean can be dated with sausfyingly dramatic
prr:u'-u'.-n England’s own beginning in the New World consisted
of a series of stutterings, some of the consequences of which will
occupy this chapter and the next. Although the gaining of
territory by the European powers in America was in practice
purely a matter of opportunism and, where necessary, force,
arguments about legality of possession, often tuming on the issue
of primacy, were still of great importance. Richard Hakluyt, in
his unrivalled collection of documents compiled at the end of the
sixteenth century, begins his English voyages to America with
“The most ancient Discovery of the West Indies by Madoc the
sonne of Owen Gwyneth Prince of North-wales, in the yeere
1170", leaving Columbus ~ represented of course by his 1488 offer
to Henry VII - a distant second.? Two thousand two hundred and
sixty-one pages of English voyages follow, which, even allowing
for Hakluyt's gencrous definition of ‘English’, might suggest that
England’s footing m the New World was firmly established by
1600, This was hardly the case, since the date usually given as
marking the first permanent English settlement in America is
1607, the founding of Jamestown. English sailors had, to use
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H. Fuscli. One of the many attempts to represent Caliban's strangeness of form.
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Hakluyt's ritle, undertaken plenty of ‘navigations, voyages,
traffiques and discoveries’: permanent colonies in America were
not visualized until the last quarter of the sixteenth century, with
Humphrey Gilbert and Walter Ralegh as the prime movers and
John Dee as ideologst, the first man to use the phrase “The Briush
Empire’. By the end of the 1630s England could be said to have
established its American beginning: Virginia was growing to-
bacco for export on lands expropriated from the Algonquian, and
had been joined on the north American mainland by the colonies
in Maryland and New England; and against all odds the small
islands of the Lesser Antilles, like St Christopher’s and Barbados,
were beginning to produce significant amounts of sugar —
although the real take-off in production was to follow the
introduction of black slaves in the carly 1640s. But the years on
cither side of 1600 had been fraught. Several attempts to establish
colonies in Newfoundland had been unsuccessful; the first two
Virginia colonies had failed, the second, at Pooanoke in 1587,
simply disappearing off the face of the carth; and Ralegh's
Utopian ambitions for Guiana, for many years the main focus of
English interest in the New World, had foundered in the fiasco of
El Dorado. These failures and successes were obsessively logged in
a quite self-conscious effort to create a continuous epic myth of
origin for the emerging imperial nation. Samuel Purchas con-
tnued Hakluyt's work, collecting together many of the diaries,
log-books, letters, anecdotes, maps and histories that could
constitute that epic. It is a period of wonderful stories: of Ralegh's
discovery of the ‘large rich and beautiful’ empire of Guiana in
1595: of the loss of the Olive Branch in the Caribbee Islands in 1605
and the reappearance of several of its crew in England many years
later; of the shipwreck of the Sea-Venture in the Bermudas in 1609
and the miraculous survival of its crew and passengers, of the
terrible massacre by the Indians of over a third of the English
settlers in Virginia in 1622, from which the colony somehow
recovered. From this ime of disaster and heroism two stories in
particular have survived and prospered to such an extent that they
have become emblematic of the founding years of English
colonialism: Shakespeare’s play The Tempest, first performed in
1611, where Columbus’s ‘canibal” makes his anagrammatic ap-
pearance, and the story of Pocahontas and John Smith, first told
by Smith in 1624, although Pocahontas herself had died on a visit
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to England eight years earlier. Pocahontas is the subject of the
next chapter, Caliban of this, eventually.?

2

The Tempest's relationship to the New World is nowadays little
disputed, though it must be recognized that the relationship is
peripheral, indeed interesting because peripheral. Stoll's dismissal
of the claim = *There is not a word in The Tempest about
America™ — is in one sense perfectly just; it certainly obliges us to
clarify the nature of The Tempest's links with this decisive phase of
English colonial actuvity.

Stoll’s remark could be made at all because the secondary
arguments — in the absence of overt reference — have usually been
couched within the terms of a positivist scholarship which has put
forward two connected claims: that Shakespeare was acquainted
with members of the Virginia Company; and that there are close
verbal parallels between parts of The Tempest and what have
become known as the Bermuda Pamphlets, a series of documents
pertaining to the shipwreck of the Sea-Venture and the salvation
of its crew. Of these pamphlets William Strachey's letter, dated 15
July 1610 and now known as The True Reportory of the Wracke is
generally reckoned the most likely source for at least the opening
scenie of The Tempest.*

The difficulty with these arguments is not so much the quality
of the evidence put forward — variable as that might be — but its
kind. Shakespeare's biography has its own fascination, but greater
knowledge of his life and acquaintance would not inevitably
supply us with greater comprehension of the significance of his
plays: he could have sailed on the Sea-Venture without that
making The Tempest a play about the New World, so possible
acquaintance even with Strachey is, strictly speaking, irrelevant.
The ‘source’ argument has similar weaknesses since there can be
no incontrovertible evidence for a ‘source’. For one thing, close
verbal parallels - even identity of wording - could be explained
by a common source; perhaps lost, and there is no way of
distinguishing between what stands ‘in need of” explanation, and
what is simply common coin, part of the language. These
difficulties are recognized in the best of the source studies by
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speaking only of ‘probable’ and ‘possible’ sources, a distinction
which is to a large degree subjective. So the “evidence’ of source
scholarship proves illusory.®

Frank Kermode's rather uneasy discussion of these matters in
the introduction to the New Arden edition is revealing of the
difficulties. When it comes to the story of The Tempest Kermode
is dismissive of the claims made in favour of Ayrer's Die Schine
Sidea or the fourth chapter of Eslava's Noches de Invierne or
Thomas's History of Italy as Shakespeare’s sources. Even if
Shakespeare could conceivably have known these texts, and there
is no evidence that he did, the suggested parallels are, Kermode
finds, either too far-fetched, roo commonplace, or too irrelevant
to be of interest. He is happy enough, though, to accept Ayrer
and Eslava as possible analogues of The Tempest on the grounds
that ‘ultimately the source of The Tempest is an ancient motif, of
almost universal occurrence' and therefore there are bound to
exist mnumerable analogues.® The Bermuda Pamphlets are re-
cognized as a different kettle of fish, largely, it would seem, on the
circumstantial grounds that Shakespeare was more likely to have
read them, and on the positivist grounds that only verbal parallels
can count as hard evidence. So portions of Strachey's letter are
reprinted in an appendix ‘and the reader may judge of the verbal
parallels for himself”. The assumption behind the recognition of
these parallels is that *Shakespeare has these documents in mind’ at
the time of writing The Tempest. Nevertheless this must clearly
remain 'inference” rather than ‘fact” and so, while

the relations of the play to the literature of voyaging remain of
the greatest interest and usefulness . . . it is as well to be clear
that there is nothing in The Tempest fundamental to s
structure of ideas which could not have existed had America
remained undiscovered.”

Kermode's hesitations here tend to show that source criticism, for
all 1ts seeming openness to a wider textual realm, operates with
such a narrow conception of ‘legitimate’ comparisons that the
importance of the wider intertextual relationships within which
The Tempest could be viewed is always in the end underplayed.

As a first step out of this morass it must be recognized that
source criticism is profoundly misconceived if its ultimate aim is
to suggest what was ‘in Shakespeare’s mind' at the tme of
writing. All claims based on this premiss are at best circular and at
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worst totally speculative, given our necessary ignorance of such
an naccessible entity. This, of course, is the ‘intentional fallacy'
argument, correct as far as it goes, but not to be followed to its
anti-historicist cul-de-sac, as in the New Crticism where the
internal organization of a hterary text becomes the exclusive
focus.

T'he other pincer of the New Critical argument is that even
close verbal or narrative parallels are likely to have little relevance
to the text as a whole. Kermode takes cognizance of this position
in his comments that Die Schéne Sidea s too *naif and buffoonish’
to be taken seriously as a source, and that Shakespeare may have
known the History of Italy, *but it marters little either way®.® It
would be difficult to quarrel with these judgements, but it is also
important to draw from them the theoretical point that for all its
positivist trappings the discussion of sources and analogues is
never divorced a priori from an interpretation of the play's
significance. Only within a particular reading of the text can
other texts be judged as relevant or not.?

l'o counter these antinomies, the moment of production of The
Tempest needs conceiving within an historical context which is
not weighed down by random accumulations of supposed
‘sources’ or hamstrung by specious speculations concerning
‘Shakespeare’s mind". Only then could the colonial implications
of the play be properly considered. The critical vocabulary of
‘source’ and ‘analogue’ can n fact be replaced from within the
body of Shakespearean criticism by the term ‘congener’ used in
James Smith’s subtle but little-quoted essay on The Tempest.'® He
introduces the term to justify discussion of Eslava’s and Strachey's
texts as more than mere sources from which, as he puts it,
Shakespeare may have taken ‘scraps of information’. Congeners
can cast light by virtue of their deeper similariries, independently
of any putative influence. More recently Charles Frey, in a careful
reconsideration of the New World material, rejects the idea of an
autotelic text and suggests that the relevant question should
concern not what the play’s ‘sources’ were, so much as what
‘linguistic and narrative force-field we should bring to the play to
disclose its meanings’.'* The play's discursive milieux can be
read, he suggests, without concern for what Shakespeare might or
might not have read. The object of study is the common coinage,
not a numbered account.

It would be presumptuous to imagine that such a project solved
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at a stroke any of the abiding problems of textual analysis. ‘To
disclose its meanings' is a phrase that conceals behind its uneasy
plural the suspicion that there might be as many ‘meanings’ to
the text as one chose to bring ‘force-fields'. If the meaning is not
known in advance, how can the appropriate force-field be
chosen? Are these choices not inevitably made by cnitical readers,
and therefore the meanings disclosed theirs rather than the text's?
Inasmuch as such pointed questions indicate that a text can never
act as guarantor to its own presumed meaning, they cannot be
gamnsaid: indeed in that sense, as was made clear in the Preface, our
histories are inevitably, in Croce’s phrase, histories of the present.
But it does not follow that cnitical readings merely produce
meanings for texts, not least because texts offer constraints and
resistances to the readings made of them. Texts will inevitably
remain sites of struggle where different and incompatible readings
clash.

The method adopted here will be to look at three congeneric
texts that tell, in different ways, of ‘colonial encounters’, the better
to specify the links between The Tempest and the colomal
ventures of the period, thereby contesting some of the deeply
ahistorical readings that have been made of this play.

3

As it happens, England’s sphere of American interests in 1611
could be defined geographically by the presence of that novel and
much-feared natural phenomenon, the hurricane. Like the Eng-
lish, its centre of activity was the Caribbean basin but it could be
found as far south as Guiana and as far north as Virginia. Storms
were familiar from the Mediterranean and the eastern Atlantic,
but hurricanes were different in kind. Not simply more ferocious,
their cyelonic form defeated any possible nautical strategy. Sailing
ships were absolutely helpless in the grip of a hurricane.'®
Arguably no phenomenon — not even the natives themselves —
characterized so well the novelty of the Mew World for Euro-
peans; and as a result no natural phenomenon was more open o
the interpretative skills of the age. Often, of course, the sheer
power of the hurricane would evoke man's helplessness in the face
of God's will. But there was also the famous hurricane of July
1502 which destroyed the fleet of Columbus's enemy Bobadilla as
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it sailed away from the harbour of Santo Domingo. Since
Columbus had warned Bobadilla of its approach, and since one of
only three ships not sunk was carrying Columbus’ personal
fortune, he was accused of being a magician and of having
summaoned the hurricane to strike down his enemies.!3

MNovelty in experience is generally perceived in the first place as
dangerous — particularly if it ténds to sink ships and kill people.
Linguistically there are two general strategies available: the
novelty can be subsumed under a current signifier in an attempt
to domesticate it, or it can be marked as novel — and therefore
alien — by being given a new signifier, often one adapted from an
alien discourse. The period from 1575 to 1611 was in this sense, in
the English language, a period of transition. The Arawakan
hwrakan had readily been adopted into Spanish and had already
been used in English by Richard Eden in the forms 'Furacanes’
and ‘Haurachanas® as carly as 1555.1* The Oucford English Diction-
ary notes five other occurrences prior to 1611: ‘Furicanos’ in 1587,
W r.'lr:wl,n' in 1588, 'Furicanoes’ in 1596, 'Hyrricano® in 1603, and
‘Hurricano’ in 1606. As with ‘cannibal’, discussed in the previous
chapter, it 1s impossible to pinpoint the moment when *hurricane’
was adopted nto English, but many of these carly examples feel
the need to gloss the novel word: Hakluyt's 1587 entry, for
example, has ‘Their stormes . .. the which they call Furicanos’.
By 1617 Ralegh could write “That night ... a hurlecano fell
vppon us’ without further explanation, so the word had presum-
ably by then become established, at least in the circles for which
Ralegh was writing.

In this transitional period the alien *hurricane’ had to replace its
most obvious translation, ‘tempest’. In several of the OED entries
the words are yoked together: for example "These tempestes of
the ayer ... they call Furacanes' (Eden, 1555), and ‘'Owiedo
reporteth of a Huricano or Tempest’ (Purchas, 1613). Shakespeare
had twice used the word ‘hurricane’ (*hyrricano’ in King Lear
I III,ii.l. and ‘“hurricano’ in Troilus and Cressida V 1i.172) so his title
The Tempest is significantly, rather than just contingently, not
The Hurricane: and in one of The Tempest's congeners, Strachey’s
The True Reportory of the Wracke, ‘tempest’ appears consistently
despite the quite evident novelty of the meteorological pheno-
menon that struck the Sea-Venture, a possible oddity that will bear
further investigation.

In May 1609 five hundred colonists i nine ships set out from
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Plymouth for Virginia. On 25 July one of the ships, the Sea-
Venture, carrying Sir George Somers, the leader of the expedition,
and Sir Thomas Gates, who was to be the the new emporary
governor of the colony, was separated from the others in a
hurricane and driven on to the reefs off the coast of the Bermudas,
a small group of uninhabited islands feared for many years by
ships that had had to work northward to their latitude, close-
hauled to the rade wind, in search of the prevailing westerlies
that would take them back across the Adlantic. Consequently the
Bermudas were widely referred to as the Islands of the Devil. The
other ships reached Virginia and reported the loss, but in fact the
crew and passengers of the Sea-Venmre managed to survive in
relative comfort on the Bermudas and built two other ships, the
Patience and the Deliverance, which eventvally reached Jamestown
in May 1610. In England, news of the loss had been seized upon
by critics of the colonial enterprise as a condemnation by
Providence, so it was inevitable, when news reached London of
the group's survival, that the Virginia Company’s officials and
supporters would hasten to demonstrate how Providence was in
fact on their side. Strachey's account of the storm begins by
emphasizing its novelty through the contrast with his Mediter-
ranean experiences:

Windes and Seas were as mad, as fury and rage could make
them; for mine owne part, | had bin in some stormes before, as
well upon the coast of Barbary and Algeere, in the Levant, and
once more distressfull in the Adriatique gulfe, in a bottome of
Candy, so as | may well say. Ego quid sit ater Adriae novi sinus,
& quid albus Peccet lapex. Yet all that [ have ever suffered
gathered together, might not hold comparison with this,'®

The terrors of the storm - ‘fury added to fury”; the non-stop
pumping to keep afloat — ‘with tyred bodies, and wasted spirits,
three days and foure nights destitute of outward comfort’; the
onset of despair — ‘it wanted little, but that there had bin a generall
determination, to have shut up hatches™: all are graphically
described the better to heighten the salvation that awaits them.'8
In other words the language of the Bible proved retrospectively
capable of comprehending what was only apparently a truly novel
phenomenon. St Paul's perilous voyage in the Mediterranean had
been threatened by what the King James Bible called a ‘tempest’
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(Acts 27: 18), but one controlled, as Paul knew, by a beneficent
deity. Redemption — and the word itself is used by Strachey — was
made all the more appropriate an allegorical conclusion to the
misadventure by the nature of the islands of the Bermudas. As
Strachey puts it:

such tempests, thunders, and other fearefull objects are seenc
and heard about them, that they be called commonly, The
Devils llands, and are feared and avoyded of all sea travellers
alive, above any other place in the world. Yet it pleased our
mercifull God, to make even this hideous and hated place, both
the place of our safetie and meanes of our deliverance.'”

And, not only did the island turn out not to be fearful, it was,
according to another passenger who wrote his own account, “in
truth the richest, healthfullest, and pleasing land . .. and merely
natural, as ever man set foot upon’.'* The conclusion to be drawn
from this reading was therefore that God had kept those islands
secret from everyone else and protected them by their reputation
for tempest and thunder so that they could be bestowed upon the
people of England. England was beginning to discover its
manifest destiny.

Discursively, it could be said then that the narrative of the Ses-
Venture's voyage could be cast within the terms of existing genres:
a figural reading of events using mainly biblical terminology
proved ideologically satisfactory. To put it in geographical terms,
the discourses of the Mediterranean were still adequate for the
experience of the Atlantic. :

It can well be imagined, but perhaps not proved, that during
this transitional phase ‘tempest’ would tend to be used when the
outcome of the narrative could be favourably interpreted, and
‘hurricane’ when otherwise. If that were the case the transitional
phase could be expected to end upon greater acquaintance with
the Caribbean islands and their frequent and unpredictable
hurricanes. By 1638, the close of the period under consideration in
these two chapters, the English had spent fourteen years estab-
lishing colonies on some of the smaller Caribbean islands:
St Christopher's, Barbados, Nevis, Montserrat and Antigua.
Towards the end of that year a pamphlet by John Taylor was
published in London entitled ‘New and strange News from
St Christophers, of a tempestuous Spirit, which is called by the
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Indians 2 Hurri Cano, which hapneth in many of those Islands of
America, or the West-Indies, as it did in August last the 5. 1638°.17
John Taylor’s news was presumably - although there is no firm
evidence — based on the oral account of a sailor recently returned
from the Caribbee Islands. It is in many ways a naive text, an early
form of popular journalism, enabling us to see more clearly the
discursive transformations taking place. The title itself gives
various clues. The place occupied in Mediterrancan discourse by
the word ‘tempest” here needs a considerable circumlocution: ‘of a
tempestuous Spirit, which is called by the Indians a Hurri Cano'.
The biblical discourse is fractured by the irruption of a new and
alien term which is marked as belonging to someone clse's
discourse (‘called by the Indians”) and signalled as novel and
strange (‘New and strange News'). Why should this have been
necessary? What exactly was no longer adequate abour the word
‘tempest’?

The obvious answer — and a necessary but not sufficient
explanation — is that by 1638 the English colonists had had
considerably more experience of the devastating nature of hurri-
canes, which almost every year destroyed houses and crops on at
least one of the islands. But although this extra-discursive
cxperience was a necessary condition, biblical vocabulary was
only finally displaced because of the discursive difficulty in
allegornizing, except with very unfavourable conclusions, the
destruction of colonists’ property. Taylor’s pamphlet struggles
with this difficalty.

It opens with the conventional Christian observation, cast in
biblical terms, that God sometimes chooses to punish or restrain
obstinate smners by terrible events, ‘by which meanes He makes
his wayes to be knowne wpon Earth and his saving health among all
Nations'. The hurricane is God's message, but what does it mean?
The difficulty begins with the last phrase: it is not clear under
what interpretation the devastation wrought by a hurricane could
be said to bring ‘saving health’ to anyone. The pamphlet
continues:

And it is to be noted, that where God is least known and
honoured, there the Devill hath most power and domination.
But hee that drew light out of darknesse, hath often (and can
when he wil) draw good out of evill: for through slavery and
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bondage many people and Nauons that were heathens, and
barbarous, have been happily brought to Civility and Chnstan
Liberty.20

The argument is considerably less logical than the conjunctions
suggest. It becomes clear at some point in the course of those two
sentences that the hurricane has been caused by the savagery and
barbarity of the native inhabitants, dominated as they are, in the
absence of knowledge of God, by the devil, But what is sull by no
means clear is to whom the ‘message’ of the hurricane is
addressed. Is it to the narives themselves in retribution for their
savagery? In which case why is it that the bearers of God's word
suffer more severely than the savage natives? Or is it a broad hint
to the settlers that the civilizing process should be speeded up?
The moment of slippage that enables the text to continue in the
face of these difficultes is that movement of ‘light out of
darknesse’. The gesture is again towards the language of tempest
and redemption, the light of salvation that follows the darkness of
the storm. But as well as the experience of the colonists suffering
from the hurricane (or more properly here ‘tempest’) and from
which ‘good’ can in the end be expected to come, darkness — the
key switchword in all this — is at the same time descriptive of the
state of savagery in which the natives live and from which they
can be delivered only via a slavery and bondage that will lead
them to true liberty. This common seventeenth-century topos of
slavery as the necessary stage between savagery and civility is the
firm ground that the text's floundering syntax gratefully seizes, !
After expounding the topos at some length the text eventually
circles back to its subject to assert more explicitly the link between
barbarity and hurricanes:

Yet in the latest Dayes of the World all are not aivilliz'd; there
are yet many Heathens, Indians, and barbarous Nations un-
converted: as for knowne Examples in America, and in divers
Islands adjacent, where this Furri Cano is frequent; 22

So the hurricane now appears to be less a message from God for
his chosen people than an attribute of savagery itself. As such it is
essentially an alien phenomenon and must be clearly identified by
use of the native word. The main interpretative difficulty has
thereby been settled: the hurricane is an attribute of native
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savagery, a fact confirmed by its tendency of attacking precisely
what have, in the carlier paragraph, been given as the marks of
civility: the building of towns and the practices of tllage and
husbandry.

What the explanatory powers of the pamphlet fail to cope with
is the information that the Caribs are able to predict when a
hurricane is approaching: ‘the Indians are so skilfull, that they
doe know two or three or foure dayes before hand of the
comming of it".?* This is clearly just too far from the original
premiss of God's messages coming through terrible events, and
the text retreats in confusion to the by now much repeated story
of the Sea-Venture's deliverance from Bermuda, thereby providing
a route back to the comfort of biblical parallels and to the “strange
and fearefull Signes and warnings’ that *are R ecorded in our Owne
Histories, to have happened in our owne Countrey® and of which
Taylor has an account at hand in verse of a ‘prodigious Tempest
and lamentable Accident at Withycombe, neare Dartmoores in
Devonshiere’.24 However on St Christopher’s itself the logical next
step was soon taken and the success of the Caribs” weather forecasts
seen as evidence of their counsel with the devil, and therefore
grounds for their banishment from the island.?5

Almost inevitably, Taylor's report of a hurricane in the
Canbbee lslands mentions anthropophagy as one of the signs of
barbarity, referring in this case to the peoples conquered by
Alexander: ‘in their Freedomes they did use to kill their aged
Parents inhumanely, to eate them with savadge, ravenous, most
greedy Gormandizing'.2® *Hurricanes’ and ‘cannibals’ in fact have
an interesting relationship. Both words came into the European
languages via Spanish and were adopted relatively rapidly. Both
ultimately displaced words from an established Mediterranean
discourse that were clearly thought inadequate to designate
phenomena that were alien and hostile to European interests. And
as alien and hostile phenomena they tended to be linked through
having the same adjectives describe them, a part of that general
process whereby the discursive and the economic mirrored one
another in the establishment of a central civility (eventually the
plantation house) surrounded by a variety of savage phenomena
whose individual characteristics were less important than their
definition as ‘other’ than the central civility.

But what is particularly striking about the history of the two
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words ‘hurricane’ and ‘cannibal' in the European languages is
that, having been adopted as new words scemingly to strengthen
an ideological discourse, they were both subsequently subject, in
almost identical ways, to attempts at what can only be called
erymological recuperation. ‘Hurricane' still existed in English in
a bewildering number of forms until the late seventeenth century.
Dr Johnson eventually justified the final form by actually giving
it the same etymology as ‘hurry’, the Gothic hurra meaning to
move rapidly or violently.?? But the most interesting of the early
English forms, based on an early Spanish variant, is ‘furacan’ or
‘furicano’ — a form found as late as 1632 in English. The
connotation here is obviously the appropriate one of
‘fury/furious’. But by 1726 the Spanish Diccionario de autoridades
could call the contemporary Spanish ‘huracin’ — which is
phonetically close to the native American form — a corruption of
the so-called ‘carlier’ ‘furacin’, to which it now gave a Latin root,
ventus furens: a good example of authority not only erasing its
traces but constructing a false trail as well. Similarly, from the
15205 ‘canibaljcannibal’ was derived from the Latin canis (dog).
This derivation, found again in Dr Johnson's dictionary, was
current in English unel the late nineteenth century. According to
Humboldt, Bishop Geraldini of Santo Domingo, who first
proposed this erymology, ‘recognized in the Cannibals the
manners of dogs’, although the comparison itself is already
implicit in Peter Martyr's first Decade where he compares the
‘manhuntyng Canibales’ with lions and tigers.2® So by the early
sixteenth century scientific etymology had supported the
evidence of *empirical observarion’ that the native cannibals of the
West Indies hunted like dogs and treated their victims in the
ferocious manner of all predators, tearing them limb from limb in
order to consume them. It was clearly only poetic justice that such
predators should themselves be the vicims of Europe’s most
ferocious hunting dogs.

4
If the texts of Strachey and Taylor are allowed as benchmarks

then The Tempest would seem, on almost all possible criteria,
closer to the language of A True Reportory. The storm in the play
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is very clearly “tempest’ rather than *hurricane’ in the sense that it
is interpretable through the master code of Providence. The
relevant trope within the rhetoric of Christian histonography is
the felix culpa: what seems in the immediate present to be an
unmitigated disaster is revealed in the long term to have had its
appropriate and necessary place in God's full narrative. The storm
that opens the play is only momentarily a natural catastrophe of
the kind that Taylor has eventually to designate via an alien
discourse: the storm is part of a design and therefore not the
disaster it initially appears. Prospero’s assurance to Miranda on
that score — ‘not so much perdition as an hair [ Betid to any
creature in the vessel’ (Lii.30-1) — echoes that providential biblical
paradigm of St Paul's shipwreck on Malta.?® Subsequently the
whole play appears to conform to this pattern. To Miranda’s
question — “What foul play had we, that we came from thence? |
Or blessed was't we did?" (Li.6o—1) — Prospero can answer:
‘Both, both, my girl’ (Lii.61), the imnally foul no longer being so
in the long run of Providence, although it will take Alonso five
acts to discover this good news. Prospero, it might be said, after
beginning the play in distant exile from his nightful dukedom, is
finally allowed to live up to his name, rather as The Fortunate
Islands of European myth, having been along the way either alien
(Islands of the Bermudas) or satanic (The Devils Islands), were
finally vindicated in a happy homonym, named for Sir George
Somers.*®

But while a superficial reading of the early parts of Strachey’s
True Reportory might bear witness to the explanatory power of
the providential narrative, the letter as a whole reveals some of the
strains which that code is under at this period.?" Providence has
already intervened twice, as we saw earlier, saving the ship from
sinking and revealing the Bermudas to be happily free of the
devilish presence imputed to them. Later in the letter it has even
more work to do after Jamestown has actually been abandoned
by the desperate colonists. Purchas's marginal note catches the
mood: "The highest pitch & lowest depth of the Colonies
museries scarsly escaping the jawes of devouring desperation’ 32
But betore the departing ships could leave the estuary, ‘we
discovered a long Boate making towards us . . . by which, to our
no lietle joyes, we had intelligence of the honorable my Lord La
Warr his arnval’.** God did indeed seem to be on their side.
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As in The Tempest, though, not all the human actors are happy
with the plot. In Bermuda there are three separate conspiracies,
one of which, led by a Stephen Hopkins, argues on quite
sophisticated grounds:

that it was no breach of honesty, conscience, nor Religion, to

~ decline from the obedience of the Governour, or refuse to goe
further, led by his authority (except it so pleased themselves)
since the authority ceased when the wracke was committed,
and with it, they were all then freed from the government of
any man.**

Many of the colonists wanted, sensibly enough in the circum-
stances, to stay where they were rather than go to certain hardship
and possible death in Jamestown. There are hints here, perhaps, of
Gonzalo’s new dispensation (‘'no name of magistrate;/ ... [And
use of service, none' (ILi.145/7)), and of the conspiracy by the
lower orders in The Tempest; but there is of course a distinet
difference in genre. In The True Reportory the conspiracies are real
threats to the survival of the company — one man was shot for his
recalcitrance; while in The Tempest the conspiracy is contained
within the comic mode of the sub-plot, although Prospero,
strangely, takes it somewhat seriously in a moment to which this
chapter will eventually give considerable weight.

The sloth and dissoluteness of the colonists are anything but
amusing to Strachey. Arriving in Jamestown:

we found the Pallisadoes torne downe, the Ports open, the
Gates from off the hinges, and emptie houses (which Owners
death had taken from them) rent up and burnt, rather then the
dwellers would step into the Woods a stones cast off from
them, to fetch other fireewood ... with many more parti-
cularities of their sufferances (brought upon them by their
owne disorders the last yeere) then I have heart to expresse.*®

A True Declaration of Virginia, the official account published in
1610, is even more forthright about their inadequacies:

every man sharked for his present bootie, but was altogether
carelesse of succeeding penurie ... our mutinous Loyterers
would not sow with providence, and therefore they reaped the
fruits of too deere bought Repentance .... Unto idlenesse,
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you may joyne Treasons, wrought by those unhallowed
creatures that forsooke the Colonie, and exposed their desolate
Brethren to extreame miserie, *®

The list of charges goes on for page after page

In each text the language of authority plays a key role, The
True Declaration bemoans how the violent storm ‘separated the
head from the bodie’,*” exiling the Governor on the Bermudas
while the monstrous body wandered headless in Virgmia. The
True Reportory wonders ‘into what a mischiefe and misery had
wee bin given up, had we not had a Governour with his
authority, to have suppressed the same??® Yet unlike The
Temipest's conspirators, who are easily routed and sent off to cool
their ambitions in a cesspit, two of the Sea-Venture's crew avoided
recapture and stayed behind on the Bermudas to become, in later
years, the source of a different account of what had really
happened on the islands, a tale of fundamental disagreements
between the Governor and the Admiral which led to intense
rivalry and bitterness between two quite separate factions, only
hints of which can be found in the story told by Strachey — who
was of course Gates's secretary, 3

So the Bermuda story, when looked at closely, already tells a
full colonial tale of politcal intrigue amongst the gentry, of
serious disaffection amongst the lower orders, and of a conspiracy
too deeply rooted to be eradicated: the providential narrative
survives, but we see it here at full stretch even in a writer as skilful
as Strachey. Little wonder that it snapped in the hands of John
Taylor.

5

In many ways Strachey’s story — not least because of the strained
attempt to use Providence as a hermeneutic — is reminiscent of a
novel by Defoe, perhaps The Farther Adventures of Robinson Crusoe
to which it bears some striking resemblances. Its ‘realism’ — if the
word be allowed in a loose sense - stands as a useful marker
against which to measure what in conventional terms would be
phrased the ‘romance’ of The Tempest, using that word to indicate
a story whose development and resolution is not seen to depend
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upon any attempt to capture a sense of the contingency inherent
in a world ungoverned by the rules of art.

For a long time conventional readings of the play worked
exclusively within this frame of reference. Generically the play
was seen as a pastoral tragicomedy with the themes of nature and
art at its centre, fully and confidently Mediterranean, as its title
would suggest, a play moving majestically to its reconciliatory
chimax with hardly a ripple to disturb its surface. Adminedly a
numer of different emphases could be encompassed, from the
autobiographical envoi through the pastoral tale to the full-scale
court masque, although Kermode, writing in 19354, righty
deplored the depressing homogeneity of Tempest criticism.4® Nor
were these readings necessarily deaf to arguments about the
relevance of New World material to The Tempest, arguments that
had been current since the beginning of the nineteenth century.
That material could well find its place within the larger Mediter-
ranean frame as a twelve-year interlude between Prospero’s two
tenures of the Dukedom (as he sees it) or as part of the field of
references to a ‘nature’ which is subdued by the play’s higher ‘art’,
or, in formal terms, as belonging essentially to the sub-plot which
echoes in an appropriately minor key the play's major Old World
themes. Despite the topography these themes are not, of course,
necessarily Italian — in fact in the allegorical readings they are
much more likely to be Britsh; but in their concern for
legitimacy, civility and humanity, they are quintessentially Euro-
pean. The coping-stone to this critical edifice would then be the
play’s adherence to the classical unities, underlining its final
commitment to the higher order of art.

What underwrote this interpretation was, in the last analysis, |
always the unquestioned assumption that Prospero was to be
identified with the authorial consciousness behind the work, a
presence that seemed to guarantee, in a profound and perhaps
ultimately religious sense, the deep simplicity of the play. There
was impacted here, in this identification, a deeply satisfying
condensation of the three terms God, Shakespeare and Prospero,
made possible no doubt by the fact that the very idea of
Providence is a textual trope rooted in the essennally narrative
paradigm of Christianity.*! In this view Shakespeare’s perfect
artistry, necessarily demonstrated at its purest in his final work -
but which had appropnately been given pride of place in the
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Folio, 18 only comparable to the Christian God's immanent
presence in the perfect universe He has created. of which
Prospero's invisible and ultimartely beneficent control over his
world of the island is the dramatc manifestation.

It was a long time before the manifold cracks in this critical
edifice were noticed, but over the last quarter century the fabric
has shown a distinct tendency to dissolve. Prospero’s own ‘heroic’
qualities have tamished especially rapidly: his irascibilicy and
manipulativeness have become less tolerable, his treatment of
Ariel and Caliban less defensible in an era of decolonization, his
psychic anxieties more apparent to well-informed Freudian
readings. His newly acquired clay feet have necessarily played
havoc with the providential code which had previously franked
the generic designation of the play as ‘pastoral romance’. The
simplicity of the unified Mediterranean reading fractured with
the demise of Prospero as its unquestioned transcendental guaran-
tor. What has largely taken its place — especially since George
Lamming's pioneering essay of 1960 — is the reading that moves
colonialism, and therefore the New World, Atlantic material, to
the very centre of the play. The rest of this chapter will explore
the links between Prospero’s diminished but stull imposing
‘authority’, and the tropes of colonial discourse that are the
continuing focus of this volume.4? Under the pressure of some
fine recent criticism and scholarship The Tempest has become a
much more complex play than it used to be. What will be
suggested here is that the key to this complexity lies in gauging
the relationship between the Mediterranean and the Atlantic
frames of reference within the play, a task made more difficule by
the way in which that Atlantic discourse is itself often articulated
through a re-inscription of Mediterranean terms.

The topography of the play can stand as an emblem of these
complexities, particularly since it has been the subject of such
long-standing debate. Predictably, there is a positivist tradition
that tries to identify the island setting as Sicily or Malta or
Lampedusa or Bermuda. And equally predictably there is an
aestheticist tradition which says that the play takes place only in
the rarefied latitudes of art and that any attempt to make sense of
its geographical references is futile. Both traditions have a kernel
of value. The Tempest is not a log-book, it need make no
particular geographical sense; and to seek to identify the island is
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to misrecognize the project of the text, to mistake it for a different
kind of text altogether. On the other hand, Shakespeare’s plays
have a wealth of geographical detail, some of 1t no doubt
conventionally symbolic, but some of it not — as in the case, say,
of Othello where the play’s dramatic conflicts are very carefully
mapped by the Mediterranean references. The Tempest's com-
plexity in this respect can be said to stem from its dual to-
pography: the Mediterranean, certainly — Maples, Tunis and
Algiers; but also the “still-vexed Bermoothes'. The latter has been
dismissed as simply an exotic touch — distance being presumably
immaterial to the immaterial Ariel — but it belongs to a larger
pattern of New World terms, including Gonzalo's use of the
colonial word ‘plantation’ — its only occurrence in Shakespeare;
the Patagonian god called ‘Setebos’; the Algonquian dance
seemingly recalled in Ariel's first song; and of course Caliban,
metathesis of ‘canibal’, that first ethnic name noted by Europeans
in the New World, and which serves to root those New World
references in the Caribbean, that crucible of the early colonial
ventures and ground of the historically archetypical meeting of
cultures. 43

Caliban is, according to one recent critic, ‘perhaps the most
disputed character in the Shakespearean canon':** much admired,
from Dryden onwards, for the originality of his creation, and yet
almost impossible to put convincingly on stage. Morton Luce
summed up the exasperation of many critics at 'this supreme
puzzle’ when he said that:

if all the suggestions as to Caliban’s form and feature and
endowments that are thrown out in the play are collected, it
will be found that the one half renders the other half
impossible. 4%

Caliban is, to give a sample of these descriptions, ‘a strange fish!’
(ILii.27); '‘Legg'd like a man! and his fins like arms!” (ILi1.34); ‘no
fish' (IL1.36); ‘'some monster of the isle with four legs’ (I1.11.66); “a
plain fish’ (V.1.266); and a *mis-shapen knave' (V.1.268). He is also,
at different times, a man and not a man according to Miranda’s
calculations.*®

Luce's exasperation over Caliban's resistance to visualization
reminds him ‘of the equally futile attempts to discover his
enchanted island’,*” and the parallel is acute, though perhaps less
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of a dead-end than Luce imagines. The island is the meeting place
of the play's topographical dualism, Mediterranean and Atlantic,
ground of the mutually incompatible reference systems whose co-
presence serves to frustrate any attempt to locate the island on a
map. Caliban is similarly the ground of these two discourses. As
‘wild man' or ‘wodchouse’, with an African mother whose
pedigree leads back to the Odyssey, he is distinctly Mediter-
rancan.*® And yet, at the same time, he is, as his name suggests, a
‘cannibal’ as thar figure had taken shape in colonial discourse:
ugly, devilish, ignorant, gullible and treacherous — according to
the Europeans' descriptions of him. Cannibalism iself features
only indirectly: Alonso, pondering the fate of his son, asks ‘what
strange fish | Hath made his meal on thee?’ (ILi.108-9), ‘a strange
fish!" being Trinculo's first deseription of Caliban (ILii.27). There
is, however, a difference between the two processes. The topo-
graphical references are mutually contradictory, but Caliban's
characteristics merely overburden him since Atlantic colonial
discourse is itself based upon that Herodotean language discussed
in the chapter on Columbus's log-book.*® The play's utle page
catches this distincton nicely: the mutually contradictory to-
pographies cancel each other out leaving the island ‘uninhabited’;
Caliban, on the other hand, bears his double inscription: Caliban,
savage, deformed, slave — a multiple burden of Atlantic and
Mediterranean  descriptions.®® Discursively, it could be said,
Caliban is the monster all the characters make him out to be.3! In
a way Caliban, like Frankenstein's monster, carries the secret of
his own guilty genesis; not however, like a bourgeois monster, in
the pocket of his ¢aar, burrather, like a savage, iscribed upon his
body as his physical shape, whose overdetermination baffles the
other characters as much as the play's directors. The difficulty in
visualizing Caliban cannot be put down to a failure of clarity in
the text. Caliban, as a compromise formation, can exist only
within discourse: he is fundamentally and essentially beyond the
bounds of representation.

Two emblems — one textual, the other geographical - can stand
for the relationship between the two frames of reference, Mediter-
ranean and Atlantic. The first is a palimpsest on which there are
two texts, an original Mediterranean text with, superimposed
upon it, an Atlantic text written entirely in the spaces between the
Mediterranean words, the exception being Caliban, who is
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thereby doubly inscribed, a discursive monster, a compromise
formation bearing the imprint of the conflict that has produced
him. The second emblem is Leslie Fiedler's when he adapts D.H.
Lawrence's terms to talk about the discovery of America as a new
magnetic pole compelling a reorientation of traditional axes: the
conventional opposition between Europe and Africa, articulated
within Mediterranean discourse, is disrupted by the third term of
America, an ‘other’ so radically different that you can no longer
bring yourself to respond to its threat by offering it your
daughter, however much you imagine it wants you 10,52 So even
before considering the fully Atlantic themes of the play — which
must centre on the relationship between Prospero and Caliban —
there is evidence of a scrambling of traditional reference points
within the supposedly familiar terms of the Mediterrancan world.

An intrinsic characteristic of The Tempest seen as a fully
European play was its confident use of classical allusions and
analogues, combining, in a manner splendidly congruent with
such works as Arcadia and The Faerie Queene, elements of the
pastoral and epic. Behind The Tempest stood, in other words, the
great Mediterranean epic of Virgil's Aeneid, in one reading the
ulimarte source of the play’s cawsal ploc.®® The difficulues
attendant upon such a claim have never revolved around the
question of the presence of such Virgilian echoes in the play: on the
contrary such echoes are, if anything, rather roe present. In other
words, rather than appearing as shadowy outlines beneath the
words of the text, satsfactory reminders of generic and ideolo-
gical continuity, the very guestion of classical parallels to the
dramanc narrative breaks through the surface of the play to
become a subject for discussion by the characters, but in 2 manner
so seemingly trivial that many commentators, most notably
Pope, have dismissed the passage — near the opening of Act Il - as
at least impertinent and irrelevant, if not actually an interpolation
by irreverent actors:

Gonzalo Methinks our garments are now as fresh as when we
put them on first in Afric, at the marriage of the King's
fair daughter Clanbel to the King of Tunis.

Sebastian "Twas a sweet marriage, and we prosper well in our
return.

Adrian Tunis was never grac'd before with such a paragon to



http:Iog-book.49
http:1l.ii.27
http:Europea.ns

110 COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS
their Queen.

Gonzalo Not since widow Dido's time.

Antonio Widow! a pox o' that! How came that widow in?
widow Dido!

Sebastian What if he had said ‘widower Aeneas’ too? Good
Lord, how you take it!

Adrian “Widow Dido’ said you? you make me study of that:
she was of Carthage, not of Tunis.

Gonzalo This Tunis, sir, was Carthage.

Adrian Carthage?

Gonzale | assure you, Carthage.

Antonio His word 15 more than the miraculous harp.

Sebastian He hath rais'd the wall, and houses too.

Antonio What impossible matter will he make easy next? . . . .

Gonzale Sir, we were talking that our garments seem now as
fresh as when we were at Tunis at the marriage of your
daughter, who is now Queen.

Antonio And the rarest that ¢'er came there.

Sebastian Bate, 1 beseech you, widow Dido.

Antonio O, widow Dido! ay, widow Dido.

Gonzalo Is not, sir, my doublet as fresh as the first day 1 wore
u? I mean, m a sort.

Antonio That sort was well fish'd for.

Gonzale When I wore it at your daughter’s marriage?

Alonso You cram these words into mine cars against
The stomach of my sense. Would I had never
Married my daughter there! for, coming thence,
My son is lost, and in my rate, she too,

Who is so far from Italy removed
[ ne'er again shall see her . ...

Sebastian Sir, you may thank yourself for this great loss,
Thar would not bless our Europe with your daughter,
But rather loose her to an African:
(ILi.66-85, 92—107, 118-22)
Gonzalo plays a key role in this discussion as the character most
eager to tease out the significance of the experiences undergone
by the court party: he is, as it were, both actor and critic, a
combination which allows the play to discuss its own meaning in
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an almost Brechtian fashion. He is the scholar who sees a pattern
of classical repetition: Clanibel, Queen of Tunis, is the new Dido,
just as Tunis uself is the new Carthage. The others — especially
here the shadowy Adrian, though Antonio and Sebastian soon
take up the banter — are the modernists whose world is the new
realm of Machiavellian contingency, and to whom such parallels
are therefore self-evidently ludicrous. Most critics presume
Gonzalo's mistake and pass on, but the matter is more complex
than that. 'Tunis was Carthage’ is not a self-evidently ridiculous
remark since Tunis grew up close to the ruins of Carthage — close
enough for those ruins to lie well within the perimeter of the
modern city. Arguably the other courtiers’ arrogant scepticism —
apparently based on little but the presumption of absolute
difference between aties with different names, and lacking the
historical perspective that might make sense of the relationship
between them — betrays far more ignorance than does Gonzalo's
assertion of identity. The handful of miles between Carthage and
Tunis balances our reading on a knife edge.

Very similarly, the general merriment over Gonzalo's ‘widow
Dido" is not easy to interpret. Do we see Gonzalo trying to
demonstrate his knowledge of Virgil by a casual reference to
[ido as paragon Queen, while retaining decorum through
invoking her as ‘widow" rather than as the lover deserted by
Aeneas, a reference better left unspoken so soon after the Tunisian
wedding breakfast? Yet if so, the excessive hilarity ar the remark
would seem to rebound again, since it implies that the others,
knowing Dido only in the context of her affair with Aencas, are
ignorant that she was indeed the widow of Sychaeus. The point
becomes even stronger if it is remembered that Virgil could
imagine the affair at all only by collapsing the 340 years between
the fall of Troy and the founding of Carthage, and that Elissa, to
give her her Phoenician name, was called Dido in the first place,
meaning in Laun virago, precisely because of her decision to kill
herself rather than marry larbas.

Yet if Gonzalo is to some extent vindicated for his remarks in
this exchange, his attempts at parallelism backfire disastrously as
soon as they are inspected more closely. To recall Carthage is o
bring to mind several centuries of punishing wars with Italy, not
the happiest of memories when presumably — though this is only
implied = Clanibel has been a gift to fend off a2 dangerous new
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power in the central Mediterranean. After all Dido, the Car-
thaginian wirage, died sooner than marry an African king, the fate
that has been imposed upon Claribel to the evident distress of the
whole party, including the father who forced her into the
marniage. Antonio has his own reasons for over-emphasizing the
distance between Naples and Tunis (‘Ten leagues beyond man's
life’ (11.1.242)), but Alonso also talks of his daughter as ‘so far from
Italy removed [ | ne'er again shall see her’ (ILi.106—7). Since Tunis
15 closer to Naples than Milan is, the distance must be predomi-
nantly the cultural one implied in Sebastian’s bitter remark that
Ferdinand's presumed demise is the punishment due to Alonso,
‘That would not bless our Europe with your daughter, [ But
rather loose her to an African’ (ILi.119—21), despite her ‘loathness’
for the match.

It is perhaps no longer possible — if it ever was — to fully
untangle the skeins of this Mediterranean labyrinth.3* The
essential point would seem to be that the very boundaries of what
has here been called Mediterranean discourse are no longer
holding firm. The Maghrib, for so long defined within that
discourse in terms of “‘moer’ and “barbarian’, has gained the power
to shake off the chains that define. Claribel, who haunts the
margins of the play, never present but never forgotten, is a
sacrifice offered to that new power — complementing Othello, the
renegade who proves Europe's weakness by being the only
general strong enough to defend it from its enemies.®®

The problem 15 that, once introduced, the parallels and
analogues begin to multiply, breaking down any hierarchy of
comparisons. Aeneas left Carthage for Cumae, which stands in
relation to Naples as Carthage does to Tunis. Carthage (Qart
Hadasht) is Phoenician for ‘new city’, as is Naples (Neapolis).
There might be suggestions here of the westward course of
empire, the translatio imperii, except that all that novelry has
presumably worn thin given the ironic application of the epithet —
‘o brave new world’ - to the tawdry representatives of the old. So
the Atlantic references by no means stand in obvious counterpoint
or opposition to the Mediterranean register. The ‘new’ world is
merely one of a series; Gonzalo brings to his ideal plantation some
of the most venerable topoi of classical literature; and, most
disconcerting of all, the new land has an inhabitant who claims
title via the primacy of his mother, an exile from Algiers.

FROSPERD AND CALIBAN I13

Fipure 10 Spanish mastiffs savaging American indians; from Theodore
de Bry's Grands Voyages. Ome of the chief ingredients of the Black
Legend through which the English distinguished their brand of colonial-
ism from the Spanish. Caliban is hunted by dogs at the end of Act IV of
The Tempest.

Prospero, having suffered at the hands of a doubling brother
who overturned his primacy, finds himself doubled again, this
time by a Mediterranean woman who had gor there first.%®
Sycorax, the second of the text’s three absent women, proves such
a posthumous threat to Prospero that she must constantly be
vilified. In one of his historical excursuses during the second scene
of the play, Prospero presses Sycorax's story on to Ariel: her
impregnation by an incubus, her banishment from Algiers, her
casting away on the island, the birth of Caliban, her imprison-
ment of Ariel, her death; a story that Prospero presumably only
knows through Ariel in the firse place, since he would hardly have
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heard it in that form from Caliban. Needless to say, Ariel, having
spent a dozen years confined in a cloven pine, can hardly be
considered an impartial witness in the matter. Once again much is
seen to turn on the status of Prospero’s words. If he is seen as the
very embodiment of authorial consciousness, then to cast doubt
on what he says would be out of the question. But in a play where
so much of what is crucial has taken place before the curtain rises
we are obliged to ask who is telling us what and how they know.
Prospero, after all, has good reason to resent the Sycorax he never
knew since their respective one-parent families (father—daughter,
mother—son) hint at a complementarity that would ruin
Prospero’s plans for his daugher. The otherwise inevitable con-
cession of Miranda to Caliban is therefore contested discursively:
Caliban 1s *got by the devil himself” (Lii.321), ‘a born devil, on
whose nature | Murture can never stick® (IV.i.188-9), strenuously
distanced from the social world into the satanic and the bestial,
despite the grudging admirttance of Caliban's humanicy in that
eminently misreadable double negative:

Then was this island -
Save for the son that she did litter here,
A freckled whelp hag-born — not honour'd with
A human shape. (Lit.281—4)

A statement whose last six words are sull quoted on their own as
‘evidence’ of Caliban’s lack of human shape.

Sycorax, like Prospero an exiled magician, is also too close for
comfort. She is, of course, a witch with her mischiefs and
sorceries, we are told, again by Prospero, while he is 2 magician
with his Art, a distinetion much buttressed by critics with their
investigations of Neo-Platonic self-discipline, but somewhat
undermined by Prospero himself when his role model — as
inappropriate as Dido for Claribel — rurns out to be Medea, the
same Medea canvassed as a prototype for Sycorax:

I have bedimm'd
The noontide sun, call'd forth the mutinous winds,
And "vwixt the green sea and the azur'd vaule
Set roaring war: to the dread rattling thunder
Have | given fire, and rifted Jove's stout cak
With his own bolt; the strong-bas’d promontory
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Have I made shake, and by the spurs pluck'd up
The pine and cedar: graves at my command

Have wak'd their sleepers, op'd, and let 'em forth
By my so potent Art. (V.i.41—50)%7

Kermode gamely makes out a case for only those elements of
Medea's incantation consistent with ‘white’ magic being taken
over for Prospero, but even he has trouble with ‘graves at my
command’, the clearest indication that Prospero has taken his role
as "god o' th' isle’ a little too literally for the comfort of religious
orthodoxy.*#

7

The tradivonal identification of Prospero with Shakespeare,
though totally spurious, half grasps the crucial point that Pro-
spero, like Shakespeare, is a dramatist and creator of theatrical
effects. The analogies between the play he stages and The Tempest
itself are close and important and for long stretches of the middle
three acts the two are almost identical, at least as far as the
audience is concerned, since the outer frame, the play without the
play, becomes attenuated. Prospero’s play is, at root, a project
whose outcome depends upon his skill at presentation, his
ultimate purpose being to manoeuvre Alonso physically and
psychologically in such a way that the revelation of his son's
scemingly miraculous return from the dead will be so bound up
with Ferdinand’s love for Miranda that Alonso will be in no
position to oppose the union that guarantees the security of
Prospero’s Milanese dukedom, at least during the remainder of
Prospero’s lifeume.

The preparation for that climax involves suspense: the revela-
tion must be delayed until the last possible minute in order to
intensify Alonso's surprise, but also in order to accumulate as
much humiliation as Alonso is thought capable of bearing.
Prospero’s plan involves taking at least a substantial bite out of the
cake of revenge as well as keeping it intact so as to bestow a
wholesome forgiveness on the parties who have offended him.5°
Where Prospero’s play differs most from The Tempest is that its
audience on stage does not, until the last moment, realize that it is
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a play at all. The final scene contains no such surprise for The
Tempest's audience: during that scene we simply witness, rather
than share, the anagnorisis of the court party.

Just how far can Prospero’s identification as a playwright be
pushed? The minimal argument would presumably be that he
simply engineers the ininal dispersal of the courtiers and the series
of machines and devices, while the characters themselves act
absolutely according to their own will and volition, actors who,
within certain physical limitations, improvise their own lines and
behaviour. This would limit Prospero’s role to that of stage-
manager. If Prospero were properly playwright, on the other
hand, he would have fotal control over the words and deeds of the
other characters. This stronger version of the argument can
hardly be supported. It would, to begin with, rob the play of any
suspense; but there are internal points to be made against it too,
such as Antonio's recalcitrance which tends to sour Prospero’s last
scene and which therefore, if ‘playwright’, he would presumably
have removed.

But seeing Prospero as simply stage-manager underestimates, if
not his actual control, then at least the sense we are given of how
he wants his play to proceed. In the thwarted attempt on Alonso’s
life, for example, the court party is put to sleep by Ariel's music,
but with Sebastian and Antonio left deliberately awake. That this
is no accident is made clear by their comments: “Seb.: What a
strange drowsiness possesses them! ... Ant.: They fell together
all, as by consent' (ILi.194 and 198). Prospero, one might say,
gives Antonio and Sebastian the time and the opportunity for
conspiracy; they oblige by acting according to type, and are
suitably thwarted. Likewise Caliban is, as it were, introduced to
Stephano and Trinculo and left to follow the course that Prospero
at least foresees, elaborating the conspiracy that Prospero remem-
bers in the strange moment of passion that brings the celebratory
masque to such a sudden and confused end. Prospero remembers: so
the conspiracy is no surprise to him and, even if he has been
monitoring its progress off-stage (suggested by [V.i.171), the fact
that he has not bothered to immobilize the conspirators indicates
that he desires the conspiracy to run its course. Clearly it is an
essential element in his play — and ‘the minute of their plot [ Is
almost come’ (IV.i.141—2) draws neatly from the registers of
both conspiracy and the theatre — yet it is an element that,
paradoxically, he almost manages to forget.
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Giving full weight to the notion of Prospero’s play within the
play would also allow the recuperation of at least some earlier
Tempest criticism, which makes perfect sense if read as referring to
Prospero’s play alone, rather than to The Tempest as a whole, The
dramatic structure of The Tempest has always looked too straight-
forward to merit much detailed analysis, yet the five-act division,
if accepted as original, appears a somewhat arbitrary arrangement
of the play’s materials, so much so that Kermode, for one, discerns
3 ‘neo-Terentian’ (i.e. four-part) division underpinning the
action.®® In fact when, towards the climax of the epitasis — the
central complicating movement of the play — Prospero shows
what Kermode calls ‘apparently unnecessary perturbation . .. at
the thought of Caliban’, Kermode suggests that this must be
explained through ‘an oddly pedantic concern for classical
structure’ causing it ‘to force its way through the surface of the
play’.? Odd indeed, given Shakespeare’s supposed life-long
disregard of such neo-classical prescriptions.

A better starting point would be the observation that the
structure of the play must be dual: The Tempest has a structure,
perhaps even a four-part one, but so does Prospero’s play within
the play, which is considerably more formal and highly-wrought
than The Tempest itself. Generically, in fact, Prospera’s play is
closest to a court masque of the claborate Jacobean kind, a fitting
form for Prospero to celebrate his reaccession to his rightful
dukedom, with its contrast, proper to such ornamental state
occasions, between order and disorder, between a stable society
subject to a God-like monarch and an anarchic world of brutality
and folly. The emphasis of the masque is on device and display,
culminating in a spectacular sequence of events: the anti-masque
of the disappearing banquet, the magnificent betrothal celebra-
tons, the ‘theophany’ of Prospero’s delayed appearance before his
enemies, and the final moment of revelation which discovers
Ferdinand and Miranda playing chess.? Such a form, in the
words of Enid Welsford, ‘expresses, not uncertainty, ended by
final success or failure, but expectancy crowned by sudden
revelation”.®* Of course only Prospero, the masque presenter and
nductor, and Ariel, the assistant producer, are in a position to
appreciate the full significance of this spectacle of state since the
various ‘actors’ and ‘spectators’ on stage are unaware of their
participation within Prospero’s play. All in all the masque is
distinctly Pirandellian. The dramatic analogy could be pressed
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further to suggest that the point of Prospero’s claborate deceit 13
to confuse Alonso as to the genre of his experiences on the island.
He must — if Prospero’s plans are to succeed — believe himself o
be living a ‘tragedy’ which in the climactic anagnorisis tums into a
‘comedy’, its true status as masque being prudently reserved by
Prospero for later revelation (V..303-5). The Tempest contains
Prospero’s masque but it is in no sense idennical to or coterminous
with 1t, as the dramatic structure reveals. The discovery of
Ferdinand and Miranda 15 a fine and complex moment: we
witness the amazement of the court party as they recognize
Ferdinand, and we see Prospero’s satisfaction at the triumphant
climax of his masque as he also witnesses their amazement. But
the revelation of Ferdinand and Miranda is no peripeteia for us
since we have been privy to all the preparations.

The simplest way of stating the difference between Prospero’s
play and The Tempest would then be to say that The Tempest
stages Prospero’s staging of his play: only during the first scene are
we unaware that everything happening on stage is in some sense
under Prospero’s control. So as well as watching the enactment of
the masque, we also hear his reasons for staging it, see his
preparation of the theatrical machines that will produce it, witness
him watching that production from the wings, and observe the
constantly changing audience on stage. This andience 1s probably
the key to the distinction, yet it is a distinction that nearly
disappears from view if we choose — as many critics have done —
to view simply the performance on stage, rather than that
performance as attended by its audience. Support for this surmise
comes when, at the height of the betrothal celebrations {the most
spectacular moment of both plays and when we are therefore
most likely to be oblivious to the distinction between them) the
machinery of the masque grinds to a halt. The Nymphs and
Reapers, a moment ago in the middle of a graceful dance, heavily
vanish to a strange, hollow and confused noise, and we are
forcefully reminded of the spectators on stage (at this juncrure
Ferdinand and Miranda) by hearing them comment on the
breakdown in transmission: a moment of ‘recognition” — that
there is a play within the play — likely to consttute a true
peripeteia for The Tempest's audience. It is Ferdinand who speaks
for the audience: "This is strange: your father's in some passion |
That works him strongly’ (IV.i.143—4), to which Prospero's
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immediate response is a clever ti quogiee: “You do look, my son, in
a mov'd sort, | As if you were dismay'd’ (IV.i.146-7), thereby
allowing him the ‘revels’ speech to regain his composure and to
assume the guise of military officer ordering his troops ('Pros.: We
must prepare to meet with Caliban | Ari: Ay, my commander’
(IV.1.166-7)). The text strikes a delicate balance here: our surprise
at Prospero’s disturbance is recent enough for our perspective still
to be sufficiently askew from Prospero’s to note the ludicrousness
of claborate preparations to deal with a woefully inadequate force
who could be immobilized on the spot. On the other hand, our
disturbance has been soothed, not to say anaesthetized, along with
Ferdinand’s, by the most beauriful poetry in the play, as Prospero
trics to explain away his disturbance by insisting that the revels are
properly concluded, just as everything comes to an end, even life
iself — in the context of Prospero’s play a brilliant picce of
improvisation to cover a necessary change of scene and hustle
Ferdinand and Miranda out of the way.

The improvisation is only necessary because of Prospero’s
sudden remembering of Caliban's conspiracy, the one moment in
the play when his plans run less than smoothly. His perturbation
has proved understandably perplexing. After all, politically, the
conspiracy has no role to play whatsoever: strictly speaking,
Alonso and Ferdinand are the objects rowards whom Prospero’s
skill 1s directed — his ends can still be reached irrespective of
Antonio’s response, which s of course just as well. The conspira-
tors are supplementary, a sub-plot in Prospero’s play, and
therefore ‘understandably’ forgettable in the celebration of his
own power which is to precede the final dénouement — ‘some
vanity of mine Art’ (IV.i41) may be self-deprecatory, but it is
none the less true: the celebratory masque is in one sense a vain
demonstration of power, purely the ‘corollary’ that Prospero
himself calls it. He is guilty of celebrating before the story is over,
and suffers for his presumption. But why is the ‘supplementary’
conspiracy there in the first place? And why, above all, is ‘the
strangeness of the disturbance ... strangely insisted on’ %4
Prospero being in such a passion that Miranda can say: ‘Never till
this day [ Saw | him touch’d with anger, so distemper'd’
(IV.i.144-3)?

Prospera’s play is in fact a subtle instrument of revenge and
Caliban occupies a crucial role in i, though this is a fact kept
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hidden from Caliban for as long as possible: he, like the other
‘actors’, is not aware that he is in a play at all, let alone aware “.'f
the narure of his part. What might seem initially odd. tl'u_mgh, is
that whilst Caliban is the pivot around which the discursive axes
of the play tumn, and whilst his conspiracy clearly tr_aublm?
Prospero, dramatically its importance appears undcrmutfvatc-:?.
Caliban is after all a mere slave of Prospero’s, powerless against his
magic, and incapable of mounting a serious coup. So, !!' the
seemingly trifling sub-plot of Prospero’s play causes sqci? distress
when its moment comes, it has to be because it is not trifling at all
but, on the contrary, the very nub of the matter, rc?rmmtzblg at
all by Prospero only in the ‘differently-centred’ production
staged by his desire.

In its own terms Prospero’s play is undoubtedly a success: it
achieves what he wants it to achieve. Yet in always showing us
more than this elaborate masquerade The Tempest leaves room for
other questions to emerge. The most crucial of these quesnons
concemns the reladonship between Prospero’s sub-plfn and the
main plot of his masque. The function of the masque is clear and
its procedure, though complicated by the court party’s dual ml‘c
as actors and spectators, easily comprehensible given Prospero’s
initial premisses. From the pcrspcctiwi of Pmipcruhs main pk::t ‘:rl::
iracy is of minor importance. It merely cchoes in a 1o
msimr:mmic key the {:Enﬁasinm of the nnb’lr_ Italians, burt the
two plots are not in any way dra.mamz:]l}r interwoven: the
courtiers have no glimpse of Caliban until less than a hundred
lines before the end of the play, when Prospero m:mmum.!sly
completes his play by revealing how he has foiled the plot against

his life. Of the principals only Prospero, then, is in the position of

the ideal spectator able to view the progress of the respective
plots. The masque as a whole is for his eyes only. _ 1
His dramatic construction makes it clear that the conspiracy 1s
to take the subsidiary part in the production: in accordance with
neo-classical criteria its action begins later and ends earlier than
the main plot. This undoubtedly suits Prospero’s purposes and
corresponds to his perception of the conventions of the masque,
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where disorder is well and truly routed. But this is not necessarily
our view of the conspiracy.

We are in a position, for example, to see how Prospero’s drama
is in essence a series of repetitions. The courtiers must repeat
Prospero’s primary suffering: the distress at sea, the absence of
food, and the powerlessness in a hostile environment. Prospero
takes pleasure in their suffering and then, when the moment is
right, brings the suffering to an end in order to obtain his final
purpose. The last move in Prospero's psychological manoeuvring
of Alonso is especially acute or, to put it another way, little short
of psychopathic, showing Prospero’s obsessive observance of the
patterns of repetition. Alonso's genuine distress at the supposed
loss of his son — the key element in Prospero’s plan — has to be
matched by Prospero’s cruelly factitious grief for "the like loss . ..
for 1 have lost my daughter ... in this last tempest’ (V.i.143,
1478, 153), a shrewd blow which associates the two children in
Alonso's mind and has him wishing them King and Queen of
Maples, just as Prospero desires — thereby, of course, plumbing
unwittingly Prospero's cleverly figurative meaning of ‘losing” his
daughrer,

But the repetition does not stop there; it must be completed in
the sub-plot by a controlled repetition of the primary trauma.
Prospero stages a fantasized version of the original conspiracy
with the difference that, this ime, he will defeat it.%% Caliban
must re-enact Antonio’s usurpation, enabling Prospero to take a
part in his own play. But, whereas the other ‘actors’ have to
remain ignorant of the play's fictiveness, Prospero can indeed act —
in both senses — in stark contrast to his earlier state of passive
unpreparedness. Twelve years ago, ‘rapt in secret studies’, Pros-
pero had been helpless before Antonio’s determination to close
the gap between — the words are Prospero'’s — ‘this part he play'd’,
as acting Duke, and the reality behind the role, ‘Absolute Milan’
(Lii.ro7-9). This time it 1s Prospero who can ‘play the part’ of
ruler under threat from disloyal subject, this time discover the
plot before it comes to fruition, and this tme trivmph over it.
The repetition cancels out the original, the twelve years are as
nothing, and Prospero has created for himself a second chance.

The pleasures of total revenge can be so casily forsworn because
revenge presupposes an original insult and it is Prospero’s intent
to wipe the very record of that insult from his consciousness: ‘Let
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us not burthen our remembrance with | A heaviness that's gone’
(V.1.190-200). .

The sub-plot, far from being the mere echo of his main plot
that Prospero’s dramatic ordering would have us believe, 1s
therefore the enacument of a repression which takes from
Prospero’s consciousness the memory of his usurpation b:_.r
Antonio, so that Prospero can resume his position — at least his
fantasized position ~ as much-loved Duke of Milan, untroubled
by a record of negligence. Alongside the public performance o!'
the masque runs this private psychodrama, this ‘other scene
whose importance Prospero keeps to himself. The terms of the
settlement make it clear, however, that the victory thereby
achieved is indeed primarily psychic rather than in any meaning-
ful sense political: the price Prospero pays for his restoration is
presumably the eventual envelopment of the Duchy of Milan into
Ferdinand’s Neapolitan empire. Prospero mortgages his in-
heritance for a chance to repress a history of failure. Thus ends the
Mediterrancan story.

On this reading Caliban, unbeknown to him, plays the part of
Antonio who, this time, will fail. But, at the same time, Caliban
is, as it were, playing himself, except that *himself” means the §elf
that Prospero has cast for him — the treacherous slave. This is a
complication that needs some unpacking. For Prospero, Caliban
is playing the part of Antonio in the remake of hus psychodrama,
the new version with the happy ending. For Prospero, Caliban is
an appropriate actor for this part because he is a ‘natural’
usurper, this nature only held in check by Prospero’s power. This
power is relaxed during the course of the play so that Caliban can
impersonate Antonio — proving to Prospero’s satisfaction that his
assessment of Caliban's character is correct. If The Tempest's critics
have conceded that much trns on how you define Caliban,
Prospero has no doubts: he offers Caliban the part of the
treacherous slave with the silent entailment that acceptance — of
what Caliban of course takes as a ‘real’ opportunity — will be
taken as definition of being. For Prospero this is merely confirma-
tion of what he knows already: Caliban, like Antonio and
Sebastian, only has to act according to character. What 15 more,
Prospero can in the end only see Caliban as acting according to
character because Caliban does indeed seize upon the part offered
to him and plays it with a gusto only diminished by the fatuity of
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his fellow-conspirators. It would be difficult, incidentally, to deny
that The Tempest here has 1ts finger on what is most essential in the
dialectic between colonizer and colonized, offering a parable of
that relationship probably never equalled for 1ts compelling logic.
So Caliban 15, in other words, doubly inseribed in Prospero’s play
as both himself and a surrogate for Antonio, thereby putting into
maotion his double burden from the play’s title page, Adantic and
Mediterranean.

Yet Caliban’s part in The Tempest is not coextensive with his
part in Prospero’s play, since he has appeared in that delayed
prologue at the beginning of the second scene which includes, to
continue the theatrical language, some preparatory shaping up of
Prospero’s team, ensuring — via threat and bribe — thar Ariel will
obey orders, and — via invective and abuse — thar Caliban will be
in a suitably resentful frame of mind. Prospero’s moves are
cffective, but at the price of allowing us to hear what Ariel and,
more to the point, Caliban have to say for themselves. This scene
repays close attention.

The confdence of the opening coup de théatre has been
immediately undermined by the evidently urgent need to hark
back to other earlier beginnings. For Prospero, the real beginning
of the story is his usurpation twelve years previously by Antonio,
the opening scene of a drama which Prospero intends to play out
during The Tempest as a comedy of restoration. Prospero’s
exposition might seem to take its place unproblematically as the
indispensable prologue to an understanding of the present mo-
ment of Act [, no more than a device for conveying essential
information. But to see it simply as a neutral account of the play's
prehistory would be o ignore the contestation, which follows
insistently throughout the rest of that scene, of Prospero’s version
of true beginnings. In this narration the crucial early days of the
relationship between the Europeans and the island’s inhabitants
are covered by Prospera’s laconic ‘Here in this island we arniv’d’
{Lii.171). And this 15 all we would have, were it not for Arel
and Caliban. First Prospero is goaded by Arel's demands for
freedom into recounting at some length how his servitude
began, when, at their first contact, Prospero freed him from the
cloven pine in which he had earlier been confined by Sycorax.
Caliban then offers his compelling and defiant counter to
Prospero’s single sentence when, in a powerful speech, he recalls
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the initial mutual trust between them "When thou cam’st first’,
with benefits bestowed by each on the other, Prospero making
much of Caliban, Caliban showing Prospero ‘all the gqualities o
th” isle’ (l.11.334—40); a trust broken by Prospero’s assumpton of
the polincal control made possible by the power of his magic.
Caliban, "Which first was mine own King', now protests that
‘here you sty me [ In this hard rock, whiles you do keep from me |
The rest o' th' island" (Lii.344—6).

It is remarkable that these contestations of ‘true beginnings'
have been so commonly occluded by that uncritical willingness to
identify Prospero’s voice as direct and reliable authorial state-
ment, and therefore to ignore the lengths to which the play goes
to dramatize its problems with the proper beginning of its own
story. Such identification hears, as it were, only Prospero’s play,
follows only his stage directions. But although different begin-
nings are offered by different voices in the play, Prospero has the
effective power to impose his construction of events on the others.
While Ariel gets a threatening but nevertheless expansive an-
swer, Caliban provokes an entirely different reaction. Prospero’s
words refuse engagement with Caliban's claim to original
sovereignty (‘This island’s mine, by Sycorax my mother, [
Which thou tak’ st from me' (Lii.333—4)); vet Prospero is clearly
disconcerted. His sole — somewhat hysterical — response consists of
an indirect denial (‘Thou meost lying slave’ (Li346)) and a
counter accusation of attempted rape (‘thou didst seek to violate |
The honour of my child' (Lii.349—40)), which together foreclose
the exchange and are all that Prospero ever has to say about his
early days on the island.

Nevertheless, this second scene opens up an important space
which the play proceeds to explore. Prospero tells Miranda (and
the audience) a story in which the island is merely an interlude, a
neutral ground between extirpation and resumption of power.
Ariel and Caliban immediately act as reminders that Prospero’s is
not the only perspective, that the island is not neutral ground for
them. So nght from the beginning Prospero’s narrative is
distinguished from the play’s: we are made aware that Caliban has
his own story and that it does not begin where Prospero's begins.
A space is opened, as it were, behind Prospero’s narrative, a gap
that allows us to see that Prospero's narrative is not simply
history, not simply the way things were, but a particular version,
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In that gap Caliban is at least allowed to begin his story. This
account of the opening of The Tempest makes the play a
paradigmatic text for the writing of this book. Not only — as has
often been pointed out — can Prospero and Caliban be seen as
archetypes of the colonizer and the colonized, but Prospero is also
colonial historian, and such a convincing and ample historian
that other histories have to fight their way into the crevices of his
official monument.

OF course Prospero’s arrival on the island occupied by Caliban
and Ariel remains an event as inaccessible to us as the arrival of the
first Europeans on the Caribbean islands. In one case we have only
Columbus’s opaque text. In the other we have three stories:
Prospero’s two accounts - the brief 'Here in this island we
arriv'd’ (Lii.171), and the fuller version he gives to remind Ariel
of his place; and Caliban's alternative version, which Prospero
denies only with the vague “Thou most lying slave' (Lii.346).
Speculation about what ‘really’ happened would be even more
futile here in this fictional story than in the earlier chapter, but it is
surely significant that Caliban's account of the beginning of the
relationship is allowed to stand unchallenged while Prospero
responds by charging him with the attempted violation of
Miranda. Shakespearean criticism has, as noted earlier, recently
grown more sceptical towards Prospero’s behaviour and achieve-
ments, especially with respect to Caliban.®® There are various
ways of looking at this. Even as master to slave, Prospero speaks
and behaves with an excessive vehemence, threatening punish-
ments out of all keeping with the supposed crimes. This has
tended to become more of an issue as it has become less casy to see
Caliban as some sort of semi-human figure, the ‘missing link" of
Daniel Wilson's evolutionary fantasies.®”

It is perhaps less of a strain than it was a hundred years ago to
see as genuinely human a figure described in animal terms by
Europeans, Much also turns on the attempr at violation. Once
upon a time that would have been enough to Justify any
punishment inflicted on Caliban. Today it is possible for at least
one n:r:';icl.l— :u;ld a religious one at that - to defend Caliban on the
grounds that he was simply refusing to accept the European code
of ethics.%® Perhaps more to the point is :11[:: Prmp:mE: way of
phrasing the insult (he ‘lodg'd thee [ In mine own cell, till thou
didst seek to violate | The honour of my child’ (Li.348-50))
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makes it clear that Caliban's crime is ingratitude towards him,
Prospero: violation of Miranda would be a trespass on his
property. Prospero’s extraordinary possessiveness — at first men-
tion Miranda, Ariel and Caliban are respectively, ‘my dear one’
{Lii.17), ‘'my Ariel’ (Lii.188), and *my slave’ (Lii.310) — is open to
both political and psychoanalytical readings, the two by no means
incompatible. Miranda's virginity is an important political card
for Prospero, in some ways his only one, and he takes great care -
as all commentators note — to make sure that it is not accidentally
trumped by Ferdinand's premature ardour. Like many Shakes-
pearean fathers, Prospero needs such political incentives to loosen
his grip on his daughter and, even so, he goes through a ludicrous
charade in order to gain what David Sundelson calls *a symbolic
victory over |[Ferdinand's] confident sexuality’.%® That is prob-
ably as far as the warrant of the play’s words themselves permits.
Recent psychoanalytical cnincism has gone further. Coppélia
Kahn reads Prospero’s actions as an intricate yet unsuccessful
attempt to work through his Oedipal past.”® Mark Taylor
questions whether *violattion' may not be Prospero’s interpreta-
tion of ‘a perfectly honourable action’, on the grounds that
*Caliban’s pursuance of the normal forms of courtship, with or
without Miranda's responding positively to them, would be seen
by him, Prospero, as an effort to violate her’. So, ‘rather than
indict the daughter for disloyalty in choosing a man other than
himself, the father castigates the suitor’s dishonourable methods -
a classic displacement, which allows the father to retain belief in
his daughter’s loyalty’.?! These can only be speculations -
‘reasonable inferences’ Taylor optimistically calls them” — but
they find their justification in the seemingly consistent way in
which the play undercuts Prospero’s attempted explanations of
the past, the best example being the self-induced tangle he gets
into over his wife:

Pros. Thy father was the Duke of Milan, and
A prince of power.
Mir. Sir, are not you my father?
Pros. Thy mother was a piece of virtue, and
She said thou wast my daughter; and thy father
Was Duke of Milan. (Lii.s3—-8)73

In a word, as Freudian readings force us to pay attention to
suggestions that there is more to Prospero’s accounts of past
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events than immediately meets the eye, we are likely in
consequence to look carefully at what alternative versions of
events we do have. It is not that Caliban somehow speaks the
truth that undermines Prospero’s false or misleading history: there
is no way in which the status of their respective words could be
thus accented. But Caliban is allowed to aruculate a history, itisa
history markedly distinct from Prospero’s, and we see Prospero
attacking Caliban for daring tw speak it, without himself ever
offering an alternative version of those early days on the island.
Interestingly enough, his inadequate denial of Caliban’s charge -
“Thou most lying slave” (Li1.346) — is repeated three times by Ariel
in the scene where he taunts Caliban ([ILii.go—150) as if o
emphasize that there is no narrative counter to Caliban's argu-
ments: Ariel himself is also accused by Prospero in identical terms
during their disagreement over historical matters: *Thou liest,
malignant ching!" (Lii.257).

For Caliban the issue 15 simple: ‘I am subject to a tyrant, a
sorcerer, that by his cunning hath cheated me of the island’
(ILii.40-2): Prospero's power, s magic, has usurped Caliban of
his rights. But the text inflects this usurpation in a particular
direction: Prospero has taken control of Caliban, made him his
slave, and yet ‘We cannot miss him' (Lii.313) — Caliban is
indispensable to Prospero, the usurper depends upon the usurped.
Why should this be if Prospero is so powerful a magician? Why
should he have to depend upon a lowly slave like Caliban? We
need to comprehend more clearly the precise nature of Prospero’s
magic.

This does not imply further investigation of Prospero as
Renaissance magus on the way to enlightenment, or subtle
distinctions between black and white magic. A simpler question
needs answering: just how extensive is Prospero's power? In some
ways this overlaps with the discussion of Prospero as playwright:
he has the sort of power that can erect an invisible barrier, that can
inflict physical punishment, and that can take human and animal
form; but he does not have direct power over human thoughts,
words and actions. But one can go beyond this, still on the basis of
the play’s own evidence: his magic is only effective within certain
distances since he has depended on ‘accident most strange’
{1.i1.178) to bring the court party within his sphere of influence; it
was not effective in Milan or else he could have defended himself
against Antonio; or on the open seas since he and Miranda needed
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‘Providence divine' (Lii.159) to come ashore; but was effective
either immediately upon, or soon after, reaching the island since
he freed Aricl from the cloven pine. If Prospero’s extraordinary
speech of abjuration is to be believed (V.i.33—57) his powers
extend to plucking trees out of the ground, and even, as discussed
earlier, to wakening the dead. But on the other hand he cannot, or
will not, chop wood, make dams to catch fish or do the washing
up, all tasks for which Caliban's services are required.”™

If such a listing scems open to the charge of excessive literalism,
that is precisely the point. The text is not concerned with the
exact configuration of Prospero’s magical powers, but rather with
two broad distinctions: Prospero’s magic 15 at his disposal on the
island but not off it: it can do anything at all except what 15 most
necessary to survive. In other words there is a precise match with
the situation of Europeans in America during the seventeenth
century, whose technology (especially of firearms) suddenly
became magical when introduced into a less technologically
developed society, but who were incapable (for a vanety of
reasons) of feeding themselves. This is a topos that appears with
remarkable frequency in the early English colonial narratives, as it
had in the Spanish: a group of Europeans who were dependent, in
some cases for many years, on food supplied by their nacive hosts,
often willingly, sometimes under duress.

Possible verbal parallels with ‘sources’ such as Strachey's letter
tell us nothing about The Tempest as a ‘Caribbean’ play. But the
topos of food is such a staple of Atlantic discourse that congeneric
examples can significantly illuminate the materials that the play 1s
here deploying. One final Caribbean story, therefore, will be set
alongside The Tempest.

9

In April 1605, the Olive Branch with some seventy passengers
sailed from England to join Leigh's recently established colony in
Guiana. According to the account of John Nicholl, one of the
adventurers on board, the master seems to have missed his course
and, after seventeen weeks at sea, with shortages of food and
drink making ‘our men’s minds very much distracted, which bred
amongst us many fearful and dangerous mutinies’,”® they fetched
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up on the shore of St Lucia, an island still without European
settlements:

And so having been seventeen weeks at sea, instead of our
hopeful expectations of attaining to a pleasant, rich and golden
Country, and the comfortable company of our friends and
Country-men, there as we supposed then resident, we were
brought to an [sland in the West India somewhart distant from
the main, called Santa Lucia, having about twelve degrees of
North latitude, inhabited only with a company of most cruel
Cannibals, and man-eaters, where we had no sooner anchored,
but the Carebyes came in their Periagoes or Boats aboard us
with great store of Tobacco, Plantains, Potatoes, Pines, Sugar
Canes, and divers other fnuts, with Hens, Chickens, Turtles, &
Iguanas: for all which we contented and pleased them well.
These Carrebyes at their first coming in our sight, did scem
most strange and ugly, by reason they are all naked, with long
black hair hanging down their shoulders, their bodies all
painted with red, and from their ears to their eyes, they do
make three strokes with red, which makes them look like devils
or Anticke faces, wherein they take a great pride.?®

The disjunction between the discursive and the experiential could
hardly be clearer. *Cannibal’, it should be noted, 1s no longer the
cthnic name, for which *Carebye” has become established; but the
association between the two is so immediate that the text has no
problem in speaking, before the moment of actual contact, of
‘most cruel Cannibals, and man-eaters’, Even if this description
were retrospective, bestowed in the light of Micholl’s perception
of their subsequent behaviour, it would still sit uneasily with the
welcome supply of food with which the Caribs chose to begin the
intercourse with their visitors.”” The story that follows is in many
ways predictable. The English were given a whole village in
which to stay, in return for a single hatchet. The master wanted to
leave the sick to fend for themselves but the captain disagreed, so
the company split, half staying on St Lucia and half leaving on the
Olive Branch. Those remaining were left a cannon from the ship
but the two parties quarrelled and the gun was actually fired at the
ship, with both sailors and settlers giving different stories to the
Caribs, who must have been thoroughly bemused by these
strange happenings.
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After the departure of the Olive Branch relanons were good
between the Caribs and their guests: large amounts of vegetables,
frmit and game were supphed by the Amerindians, and the
Europeans made some effort to catch turtles, although they seem
to have spent most of their time cutting down trees and building a
stockade to defend themselves "lest the Carrebyes should at any
tme assault us'.” Three events seem to have triggered the
deterioration in the reladonship, It was discovered that, contrary
to instructions, one of the company had sold a sword to a Canb
chief: the English captain reclaimed it without compensation.
Then, inevitably, the English started asking about gold and got
different answers from different Caribs: ‘these contrary tales
made us suspect some villany".”® And finally the Caribs stopped
bringing food, so the English started stealing it from their
gardens. Eventually the ambush came: the nineteen who survived
it barricaded themselves in their stockade and prepared to die of
hunger — but the Caribs brought them food:

Thus for the space of 6 or 7 days, every day fighting for the
space of three or four hours, and then our victual began o fail
again, which caused uvs to hold out a Flag of truce: which the
Indians perceiving, came in peaceable manner unto us.*?

This way of fighting clearly had little to do with European ideas
of warfare. In the end the English offered to leave behind all their
hatchets, knives and beads in retumn for a canoe and some food.
The offer was accepted and the survivors, not without further
hardship, reached Venezuela and (some of them) thence Spain and
England.

Behind Nicholl's narrative of heroism in the face of cruel
cannibals it is possible to reconstruct a story of initial hospitality,
increasing suspicion in the face of boorish behaviour, and eventual
loss of patience with a hostile drain on the economy that showed
little inclination to shift for itself. It seems probable that fear of
guns dictated the early diplomacy but it cannot explain the
continuing supply of food when there were less than twenty
survivors, If the Caribs’ main objective had been to kill the
English rather than o get them to leave, they would only have
had to deny them food. The magic of technology has its limits,

At issue 15 not the influence of Nicholl’s account on The
Tempest but rather the congruence between, on the one hand, his
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and numerous other New World narratives, and on the other, the
words and actions of the play. Even the most cursory of structural
analyses would reveal common features in almost all the early
reports: initial native hospitality — especially supply of food;
growing misunderstandings; and then violent conflict, perceived
by the Europeans as ‘treachery’. There seems litde doubt that as
far as the Amerindians were concerned the turning point was
always the realization that their "guests’ had come to stay. The
Europeans were blinded to this by their failure to comprehend
that what confronted them was an agriculturally based society
with claims over the land. Unable to understand the effects of
their own behaviour the only narrative that they could construct
to make sense of both the hospitality and the violence was a
narrative of treachery in which the initial kindness was a ruse to
establish trust before the natives’ ‘natural’ violence emerged
from behind the mask. The next chapter looks more closely at this
syndrome. ®!

For the moment it can serve as the larger context within which
to view the limits of Prospero’s power and the essential offices that
Caliban performs. For such a supposedly ‘spiritual’ play The
Tempest has much to say about food. One would perhaps expect
such material concerns in the sub-plot where Caliban quickly
appreciates — presumably having learned from his earlier visitors -
that the way to Stephano's heart is through his stomach: ‘I'll
show thee the best springs; I'll pluck thee berries; [ I'll fish for
thee, and get thee wood enough’ (ILii.160—1). But they appear
no less insistently elsewhere, particularly in the two masques
where, first, Ariel shows his devouring grace that Prospero finds
so amusing and, later, the betrothal is somewhat inappropriately
presided over by Ceres rather than the banished Venus, as if
visions of golden harvests were more suited to the present
straitened  circumstances than idylls of married bliss. Caliban
makes it plain ('l must eat my dinner’ (Lii.332)) that Prospero's
most powerful weapon over him is the withholding of food ~ the
food that Caliban is himself responsible for collecting and
preparing.®? Here the master/slave relationship begins to take on,
if not exactly a Hegelian reciprocity, then at least a more delicate
balance than might at first be apparent. Prospero is dependent
upon Caliban’s labour for his food supply and general material
requirements; Caliban is forced by Prospero’s magic to labour in
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order to be able to eat even a small portion of the food he
prepares. We are now, finally, in a position to see that Caliban's
second inscription within Prospero’s play is exactly parallel to the
first in its project of effacement, thereby continuing the diezy
sequence of parallelisms. Just as the first inscription, as an Antonio
figure, effaces Prospero’s original usurpation by his brother, so
this inscription, as revolting slave, effaces both the original
relationship between Caliban and Prospero, a relationship of host
to guest, of Prospero’s dependence — which has continued — on
Caliban’s labour; and the moment of violence, the moment when
Prospero used his power to change host/guest into slave/master.
Prospero’s usurpation of Caliban s effaced by the enginecered
drama of Caliban's conspiracy against Prospero. The gap in
Prospero’s narrative is thereby filled: Caliban’s ‘treacherous’
nature is ‘proved’ beyond dispute, and his continued subjection
YJustified’.

Each of Caliban’s two inscriptions is, just to complicate
matters, disguised as the other. The repetition is not simply a
fantasy ~ because Caliban really is conspiring to murder Pros-
pero; but the conspiracy as enacted cannot genuinely be Caliban’s
attempt to regain what is rightfully his — because it is so clearly vet
another plot against the rightful Duke. For Caliban his double
inscription is a double bind. Either he is a slave who can only
allege his usurpation, or a conspirator whose faillure confirms his
treachery; leaving Caliban little option but to *seck for grace' in
an attempt to minimize his suffering, whatever the justice of his
claims may have been.

This brings the Atlantic story to a very satisfactory end as far as
Prospero is concerned. Bewildering Alonso by means of that
ultimate amagnorisis into agreeing to Ferdinand and Miranda's
marriage was not a significant strain on Prospero’s ingenuity: to
give his daughter to his enemy’s son is apparently a small price to
pay for Alonso’s recognition of Milan's temporary independence.
The recogmuon afforded him by Caliban is altogether sweeter,
since it franks that repression of the colony's carly history which
we have watched the play enact. Caliban repudiates his claims of
his own volition. The violence of slavery 15 abolished at a stroke and
Caliban becomes just another feudal retainer whom Prospero can
‘acknowledge mine' (V.i.276). This is the wish-fulfilment of
the European colonist: his natural superiority voluntarily
recognized.®?
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We should now, finally, be in a position to understand the
interrupted masque. Formally, the moment of Caliban's conspi-
racy is merely the working through of the sub-plot to its
appointed conclusion. But that moment also triggers the screen
behind which Prospero’s usurpation of Caliban can be concealed,
his proven treachery providing a watertight alibi against any
claims of prior sovereignty that might be lodged. To remember
Caliban is essential if that alibi is to be constructed, but to
remember him is to remember why the alibi is needed in the first
place. Prospero’s sub-plot s a finely wrought piece, but the
displeasure of that memory outweighs, for a moment, the need
to put it into action. Hence the sudden perturbation.

This hiccough in the running order of the masque, this
secemingly trivial moment over which commentators have
frected, 1s quite simply the major turning point in the larger play
because, as Prospero’s anger briefly but dramatically holds the
two plays apart, we are able to glimpse the deeper import of that
conspiratorial sub-plot, able to realize that, though it is kept to a
minor place within Prospero’s play, that very staging is the major
plot of The Tempest iself. The Atlantic material, seemingly ar the
periphery, proves to be at the centre.

The conclusion to Act IV is the culmination of the dramatic
action, a powerful and deeply ambivalent scene in which the
conspirators are hunted by dogs and hounds, one of them called
Tyrant, another Fury. It is cast, as Prospero’s entire sub-plot has
been, in the comic mode, further evidence of his commitment to
the dramaunc adequacy of the Mediterranean tradition, and it has
of course proved possible to read the scene in its entirety through
that mode.®* The one question that remains 1s whether The
Tempest — allowing us to see Prospero’s brilliant deployment of
the paraphernalia of comedy = permits any ambiguities to
attenuate that scene of farce. There are perhaps two.

The final chastisement of the conspirators is out of all propor-
tion to their powerlessness: they may have plotted murder but
their chance of success has been nil from the start. Admittedly the
connotations of being hunted by hounds are open to discussion:
some, like G. Wilson Knight, will see them as "impregnated with
a sense of healthy, non-brutal, and ... man-serving virility';#%
others will feel uneasy, if not nauseous, at the sight of dogs
hunting men — Las Casas’s denunciation of the hunting of
Amerindians with dogs had already been translated into English
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as part of the construction of the ‘Black Legend” of Spanish
cruelty.®® They are not of course ‘real’ hounds; it is, after all,
only a2 joke. Bur what is considered to be a joke is often as
revealing as an action in earnest.

And, finally, Caliban is allowed to make desperate effores to
avoid the comic meode: almost all his words in this scene are
wamings o his companions not to be diverted from their
purpose, and he alone refuses the tempting finery on the lime-
tree, thereby possibly foiling the very last piece in Prospero’s
Jigsaw since he will not dress as Antonio — in Milanese clothes — for
the culminating moment of the repeated coup. Admittedly the
scene is classically ironic since the audience sees, as Caliban cannot,
the all-powerful hand of his enemy behind even this opportunity
for revenge, but the poignancy of his position should surely sour
any possible laughter. Caliban, though defeated, is allowed to
retain his dignity in spite of Prospero’s best efforts to degrade
him.?7
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Figure 11 The 1622 *massacre’ of the Virginia settlers; from Theodore
de Bry's Grands Foyages. The key event for the English narrative of early
Virginian history,

4

John Smith and
Pocahontas

John Smith stood close beside her as he spoke, with his back
to the others in the room. For the first time they really
looked at each other. Pocahontas blinked back her tears and
she said softly:

‘l remember well how my father called you son. [
remember that my brothers called you brother. | remember
that you called me dear child Now you say only “Lady
Rebecca™.”

The tea cup in John Smith’s hand trembled ever so
slightly,*

1

The carly history of the English colony of Virginia contains one
story — perhaps its most famous — that has tantalizing parallels
withThe Tempest. At the beginning of this century Morton Luce
suggested that Shakespeare's account of the relationship between
Miranda and Ferdinand might have been affected by the story of
how Pocahontas, a young Amerindian ‘princess’, saved the
English colonist John Smith from the wrath of her father by
throwing her body over his as he was about to be executed.? The
dates are certainly interesting. Pocahontas’s ‘rescue’ of John Smith
happened in December 1607. John Smith's A Tree Relation of such
occurrences and accidents of noate as hath hapned in Virginia since the
first planting of the Collony was published in London in August
1608, It tells of mounting hostility between the English and the
Virginia Algonqguian, and of how the Algonquian chief Po-
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whatan sent as emissary his daughter Pocahontas, “a child of tenne
yeares old ., . . the only Nonpariel of his Country. This hee sent by
his most trustie messenger, called Rawhunt, as much exceeding in
deformitie of person; but of a subtill wit, and crafty vnderstand-
ing."? Miranda is also a ‘nonpareil’ ([1Lii.98) and Rawhunt
suggests Caliban m his deformaty and craft. But Smith's A Tive
Relation contains no mention of his ‘rescue’ by Pocahontas, a story
not told in print unul 1624, long after Pocahontas's death.* The
story may have been orally current in London in 16089, and
Shakespeare may have heard it. It is more likely that Luce was
influenced by the way in which the story of John Smith and
Pocahontas had been later turned into the first great American
romance, and saw parallels where none exist. John Smith has little
if anything in common with Ferdinand, and there is no evidence
at all of a romance between Smith and Pocahontas — indeed she
later married another English colonist, John Rolfe. On the other
hand; Miranda and Pocahontas are similar enough for another
Shakespearean scholar, Geoffrey Bullough, to call their identity *a
tempting fancy which must be sternly repressed’.®

Once again source criticism of this kind proves a misleading
guide 10 the connections between texts: those connections exist,
but are not found through imagining a clef in early colonial
history. As in the last chapter, the significant similanties between
contemporary colonial texts concern common tropological and
diegetic features of the textual structure, the most important of
which, in this particular case, is that, like The Tempest, the story of
Pocahontas and John Smith tells of an ‘original’ encounter of
which no even passably ‘immediate’ account exists, a blank space
which has not been allowed to remain empty.

2

Historians of the United States have had much to say about the
‘American Gengesis'. This s the account given by Perry Miller,
one of the most respected US historians, of how his intellectual
vocation was revealed to him in the 1920s:

It was given to Edward Gibbon to sit disconsolate amid the
ruins of the Capitol at Rome, and to have thrust upon him the
‘laborious’ work of The Decline and Fall while listening 1o
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barefooted friars chanting responses in the former emples of
Jupiter. It was given to me, equally disconsolate on the edge of
a jungle of central Africa, to have thrust upon me the mission
of expounding what | took to be the innermost propulsion of
the United States, while supervising, in that barbaric tropic, the
unloading of drums of case oil flowing out of the mexhaustible
wilderness of Amenca . ... The vision demanded of me that |
begin at the beginning, not at the beginning of a fall . . . but at
the beginning of 2 beginning . . . . It seemed obvious thart [ had
to commence with the Purnitan migranon. (I recogmze, and
herein pay my tribute to, the priority of Virginia, but what |
wanted was 3 coherence with which 1 could coherently
begin).®

The historical ironies can speak for themselves. What will be
taken here from this rich picce of writing are its obsession with
beginnings and coherence, and the bracketing of Virginia's
guiltily acknowledged chronological ‘priority’.

MNew England has a complex history but it has always been
possible in retrospect to see it as having a coherence denied to
Virginia, That coherence was largly provided by the ideology of
Puritanism, and one of its maimn planks was the establishment of a
very clear division between aivilization and savagery, between
the city on the hill and the alien and unregenerate forces that lay
beyond the pale. Much of the history of the United States, down
to its current defence policies, can be traced back to that image of
righteousness under threat from savagery.”

Virginia is doubly incoherent. Its proper ‘beginning’ s unsatis—
factorily hesitant. The first ‘settlers’, from Grenville's 1585
expedition, returned home with Drake in 1586, except for fifteen
volunteers who were never seen again. John White's more
substantial 1587 colony had disappeared without trace by 1590.
Even the 1607 settlement was nearly evacoated in June 1610, and
only just survived the ‘massacre’ of 1622 (see Figure 11). There is
little in Virginia®s early history to give a satisfving sense of an
‘innermost propulsion’ at work. Even worse, perhaps, Virginia
had difficulty maintaining the coherence and integrity that s
name had hopefully suggested, the proper boundary between
‘self’ and ‘other’ necessary to any establishment of national
identity. And it is here, in the discussion of integrity and
boundaries, that the story of Pocahontas finds 1s purchase.®

et o . e
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The founding but most problematic moment of that story is the
‘rescue’. During a reconnaissance mission towards the end of 1607
John Smith was captured by Pamunkey Indians after his two
companions had been killed. He was taken by the Pamunkey
chief Opechancanough to his brother Powhatan — leader of the
confederacy of tdewater Algonquian — at the capital of the
region, Werowocomoco.,

At his [ John Smith's| entrance before the King [Powhatan], all
the people gaue a great shout. The Queene of Appamatuck was
appointed to bring him water to wash his hands, and another
brought him a bunch of feathers, instead of a Towell to dry
them: having feasted him after their best barbarous manner
they could, a long consultation was held, but the conclusion
was, two great stones were brought before Powhatan: then as
many as could layd hands on him, dragged him to them, and
thereon laid his head, and being ready with their clubs to beate
out his brains, Pocahonias the Kings dearest daughter, when no
entreaty could prevaile, got his head in her arms, and laid her
owne upon his to saue him from death.®

This is Smith's own account, written in the Caesarian third person
and published for the first time in 1624, seventeen years after the
incident described. Apart from Pocahontas's intervenuon the
account is much the same as that given in Smith's Trve Relation of
1608, which has led to considerable scepticism about the later
revelation. It is difficult to see that the question of authenticity
could now be settled one way or the other, These days Smith’s
stock as a historian is probably as high as it ever has been, thanks
largely to the work of Bradford Smith and Philip Barbour, but
no totally convincing explanation has ever been offered for the
rescuc’s absence from the 1608 account.!©

The later elements of the story are less controversial in
themselves although they have been much elaborated. In 1609
Smith was injured in an accident and returned to England. In
April 1613 Pocahontas, now some 18 years old, was kidnapped by
an English captain, Samuel Argall, possibly with the idea of using
her as a hostage. Instead she was instructed in Chnstanity,
baptized, and married to the colonist John Rolfe. In 1616 Rolfe
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and Pocahontas (now Lady Rebecca) with their young son
Thomas travelled to London where the ‘Indian princess’ was an
object of much interest, being presented to the Royal Family and
attending the famous Twelfth Night masque in January 1617.
Pocahontas was eventually visited by John Smith, who wrote a
fascinatingly elliptical account of their final conversation. Then,
preparing to return to Virginia, she fell seriously ill on board ship
and died shortly afterwards. As Samuel Purchas put it: ‘she came
at Gravesend to her end and grave'.!?

Around this skeletal narrative has grown a vast body of
material = novels, poetry, history books, comics, plays, paintngs
= that constitute what can only be called the myth of Pocahon-
tas.'? The major feature of this myth is the ideal of caltural
harmony through romance. What is lacking in Smith’s telling of
the story, and what the mythic versions always feel the need to
supply, is any elaborated motive for Pocahontas’'s behaviour.
Smith just speaks of her ‘compassionate pitiful heart’.'® The
mythic version resorts to the established literary model and posits
Pocahontas's instant love for Smith, very much in line with
Miranda’s ‘I might call him [ A thing divine; for nothing natural f
| ever saw so noble’ (Lii.420-2). The rest of the story then falls
into place. Distressed at Smith’s sudden return to London
Pocahontas marries Rolfe on the rebound, only to have her heart
broken when she meets Smith again in London, almost immedi-
ately dying of the shock. Smith never married. Inseparable from
Pocahontas's love for Smith is her recognition of the superiority
of Enghsh culture. It is this that leads her to act as mediator
between the rwo communities, to inform the English of an
impending Algonquian attack and, finally, to accept English
religion and culture as her own. As a recent biographer of
Pocahontas puts it, with deep and unconscious condescension:

Encountering a new culture, she responded with curiosity and
concern, and she accepted the potenaal for change and devel-
opment within herself. She rose, surely and dramatically,
above the ignorance and savagery of her people.!4

This myth of Pocahontas has its own interest, although strictly
speaking it is a product of the carly nineteenth-century search for
a United States national heritage, while the task here is to
understand the story as a colomial beginning in its seventeenth-
century context.

J*
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The first point to make about Pocahontas's crossing of the
cultural rift — however that crossing is interpreted — is that it was
quite exceptional. The Algonquians were on the whole remark-
ably slow to perceive the superiority of English culture. And
the predecessors Pocahontas did have had tended to set bad
examples. Around 1560 a Spanish ship had picked up an
Algonquian who was probably Pocahontas’s uncle. He was
baptized Don Luis de Velasco, educated in Cuba and Spain, and
taken back with a group of Jesuits to the York river to establish a
mission. His family called him Opechancanough, ‘he whose soul
is white’, In 1§72 he defied his name by organizing and leading
the massacre of the Jesuits and the destruction of their mission.!3
Similarly in 1584 Ralegh's expedition to Roanoke brought back
to England two Algonquians with the idea that they should learn
English and serve as interpreters: one of them immediately
defected when taken back o America.

Crossing cultures was a fraught business right the way through
the colonial period. Particularly during the early years interpre-
ters were crucial to the survival of colonies ike Virginia which
depended on barter and sympathy. Many of the colonists
obviously had a smattering of Algonquian — Smith, Hariot and
Strachey all left word-lists — and there were presumably Algon-
quian equivalents, but there was no substitute for genuinely
bilingual interpreters. The problem was thar to know enough
Algonguian to ensure accurate and reliable interpretation they
had to be so steeped in Algonquian culture that their very identity
as Englishmen, and therefore their political reliability, became
suspect, They became, as it were, cultural half-breeds inhabiting
that dangerous no-man’s-land between identifiable cultural po-
sitions, and therefore seen as inherently suspicious and potentially
dangerous translators who might quite literally be traducers,
crossing cultural boundaries only to double-cross their king and
country. There was a series of this sort of interpreter in colonial
Virginia, usually either released captives or voluntary exchanges,
and they were all at one time or another suspected of treachery.
One of them — who enters this story at a later stage — was called,
ironically, Thomas Savage.

So Pocahontas's successful *crossing’ was exceptional in that it
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did not lead to her being perceived as occupying a dangerous
position — possibly because she was seen as young enough for the
formative influences still to be English. But the crossing was even
more exceptional in the sense that it was also against the run of
play. It had always been clear — though not of course palatable —
that captives might end up having considerable sympathy for
their captors, to the extent of not wanting to leave them. But
there is also evidence of a persistent low of Englishmen volun-
tanily leaving the harsh conditions of Jamestown for the Algon-
quian towns in the surrounding area where, at least before 1622,
they were rapidly and unproblematically assimilated.'® Even the
other contestant for the founding myth of the United States, the
lost colony of Roanoke, is shadowed by the suspicion that i
might simply have gone native, which would be much too
incoherent to count as a national beginning. The only surviving
mark made by. the lost colony of 1587 was the word
‘croaTOAN" (the name of the neighbouring Indians) scrat-
ched on a tree, without the agreed distress signal of a cross.
Historically this seems in part to have had to remain a mystery
because the obvious explanation, that the settlers simply became
Croatoans, is too uncomfortable to be seriously contemplated. So
the Pocahontas story has gained at least some of its potency from
being the one single exception to the rule of cultural crossing in
early Virginia, the one possible match between ideological
cxpectations and historical — or at least atrested — occurrence. In
other words Pocahontas was indeed, as John Smith called her, a
‘non-pareil’, though not in quite the way he meant.

That one of the motives for that widespread crossing of
boundaries was the anticipation of sexual relationships is indicated
by Rolfe’s strenuous denial of the role of his own carnal desires in
his wish to marry Pocahontas, elaborated in the long letter he
wrote to Sir Thomas Dale in the early months of 1614.'7 The
path to the marriage was discursively convoluted, although there
are no recorded objections beyond that of King James who was
said to be worried about the propriety of an English commoner
marrying an Indian princess. That is a particularly fascinating
intersection — between the boundaries of race and class; and
Pocahontas = like many similar figures — can in the end assume an
ideologically potent mythic status despite her race only because
she is an intelligent, pure and, above all, noble Indian. Purchas says
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that she ‘still carried her selfe as the Daughter of a King, and was
accordingly respected’'® and there was obviously a period before
about 1700 when a high density of blue blood could lighten the
skin. In the nineteenth century the eastern seaboard of the United
States, seeking a heritage and secure from the violence of the
frontier, would look back to its Amerindians for a genuinely
native ancestry, as long as it came with something like
Pocazhontas's acceptable nobility and was well diluted with whire
genes,'?

All the same, Rolfe’s letter is a classic Puritan document
because of the doubts that he himself had to overcome, and those
doubts clearly centre on miscegenation. The convelution can
only be gauged from a long quotation:

Lett therefore this my well advised protestacion, which here |
make betweene God and my owne Conscience be a sufficient
wyttnes, at the dreadfull day of ludgement (when the secretts
of all mens hartes shall be opened) to condemne me herein yf
my chiefe intent & purpose be not to stryve with all my power
of boddy and mynde in the vndertakinge of soe waighty a
matter (noe waye leade soe far foorth as mans weaknes may
permytt, with the vnbridled desire of Carnall affection) for the
good of the Plantacion, the honour of our Countrye, for the
glorve of God, for myne owne salvacion, and for the Convert-
inge to the true knowledge of God and lesus Christ an
vnbeleivinge Creature, namely Pohahuntas: To whome my
hart and best thoughtes are and have byn a longe tyme soe
intangled & inthralled in soe intricate a Laborinth, that 1 was
even awearied to vnwynde my selfe therout. But Almighty
God whoe never faileth his that truely invocate his holy name,
hathe opened the Gate and ledd me by the hande that I might
playnely see and discerne the safest pathes wherein to treade.2?

The classical reference here needs a Purnitan rewriting. Rolfe is
Theseus; but Pocahontas as Ariadne, rather than helping, has
Rolfe so intangled in her erotic threads that he has to unwind
himself out of the labyrinth in order to escape the unmentioned
Minotaur, that monstruous result of unholy unions which appears
paraphrased a few lines later in the words of the Book of Ezra as
‘the inconvenyences which maye ... arrise’ from the ‘mar-
rienge of straunge wyves'.2! Pocahontas's barbarism is freely,
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even excessively, admirted: *whose education hath byn rude, her
manners barbarous, her generation Cursed, and soe discrepant in
all nutriture from my selfe’;22 but one of the strengths of the
Bible and its commentaries as a source of authority is that most
actions can be justified if you know where to look. Rolfe's
marriage to Pocahontas would be politically expedient for the
Virginia Company: God therefore shows the safest path. Rolfe
refers to Calvin's Institutions for the idea that the children of
Christians are to be accounted holy ‘although they be the yssue
but of one parent faithfull’;2* and there is a further and powerful
argument implicit in the subtle intertextual strategy whereby
Pocahontas is baptized as Rebecca. The relevant passage is, in the
Geneva Bible, from chapter 26 of Genesis, Rebecca was barren;
Isaac — her husband — entreated the Lord, and his wife conceived
fwins:

But the children strove together within her: therefore she said,
secing it is so, why am | thus? wherefore she went to aske the
Lord.

And the Lord said to her, Two nations are in thy wombe,
and two maner of people shall be devided out of thy bowels;
and the one people shall be mightier then the other, and the
elder shall serve the younger.

Therefore when her time of deliverance was fulfilled, behold
twinnes were in her wombe,

So he that came out the first was red, and hee was al over as
rough as a garment, and they called his name Esau

And afterward came his brother out, and . .. his name was
called laakob,

Now laakob sod pottage, and Esau came from the field and
was weane,

Then Esau sayd to laakob, let me eate, | pray thee, of that
pottage so red, for | am wearie ...

And laakob said, Sell me even nowe thy birthright.

And Esau said, lo, 1 am almost dead, what is then this
birthright to mee?

laakob then said, sweare to me even now. And he sware to
him, and solde his birthright to laakob.

So much for the mythic version of a single culture. Rebecea will
give birth to twe nations, a red and a white, and the red will
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despise his birthright and sell it for a mess of pottage. An odd
exchange, perhaps, but a legally binding contract about which
Jacob need not reproach himself. No text could have sat more
comfortably with English desires. The colonists were of course
impermeable to the irony that their settlement had only survived
its early years through constant infusions of Algonquian pottage.

So, forafied by biblical pm‘ﬂlmr. the governor allowed the
marriage and quickly packed off Rolfe and his new wife w
London to demonstrate how successfully the Virginia Company
had been purveying Christianity and impressing the high-born
natives, who were not — as popularly believed — cruel savages, but
in fact gentle and potentially cultured natives who could be relied
upon to see the error of their former ways.

London's atmosphere proved so baleful that Roolfe had to take
Pocahontas away to the healthier climes of Brentford to rest, and
it was there that Smith finally went to see her:

hearing shee was at Branford with divers of my friends, | went
to see her: After a2 modest salutation, without any word, she
turned about, obscured her face, as not seeming well contented;
and in that humour her husband, with divers others, we all left
her two or three houres, repenting my selfe to have writ she
could speake English. But not long after, she began to talke, and
remembred mee well what courtesies shee had done: saying,
You did promise Potwhatan what was yours should bee hig, and
he the like to you; you called him father being in his land a
stranger, and by the same reason so must | doe you: which
though 1 would haue excused, I durst not allow of that ritle,
because she was a Kings daugheer; with a well set countenance
she said, Were you not afraid to com» into my father Countrie,
and caused feare in him and all his people (bur mee) and feare
you here I should call you father; I tell you then I will, and you
shall call mee childe, and so | will bee fore cuer and euer your
Countrieman. They did tell vs alwaies you were dead, and |
knew no other ull 1 came to Plimoth; yet Powhatan did
command Vitamatomakkin to secke you, and know the truth,
because your Countriemen will lie much.24

None of Pocahontas's words have come down to us directly, so
we have no immediate access at all to what she might have
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thought of the strange pattern of events in which she was caught
up. Smuth is not universally regarded as a reliable witness, and we
certainly have no reason to presume that he could recall his
conversation verbatim. And yet these words are worth taking a
chance on, if anly because they so clearly make no sense at all to
Smith and yet had so impressed him as a statement of
Pocahontas’s opinion that he quotes them withour further com-
ment. So a case will be argued for the importance of this
quotation, but that can be done only by broadening the argument
considerably, and drawing together strands from this and carlier
chapters.

5

What was the fundamental difference between Algonguian and
English cultures? Inasmuch as a large and single answer to this
question can be risked, it could be claimed that the native
American cultures under discussion here acted according to
norms of reciprocity; and that the European cultures did not. No
more accurate general distinction could be made; but it is obvious
at the same tnime that such a statement raises more questions than it
EIVES answers.

Some of the larger and more difficult questions must be given
less attention than they deserve. The classic study of reciprocity is
Marcel Mauss's Essai sur le don (1925), where it denotes the
complex system of exchanges between individuals and villages by
means of which undivided (i.e. pre-state) societies function: ‘The
gift is the primitive way of achieving the peace that in civil society
15 secured by the State’.2® Divided societies are, by definition, no
longer reciprocal, although the ideology of reciprocity has a long
and continuing history. In at least certain subsequent modes of
production something that might tentatively be called ‘unequal
reciprocity’ could be seen to operate, for example the complex
and unequal, but reciprocal, system of duties and responsibilities
between lord and vassal under feudalism. Only under the
fetishized social relations of capitalism does reciproaty disappear
altogether, however loudly its presence is wumpeted — *a fair
day's work for a fair day's pay'.®*
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Reaproaty itself refers to a series of practices distinetly una-
menable to breakdown into the economic, social, political and
ideological. This is the gist of Mauss's argument:

In tribal feasts, in ceremonies of rival clans, allied families or
those that assist at each other's initiation, groups visit each
other; and with the development of the law of hospitality in
maore advanced societies, the rules of friendship and contract are
present — along with the gods — to ensure the peace of markets
and villages; at these times men meet in a curious frame of
mind with exaggerated fear and an equally exaggerated
generosity which appear stupid in no one's eyes but our own.
In these pnimitive and archaic societies there is no middle path.
There is either complete trust or mistrust. One lays down one's
arms, renounces magic and gives everything away, from casual
hospitality to one’s daughrer or one’s property. It is in such
conditions that men, despite themselves, learnt to renounce
what was theirs and made contracts to give and repay.

But then they had no choice in the matter. When two
groups of men meet they may move away or in case of mistrust
or defiance they may resort to arms; or else they can come to
terms. Business has always been done with foreigners, although
these might have been allies .. .. It is by opposing reason to
cemotion and setting up the will for peace against rash follies

.. that peoples succeed in substituting alliance, gift and
commerce for war, isolaton and stagnation.??

This 15 probably as accurate a brief account as could be given of
how the native American societies of the extended Caribbean
functioned in the centuries before the arrival of the Europeans. It
is particularly useful for the emphasis placed on the vital
importance, yvet constant tentativeness, of that nexus of relation-
ships between selves and others. Without the authority of a state
all intercourse would teeter between alliance and hostility. To
treat with others was the indispensable requirement for life, et it
entailed a constant risk of death.?® Mauss's account highlights too
the importance of ritnal as a way of attempung to control these
risky encounters. Boundaries, whether physical or social, are
places of danger. Strangers are to be feared, Fear is coped with by
ritual. Hospitality dissolves the category of stranger, resolving it
mto either alliance or hostility.2?

s ST T
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In stateless societies these categories are a matter of constant
lived experience: they make up the very fabric of economic,
social, political and cultural life. As it happens, the native societies
of Virginia and the Caribbean were at least on the brink of
forming states: what is usually called the Powhatan confederacy
of tidewater Virginia (the ‘Tsenacammacah') was probably a
chiefdom of the sort discussed ar the end of Chapter 2. Though far
from a sovereign in Hobbes's sense, Powhatan himself was a
powerful enough figure to act as guarantor for internal inter-
course. But the confederacy was a recent enough alliance for
dealing with strangers still to be a constant source of anxiety.

The native position, whether in the Caribbean or Virginia,
was, as far as it can be judged, entirely consistent. Strangers were
dealt with hospitably, fed and honoured, until their intentions
could be assessed. Transients and traders would be welcomed and,
if appropriate, alliances entered into. Settlers, rivals for limited
resources, would be sent on their way or killed. European
transicnts and traders benefited greatly from this attitude. The
ships carrying the 1607 Virginia colony called in at Dominica,
headquarters of the dreaded Caribs, and traded peacefully: and
such examples could be multiplied.*® But settlement was always a
different matter. Here again the Virginia enterprise can stand as
typical of the deep misunderstanding that existed from the star,
Smith writes ‘where now is Jamestown, then a thick grove of
trees’ — civilization out of wilderness; but the growth of trees was
in fact secondary, the site an ex-settlement of the Paspahegh that
had been left to grow into a hunting ground.*! Misunderstanding
of this kind was rife: the English clearly had as little notion of
Amerindian ideas of communal property rights as the Algon-
quians had of English ideas of private property.

What emerges from Smith’s narrative is precisely what the
English were blind to — that Powhatan acted in accordance with a
set of established social and political practices. It is difficult to
judge just how novel the arrival of the three En glish ships would
have been to Powhatan, but the establishment of the fort clearly
called for a response. In accordance with the concepts outlined
carhier, Smith, the stranger, already perceived by the Algonquian
as a figure of some importance within the English ranks (he
cleverly passed himself off as a werowance or shaman), was put into
the limbo of hospitality and fed non-stop for several days, no
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doubt partly as a softening up process and partly to impress him
with the bountifulness of the local produce. With a modicum of
exaggeratdon Smith later remembered this lengthy meal as a six-
week fattening up process in readiness for a cannibal feast.3? At
the end of the three days Powhatan and Smith exchanged
descriptions of their respective kingdoms:

I requited his discourse (secing what pride hee had in his great
and spacious Dominions, seeing that all hee knewe were vnder
his Territories) in describing to him the territories of Europe,
which was subject to our great King whose subject | was, the
innumerable multitude of his ships, | gaue him to understand
the noyse of Trumpets, and terrible manner of fighting under
Captain Newport my father . ... At his greatnesse, he admired:
and pot a hetde feared.*?

‘A long consultation’ was then held by the chiefs of the
confederacy. Powhatan's decision must have been that the English
were too dangerous to be alienated: an alliance should be made,
perhaps with a view to absorbing them into the confederacy.
The appropriate ceremony was prepared. The pawcoronce was
brought in, Smith laid upaon it, and clubs raised above him. At a
prearranged signal Pocahontas threw herself upon him and
pleaded for his hfe. Powhatan granted her request. Smith -
though he was obviously unaware of it — had passed through an
claborate ritual of mock-execution whereby he allied himself
with Powhatan.** But what exactly was the nature of the
alliance?

The ceremony seems to bear out Mauss's general analysis.
‘There is no middle path’: at the end of the liminal period of
hospitality Smith's identity as stranger would be dissolved.
Depending on whether there was ‘trust or mistrust” he would be
a friend or dead. The Algonquian word for the relationship
established has not survived, but the evidence clearly points to
whar was earlier encountered under the Taino term guariao, the
closest relationship that two individuals of different kin could
achieve; it could in fact be described as a ‘kinning’ of strangers.
There were probably two major forms: the familiar one of
connection through marriage, and - the relevant one here = a
form of sponsorship in which a relationship between two
individuals was cemented by one of them becoming sponsor to
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the other's child. It is possible that the Spaniards in the Caribbean
were able to make such good use of this relationship because it
had a close equivalent in the Mediterranean compadrazgo whereby
sponsorship at baptism sealed an alliance between sponsor and
natural parent (compadres) that would often prove stronger than
blood-ties.*® In England - certainly in seventeenth-century Pro-
testant England — the relationship had no equivalent. Religious
sponsorship existed, godparent to godchild, but the relationship
between godparent and natural parent could not even be named.
the ancient term ‘godsib’ surviving only in the derogatory form
of ‘gossip’. Although Smith was unable to perceive this for-
mal establishment of compadrazgo, the English clearly sensed
Pocahontas’s special status with respect to their community.
Srith was careful, as we have already seen, to present Newport as
his “father’, rightly presuming that the kin term would carry
greater weight than the merely military title. Soon afterwards an
exchange of children took place to facilitate later communication.
One of Powhatan’s young servants, Namontack, was exchanged
with an English boy called Thomas Savage. But the English told
Powhatan that the boy's name was Thomas Newport, thereby
appearing to reciprocate Powhatan's ‘gift’ of his daughter, an
action which may have affected Powhatan's subsequent behaviour
since he seems never to have detected the deceir 3

This formal, almost political, relationship between Pocahontas
and Smith has universally been read as romantic, at least from the
beginning of the nineteenth century, Pocahontas’s otherwise
‘nexplicable’ action ‘explained’ as the spontaneous gesture of
an nstant love. The reunion at Brentford is therefore a tragic
climax, Pocahontas confronting her true love, the man she should
have married if only she had known he was stll alive, a final
meeting that would break her heart. To such a reading
Pocahontas’s words must remain impenetrable, a piece of clorted
rhetoric to be rephrased into the more comfortable clichés of
romantic fiction, as in the epigraph to this chapter. On any
reading Pocahontas’s words constitute an extraordinary passage
of writing, and nothing is stranger than that Smith should have
reported in direct quotation what so obviously meant nothing to
him at all, almost as if he recognized, even if only fAeetingly, the
cxtent of his ignorance of this woman and her culture and, as a
final gesture, perhaps a sort of homage, recorded her alien words
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in his text, for all the world like a nugget of the strange
Algonquian language set amongst the familiar cadences of
Jacobean prose.

The sentences are pellucid, their balance the balance of reci-
procity: “You did promise Powhatan what was yours should bee
his, and he the like to you; you called hime father being in his land
a stranger, and by the same reason so must 1 doe you'. All that
Smith can oppose to that is a demurral based on his inferior rank,
which only serves to bring down the full weight of Pocahontas’s
scorn. Can Smith, who did not fear to be a stranger in her land, be
afraid of her calling him father in his own land? She insists on the
relationship: she is the “child” to his ‘father’, a kinship established
at Werowocomoco. The insistence is on a reciprocity of which
Smith has no conception at all.

6

This is perhaps as closc as we can get to the native world of
reciprocity, a tentative and no doubt idealized picture of a society
that no longer exists. But the subject here is the European
response to that world, So far this chapter has isolated two
moments of evident crisis for that response, two moments when
the discourse of colonialism proved to be less than a seamless web.
Those places in the fabric of that discourse where the stitching is
loose snag against the critical reading, enabling the task of
unravelling to begin. Stranger, though, are the places where the
pattern seems deliberately irregular, where the inevitable discrep-
ancies berween words and deeds seem highlighted rather than
concealed. This is odd, since ideologies arc almost by definition
the constitution of what can be counted as ‘truth’: they might,
according to certain sorts of Marxist analysis, be revealed as *false’,
or at least as ‘constructions’, but they are not generally supposed
to flaunt their falseness. For example, during the course of Smith's
conversation with Powhatan at Werowocomoco:

Hee asked mee the cause of our comming.

I tolde him being in fight with the Spaniards our enemie,
beeing overpow|e]red, neare put to retreat, and by extreame
weather put to this shore . . . our Pinn[a]sse being leak[i]e, we
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were inforced to stay and mend her, tll Captain Newport my
father came to conduct vs away 37

There is obviously no attempt here on Smith's part to pass his
words off as anything other than a tactical lie: they certainly bear
no relatonship ac all to the earlier part of his narratve. The
question, it should be stressed, is not about the making of such
statements, but about their presence in the ‘reladons’ of early
colonial history: it is a matter not of what happened, but of what
1s recalled and articulated within the connected narrative. In a case
of this kind ‘truth’ is clearly not perceived as having any relevance
at all: the discourse is concerned instead to create a particular kind
of colonial hero with the ability to escape from difficult situations
~ something at which Smith, judging at least from his own
accounts, was indeed an expert.

It is impossible, then, to discompose such moments by setung
an altérnative account against them: the tactic must rather be to
unsettle the image of the ever-resourceful hero. Smith presents
himself as a consummate improviser, master of discourse, turning
the thrust of Powhatan’s question. But the improvisation proves
on closer inspection to be a repetition of words already spoken, by
Odysseus, when asked Powhatan's question by Polyphemus:

But after he had briskly done all his chores and finished, at last
he lit the fire, and saw us, and asked vs a question: *Strangers,
who are you? From where do you come sailing over the
watery ways?’ ... and | said to him: “We are Achaians coming
from Troy, beaten off our true course .. .. Poseidon, Shaker
of the Earth, has shattered my vessel. He drove it against the
rocks on the outer coast of your country, cracked on a cliff, it is
gone, the wind on the sea took it; but 1, with these you see, got
away from sudden destruction.’®

The sitvations are certainly not dissimilar. Odysseus covets the
land of the Cyclops in familiar terms, versions of the topoi of the
‘golden age’ sull in use in the Virginia Company's propaganda:

For it is not a bad place at all, it could bear all crops in season,
and there are meadow lands near the shores of the gray sea, well
watered and soft; there could be grapes grown there endlessly,
and there is smooth land for plowing, men could reap a full
harvest always in season, since there is very rich subsoil. Also
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there is an casy harbor, with no need for a hawser nor anchor
stones to be thrown ashore nor cables to make fast; one could
just run ashore and wait for the time when the sailors’ desire
strred them to go and the right winds were blowing.*®

The Cyclops” only crime seems to be that they keep themselves
to themselves: Odysseus implicitly criticizes their lack of cavic
institutions and their lack of commerce with other islands, But
their misanthropy is epitomized by theirr supposed lack of
hospitality. Odysseus goes on shore specifically to test whether
they are ‘hospitable to strangers’,*® and is not backward at
demanding his nghts as ‘guest’ from Polyphemus. And
Odysseus's final taunt, flung from the safety of his ship (which
had of course not suffered from Poseidon’s attentions), is that
Polyphemus has been punished for daring ‘to eat your own guests
in your own house’.*' Cannibalism, here as elsewhere, seems to
have much less to do with dietary practices than with acting as a
potent emblem for strangers’ failure, for whatever reason, to
supply food to their visitors.

As it happens the Virginia enterprise — or at least its intellectuals
— was well aware of the precedent. Between 1621 and 1625
George Sandys, treasurer and director of industry at Jamestown,
completed his translaton of an commentary on Ovid's Mera-
morphoses, The commentary includes this passage:

Now the Cyclops (as formerly said) were a salvage people given
to spoyle and robbery; unsociable amongst themselves, and
inhumane to strangers: And no marvell; when lawlesse, and
subject to no government, the bond of society; which gives to
every man his owne, suppressing vice, and advancing vertue,
the two maine columnes of a Common-wealth, without which
it can have no supportance. Besides man is a political and
sociable creature: they therefore are to be numbred among
beasts who renounce society, whereby they are destitute of
lawes, the ordination of civility. Hence it ensues, that man, in
creation the best, when averse to justice, is the worst of all
creatures. For injustice, armed with power, 15 most outragious
and bloody. Such Polyphemus, who feasts himselfe with the
flesh of his guests; more salvage then are the West-Indians at this
day, who onely cat their enemies, whom they have taken in the
warres; whose slighung of death and patient sufferance is
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remarkable; receiving the deadly blow, without distemper, or
appearance of sorrow; their fellowes looking on, and heartily
feeding on the meate which is given them; yet know how they
are to supply the shambles perhaps the day following .. ..
Injustice and cruelty, are ever accom pamied with Atheisme and
a contempt of the Deiry 42

This is probably as good a short statement of seventeenth-century
political commonplaces as any, illustrating in the process the way
in which the familiar Mediterranean topoi of classical literature
are used to gauge the novelty of Caribbean savagery. Emanating
from Virginia the commentary offers a slight but significant
displacement. A comparison with Virginia itself would probably
be too fraught: if the Enghsh were not ‘guests’, as they clearly
were not, then what were they?; so the Caribs make a safer point
of colonial reference for the establishment of native injustice and
cruelty — and therefore implicit identification of the Greek and
European civilizing ventures. They can even be allowed a certain
militaristic virtue in their scorning of death since that virtue is
directed at the Spaniards. It would ironically be only a matter of
months after Sandys wrote this passage that Tegreman, the
Carib chief of the Caribbean island called by the English
St Christopher’s, asked Thomas Warner about the suspicious-
looking loopholes in the wooden fort he had just constructed.
Warner told him they were for keeping an eye on the chickens. 43

The classical parailel, then, is in many ways close, yet, as in The
Tempest, it tends to haunt Smith’s text with its uncanniness rather
than bolster it as a welcome precedent. Smith, to draw on an
carlier contrast, belongs to the world of Antonio rather than that
of Gonzalo; he is, n other words, fully at home within that
ideology of individualism so essential to a developing capitalism,
which insists that all actions are singular and unrepeatable.
Humanist historiography — deeply collusive with that ideology —
can say only that Smith ac this point in his story was telling a
tactical lie, any tone of moral disapproval in that statement
merely acting as a screen for the blindness to the larger colonial
pattern. Both Odysseus and Smith are involved in a very
particular discursive manoeuvre. They present to their inter-
rogators miniature narratives that funcrion to close off the larger
narrative frames that Polyphemus and Powhatan are secking to
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establish. In each case their arrival is presented as the result of a set
of accidental circumstances unsusceptible to larger diegetic ex-
planation. Odysseus and Smith refuse w be characters in the
narratives that Polyphemus and Powhatan try to construct for
them. They are both playing for time.

Pocahonras's Jast recorded words are, ‘because your Countrie-
men will lie much’. Words that have been read as a sexual
reproach speak the language of reciprocal obligation. What baffles
Pocahontas more than anything is that the words spoken at
Werowocomoco should not be just as valid at Brentford: words
are, after all, spoken only to be remembered. But for Smith there
are two worlds: the world of civility — of Sion Park where the
conversation may have taken place, of legal and governmenial
institutions, of contracts and guarantees, where words are embed-
ded in solid and stable discursive practices; and an alien and hostile
world where words, like actions, are improvised in a savage void,
having no resonance beyond their immediate effect. Colonialist
discourse has no memory — which is only another way of saying it
has no narrative — unul it provokes the occurrence that it will
never forget. So Smith, at Brentford, in 1616, can make no sense
of Pocahontas’s pellucid words. ‘Civility’ = European civility -
can only guarantee the stability of its own foundations by denying
the substannality of other worlds, other words, other narratives.

7

Whilst Smith’s colonial narratives present a picture of our hero on
the leading edge of the frontier, that large distinction between
civilization and savagery was articulated for the most part by the
European ideologists who remained at home, processing the firse-
hand material from the colonies in the light of classical precedent
and canon law. In a sense Francisco de Vitoria reading Cicero in
Salamanca improvised no less than John Smith facing Powhatan
in Werowocomoco, though Vitoria called what he was doing
‘commentary’.

The strategies of colonial discourse were directed in the first
place at demonstrating a separation between the desired land and
its native inhabitants. Baffled at the complex but effective native
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system of food production, the English seem to have latched on to
the one (minor) facet of behaviour that they thought they
recognized — mobility, and argued on that basis an absence of
proper connection between the land and its firse inhabitants 44
During the planting season the Algonguian would live in their
villages. Their agriculture was intensive and productive. After
storing the season’s produce the entire population would migrate
for the climax of the year's hunting, returning home to live off
the stored supplies. In times of shortage the villages might break
up into smaller groups and live off the land, gathering shellfish
and nuts. According to classical slash and bum technique, fields
were used intensively for a short period and then allowed a long
period of fallow. If necessary villages would be moved to new
sites, but even this movement would usually be cyclical. Produc-
tion was no doubt as precarious as it always is in agricultural
societics, but food appears to have been usually plentiful judging
from the Algonquian ability to supply the English with a good
deal, if not on demand, then at least after their harvests, The
widely attested stature and physique of the Amerindians would
suggest a good and plentiful diet. Communities lived in clearly
marked out territories with an agreed system of property rights,
mainly communal although family and individual property rights
seem to have existed as well. 4% On one level the English colonists
were aware of something of all this. They could, most basically,
see seeds planted and food grown on a regular basis, They visited
villages, described them in their texts and drew them in their
pictures. Yet this settled pattern of living became in the discourse
of colonialism an aimless, nomadic wandering that, by extension,

left the land empty and virgin.

Francis Jennings has traced the path of the key phrase in this
argument. In 1612 the Jesuit missionary Pierre Biard, describing
Canadian Amenindians, wrote:

Thus four thousand Indians at most roam through, rather than
occupy, these vast stretches of inland territory and sea-shore.
For they are a nomadic people, living in the forests and
scattered over wide spaces as is natural for those who live by
bunung and fishing only;

‘roam rather than occupy' being a translation of Biard's ‘non
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tementur, sed percurruntur’.*® In 1625 Samuel Purchas wrote of
the Virginia Algonguian:

so bad people, having little of Humanitie but shape, ignorant of
Civilitie, of Arts, of Religion; more brutish then the beasts they
hunt, more wild and unmanly then that unmanned wild
Countrey which they range rather then inhabite.*?

And in 1620 in New England John Winthrop assimilated
Purchas's point to the legal argument of vacunm domicilium by
which the Indians had *natural® but not *civil® nghts over the land
because they had not *subdued’ it.*® To Jennings's evidence could
be added two earlier pieces, Fuobert Johnson's neat condensation
of the bestial and nomadic in the patronizing pastoral description
of the natives as ‘lost and scattered sheep':*® and Robert Gray's
more sophisticated argument:

Some affirme, and it is likely to be true, that these Savages have
no particular proprietie in any part or parcell of that Countrey,
but only a generall residencie there, as wild beasts haue in the
forrest, for they range and wander up and downe the Coun-
trey, without any law or government, being led only by their
owne lusts and sensualive, there 15 no mewm & nom amongest
them: so that if the whole lands should bee taken from them,
there is not 2 man that can complaine of any particular wrong
done unto him.?¢

Both these picces were written in 1609 as part of a renewed
propaganda effort on the part of the Virgima Company at the
time of the Gates/Somers expedition. Gray's sentence is parti-
cularly dense. The ‘generall residencic’ looks forward to
Winthrop's *natural’ but not ‘civil’ rights; the nomadic bestiality
15 neatly linked to the lusts that are their sole guide; and the final
point is a brilliant towr de force of Lockeian proportions by which
native communality becomes the alibi for extirpation on the
grounds that no individual has been harmed.®!

Absence of true ‘settlement’ left the land virgin: probably no
single word has had o bear so heavy a weight in the construction
of American mythology from the moment when, in Samuel Elior
Morison's immortal words, ‘the New World gracefully yiclded
her virginity to the conquering Castilians.’®? The novelty of
America was always perceived in overtly sexual terms. To speak
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of the ‘maidenhead’ of Guiana or Virginia was to condense into
one potent image the absence of significant native agriculture and
the joyful masculine thrust of Elizabethan expansion. But it was
one thing for Ralegh to assert that ‘Guiana is a countrey that hath
yet her maydenhead’, and quite another for the ideologists to
articulate that image discursively, especially when the representa-
uve of English masculine thrust was a Virgin Queen. 33 Chapman,
n his eelebratory ‘De Guiana carmen Epicum’ (1596), has Guiana
‘whose rich feete are mines of golde, | Whose forehead knockes
against the roofe of Starres’, standing on tiptoe looking at fair
England, *And every signe of all submission making’ towards ‘our
most sacred Maide'. Faced at this point with the risk of having to
specify the relationship between the two, Chapman opts for
comprechensive cover: Guiana wants ‘To be her sister, and
daughter both’, Elizabeth will “in this affaire | Become her father,
mother, and her heire’.54

In the event Guiana proved a litde too Amazonic. The
articulation of Virginia showed an increase in rhetorical subtlety.
Personification was dispensed with as too unreliable, as was the
acceprance of native names, *Virginia' was not in any sense a pre-
existing entity, as Ralegh had imagined Guiana to be, along the
hnes of Pern, its putative model. ‘Virginia® denoted that
enormous stretch of coastline from Newfoundland to Florida,
and connoted what was assumed to be its pure state: *Virginia', a
virgin land awaiting its English suitors. But even if you have the
Virgin Queen bringing fruitfulness to a barbarous yet virgin
chaos through the surrogates of her male courtiers, the cosiness of
this colonial romance is inevitably disturbed by the unfortunate
presence of the other parties who were there beforehand and who
could only be seen as, at best, recalcitrant fathers or brothers
holding back the love-match, at worst already the husbandry to
the “virgin® land. This then was the classic colonial triangle,
memorably rearticulated by Samuel Purchas in his 1625 essay
‘Virgima's Verger'.

Winthrop's distinction between “civil' and ‘natural’ rights can
usefully be read back mto *Virginia's Verger'. Many of Purchas’s
arguments are pitched at the civil level, concerned with England’s
rights under the Law of Nations to trade freely and to settle on
unpeopled lands. Yer however sophisticated these arguments
were, it was quite clear under the Law of Nations that it was not
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lawful for Chnstians simply ‘to usurpe the goods and lands of
Heathens'.%* Such usurpation could only be justified by infrac-
tions of Natural Law, Writing in 1625 Purchas is able to speak
confidently of such infractions having taken place:

But when Virginia was violently ravished by her owne ruder
Natives, yea her Virgin cheekes dyed with the bloud of three
Colonies . .. the stupid Earth seemes distempered with such
bloudy potions and cries that shee is ready to spue out her
Inhabitants,®®

The initial separation of land from inhabitants in the bestowal of
the name Virginia pays handsome dividends here. Not only can
the *virgin® land be savagely raped by its own natives (Purchas is
referring to the *massacre’ of 1622), but the blood thereby spilt on
to its (posterior?) cheeks is that of the English colonies themselves,
which are, in the process, identified with the Virginia that has
been ravished. The Amerindians become satisfactonly "unnatural
Maturalls’,3? forfeiting any rights they may have had under
Matural Law. In other words the ‘massacre’ has performed a
miraculous reversal by which the settlers have become the natural
inhabitants — identified with the land — and the original inhabi-
tants have been discursively ‘spewed out” by their own territories.
The master narrative of Christianity then enables Purchas to
complete the romance plot with Virginia, restored to her pristine
condition, marrying England - easier to manage now that
England has a king — and the Algonquian reduced to sullen and
rejected suitors, whose very contact with the soil under their feet
is at least trespass, if not a continuous indecent assault. The
question of Chrstian usurpation is once again completely
bypassed.

Purchas's symbolic reading of the 1622 ‘massacre’ is instruc-
tive in several respects, not least in its attempt to deploy the
language of sexuality in a discussion of natural nghts over land,
Prospero’s tactic in his response to Caliban's claim to sovereignty.
While, though, in that case, Prospero was the father protecting his
daughter's virginity from the native male, here, more strangely,
the colonizing power is identified with the ‘female’ land, the
passive victim of native violence, just as Smith, the very mascu-
line hero of A Trve Relation is, in his later work, presented as the

*
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passive victim of Powhatan, dependent for his survival on the
intervention of a young girl.

At the heart of European recourse to the Law of Nations was
the grandiose concept of consortium hominum, an intellectual
version of the reciprocity discussed earlier inasmuch as it posited
an ideal of exchange of various kinds as the centre of properly
human actvity. Consortium was the seed of many arguments that
would be developed at length between the twelfth and cighteenth
centuries; and at its core was what Albertus Magnus called
communicatio, thereby stressing that it was through language that
men came to understand that their common purposes could be
achieved only through bonding together in civil society.’®
Consortium operates in civil law on two levels: between indiv-
iduals — where it can be called friendship; and between social units
— where it takes the initial form of mutual hospitality, which may
develop into stronger links through trading partnership or
mulitary alliance. Barbarians, by definition, are incapable of such
communicatio. Their complete lack of language, exemplified in
Caliban's supposed gabbling, is a dramatization of their inability
to form a community: they are condemned to a life of ceaseless
hostility, Hobbes's “Warre of all against all’. They can therefore
be recognized, as in the case of Polyphemus, by their lack of
hospitality. Now if it could be argued, Francisco de Vitoria
suggested, somewhat circumspectly, that the Amerindians were
refusing to ‘receive’ the Spaniards, thereby closing the channels
of human intercourse that the jus gentium demanded should be left
open, then they would by their actions be defining themselves as
barbarians and giving the Spaniards just title for conquest.®
Interestingly, Vitoria’s textual support here comes from the
opening book of the Aeneid, where an unnatural storm, caused by
magical powers, shipwrecks a group of travellers on their way to
Italy and casts them up on an unknown shore where they are
described as ‘driven from Europe and Asia".*® A familiar story,
They are refused even the hospitality of the sands to mend their
ships, and ask ‘what manner of men are these? What land is this
that allows them | Such barbarous ways?*' The text is well
chosen because of its irrelevance to the case at hand. The Trojans,
unlike the Spamards, had no choice but to land on the African
shore; unlike the Spaniards, the Trojans were treated ‘barbar-
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ously” through no fault of their own; unlike the Spaniards, they
had no intention of staving — in fact it was Dido who tried to
persuade them o sertde in Carthage, a colomial consummartion
devoutly to be wished. Odyssens visiting the Cyclops would have
been a more appropriate, but dangerously ambiguous text.

The English ideologists argued along much the same lines.
Purchas translates classical comsortivm into a more mundane, but
powerful argument about trade:

Non omnia possumus omnes, Nec vero terrae ferre omnes
omnia possunt; God in manifold wisedome hath diversified
every Countries commodities, so that all are rich, and all poore;
not that one should be hungry and another drunken, but that
the whole world might be as one body of mankind, each
member communicating with other for publike good.®?

Or, as George Peckham had put it

And first for traficke, | say that the Christians may lawfully
travaile into those Countries and abide there whom the Savages
may not justly impugne and forbidde, in respect of the mutuall
society and fellowship betweene man and man prescribed by
the Lawe of Nations. "

For from the first beginning of the creation of the world and
from the renuing of the same after Noes floode, all men have
agreed, that no violence shoulde be offered to Ambassadours.
That the Sea with his Havens should bee common. That such as
should fortune o be taken in warre, should be servauntes or
slaves. And that Straungers sholde not be dryven away from
the place or Countrey whereunto they doo come.®?

Already in 1610 the Virginia Company's A True Declaration was
putting forward as one of its panoply of justifications for the
lawful presence of the English in Virginia the violation by the
natives of ‘the lawe of nations’; because

they ... used our Ambassadors as Ammon did the servants of
David: If in him it were a just cause to warre against the
Ammonites, it is lawfull, in vs, to secure our selves, against the
infidels;**

an analogy also used by Purchas fifteen years later,*®
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The difficulty with this sort of argument was the number of
witnesses attesting to the hospitable and friendly behaviour of the
natives, at least in the initial exchanges. What therefore came into
focus was their supposed inconstancy, their failure to be either
friendly (submissive) or hostile, but rather both, depending on the
circumstances, a pattern of behaviour the English interpreted as
treachery.®® The complex interplay between expectation and
experience 15 nicely caught in Gabriel Archer's comment: “They
are naturally given to trechery, howbeit we could not finde it in
our travell up the river, but rather 2 most kind and loving
people.'®” The attribution was soon a commonplace. Already by
1612 they were ‘a daily daring treacherous people’;*® in 1618 the
Jamestown Assembly pronounced them ‘a most treacherous
people”.®® An essence was being named that would function to
explain the change in native behaviour: if they were initally
friendly and later hostile then, so the logic goes, their friendship
must have been faked, ™ and therefore their nature, the one
underlying constant, must be treacherous. Just why they should
have gone to so much trouble to keep the English colonisis alive,
only later to attack them so murderously, was mysterious but less
problematic than the contradictory, unthinkable coupling of
genuine friendliness and genuine hostility; and, of course, n-
finitely preferable to investugating the possible cffects of the
English colonists themselves upon native behaviour. Alexander
Brown's puzzlement catches the tenor perfectly:

All accounts agree that for some reason the Indians did daily
relieve them for some wecks with corn and flesh. The supplies
brought from England had been nearly exhausted; the colonists
had been oo sick to attend to their gardens properly, and this
act of the Indians was regarded as a divine providence at that
time . ... What was the real motive for the kindly acts of the
Indians may not be certainly known; but it probably boded the
little colony a future harm.™!

Such parual interpretation does not take long 1o become accepted
description. Kermode's note to Caliban's ‘T'll show thee every
ferule inch o' th' island” (1L1i.148) remarks in a matter-of-fact
way: ‘The colomsts were frequently received with this kindness,
though treachery might follow’, as if this were simply a ‘fact’
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whose relevance o The Tempest we mught want to consider,
without seeing thar to speak of ‘treachery’ is already ro interpret,
from the position of colonizing power, through a purported
‘description’.

From the native point of view, of course, their own behaviour
was perfectly comprehensible and absolutely consistent. Recep-
tdon of visitors was friendly, hospitality was ample, trade was
welcomed; but a line was drawn when it became apparent thar
the visitors were here o stay. Amerindian attrudes were there-
fore dependent on English behaviour. There is no reason to
imagine that the Algonguians found this behaviour easy to
fathom, particularly given some of the incidents already referred
to, although counting the number of ships thar arrived at
Jamestown would provide an obvious rule of thumb. Three
stages might be imagined. An initial one of curiosity, bewilder-
ment, fear and sympathy that ended, probably to their relief, with
the apparent abandonment of the colony in June 1610; only for
the immediate arrival of De La Warr to mark the beginning of a
second stage of growing suspicion as the English, under a new set
of instructions from London, began to act more aggressively.”?
The third and decisive stage began in 1619 with the new system of
land grants which, coupled with the growing success of the
tobacco crop, led to an influx of settlers and an unprecedented
demand for land.7? At that point the colonists became invaders to
be repelled at all costs. This pattern of perception would have
been subject to a number of complicating factors, amongst them
the internal politics of the Powhatan confederacy, usually, and
perhaps accurately, interpreted as a conflict between the weak and
vacillating Powhatan and his more decisive brother, the militant
Opechancanough. But there is lictle doubt that the main com-
plicating factor, from the Amerindian point of view, was the
strange behaviour of their visitors. Even if we pass charitably over
the ingrattude, the threats, and the wanton violence, putting
them down to the pressure on individual colonists in a new and
dangerous land, and look instead at colonial policy as it was
articulated in London, it is easy enough to imagine the confusion
that must have been felt by the Algonquian.

It is difficult to give brief indications of this policy which
obviously altered in the light of colonial experience. Bur take this
early paragraph from a set of ‘Inducements to the lykinge of the
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voyadge intended to that parte of Amenca which lyethe betwene
34- and 36. degree’, wnitten by the elder Richard Hakluyt in
1584, well before permanent settlement was aclieved by the
English on the American mainland:

YF we fynde any kinges readye to defende their Tirratoryes by
warre and the Countrye populous desieringe to expell us that
secke but juste and lawfull Traffique, then by reason the Ryvers
be lardge and deepe and we lordes of navigacion, and they
without shippinge, we armed and they naked, and at contnuall
warres one with another, we maye by the ayde of those Riyvars
joyne with this kinge here or with that kinge there at our
pleasure and soe with a fewe men be revenged of any wronge
offered by them and consequentlie maye yf we will conquere
fortefye and plante in soyles moste sweete, most pleasaunte,
moste fertill and strounge. And in the ende to bringe them all
in subjection or scyvillitie for yt is well knowen they have
bynne contented to submytte them selves and all that which
they possesse to suche as hathe defended them agamste there
Enemyes speaiallie againste the canibales.”*

In some ways this quotation epitomizes the initial difficulty that
colonial ideology faced: how to get from the beginning of the
first sentence (defence of territory by occupants) to its end
{plantation 1n sweet soils). The rhetoric of these pieces should by
now be becoming familiar. The grammatical structure is one of
compelling logic: *¥f ... then ... wemaye ... and so¢ .., and
consequentlic ..."; the argument itself tortuous and seli-
contradictory, and thereby revelatory of the underlying issues.
The route from conditional expulsion to future plantation in-
volves some subtle moves. The object of the initial desired
expulsion is defined as ‘us that secke but juste and lawful
Traffique’, people carrying out legitimate commercial activities.
But a sentence that seemed to begin in the realm of international
law passes quickly into a discussion of military strategy. The
assertion of technological superiority is conventional (though
‘armed’ and ‘naked’ an interesting opposition), the statement of
the realpolitik enabled by such technological superiority startling
in its clarity: ‘we maye ... joyne with this kinge here or with
that kinge there at our pleasure’. The consequence of this
‘pleasure’ 1s the immediate gratification of conquest, fortifica-

R T T T . R EEI—————



166 COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS

tion, and plantation in sweet and fertile soils. Clearly the benefits
to be gained from the revenge of any 'wrong' are so desirable
that offence must be courted. What the sentence inscribes (and in
this it 1s typical of colonial ideology as a whole) is the impossi-
bility of any transgression on the part of the colonial power: there
can be no paragraph considering the possibility of kings ready to
trade yet prepared to defend their territory from invasion.
Ideology exiles the unthinkable.

The strain that Hakluyt's sentence has to go through to reach
its desired end is salved by what follows. Vielence, however
justified, should not after all be necessary since it is ‘well
knowen' that they submit themselves and their property to those
who have defended them against their enemiecs. “Well knowen'
seems o amount to a report given by David Ingram, one of the
satlors marconed by John Hawkins on the American mainland
after the disaster of San Juan de Ulloa, who claimed to have
walked from the Gulf of Mexico to Cape Breton, and who tells of
how the savages of the mainland are pursued and devoured by
cannibals.?® Qur friends the cannibals have been offstage for a
while now but reappear, as always, at a crinical moment, here, the
final word in Hakluyt's paragraph, as a guarantee that aggression
is elsewhere, that those who do violence against the savages are
not, definitely not, the English themselves, who are on the
contrary friends and protectors.”® At their pleasure of course.

Hakluyt was tactician as well as strategist. The early expedi-
tions were advised to disguise their intentions carefully: food
must be obtained from the natives, he says, before they realize
that permanent settlement is intended.”” Courtesy and ‘friendly
signes’ are therefore the first order of the day.” Once a foothold
has been established a different tack is necessary: the immediate
neighbours, now suspicious of their ‘visitors’ and therefore
dangerous, must be weakened through alliances between the
colonists and distant Indians. The instructions given to Sir Thomas
Gates (1609) are in this respect explicit:

If you make friendship with any of these nations, as you must
doe, choose to doe it with those that are farthest from you and
cnemics unto those amonge whom you dwell. ™

The pattern thar emerges from these various threads is remark-
ably consistent. The colonists made four central claims about the
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native Americans in justification for their dispossession: that the
natives were not properly ‘sertled’; that the land was not
cultivated; that the natives behaved in a duplicitous and treacher-
ous fashion; and that they cruelly broke the vniversal rules of
hospitality. These claims were not only false, they were 2
systematic reversal of the actual state of affairs, since the native
Americans were fully settled, farmed the land intensively, acted
hospitably until provoked beyond endurance, and behaved in
what, even at this distance and without sympathetic evidence,
appears as a relatively consistent and comprehensible manner. But
¢ven more to the point is that the claims were a systematic
projection of European behaviour on to native Americans.?® In
those early years it tended to be the Europeans who were not
‘settled’, living from plunder and barter: it was the Europeans
who proved incapable of feeding themselves from the fertile soil;
it was the Europeans whose duplicity and cunning kept their
colonies alive by manipulatng the trust of their hosts; and
eventually by betraying it

The Tempest is so crucial for this period because it is the only
text which deals = in however obligue a manner — with the key
relationship between superior technology and the inability to
produce food. What in recent years a more attentive (or perhaps
differently attentive) reading of the seventeenth-century sources
has shown is that the colonists’ irrational response o that
discrepancy can only be explained in psychological terms: after all
to burn comfields when you are starving, rather than stealing the
corn, is to court the charge of psychosis. It is one of the strengths
of Edmund Morgan's great book on colonial Virginia that he is
prepared te tackle this problem:

If you were a colonist, you knew that your technology was
superior to the Indians’. You knew that you were civilized, and
they were savages. It was evident in your firearms, your
clothing, your housing, your government, your religion. The
Indians were supposed to be overcome with admiration and to
join you in extracting riches from the country. But your
superior technology had proved insufficient to extract any-
thing. The Indians, keeping to themselves, laughed at your
superior methods and lived from the land more abundantly and
with less labor than you did. They even furnished you with the
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food that you somehow did not get around to growing enough
of yourselves. To be thus condescended to by heathen savages
was intolerable. And when your own people started deserting
in order to live with them, it was too much. If it came to that,
the whole enterprise of Virginia would be over. So you killed
the Indians, tortured them, burned their villages, burned their
cornfields. It proved your superiority in spite of your failures.
And you gave similar treatment to any of your own people
who succumbed to the savage way of life. But you sull did not
grow much corn. That was not what you had come to Virginia
for.®!

This terse summary was speakable only as its repetition in the
ricefields of Vietnam brought the original to light. What it reveals
so clearly is the massive, almost self-destructive effort needed to
create the selfsimage of the technologically superior.®? The
discursive webs woven in and around these events in Virginia in
the early seventeenth century to produce its ‘history” constitute
at the same time a massive effort of repression whereby the violent
dispossession of the native Americans is rewritten as a crusade
against the unregenerate savage, the guilt of conquest being
transferred from wsurper to usurped: as from Prospero to
Caliban.®?

8

Although the fully-fledged Pocahontas myth belongs to the
nineteenth century, some of the story’s implications were
glimpsed by its contemporaries. It is difficule to judge exactly
what effect the marriage between Rolfe and Pocahontas had on the
relationship berween the English and the Algonquian in Virginia,
but it certainly symbolized a period of uncasy truce. If Gates's
instructions marked the beginning of English consolidation on the
Virginian mainland it was only the rapid increase in demand for
land to grow tobacco after 1619 that made it clear beyond shadow
of doubt that the English intended not just to stay, which might
have been tolerable, but actually to expand their tochold on the
conunerit.

So in the winter of 1616—17 that saw Rolfe and Pocahontas in
London the decisive moves had yet 1o be made. The colony’s
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future was still not secure: the Company's internal politics were
convoluted, its propaganda not always suceessful, its assets almost
exhausted, its recruiting record poor.®* John Rolfe's A True
Relation of the State of Virginia, written during his stay in London,
was an attempt, probably prompted by a disaffected section of the
Company, to suggest that the colony's problems stemmed from
past mismanagement and that Virginia itself offered wonderful
opportunities still, especially in the light of the peace that existed
with the Amerindians.®®

Pocahontas, now Rebecca, is a fitting image for the prospect of
such future co-operation given her appreciation of her proper
place in the order of things. Her baptism, her new name, her
grasp of English, all mark her ritwal passage into the fold of
civility. An engraving was made of her wearing English clothes
and, in the oil painting copied from the engraving, she even
begins to lose her Amerindian features. The comprehensiveness of
this process, coupled with the evident delighe at her royal carriage
and *great demonstration of her Christian sinceritie’,*® conveys a
certain anxiety, as if the friends of the Virginia enterprise were
determined to leave nothing to chance. Appropriately then,
Pocahontas's virtual canonization 15 seen to have its discursive
consequences because lodged in Purchas’s text is the only other
member of the large Algonquian party to interest the English,
Uttamatamakin (also called Tomocomo), husband of Poca-
hontas's sister:

With this Savage | have often conversed at my good friends
Master Doctor Goldstone, where he was a frequent guest; and
where | have both seen him sing and danece his diabolicall
measures, and heard him discourse of his Countrey and
Religion, Sir Tho. Dales man being the Interpretour ... a
blasphemer of what he knew not, and preferring his God to
ours, because he taught them . . . to weare their Devill-lock ar
the left eare; hee acquainted mee with the manner of that his
appearance, and beleeved that his Okee or Devil had taught
them their husbandry, & ... Tomocomo was as wise in
computation of his sailing, reckoning each night . . . as another
day. Hee is said also to have set up with notches on a stick the
numbers of men, being sent to see and signifie che truth of the
multitudes reported to his Master. Bue his arithmetike soone
failed, and wonder did no lesse amaze him at the sight of so

*—
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much Come and Trees in his comming from Plimmoth to
London, the Virginians imagining that defect thercof had
brought us thither.%?

So yet again we find the two figures, ‘guatiao’ and ‘canibal’,
but now walking the streets of London and even visiting its
drawing rooms. And, if the ‘guatiac’ has become almost
indistinguishable from an English lady, the “canibal’, in dialect-
ical consequence, remains threateningly unregenerate in manmers,
beliefs, dress and, perhaps most important of all, hair style ®®
Purchas is threatened enough by this determined ‘otherness’ to
need to comfort himself with some heavy sarcasm at the
Algonguian’s expense, although we can but sympathize with
Tomocomo's amazement at the sight of *so much corme': what a
stupid native indeed to believe that English demands for food in
Virginia were something to do with them not having enough of
their own back home.

In the Rotunda of the Capitol in Washington there is a series of
paintings illustrating the pre-history of the United States. Vir-
gma i represented by Pocahontas, but the picture, by John
Chaprman, shows neither the famous ‘rescue’ nor her marriage
with John Rolfe. Instead it depicts Pocahontas's baptism, shrewd-
ly choosing the moment when European ritual symbolized her
rejection of her own culture and her incorporation into the ranks
of the saved (see Figure 12). Lurking in the shadows at the side of
the picture is a sullen figure with shaved head and single lock
clearly visible. The official publication brought out to celebrate
the painting’s placement identifies him:

while her uncle, the sullen, cunning, yet daring Opechan-
kanough, shrunk back, and probably even then brooded over
the deep laid plan of massacre which he so fearfully executed
years after 5°

This is the final resolution of the colonial triangle, a sphitung of
the problemauc third term, a severance of niece and uncle,
available female and hostile male, ‘good’ Indian and ‘bad’
Indian, which leaves Pocahontas to be mythologized and
COpechancanough to lead a last desperate effort to extirpate the
Enghsh from Virginia and, in 1646, at nearly one hundred years
of age, to be shot in the back by an English soldier.

Figure 12

“The Baptism of Pocahonras’ (1840); a painting by J.G. Chapman which hangs in the

Rotunda of the Capitol, Washingron, DC.
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Once again the ‘massacre’ displays its retrospective im-
portance to any event that preceded it: only the ‘massacre’ could
allow Virginian history to begin at all. That is not to say that such
a history has 1622 as its starting point, but rather that the period
between 1607 and 1622 could not satisfactorily be narrativized
until the 1622 ‘massacre’ provided the authornitative organizing
principle that would reduce the carlier chaos to the order of
syntagmatic coherence. From this perspective the absence of
Smith's ‘rescue’ from his carlier account can be better under-
stood. In 1608 such an event would have been, in the strict
psychoanalytical sense of the word, a trauma for Smith, an event
impossible at the time to incorporate fully into a significant
context or narrative, So The Trve Relation represses all mention of
the incident, not risking opening in the prospective Virginian
narrative a traumatic breach that no trope could close. After 1622
the ‘rescue’ becomes comprehensible: it can be articulated into a
narrative in which Pocahontas has an increasingly central role to
play as evidence that Algonguian recognition of the values of
European culture could have provided the basis for a harmonious
relationship, had not the inherent viciousness of her uncle
destroyed all hope of peaceful co-operation. Within such an
overarching narrative Smith's own position as the great white
hero having to be rescued by an adolescent girl becomes
acceptable for the first time since he is thereby retroactively
identified with the colony itself, the innocent “virgin' vicum
of the native aggression only postponed in 1607 through
Pocahontas's gesture, to return a hundredfold fifteen years later.

The ‘massacre’ provided what had proved to be most
necessary for the colony to survive: a huge infringement of
MNatural Law which left its victims free to pursue any course they
wanted, unregenerate savagery having forfeited all its rights, civil
and natural. The zealousness with which the English ideologists
drew the consequences of the ‘massacre” indicates something of
the relief that was mixed with the horror at the news. Edward
Waterhouse, who wrote the most detailed account, finds an
appropriate image:

our hands which before were tied with gentlenesse and fair
vsage are now set at liberty by the treacherous violence of the
Sauvages: not vatying the Knot, but curtng 1c.%9

——ﬁ
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The Gordian difficulties of coexistence conld now be set aside by
the ‘justified’ establishment of an aggressive pale, an armed
fronter finally built in 1634 between the headwaters of the James
and York rivers and behind which the Enghsh would develop
their pastoral economy and grow large amounts of tobacco.
Bolstered by the memory of the treacherous massacre, that
frontier would expand as and when it could, the rights of those
thereby displaced no longer an issue. This chapter can end with
Waterhouse's ferocious version of Virginia’s future, not without
its parallels to the ending of Act IV of The Tempest:

the way of conquering them 1s much more casic then of
ciuilizing them by faire meanes, for they are a rude, barbarous,
and naked people, scattered in small companies, which are
helps to Victorie, but hinderances to Ciuilitie: Besides that, a
conquest may be of many, and at once; but cvilite is in
particular, and slow, the effect of long time, and great industry.
Moreouer, victorie of them may bee gained many waies; by
force, by surprize, by famine in bumning their Corne, by
destroying and burning their Boats, Canoes, and Houses, by
breaking their fishing Weares by assailing them in their
huntings, whereby they get the greatest part of their sustenance
in Winter, by pursuing and chasing them with our horses, and
blood Hounds to draw after them, and Mastiues to teare them,
which take this naked, tanned, deformed Sanages, for no other
then wild beasts, and are so firece and fell vpon them, that they
feare them worse then their old Deuil which they worship,
supposing them to be a new and worse kinde of Deuils then
their owne,*!
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Robinson Crusoe
and Friday

+ [L)ike Christofer he bears

in speech mnemonic s a missionary’s
the Word to savages,

its shape an carthen, water-bearing vessel’s
whose sprinkling aleers us

into good Fridays who recite His praise,
PATTOUNE OUr master's

style and voice, we make his language ours,
converted cannibals

we learn with him to eat the flesh of Christ.!

1

When | was come down the hill to the shore, as | said above,
being the 5. W, point of the island, | was perfectly confounded
and amazed; nor is it possible for me to express the horror of
my mind, at seeing the shore spread with skulls, hands, feet,
and other bones of humane bodies; and particularly I observed
a place where there had been a fire made, and a circle dug in the
earth, like a cockpit, where it is supposed the savage wretches
had sat down to therr nhumane feastings upon the bodies of
their fellow-creatures.?

Figure 13 *Rescue of the Spaniard’, from an 1885 edinon of Robinson Crusoe. Almost all illustrared

editions choose to depict this key moment. The Spaniard “was an European and had cloaths on
clearly a second Crusoe, Friday, his features obscured by his borrowed clothes, massacres the ‘naked

Caribs. The foregrounded skull functions as a memento anthropaphagi = a reminder of why such baules

have to be fought

Nothing conveys the flavour of cannibalism better than the
graphic depiction of its_afiermath, the scattered limbs and
scorched bones that horrify Robinson Crusoe exactly as they
had Dr Chanca some 200 years previously on a slightly more

*
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northerly Caribbee island.® This cannibal residue is Crusoe's first
‘gvidence’ of a savage presence on his island, one moment in that
long and suspenseful section of the movel leading vp to the
paradigmatic colonial encounter, that key scene of colomal
literature where the recently rescued Caribbean Amerindian,

soon to be named Friday, ;il:lces his head beneath the foot of a

bewildered European.

Crusoe’s island is situated by the text in the estuary of the
Orinoco, within sight of Trinidad; and the Amerindians that
feature in the book, including Friday, are all referred to as
Caribs.* Yer, oddly, despite this degree of geographical specific-
ity, Robinson Crusoe is not usually seen as in any significant sense
‘a Caribbean book’. It is “a_Puritan fable’, the first true work of
‘realism’, the novel of ‘economic individualism’ or, most
popularly, the story quite simply of a man on an island - the
location of that island being of, at best, subsidiary importance.
This chapter will try to return Robinson Crusoe to the Caribbean.

L"l-'
(.,.»S 2

Maost recent enticism of Robinson Crisoe has taken as its reference
point lan Watt's influential 1957 book The Rise of the Novel,
subtitled “Studies in Defoe, Richardson and Fielding".5 In this
book Watt argued for Robinson Crusoe's crucial place in the
history of the novel on three grounds: as the pre-eminent novel of
the ‘individualism’ that characterizes modern realistic fiction; as
fulfilling more generally the eriteria of what he called ‘formal
realism’; and as demonstrating, in Crusoe's wanderings, ‘the
dynamic tendency of capitalism itself, whose aim is never merely
1o maintain the status quo, but to transform it incessantly”.® The
main line of dissent to Wart’s arguments has come from what has
been called ‘the rediscovery of a pervasive spiritual motif” in the
novel which, against Watt's marxisant understanding of Defoe’s
‘purcly formal adherence’ to religious values, emphasizes the
importance of the cycles of sin and regeneration that underlie the
surface realism of Robinson Crusoe, seeing it therefore as a deeply
religious book, a Puritan fable of spiritual hife.”

But the true import of the ‘religious’ reading lies in it
attempted solution to critical difficulties about the coherence of
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Defoe's text. Within lan Wartt's trio of rising novelists both Defoe
and Fielding occupy somewhat anomalous positions, leaving
Richardson as the only representative of the ‘mature’ novel of
realism.® Watt's objection to Fielding's novels is that his authorial
nterventions and classical plots ‘tend to compromise the
narrative’s general air of literal authenticity by suggesting the
manipulated sequences of literature rather than the ordinary
processes of life’.? Defoe's novels on the contrary ‘embody all the
elements of formal realism’,'® but to an almost embarrassing

degree. They suggest so successfully the ‘texture of daily expe-)

rience’!! that they threaten to cease being literature at all. Plot is
at the centre of both anomalies. Nothing 1s more characteristic of]
literary narrative than plot — it is the manifestation of the crafted
work; yet nothing is more destructive than plot, as a sign of
artifice, of that semblance, intrinsic to formal realism, that the
novel is ‘an authentic account of the actual experiences of
individuals’.'? The logic of formal realism would take certain
‘novels’ outside Watt's notion of literature ahogether: Journal of
the Plague Year has caused notorious difficulues for precisely
this reason. Wart refuses that logic by balancing Defoe against
Fielding with Richardson as the pivot who squares the arcle,
‘dealing with . ., the problem ... of plot ... which Defoe had
left unsolved'.!* The eriterion by which Richardson is judged to
have ‘resolved the main formal problems which stll confronted
the novel’ is that he had created *a literary structure in which
narrative mode, plot, characters, and moral theme were orga-
nized into a unified whole'.?4 Coherence proves to be the ultimate
standard. This 1s not an uninteresting way of approaching
Clarissa, although it has to be noted that Richardson’s manner of
‘dealing with' the problem of plot was to embed it in such a
detailed evocation of the processes of everyday life that it never
had a chance to become a flagrant example of literary artifice —
not a model that many novelists have chosen to follow.

The modern realist novel, as understood by Watt, can usefully
be defined by its absolute incompatibility with any notion of
Providence. Nothing defines Providence more clearly than its
reliance on plot: Providence js. history with a _plot, authored by
God. On the surface, Watt’s position would seem confirmed by
the analogy: the novel is, in Lukics's famous phrase, ‘the epic of a
world that has been abandoned by God','® a thoroughly secular



http:unsolved'.l3
http:individuals'.12
http:spirituaLma.ti

178 COLONIAL ENCOUNTERS

form, its secularity secured by the aversion of formal realism to
the ‘literary” machinery of plot. But Watt is reluctant to go that
far: the appearances of ‘literature” have to be saved by the
reintroduction of plot, which is, in effect, nothing-less-than_the
reintroduction of a_providential authority into the world of the
fiction.

Even Clarissa, Watt's prime exhibit, falls victim to this anti-
nomy. While the epistolary form secems to offer a perfect
semblance of an ‘authentic’ writing, one produced entirely by the
fictional characters themselves, Richardson was horrified to find
that 1t enabled readers to draw their own conclusions — by, for
example, sympathizing with Lovelace and finding Clarissa prig-
gish, an outcome Richardson attempted to block in later editions
of Clarissa by adding explanatory and didactic footnotes, in other
words by reintroducing into the scamless and seemingly un-
authored text the providential voice of the Author.*®

For Watt, then, Defoe's novels, however crucial to the thesis ot
formal realism, remain ‘immature” examples, fawed by their lack
of anything more than the most episodic of plots. Robinson
Crusoe, important enough to stand at the head of Wart's studies of
individual novels, is, in the last analysis, shunted off into a
category of ‘works singular and original’, representanve of
nothing other than iwself,'” a realistic but episodic novel, lacking
‘intrinsic coherence’ — that touchstone of bourgeois aesthetics.
The perception of the spiritual pattern, revealing Robinson Crusoe
as a formally sophistucated and coherent narrative, has therefore
been welcomed by the literary academy as sidestepping Watt's
implied criticism of Robinson Crusoe and athrming the true
‘literary” value of such a sennal work.

The textual analogy used by the “spiritual’ reading is that
of the Puntan journal, an immediate and transparent recording
of everyday ecxperience — a ‘writing to the moment' in
Richardson’s phrase — which would on retrospective reading
reveal to the keeper of the journal providental patterns not
obvious in the crowded sensations of the lived moment.'® So, the
argument goes, Robinson Crusoe mimes the texwre of daily
experience so accurately that only the most careful of rereadings
will perceive the underlying spiritual pattern that gives the
narrative its true sigmficance.

Without doubt Robinson Crusoe is studded with religious
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references and symbols which arguably form part of a larger
pattern. What, nevertheless, remains at issue is the meaning of this
pattern of religious references given that no authoral voice,
whether as overt commentator or ‘implied author’, is present to
endorse them. Robinson Crusoe may well have the structure of a
redemption narrative but, within the fiction, the structure of
Robinson Crusoe is given by Crusoe himself; it is an aspect of his
autobiographical strategy, the way he chooses to compose his life
story and, as such, has no authoritative status beyond the reach of
the usual interpretative procedures. Indeed on several occasions
Crusoe himself discusses the possible providential significance of
particular cpisodes. When such delicate questions of interpreta-
tion are themselves rned into the very matter of Action
Providence can in no way be said to provide a privileged master-
plot to the narrative.

The “spiritual’ reading of Robinson Crusoe attempts — unsuccess-
fully = to remedy the scandal of the secular text whose inter-
pretation s not guided by any authorial voice, but which
has been published as the character's own story, *Written by
Himself’, an assertion, as Wart rightly saw, of the primacy of
individual experience as defiant in its own — fictional — way as
Descartes’ cogito ergo sum.'®

3

A different, and perhaps more productive way of framing the
critical disagreement between the ‘economic’ and ‘spiritual’
readings of Rebinson Crusoe is to see them as constructing
two different Defoes. Against Waut's ‘modermn’ Defoe —
Defoe/Richardson/Fielding — is set a seventeenth-century Defoe —
Milton/Bunyan/Defoe. Against Watt's assertion that Defoe was
the ‘complacent apologist of nascent industrial capitalism' is set
the conservative economic theorist bitterly opposed to the
unregulated financial dealings of the new exchange.2® Despite the
notorious problems of authorship and changing political all-
egiance — let alone questions of intentional fallacy when it comes
to reading the novels — there are important 1ssues here that need
careful following since they relate, in the last analysis, to colonial
matters.
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lan Watt's argument about ‘the dynamic tendency of caplu_a]-

ism’ being manifest in Crusoe's career has been usefully mudiiu:::l

by Stephen Hymer, who sees that career as illulstrmng hrﬂiarxs

analysis of the origins of the capitalist economy mn the period of
primitive accumulation.®! Hymer can thercfore contrast the story

of Crusoe's accumulation of capital in the Africa trade and later
on his Brazilian plantation — the looting of the non-European

world — with what Marx, in ironic reference to the conventional
view, called ‘the rosy dawn of the era of capitalist production 2
Hvmer's model, it is true, is thoroughly mimetic: what Rebinson

Crusoe gives us is a picture of ‘the actual facts of what happens in
the international economy’.2* But his analysis has the great merit
of not ignoring the island episode. In response to Wart SIII:J.dl.Ilg
of the novel one critic pointed out that ‘No one in his senses
would choose the story of a man cast alone on an uninhabited
island to illustrate a theory which only applies to the exchange of
goods and services’.2* But according to Hymer:

In many ways [Crusoe’s) solitary sojourn represents !hl: aliena-
tion suffered by all under capitalism. ... There is no real
paradox in this. To capitalism belong both the production of
the most highly developed social relations in history and the
production of the solitary individual.?®

This is a good dialectical point. Unfortunately H;.rmr.fr's way of
putting it strains the mimetic model to its logical terminus where
the novel becomes a secular allegory (it seems to mc1th=1. Defoe
.. . is presenting an allegory about the life of all men in capitalist
society’),2® a conscioys and coherent analysis therefore dependent
upon a particularly knowledgeable subject (‘Defoe (1650-1731)
was particularly well placed to observe and understand the essence
of the rising bourgeoisic and the sccrets of its origins’).?” There
are two things wrong with this. The demand for such coherence
endows texts with a spurious or at least a premature unity. And,
while it offers the usual assessment of Defoe’s "position’ with
respect to economic macters, such a view 1s seriously oversimpli-
fied, especially when it comes to reading Robinson Crusoe.

At least three strands in Defoe's economic writing need
distinguishing: Defoe as the complete ideologist of trade — the
constant baseline to his economic thought; Defoe as the propa-
gandist for the age of prajecting; and Defoe as the scourge of the
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stock-jobbers. The crux of the critical disagreements has tended to

rest on the relationship between these last two strands. On the one
hand there is the contrast made between Delfoe’s projecting spirit
as the embodiment of the ‘New Age' of capitalism over and
against the conservative politics of nostalgia represented by Swift,
Pope and Bolingbroke. On the other hand, Defoe’s commitment
to established mercantile practices is contrasted to his condemna-
ton of contemporary stock-jobbing.2*

In part the confusion has stemmed from the ambiguity of the
important term /projector’. Defoc’s famous Essay on Projects
(1697) is largely a pacan to the projecting spirit, but it is often
considered that by the early 1720s projecting had been irreparably
tainted by the South Sea Bubble fiasco or even — more relevantly
since it pre-dates Robinson Crusoe — by the failure of the Darien
project in 1609, that ill-fated attempt at a Scottish colony on the
isthmus where Central and South America join. But, although
the Darien scheme had been launched by his close friend William
Paterson, there is no evidence that Defoe's commitment to his
own pet project of a South Sea wrading area based on a new
English colony in South America with an entrepir on the Pacific
coast = clearly akin to the Darien idea = was in the least reduced:
his plans remain remarkably consistent from the 16g0s through to
1727, well after the bursting of the Bubble.2*

Of the variants to Defoe’s scheme the two 1710 versions are
most relevant to Robinson Crusoe, by date, but also because they
couple the idea of a southern trade with a reactivation of Ralegh’s
plans to exploit the gold of Guiana, the territory that lies just
beyand Crusoe's island.?® The importance of Ralegh's project to
the study of Defoe is that it enables us, following Defoe’s own
lead, to separate the notion of projecting from the stock—jobbing
which had become its inevitable implicatdon following the
debacle of 1720. The suggestion, then, is that an important thread
in Defoe’s patchwork economic ideology harked back to the
golden age of Elizabethan privateering. The Caribbean, of course,
had been a projectors’ sea from the time of Columbus onwards. In
England Drake’s stupendously successful 1585 voyage to the
Caribbean initiated a whole series of similar projects, of which
Ralegh's Guiana expedition was probably the most ambitious and
the most ill-fated adventure (though that title might also go to

Cromwell's "Western Design’).?" None of these, though, had
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quite the lasting hold on the imagination ot seventeenth- and
cighteenth—century Enghish writers as the shipwreck of the Seas-
Ventire on the Bermudas, which had snatched spectacular success
from the jaws of tragedy in the tradition of the best adventurers,
and provided one of the most consistent reference points for the
remaining years of the English presence in the Caribbean.

The great Caribbean ‘adventure’ of Defoe's hfetime was
William Phips’s 1687 ‘voyage to the wreck’, lacking perhaps the
aura of Drake and Ralegh, but stll an extraordinary scheme — to
locate the wreck of the Spanish treasure ship Nuestra Seriora de la
Concepeion sunk off the coast of Hispaniola — which produced a
return of forty-seven-fold on investment. The total revenue of
nearly a quarter of a million pounds sterling of bullion is
sometimes seen as having provided the foundation for that period
of financial experimentation which produced the Bank of
England and the modern system of public credirt.**

“Treasure’ and ‘adventure’ are closely associated. though the
relationship.is.inevitably complex for any world-view. influenced
by Puritan ideas. Around Ralegh's ‘Guiana’ certainly hovered the
spell of El Dorado, but from the evidence of, say, A New Voyage
Round the World, Defoe was immune to, or at least cautious
towards, the prospect of easy riches of that kind.*? Probably more
relevant was the relative proximity of Ralegh's Guiana to the
new sources of Brazilian gold recently discovered by Paulista
adventurers in Minas Gerais, which were important enough to
England, at a time when the East India Company was draining
the country of bullion, for Defoe to defend the Methuen Treaty
of 1703 through which England was given complete freedom to
trade with Brazil and therefore access to a regular supply of
gold 3% In other words, Guiana's ‘treasure’ might need to be
worked for in a satisfactorily Puritan manner.

As with ‘projector’ the meanings of “adventurer’ need careful
unpacking since the word conceals a contrast that, at least since
Defoe’s ume, has carned considerable ideological weight. In one
form or another the term has had a continuous existence from the
twelfth century to the present day to refer to certain kinds of
mvestor, onginally ‘merchant adventurer’ — anyone investing in
overseas trade — more recently ‘adventure capitalist’, the asset
stripper who occupies in contemporary populist demonology the
place of the early eighteenth-century stock-jobber. Yet the

ROBINSEON CRUSDE AND FRIDAY 183

interest of the. word obviously lies in its overlap of the financial
and the colomial, the worlds of Lloyd's List and John Buchan, the
common element being risk’ §¢ might be said that the ‘pure’
adventure story, which has to take place outside metropolitan
Europe and preferably in as remote an area as possible, reached its
apogee as the tentacles of European colonialism were at their
greatest reach in the late nineteenth century.®® The larger, the
degree of financial involvement in the non-European world,-the
more determinedly nen-financial European adventure—-stories
became. Captam Mayne Reid’s novels are perhaps the *purest’
examples, telling tales of discovery, of buried treasure, of battles
against nature or vicious savages. There is certainly no such purity
about Robinson Crusoe’s ‘strange surprizing adventures’, but
neither is he merely an adventure capitalist. The Elizabethans here
offer an important precedent. Drake and Ralegh could be said to
have held in heroic suspension the (for us) twin meanings of
‘adventure’, They risked their capital and their bodies in search of
quick and high returns: their investment was personal as well as
financial, as opposed to the joint=stock holder whose ‘risks’ were
purely vicarious. In the Essay on Projects the despised ‘meer
projector’-leaves the poor ‘Adventurer’ to carry the can; the
‘Honest Projector’, combines the roles of projector and adven-
turer, putting his own project into execution.*®

Connotation is difficult to gauge and not even constant at any
one period. What evidence we do have, however, suggests that
‘adventures’ were both officially and popularly regarded in a
favourable light during the Elizabethan period, as both benefiting
the national economy and singeing the king of Spain’s beard,
Popular suspicion of the financial experiments that followed the
1688 settlement would have tarred ‘adventurer’ with the same
brush as ‘projector’ when it came to the stock-market, and in
foreign trade ‘adventurers’ would be subject to the disapproval of
the large monopolies — and therefore perhaps fascinating to
everyone else — because of their disregard of the new trade
regulations. Braudel, for example, quotes an official report of
1699 which refers to ‘interlopers and adventurers’, but in a
seemingly favourable way — perhaps an carly hint of the paradox
involved in a capitalist empire claiming to adhere to an ideology
of personal freedom.??

In a way, then, Defoe holds the history of the word ‘adventure’
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together for us. By looking back beyond the grear merchant
companies to the age of Ralegh, Defoe could endow Robinson
Crusoe with something of the heroism of the adventurer who
risked life and limb as well as capital, therefore, adventitiously,
providing a link between the Elizabethan era and the true age of
adventure in the second half of the mineteenth century — an age
which, through Ballantyne, Marryat and many others, sought the
purity of adventure precisely through rewriting the story of

¢ Robinson Crusoe. For Crusoe, it needs stressing in conclusion,
‘adventure’ is replete with what, for us, has come to be its two
separate meanings. When he speaks of ‘my first adventure’ (p. 39)
he means, inseparably, his dangerous voyage to Guinea and his
[ 40 investment in ‘toy's and trifles’ to sell to the natves for gold
dust. This £ 40 comes from his father, or possibly his mother, but
they never receive a return on their investment.?®

Crusoe's concern with accounting is legendary, so the details of
his financial career can be casily mapped. Under the direction of
the *honest and plain-dealing” captain (p. 39) he spends his £40 on
trinkets and toys which he exchanges for £300 of gold dust.
£ 200 is left with the captain’s widow and the rest, converted
again into trading goods, lost when the ship is captured by
Turkish pirates. Due to the ‘generous treatment’ of the Por-
tuguese captain who eventually rescues him (p. 55), Crusoe ends
up in Bahia — at the southernmost point of the extended
Caribbean (and not far from the gold-bearing area of Minas
Gerais) - with 220 picces of eight, payment for his ‘possessions’,
all of them — boat, guns, slave — stolen from his master in Sallee.
He learns sugar planting, buys land and sends for half of his
English capital, which arrives in useful goods which he sells to
great advantage in order to buy a negro slave and a European
servant (p. $8). After thirty years of careful management by
others in Robinson Crusoe's absence, Crusoe finds himself, as
well as owner of a Caribbean island, ‘master . . . of above 5,000 I.
sterling in money, and . . . an estate . . . in the Brasils, of above a
thousand pounds a year’ (p. 280), plus, if he has not already
included it, the money he brings off the island from the wrecks:
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£36 from his ship (p. 75), 1100 pieces of eight, six doubloons of
gold, and some small bars of gold from the Spanish ship (p. 197).
But there is 4 danger here of not seeing the historical wood for
the economic trees. Too great an emphasis on the financial detail
of Crusoe's career can obscure the important way in which,
however sketchily, the early chapters of the book recapirulate the
European ‘history of discovery’: the first tentative voyages
down the West African coast, the entanglement with Islam, the
crossing of the Adantic, even the movement of Brazilian expertise
to the Caribbean which was essental to the early economies of the
English and French islands. This certainly does not mean
that Crusoe is in any unproblematic sense an ‘embodiment” of
European colonialism — that would only make the book another
kind of miméfic allegory, It points, if anything, in the opposite
direction. Crusoe's colonial career can in fact be divided between
the rather bathetically secondary, dependent on the goodwill of a
series of benevolent Portuguese, and the heroically, but rather
ridiculously, primary. Five days south of Sallee he is speaking of
the wild animals never having heard a gon before (p. 47): and
twelve days further south, near the point Crusoe is heading for
precisely because it is the crossroads of the colonial trade routes (]
know that all the ships from Europe, which sailed either to the
coast or Guiney, or to Brasil, or to the East-Indies, made this cape
or those islands” (p. 50)), he shoots a leopard to the ‘astonish-
ment' and ‘admiration’ of the ‘poor’ negroes, who are
properly grateful for this manifestation of European technology
(pp- 51-2), a rechearsal for Crusoe’s more important demonstra-
tion of fire-power in front of an equally ‘amazed’ Friday
(p. 213). But Crusoe is most strikingly primary in his island
mterlude, reliving one of the original Caribbean adventures —
Somers and Gates on the Bermudas perhaps, or even Columbus
himself on Hispaniola, but in any case a European in a part of the
world that has supposedly never seen a white man. Appropriately
enough its introduction is to hear what Crusoe believes ‘the first
gun that had been fired there since the creation of the world’
(p. 72).%°
PThusc who take Defoe's ‘realism’ for granted do not often get
as far as the Caribbean, so the relevant historical points need
making firmly. The only uninhabited islands in the (extended)
Caribbean were the unapproachable Bermudas — and they
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became a favounte reference point for that very reason. John
Parry has written that the only uninhabited land in America
tended o be dmnhabitable:*? the Amenndians would certainly
not have ignored Cru$oe’s remarkably fertle island unless they
had been driven off by the European competition for Caribbean
land which was in full swing by 1659. But in Robinson Crusee the
Caribs use the island only for periodic picnics, and other
Europeans make only a belated appearance, leaving Crusoe to live
out alone his repetition of colonial begmnings.

* This is said not to indict Robinson Crisoe for not being realistic
enough, or for not fulfilling its reahist promise, but rather to
suggest that the realistic derail of the text obscures elements of the
narrative that, if the above description is accurate, would have to
be called mythic,in the sense that they have demonstrably less to
do with the historic world of the mid-sevenreenth-century
Canbbean than they do_with the primary stuff of colonialist
ideology ~ the European hero's lonely first steps into the void of
savagery, ‘those uninhabited lands’, in the unforgetrable words of
Lattimore’s doubtless apocryphal parson, ‘where only the
heathens dwell'. 4!

The island episode of Robinson Crusoe s mythic in the same
way as The Tempest: it provides a simplifying crucible in which
complexities can be reduced to their essential components. Such a
formulation would probably gain assent, but the simplification of
the episode needs careful, if seemingly paradoxical, glossing. It has
of course been seen as simplifying in the sense of being the
reduction to a logical starting-point through the resolutive
method pioneered by Galileo and applied to political societies by
Hobbes and, in a rather different way, by Locke and Rousseau; a
method which enables the analyst to recompose the imitial
complexity of lived experience through a process of imaginative
recombination of the relevant simples#? This view has Robinson
Crusoe on the island, according to two of its variants, as the initial
unit of a market economy interacting, when need anses, with
similar producers; and as natural man, existing in a pre-social
world before combining with others to form a ‘society’. Neither
of these analyses of the simplification of the island episode has
proved convincing. The reasons have been spelled out by Marx
and Watt amongst others,** but amount basically to two points:
the lack of interest shown by the text in the compositive leg of the
analysis which, for political and economic analysts, takes metho-
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dological precedence; and the ‘impurity’ of Robinson Crusoc as
a sunple, so graphically illustrated by the various trips to the
wreck, but equally importantly represented by what Christopher
Hill calls Crusoe's ‘mental furniture’,** the ideological and
cultural presuppositions he inevitably carries with him to the
island.

A further reason for rejecting such facile versions of the
relationship between the fictional and the politico-economic
discourses of the eighteenth century is the latter's indifference, as
scientific fables, to the topographical and historical contexts
whose very importance to Robinson Crusoe this chapter is trying
to demonstrate. But two caveats need immediately adding to this
statement, Despite the purely hypothetical status of the fables of
origin in Hobbes, Locke and Riousseau, it should be remembered
that they all in fact seck empirical support for their hypotheses in
the contemporary state of America and, in Rousseau's case, refer
specifically to the Caribs.4® Conversely, despite the importance of
Robinson Crusee's topography, there is a sense in which the island
episode is, so to speak, a retreat from chronology and from
geography into a moment that can in certain respects be called
‘Utopuan’, though again some precision needs adding to this
term.

The episode certainly has the mythic qualities of an original
encounter between civilization and savagery, and is Utopian
therefore in the sense that the specific characteristics of the
historical Caribbean in the middle of the seventeenth century are
stripped away to highlight the purity of the experience. And the
island setting, as in many Utopias, facilitates the isolation neces-
sary for such paradigmanc fables to develop. Then again,
Crusoe's island shares some of the paradisaical elements of certain
Utopias, especially thar wadition of what might be called
‘colonial Utopias', those which stand outside the mainstream of
the Utopian tradition both by being primarily a sought ideal and
only secondarily discursive, and by being constantly anti-
authoritarian in impetus. The model for this tradition comes from
the Odyssey: the Lotus-Eaters of Book 1X whose food makes
Odysseus’s sailors lose the desire o return home. The first
Caribbean example is probably the community established by
Roldin in the south of Hispaniola in flagrant challenge to
Columbus’s authority; the most relevant that outlined by Stephen
Hopkins in challenge to Somers after the shipwreck of the Sea-
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Venture, and imperfectly practised by those who remained behind
on the Bermudas; the two most resonant, the famous pirate
commonwealth of Madagascar and, righr at the end of the period
covered by this book, that established, or at least held up as a
potent ideal, by Fletcher Christian, in revolt from Captain Bligh's
attempt to solve the problem of what to feed the Caribbean
slaves.4® Robinson Crusoe's relationship with this tradition is by no
means straightforward. More's pun on cutopia is especially
problematic given Crusoe's anxiety and despair, but it should not
be forgotten that Crusoe’s island has the kind of tropical fertility
that rewards_labour, even if it does not make it unnecessary. In
addition, the social dimension of the colonial Utopias is, strangely

| enough, present; both in Crusoe’s benevolent despotism.~which,

amongst other things, is an insistence that the socal relatons
proper to Europe will not apply on his island: and in the language
he uses to talk about his property.

But the primary dimension of the narrative’s parabolic simplic-
ity is found in Crusoe's solitude on the island, and it is here,
surely, in its analysis of the novel's ‘radical individualism' that
Watt's account stands uncontradicted. The particular significance
of the use of the autobiographical memoir as an assertion of the
primacy of individual experience by both Descartes and Defoe
offers a comparison worth pursuing. The Discourse on Method tells
a story similar in many respects to Robinson Crusoe: a story of
travel and adventure cast in autobiographical form which culmi-
nates in a period of absolute solitude in which the protagonist is
completely isolated from the world in which he lives. This is
Diescartes” account:

it is exactly eight years since this wish made me decide to leave
all those places where | had acquaintances, and to withdraw
here to a country where the long duration of the war has
established such discipline that the armies maintained there
seem to serve only to ensure that the fruits of peace are enjoyed
with the maximum of security; and where, in the midst of a
great crowd of busy people, more concerned with their own
business than curious about that of others, without lacking any
of the conveniences offered by the most populous cities, I have
been able to live as solitary and withdrawn as | would in the
most remote of deserts, 47
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Descartes” solitude is very much an act of will, Crusoe's seemingly
an involuntary exile from the world - although the island episode
could also be seen as the logical culmination to a process of
voluntary isolaton that began with Crusoe’s rejection.of his
father at the very beginning of the book, a denial of the past every
bit as symbolic as Descartes’ abandonment of the study of
letters.*® Their spheres are clearly different, consciously at least,
but Crusoe and Descartes both set out to become very precisely
self-miide mentinvolved in a long quest for the composition of
the self. e 4

The differences may stll scem striking. After all, Descartes
arrives through a rigorous process of courageous self-examination
at the certainty of a subjectivity that can ground knowledge;
Crusoe tries, for the most part unsuccessfully, to compose himself
in the face of dreadful anxicties. At best, surely, Descartes is the
pure theorist of the self, operating in a world untrammelled by
practical considerations; Crusoe an embodiment of the practical
man of the world who operates entirely in a realm of trial and
error, The differences should not be minimalized, but it has at
least to be clear that behind the bland assurance of Descartes’ prose
lies 2 maelstrom of narrative and syntactical complexities that
severely compromise the purity of that ‘I'; and that, despite the
‘pure’ philosophical tradition stemming from his work, De-
scartes’ own concern was to establish:

a practical philosophy ... by which, knowing the power and
the effects of fire, water, air, the stars, the heavens and all the
other bodies which surround us . . . we might put them in the
same way to all the uses for which they are appropriate, and
thereby make ourselves, as it were, masters and possessors of

nature; 9 e, I

- an enterprise entirely congruent with Crusoe’s career and
outlook.

5

An earlier focus was the dramatic contestation of ‘proper
beginnings™ that occupies much of the second scene of The
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Tempest. Despite the date of its composition, Robinsen Crusoe is
equally concerned with that mythie*beginnifig’ moment of the
colonial encounter although, read against The Tempest as a model,
it can be scen to have a dual colonial beginning, Crusoe's first days
alone on the island being separated from his first meeting with
Friday, whercas Prospero had met Caliban on his arrival on the
island. Despite the supposed plainness, even negligence, of
Defoe’s style, the first beginning moment is presented with quite
labyrinthine complexity.

An opening, and seemingly uncomplicated, description is
given in its expected narrative place in the course of Crusoe's
autobiography:

After | had solaced my mind with the comfortable part of my

condition, I began to look round me to see whar kind of place |

was in, and what was next to be done, and I soon found my
comforts abate, and that in a word [ had a dreadful deliverance;
for I was wet, had no clothes to shift me, nor any thing either to
eat or drink or comfort me, neither did | see any prospect
before me, but that of perishing with hunger, or being
devoured by wild beasts; and that which was partcularly
afflicting to me was that | had no weapon either to hunt and kill
any creature for my sustenance, or to defend my self against

any other creature that might desire to kill me for theirs. In a

word, I had nothing about me but a knife, a tobacco-pipe, and

a little tobacco in a box; this was all my provision, and this

threw me into terrible agonies of mind, that for a while [ run

about like a mad-man. Night coming upon me, | began with a

heavy heart to consider what would be my lot if there were any

ravenous beasts in that country, secing at night they always
come abroad for their prey.

All the remedy that offered to my thoughts at that time was
to get up into a thick bushy tree like a firr, but thorny, which
grew near me, and where 1 resolved to sit all night, and
consider the next day what death 1 should dye, for as yet | saw
no prospect of life; | walked about a furlong from the shore, to
see if | could find any fresh water to drink, which I did, to my
great joy; and having drank and put a little tobacco in my
mouth to prevent hunger, | went to the tree, and getting up
into it, endeavoured to place my self so, as that if I should sleep
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I might not fall; and having cut me a short stick, like a
truncheon, for my defence, I took up my lodging, and having
been excessively fatigued, 1 fell fast asleep and slept as comfort-
ably as, I believe, few could have done in my condition, and
found my self the most refreshed with it that I think | ever was
on such an occasion. (pp. 66-7)

Not surprisingly that first experience of the island stays with
Crusoe, and he is reminded of it many years later when he
sympathetically observes the despair of the prisoners being cast
away by the English mutineers:

This put me in mind of the first time when I came on shore,
and began to look about me; how I gave my self over for lost;
how wildly [ looked round me; what dreadful apprehensions 1
had; and how 1 lodged in the tree all nighe for fear of being
devoured by wild beasts. (p. 250)

What complicates matters is that by this later stage of the story we
have already had two additional accounts of the moment of
trauma. Crusoe, it will be remembered, spends some two weeks
making twelve trips to the wreck and then at least another three
weeks building his initial fortification and sorting out his domes-
tic arrangements. Only then does he have the time to turn to such
secondary martters as writing:

And now it was when I began to keep a journal of every days
employment, for indeed at first | was in too much hurry, and
not only hurry as to labour, but in too much discomposure of
mind, and my journal would ha' been full of many dull things.
For example, I must have said thus: ‘Sept. the 3oth. After | got
to shore and had escaped drowning, instead of being thankful
to God for my deliverance, having first vomited with the great
quantity of salt water which was gotten into my stomach, and
recovering my self a little, I ran about the shore, wringing my
hand and beating my head and face, exclaiming at my misery,
and crying out, [ was undone, undone, till tyred and faint 1 was
forced to lye down on the ground to repose, but durst not sleep
for fear of being devoured.’ (p. 86)

IE 18 not clear whether this is an example of the dull things that
Crusoe would have written had he started his journal immedi-
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ately, or whether this is what he would have written had be not
been in ‘too much discomposure of mind’ to write at all. More
worryingly: is one to presumeé that it would only have been the
discomposure that would have made him mention the vomiting,
edited from the other accounts, and would have caused him to
end the entry sleepless on the ground rather than snug in the tree?
Something odd certainly seems to be happening. Either, the
suggestion would appear to be, a composed mind would know
| what to edit from its account; or there are inexplicable discrep-
ancied between Crusoe's different-accounts! fiot just, in fact,
‘between the narrative present account (pp. 66—7) and the narra-
tive present reconstruction of what he would have said (p. 86),
but also between both of these and what immediately follows,
which is the journal entry itself:
SEFTEMBER 30, 1650. I, poor miserable Robinson Crusoe, being
shipwrecked, during a dreadful storm, in the offing, came on
shore on this dismal unfortunate island, which 1 called the
Island of Despair, all the rest of the ship's company being
drowned, and my self almost dead.

All the rest of that day I spent in afflicting my self at the
dismal circumstances | was brought to, viz. | had neither food,
house, clothes, weapon, or place to fly to, and in despair of any
relief, saw nothing but death before me, cither that I should be
devoured by wild beasts, murthered by savages, or starved to
death for want of food. At the approach of night, 1 slept in a
tree for fear of wild creatures, but slept soundly tho' it rained all

night. (p. 87)

Since Crusoe has just given us the journal entry he would have
. written for September 3oth had he then been writing a journal,
the only possible status for this passage is as a retrospective entry
written_when_the journal was really started some four or five
wecks later. Despite the presumed composure of early November
this entry is not noticeably different in manner or dullness from
the hypothetical account, except that it is bereft of some of the
detail about how he afflicted himself. It confirms the tree-sleeping,
but adds the new derail that ‘it ramed all night’, something it is
difficult to imagine Crusoe knowing since he ‘slept soundly’

(p. 87) and woke to find ‘the weather-clear’ (p. 67).
It would be too easy to put these discrepancies down to Defoe’s
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carelessness. Robinson Crusoe does not have to be turned o
Tristram Shandy to see the text'grappling here with some of the
complexities involved in ‘writing to the moment’.*® Two points
need emphasis. The first 15 that this radical textual disturbance
occurs in the description of Crusoe’s beginning on the island, a
moment no doubt of acute personal trauma for Crusoe, but at the
same time 3 moment resonant with legal and ideological implic-
ations for colonialist discourse: it is always this beginning moment
that the discourse hesitates over. Secondly, although Crusoe
presents hic ‘discomposure’ as of short duration, an assessment
that the view of Crusoe as rational man would second, the textual
evidence gives no support to this view, offering in place of the
discomposed hypothetical version an account purperting to have
been written at the time but which we know from what we have
just been told could not have been written until at the very least
four weeks later. It is not a question of catching Crusoe out in his
discrepancis, but rather of highlighting the desperate difficulties
the text has in composing Crusec’s self, an activity, as the word
indicates, every bit as much scriptive. as it is_psychological.

Danger to self threatens Crusoe from, as it were, both
directions. His protection against the devouring cannibals is to
build a byzantine fortress of monumental solidity in which he can
hide as in the womb — the outer layer is a shrubbery entered
through a narrow winding passage. But the completion of the
fortress is followed by an earthquake which brings the fear of
being ‘swallowed up alive’ (p. 08). Homer Brown in probably
of engulfment’®! — yet there is one small but important distine-
tion made, interestingly enough, by Crusoe himself:

The fear of being swallowed up alive made me that I never
slept in quiet, and yet the apprehensions of lying abroad
without any fence was almost equal to it. (p. 98).

But his words are misleading: the fear of sleeping in the open, far
from being “almost equal’ to the fear of being swallowed alive,

was clearly greater, since Crusoe never sleeps ‘abroad without-any .

fence' and never abandons his castle despite the danger from
carthquakes. Even before the appearance of the footprint, the
ungrounded fear of cannibals always ocutweights his actual ex-
periences, however frightening these experiences might be at the
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moment they occur, This i even more apparent with the various
escapes from drowning, none of the effects of which lasts more
than a few days. It s not easy to know what to make of this
disunction. Being caten no doubt has little in general to re-
commend it, but seas and earthquakes certainly devour as
effectively as cannibals, and the ‘three of their hats, one cap, and
two shoes that were not fellows' (p. 66) prefigure the equally
heterogencous collection of limbs he later finds on the same shore
(p. 172). Yet the clothing perhaps also hints at a significant
difference in that it is bur a metonym for Crusoe’s dead
companions whose bodies, though ‘devoured’, are whole. In
other words what is to be feared from cannibal devouring is
dl!pLﬁJI of corporeal integnity. Although Crusoe never mentions
it as an issu¢, such dispersal would be a particular threat to a
rChnman at a time when the resurrection of the body at the Last
uudg{'mcnt was taken literally. But even powerful considerations
such as this cannot explamn the extent and persistence of Crusoe’s
fear, which proves to be psychotic inasmuch as it constantly
disavows all contradictory evidence.

This is a point of some importance for the overall argument of
this book, which affirms the existence of such a psychosis at the
heart of European perceptions of Amerindian culture in the
Caribbean, Crusoe’s immunity to the evidence presented — the
last failing one wonld expect of a character so often seen as
representative of common-sense English empiricism — is therefore
a miniature of the larger picture the present book paints. The issue
15 not Crusoe’s initial fear of the cannibals, understandable enough
given the views prevailing in the seventeenth century; it is rather
his unswerving adherence to this fear despite the evidence that
confronts him. Two key episodes are juxtaposed in Defoe’s text,
At an advanced stage in Crusoe's relationship with Friday —
Friday now speaks fluent, if broken, English and is trusted enough
to have been initiated into the mysteries of gunpowder and bullet
— Crusoe shows Friday the ruins of his ship's boat and is told in
response thar Friday has seen such a boat before:

Friday described the boat to me well enough; but brought me
better to understand him, when he added with some warmth,
"We save the white mans from drown’. Then | presently asked
him if there was any white mans, as he called them, in the
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boat. *Yes', he said, ‘the boat full white mans’. I asked him
how many; he told upon his fingers seventeen. 1 asked him then
what become of them; he told me, *They live, they dwell at
my nation' ...

Upon this, | enguired of him more cntically what was
become of them. He assured me they lived still there; that
they had been there about four years; that the savages let them
alone, and gave them victuals to live. | asked him how it came
to pass they did not kill them and eatthem. He said ‘No, they
make brother with them": that is, as | understood him, a truce:
and then he added, "They no eat mans but. kes the war
fight'; that is to say, they never eat any men but such as come
to fight with them, and are taken in battle. (p. 224)

It hardly needs saying that Friday's words, produced in an English
fiction, are not comparable with even such complexly mediated
statements as Pocahontas's Brentford discourse. And yet, in a
manner not dissimilar to Caliban's contestation of Prospero's’
assumptions, @Eﬂﬂ has Friday offer an alternative version of
Carib_social-practices which stands.in stark contrast to Crusoe's
lurid vision_of unalloyed_ferocity. The Caribs, according to
Friday, do eat human flesh but only the flesh of those that offer
aggression: it scems that something like the Law of Natons
operates in the native Caribbean. Moreover the Spamards,
unharmed, were fed and ‘made brother with’, an example of the
operation of the laws of hospitality — with its echo of the guatiao
system — that makes Crusoe’s plans to massacre those who had
offered him no violence look decidedly unethical. It is difficult to
read this episode as other than a rather subtle eritique of the hollow
pretensions to ‘civilized” behaviour of the European colonists in
the Caribbean.

Even more striking, then, that this episode should be immedi-
ately followed by another in which, the weather being serene,
Friday discovers that he can see his homeland:

I observed an extraordinary sense of pleasure appeared in his
face, and his eyes sparkled, and his countenance discovered a
strange eagerness, as if he had a mind to be in his own country
again; and this observation of mine put a great many thoughts
into me, which made me at first not so easy about my new man
Friday as | was before; and I made no doubt but that if Friday
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could get back to his own nation again, he would not only
forget all his religion, but all his obligation to me; and would
be forward enough to give his countrymen an account of me,
and come back perhaps with a hundred or two of them, and
make a feast upon me; at which he might be as merry as he used
to be with those of his enemies, when they were taken in war,

(p. 225)

This 15 a very dense passage, but the main point is clear: Crusoe's
fear of being devoured by cannibals is immune to the quite
specific evidence as to Carib practice just provided by Friday. In
any case one needs a substantially inflated notion of the self to
imagine that ‘a hundred or two' cannibals could *make a feast’ of
one body. It is at such moments that Crusoe seems to have lost
touch with reality altogether.

The conclusions to be drawn from this analysis might initially
seem at odds with the general drift of my argument because
Crusoe's disavowal suggests that the island episode should be read
as less a 'realistic’ account of English colonialism in the Caribbean
than a parable of the anxiety surrounding the kind of ‘com-
position of the self” performed so emblematically by Descartes.®?
The threat from the cannibals would then be read not as the pro-
mulgation of a pseudo-ethnographic or even overtly ideological
vision of the native inhabitants of the Caribbean, but rather as
a graphic image of the decomposition of the self that is the price of
failure. Crusoe's fear would be the reverse of Descartes’ first
good’ which relies, it should be remembered, ‘on the disposition
of the organs”: the ‘tremulous private body’ of the new bourgeois
regime haunted by the image of the violent dispersal of its
violently composed body politic.®? However there are two
ireasons why such a reading 1s not in fact at odds with my general
drift. First, to ser such a parable in the Caribbean is itself, even
though (or of course because) not a direct comment, still the
contribution of a significant strand to the ideclogical constructon
of that geographical area within European discourse. And second-
ly, as will be shown shortly, Crusoe’s composed self, tempered in
a crucible every bit as intense as Descartes’ stove, is ready for
action. The parable of the self, remote from social and polincal
concerns as it may seem, has very decisive social and political

effects.
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These effects can be spelled out by looking more closely at the
process of Crusoe’s self-composition. Schematically it could be
said that the inital composition of that self lasts the twelve
months that he has a good supply of ink: a year's journal provides
him with enough material to check for providential repetitions,
and by this time he has established his home (extended self) and
his routine (chronological self). Within this year the key event is
clearly the ague and the ‘terrible dream’ that occasions Crusoe's
conversion.

There are four moments in the book when this composed self is
severely shaken. The first comes after Crusoe's abortive attempt
to sail round the island, which has again opened up the prospect of
death, this time from starvation., Exhausted, Crusoe reaches his
‘country house’ and falls asleep, only to be woken by somebody
calling his name, The voice belongs to his parrot, but ‘it was a
good while before I could compose myself” (p. 152). The feared
‘other’ turns out this time to be merely a repetition of his own
voice, as the parrot, that wken of the New World, speaks its
unique lines, being the only creature, human or animal, to utter
Robinson Crusoe’s name in the whole book — except that, of
course, since self-made men can have no fathers, the parrot calls
him Robin rather than Robinson.

The second disconcerting moment is that central incident of the
book, the discovery of the footprint. Driven ‘out of my self’
{p. 162), Crusoe’s immediate reaction is to hide in his castle for
three days and nights. He is eventually comforted by the thought
that what he had seen might be a print of his own foot, so that the
feared ‘other’ could again turn out to be another version of the
self. Unfortunately the print is larger and in a place where Crusoe
is sure he had never trodden. His reaction now is:

to throw down my enclosures and turn all my tame cattle wild
into the woods, that the enemy might not find them, and then
frequent the island in prospect of the same, or the like boory;
then to the simple thing of digging up my two com fields, that
they might not find such a grain there, and still be prompted to
frequent the island; then to demolish my bower and tent, that
they might not see any vestages of habitation,and be prompted
to look farther, in order to find out the persons inhabiting.
(p. 167)54
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Just three pages earlier he had been racking his brains how to
avoid the terrible possibility that the savages would ‘find my
enclosure, destroy all my corn, carry away all my flock of tame
goats' (p. 164). To conceal the self and to destroy the self turn out
to be identical manoeuvres. In such circumstances just how can
self and other be distinguished at all?

Hardly has Crusoe recovered from the shock of the footprine
when he stumbles across the horrific remains of the cannibal feast.
This tme his discomposure has two stages. First:

my stomach grew sick, and 1 was just at the point of fainting,
when nature discharged the disorder from my stomach, and
having vomited with an uncommon violence, | was a little
rehieved. (p. 172)

He walks away:

and then recovering my self, | looked up with the utmost
affection of my soul, and with a flood of tears in my eyes, gave
God thanks that had cast my first lot in a part of the world
where | was distinguished from such dreadful creatures as these.

(p- 172)

So that paradigmatic manifestation of cannibalism finally allows
Crusoe to clearly distinguish himself from others. He finally
knows who he is; although only after the vomiting symbolically
voids him, producing that impossible ‘pure’ body, alimentarily
chaste. Horrific as it may be, tangibility is in inverse proportion to
anxiety: after the imnitial shock Crusoe is content that “if | did not
discover my self to them’ (p. 173) he would be safe and sound. As
the text conjures up the ‘reality’ of cannibalism, so the tentative
ego 15 strengthened in its knowledge of itself, It may not be too
sure what it is, but it knows it is not a canmbal. It 15 at this
moment that Crusoe becomes the fully-fledged colonial adven-
turer, self-composed, ready for action.

But action involves entry into a social world, interrelationships
with other human beings, and this move is always, for Crusoe,
fraught with difficulties. Within the fictional world this is hardly
surprising, although Crusoe's actions are sometimes, even given
the circumstances, quite remarkable. But cthe larger political
questions concerning the Caribbean are raised in direet fashion by
Crusoe himself, enabling us again tw read these individual
difficulties as socially and politically resonant.

e— L ———
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In his imagination Crusoe alternates, wildly, between the two
extreme points on the scale of international relations: he dreams of
various elaborate contrivances for killing a< many of the cannibals
as possible, and then decides it would be both morally right and
more prudent to leave them entirely alone unless they attacked
him first. In the course of these latter meditations Crusoe
constructs a classic Montaignesque argument comparing Carib
and Christian practices in war:

When I had considered this a little, it followed necessarily that |
was certainly in the wrong in it, that these people were not
murtherers in the sense that | had before condemned them in
my thoughts; any more than those Christians were murtherers
who often put to death the prisoners taken in battle; or more
frequently, upon many occasions, put whole troops of men to
the sword, without giving quarter, though they threw down
their arms and submitted. (pp. 177-8)%*

The point is almost foo well made. On this criterion Carib practice
is indeed little different from Chnstian; which helps Crusoe
decide on his policy of non-intervention, but also throws the
whole ideological basis of European colonialism into doubt.
Crusoe, with all the nonchalance of a man crossing to the other
side of a minefield without even noticing the warning signs, now
makes exactly the right move. Some Christians can indeed be
called savage murderers: the Spaniards. The ready-made rhetoric
of the Black Legend enables Crusoe to reach the safe plateau of
righteous indignation, well clear of the slippery slopes of anthro-
pological speculation:

To fall upon them ... would justify the conduct of the
Spaniards in all their barbarities practised in America, where
they destroyed mullions of these people, who, however they
were idolaters and barbarians, and had several bloody and
barbarous rites in their customs, such as sacrificing human
bodies to their idols, were yet, as to the Spaniards, very
innocent people; and that the rooting them out of the country
is spoken of with the utmost abhorrence and detestation by
even the Spaniards themselves at this time, and by all other
Christian nations of Europe, as a meer butchery, a bloody and
unnatural piece of cruelty, unjustifiable either to God or man;
and such, as for which the very name of a Spaniard is reckoned
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to be frightful and ternible to all people of humanity, or of
Christian compassion. (p. 178)

As James Maddox acately points out, the Spaniards are here
discursively produced as a buffer zone between Crusoe (that is to
say the English) and the cannibals, rather as Crusoe constructed an
intermediate zone berween the two walls of his fortification: some
breaches can take place without all being lost. So both the hard-
to-defend barniers that separate Crusoe from others and European
from Carnib can be managed: the Spaniards are allowed to be like
Crusoe — only not as efficient; and they are chosen to bear the
brunt of the undeniable similarities between European and Carib.
Crusoe has fed himself — the Spaniards are fed by the Caribs;
Crusoe teaches Friday English — the Spaniards learn the Carib
language. Cannibalism = admittedly at 2 moment when being
devoured is not such an imminent threat - is favourably contrasted
by Crusoe with falling into the hands of the Inquisition (p. 243).
Earlier, after witmessing the aftermath of a shipwreck on the coast
of the island, Crusoe has imagined that the survivors:

were all gone off to sea in their boat, and being hurry'd away
by the current that I had formerly been in, were carry'd out
into the great ocean, where there was nothing bur misery and
perishing; and that perhaps they might by this tme think of
starving, and of being in a condition to eat one another.
(p- 192)

The frontier between civilization and savagery is threatened by

such speculations; but the later discovery that the sailors were

only Spaniards saves the appearances.®®

b

The long-awaited arrival of the cannibals some rwo=thirds of the
way through Robinson Crusoe heralds the climactic moments of
the book; indeed the description of the barttle between, on the one
side, Crusoe and Friday, and on the other, twenty-one cannibals,
is in many ways the climax of the particular discourse of
colonialism being investigated here.

The moment is important for a number of reasons. It marks the
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second stage of ‘beginning’, the true colonial encounter when
the complex matter of the European/native relationship must be
negotiated. It is the moment when the parable of the self comes
somewhere near resolution. And, more mundanely but no less
important, it is the moment when Robinson Crusoe comes into its
own as an adventure story in the now conventional sense of the
word. Most crucially, these three things are simultaneous, const-
ituting a moment of intense narrative excitement which, without
the need for excursus, inscribes matters both colonial and
metaphysical.

At the level of adventure a quite straightfoward account of the
episode could point to the increase in tension which begins with
Crusoe’s discovery of the footprint and builds up through his
various schemes for dealing with the cannibals, along with his
doubts about the morality of killing them, to the moment of
greatest excitement when Crusoe rescues Friday; the culmination
coming with the final massacre undertaken to rescue the Euro-
pean prisoner and a native who turns out to be Friday’s father.

This adventure story is interwoven with the metaphysical level
in some obvious ways. The period between the discovery of the
footprint and the arrival of the cannibals is the period of greatest
anxiety for Crusoe, the period in which, one might say, his notion
of self is most under threat; the period which tums to almost
unbearable intensity the screw of the paradox that what makes
solitude so frightening is that you might not be alone, until, in the
firing of the gun, you reach that other paradox that the fear of
being eaten is dependent on the absence of the cannibals. Their
presence dispels Crusoe’s anxiety and ends the parable of the self:
he has composed his sclf, as the best adventurers always do, under
pressure. The parabolic nature of the whole episode, it could in
any case be argued, is signalled right from the beginning in the
determinedly unrealistic presence of the single, isolated footprint
in the middle of the beach, more like a pure trace of the idea of
otherness than the actual track of another human being.

) In some respects the colonial aspect of this part of the story is
identical with the adventure aspect. On this reading Crusoe's
acquisition of Friday is, quite literally, ‘peradventure’ — the
chance result of his confrontation with the dreaded cannibals, and
Friday's gratitude towards Crusoe for saving his life is altogether
proper. Generically this is the realist reading, inadequate but
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ideologically useful because it obscures the crux of the colonial
question.

The appearance of Friday is obviously important for readings
of Robinson Crusoe such as Stephen Hymer's, which can see in the
Crusoe/Friday relanonship an adumbration of capital and labour
and, more parucularly, a parallel to the ‘actual procedures of
colonization used in the last two hundred years.”? There 15 a lot
to be said in favour of this reading, which traces the stages from
Crusoe's naming of Friday, through his teaching Friday English,
placing him — in a small-scale version of plantation architecture —
in the intermediate position between outer and inner stockade,
teaching him Christanity, and finally mitiating him into the use
of firearms.®® But the problem remains the same as before:
mimetic readings such as this simply reduce the text to another
kind of allegory. A more productive contextualization would
come from pursuing the comparison with The Tempest. As a
cannibal, Friday's initial connections would seem to be with his
anagrammatic cousin Caliban, but the circumstances of his
enrolment into Crusoe's service are remarkably similar to those
surrounding Prospero’s recruitment of Arnel: crucially, both are
dependent on the spontaneous gratitude which results from the
liberation of the captive party. The differences between Anel and
Friday are also instructive. Friday, though phenomenally quick
about the house and woods, does not have Arel’s supernatural
powers; but that may on balance be an advantage for Crusoe.
After all, Anel, freed from imprisonment, is clearly reluctane,
after a suitable period of showing his gratitude, to exchange one
captivity for another, and Prospero has to depend on a rather
volatile mixture of threats and promises to keep him up to the
mark. It is not entirely clear whether Prosperc’s magic would
have been sufficient to bring Ariel back from, for example, the
‘still-vex'd Bermoothes', had he decided to stay put. A
thoroughly socialized Friday has the advantage of being a good
deal more dependable.

A closer reading of the episode itself is also revealing. To begin
with, Crusoe's actions were not as peradventure as they might
have scemed. He presents himself, it is true, in the classic pose of
the improvisatory adventurer — ‘5o | resolved to put my self upon
the watch, to sce them when they came on shore, and leave the
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rest to the event, taking such measures as the o pportunity should
present, let be what would be' (p. 203) - but the appropriate plan
has already been revealed to Crusoe by, of all things, a dream that
he had had some eighteen months previously:

I dreamed that as | was going out in the moming as usual from
my castle, [ saw upon the shore two canoes and eleven savages
coming to land, and that they brought with them another
savage, who they were going to kill, in order to eat him: when
on a sudden, the savage that they were going to kill, jumpt
away, and ran for his life; and I thought, in my sleep, that he
came running into my little thick grove before my fortific-
auon, to lide himself; and that | seeing him alone, and not
perceiving that the other sought him that way, showed my self
to him, and smiling upon him, encouraged him; and that he
knecled down to me, seeming to pray me to assist him: upon
which I shewed my ladder, made him go up, and carry’d him
into my cave, and he became my servant; and that as soon as |
had gotten this man, [ said to my self, ‘Now | may certainly
venture to the main land; for this fellow will serve me as a pilo,
and will tell me whar to do, and whether to go for provisions;
and whether not to go for fear of being devoured, what places
to venture into, and what to escape.’ (p. 202)

There are several odd features 1o this dream, but nothing is so odd
as its occurrence in the text in the first place. Crusoe’s earlier
dream (pp. 102-3) had been suitably religious, dense with the
symbolism of storm, cloud, fire and spears. He had read it as a
providential threat: we could take it physiologically as a result of
his ague, psychologically as an indication of his general depres-
sion, and even psychoanalytically as a manifestation of his
repressed guile over disobeying his father. In other words the first
dream occupies a perfectly comprehensible place in the narrative.
But whereas this earlier dream follows with some logic from
Crusoe’s antecedent state of mind, the second dream, although
the result of a similar agitation, is marked by Crusoe himself as
dls:;um:tivc from its context. The immediate cause of Crusoe’s
agitation is his reflecion on how he had been “so near the
obtaining what | so earnestly longed for, viz. some-body to speak
to, and learn some knowledge from of the place where I was'
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(p. 202), a reflection broughr about by the solitary corpse he finds
washed onshore from the wreck of the Spanish ship. The dream is
then introduced in this way:

When this had agitated my thoughts for two hours or more,
with such violence, that it set my very blood into a ferment,
and my pulse beat as high as if | had been in a feaver, meerly
with the extraordinary fervour of my mind about it; nature, as
if I had been fatigued and exhausted with the very thought of
it, threw me into a sound sleep; one would have thought |
should have dreamed of it, but I did not, nor of anything
relating to it; but | dreamed that ... (p. 202)

Crusoe wakes to the dejection of finding that his escape was only
a dream and, almost as an afterthought, he takes from the dream
the lesson that capturing a savage would be the best way to
escape. He makes no attempt to incorporate the dream into the
surrounding fabric of his narrative by, for example, reading itasa
providential prophecy.

There is no doubt that the presence of the dream, cighteen
months but no more than a couple of pages before the arrival of
the cannibal party, does strange things to the texture of the
fictional ‘realism’. As Watt pointed out, classical plots are alien to
formal realism because they are not new: ‘the impression of
fidelity to human experience'®? can only come from ‘the novel’ -
a novelty which Robinson Crusoe announces on its title page: “The
Life and Swrprizing Adventures’. Readers can hardly be totlly
surprised by Crusoe'’s adventure with the cannibals when they
have just read a rehearsal for it in Crusoe's dream. To complicate
matters, the dream also brings to an end a long section in which
Crusoe is recounting how, like a drowning man, he ‘run over the
whole history of my life in miniature, or by abridgement, as |
may call it' (p. 200): in other words another of those complex
moments of replication — like the episode of the start of the
journal — where the narrative scems to fold over on 1o itself in a
way disturbingly unlike any realistic transcription of the empiri-
cally real.®® In one sense, then, the dream acts, rather hike the
solitary footprint, as an outcrop against the grain of any straighe-
forwardly mimetic reading of the cannibal episode. But what
other kind of reading could make sense of it?

It was noted earlier, in discussing Hymer's analysis of the way

-
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the Crusoe/Friday relattonship parallels the ‘actual procedures of
colonization’, that the last stage in those procedures is Crusoe's
mitiation of Friday into the use of firearms, a lesson that repays its
investment when Crusoe and Friday stand shoulder to shoulder
shooting and killing the canmibal hordes. This initiation, though,
is a final step that, historically, was never taken, the reason being -
and this completes the unravelling of the mimetic reading of the
cpisode — that slavery was never founded on the gratitude of the
slave. Friday of course is never called a slave; but that absence is
merely a symptom of the constant process of denial and renego-
tiation by which the text attempts to redraw the colanial
encounter.

The Caribbean Amerindians were enslaved - though not often
by the English — but it is not difficult to see in Crusoe's
relationship with Friday a veiled and disavowed reference to the
more pressing issue of black slavery. Crusoe's description of
Friday is an almost classic case of negation: *His hair was long and
black, not curled like wool . ... The colour of his skin was not
quite black his nose small, not Aat like the negroes’
(pp. 208-9).

Friday 1s certainly a slave inasmuch as he has no will of his own;
and Crusoe, unwilling as he may be ever to call Friday ‘slave’, has
no qualms about adopting the other half of the dialectic — °I
likewise taught him to say Master, and then let him know, that
was to be my name' (p. 209). Yet within the fiction the term
‘slave” can be avoided because Friday's servitude is voluntary, not
forced:

At last he lays his head flat upon the ground, close to my foot,
and sets my other foot upon his head, as he had done before;
and after this, made all the signs to me of subjection, servitude,
and submission imaginable, to let me know how he would
serve me as long as he lived. (p. 200)

The problem with slavery is that slaves are dangerous because
forced to labour against their will; the danger is removed if their
‘enslavement’ is voluntary and therefore not slavery at all. Defoe,
it could be said, has gone one better than Locke's thesis that a
person who forfeits his own life through an act that deserves death
may justly have that death delayed and be required to give service
to whom he has forfeited his life, and be done no injury by it.¢?
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However, forfeiture, just or not, is no guarantee that the slavery
will not need enforcing by wviolence and therefore the master
protecting from the threat of reciprocal violence; while the same
paragraph of the Second Treatise denies the possibility of ‘volun-
tary enslavement’ on the classic liberal grounds that you cannot
sign away your own fundamental rights. The circumstances of
Friday's recruitment are a brilliant negotiation of these twin
difficulties. His life is forfeited through Crusoe's intervention to
save him, in keeping with Locke's justification of enslavement.
But then — in a novel move — Defoe has Friday offer lifelong
subjection, or so at least Crusoe imagines in his confident
interpretation of the semiotics of Canb gesture. In Lockeian terms
this move is theoretically invalid since Friday has no life to give,
but its practical effects are incalculably beneficial to Crusoe since
Friday's ‘subjection’ — his self-interpellation as a subject with no
will = removes any need for force. By way of consolidation
Crusoe, in a subtle move, avoids what might otherwise have
seemed the obvious first step at the beginning of any normal
social encounter — asking the name of the escaped prisoner.
Instead, by naming him Friday — and remember the importance
of Pocahontas's baptism as Rebecca — Crusoe underlines to him
that his previous life has been forfrited, providing a weekly
mnemonic to remind him who was responsible for giving him
that second life.

Crusoe has dreamt a dream of wish-fulfilment. He thinks it is a
dream of escape and is disappointed:

| waked with this thought, and was under such inexpressible
impressions of joy at the prospect of my escape in my dream,
that the disappointments which 1 felt upon coming to my self
and finding it was no more than a dream, were equally
extravagant the other way, and threw me into a very great
dejection of spint. (pp. 202—3)

But the dream comes true and the cscape that he himself, rather
than the dream narrative, had built in ('] said to myself, “Now I
may certainly venture ... "") does not materialize as a direct
result: Friday fulfils none of the six roles imagined by Crusoe in
his dream. This is because — it might be said — the dream was not
the fulfilment of Crusoe's wish to escape, but rather the fulfilment
of Europe's wish to secure its Caribbean colonies against the
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danger of rebellion. Friday's gratitude was the fulfilment of that
dream. But it was only a dream.

Friday's gratitude proves, however, to be the breakthrough in
Crusoe’s establishment of social relationships. The Spaniard saved
from the barbecue ‘let me know by all the signs he could possibly
make, how much he was in my debt for his deliverance’ (p. 235);
and Friday's father likewise ‘looked up in my face with all the
tokens of gratitude and thankfulness that could appear in any
countenance’ (p. 239). This is just what Crusoe wants to see. He
proves, though, to be no sentimentalist. Add ressing the Spaniard:

[ told him with freedom, I feared mostly their treachery and ill
usage of me, if I put my life in their hands; for that gratitude
was no inherent virtue in the nature of man; nor did men
always square their dealings by the obligations they had
;m:civ:;i. so much as they did by the advantages they expected
p. 243

— a resolutely Hobbesian view that contrasts starkly with the
constant benevolence with which Crusoe is treated by others. The
Spaniard, like Friday, has to convert the unguaranteed coin of his
gratitude into the ringing currency of an unconditional sworn
fealty — backed with a written contract (p- 244). Crusoe is
determined to be an absolute sovereign, which is to be in SOCIETy
but not of ir.%2

The final incident in the transitional period of Crusoe's
socialization emphasizes his dependence on the gratitude of
others. When the English party arrive in the longboat — three
prsoners and eight armed men — Crusoe never gives a moment’s
thought as to who the respective groups mighr be; whether, for
example, the three prisoners might be murderers about to be cast

away or executed on the caprain’s orders, He says with absolute
assurance:

I ﬁtli,ﬂ'd my self up for a battle, as before; though with more
caution, knowing | had to do with another kind of enemy than
I had at first. (pp. 251-2)

Poised to attack those whom he unhesitatingly identifies as the
'\_rillain.v.' Crusoe takes time to ascertain from the prisoner he
aims to free that the ship ‘should be wholly directed and
commanded by me in every thing; and if the ship was not
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recovered, he would live and dye with me in what part of the
world soever | would send him® (p. 253), and to lay down his
own numbered conditions. Only as absolute despot will Crusoe’s
composed selfl enter the social world.

7

Generically Robinson Crusoe can be called a colonial romance. The
indispensable theoretical point to be made in this context is that
generic criticism can be fully historical rather than rigidly
essentialist, To call Robinson Crusoe a romance is not to suggest
that it ‘belongs’ to such a genre, but rather thar it shares some of
the features characteristic of that genre. Two quotations from
Fredric Jameson's important essay on the topic can help:

In its emergent, strong form a genre is essentially a socio-
symbaolic message, or in other terms, that form is immanently
and intrinsically an ideology in its own right. When such forms
are reappropriated and refashioned in quite different social and
cultural contexts, this message persists and must be functionally
reckoned into the new form.®?

Jameson also makes the point that:

properly used, genre theory must always in one way or another
project a model of the coexistence or tension between several
generic modes or strands: and with this methodological axiom
the typologizing abuses of traditional genre criticism are
definicely laid co rest.®?

*‘Coexistence or tension’ is not quite precise enough: there must
be a genenc structnre. “The puritan mode’ is a recognizable but
subsidiary generic feature of Robinson Crisoe, and the analyses of
the two previous sections have showed that the book's ‘realism’
and its ‘novel-ty’, though important, are not structurally domi-
nant features cither. To call Robinson Crusoe a romance is to
argue that irs romance features are its structurally controlling
clements. 3

This is part of the opening to Northrop Frye's section on
romance in the third essay from the Awatomy of Criticism:

T el o e e ——————— - W e ——— —d
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The romance is nearest of all literary forms to the wish-
fulfilment dream .... In every age the ruling social or
intellectual class tends to project its ideals in some form of
romance, where the virtuous heroes and beautiful heroines
represent the ideals and the villains the threats to their
ascendancy . ... The perenially child-like quality of romance
1s marked by its extraordinarily persistent nostalgia, its search
for some kind of imaginative golden age in time or space.%®

Robinson Crusoe might not 'fit’ Frye's definition in any very
obvious manner; nevertheless, his account is pertinent and,
suitably refashioned, each of these three descriptions pertains to
Defoe’s novel in significant ways.

"Where the virtuous heroes and beautiful heroines represent
the ideals and the villains the threats to their ascendancy.” The
second half of this sentence could read as an epitaph for the
Caribs, The simplicity of that division into heroes and villains is,
though, an achieved simplicity which must, as in the case of the
tdewater Algonquian, split the savage other to provide an alibi
for unleashing the destructive power of colonial weaponry.
Friday's gratitude is the first stage in that conversion, but the
process is only completed through his education. This begins with
Crusoe and Friday's return to the place where Friday’s would-be
devourers have been buried, Friday ‘making signs to me that we
should dig them up again and eat them' (p. 209); and ends with
Friday, now trusted with European weapons, being told, in an
important symbolic moment, 'do exactly as you see me do’
(p- 234). In other words Robinson Crusoe is repeating the move
basic to European colonial discourse — making the distinction
between guatiao and canibal — but in a changed set of circum-
stances. By 1719 it was clear thar the friendliness of the guatiaos
had not prevented their extinction - a regrettable crime which
could be conveniently laid at the door of Spain (and Crusoe, as we
saw earlier, adds his piece to the commonplace English denuncia-
uonj. So all the remaining Amerindians of the area are now
cannibalistic. Something of the gentle Taino/ferocious Carib
division remains in the hostility between Friday’s nation and their
enemues, buc that division cannot be ethnographically named (‘I
asked him the name of the several nations of his sort of people;
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bur conld get no other name than Caribs' (p. 217)) so has to be
fictionally produced.

The first step is to wean Friday off human flesh. Defoe's ideas of
Carib dict belong to the bizarrer end of the spectrum sketched in
Chaprer 2. By ‘cannibal’ he seems to understand that Friday will
cat nothing but human flesh: Crusoe certainly operates on the
principle that ‘in order to bring Friday off from his horrid way of
feeding, and from the relish of a cannibal's stomach, I ought to let
him taste other flesh’ (p. 213). He does this by setting up a
barbecue (“This Friday admired very much' (p. 215)) and
roasting a kid, the taste of which instantly cures Friday of his
hankering for human meat. This episode gives a clear enough
indication of the state of deprivation in which the Caribs are seen
as living: so depraved and stupid are they that it has never
occurred to them to taste the flesh of the animals living on these
islands.®” Fnday is then taught to beat and sift corn, and
eventually promises that, if he went back to his own country, he
would ‘tell them to eat corn-bread, cattle flesh, milk, no eat man
again® (p. 226). It is not clear, given Friday's ignorance about
other foods, just what kind of ‘victuals' were given to the
shipwrecked Spaniards.

Another essential feature in Friday's education is navigation.
Crusoe determines to build a large canoe, consults Friday as to the
fittest type of wood, bur rejects the Carib method of burning out
the trunk by fire in favour of hacking it out with metal tools. He
then builds a mast, sail and rodder, the sight of which leaves
Friday standing ‘like one astonished and amazed' (p. 220).
*With a little use’ Friday *became an expert sailor’ except that
‘as to the compass, | could make him understand very little’
(pp. 229—-30).%*

Defoe was a novelist and not an ethnographer, and there is lictle
point in looking for an accurate depiction of Canb life and culture
in Robinson Crusoe. What is surprising, though, is that Defoe
should have centred the two key episodes in Friday's education on
precisely the two aspects of Canb technology, the barbecue and
the canoe, that Europe learned from the Caribbean, both ‘bar-
becue’ and ‘canoe’ being Canb (or strictly speaking Island
Arawak) words.®® The ‘ignorance’ of the savage Canbs is
produced by the text of Robinson Crusoe, which enacts a denial of
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those very aspects of Carib culture from which Europe had
learned.

Friday becomes the most famous Carib in literature the better
to enable all the others to become — at the end of the process
described here — absolutely defined by their cannibalism upon the
body of Europeans: Crusoe’s hesitations as to his violence against
barbarians are ended by his recognition that one of the prisoners
‘was an European, and had cloaths on’ (p. 223). The cannibals
mstantly degenerate, in that paradigmatic moment for all future
colomal adventure stories, from a moral problem of some
importance to merely a mass of ‘dreadful wretches' (p. 234),
fodder for the devastating power of European weaponry; accoun-
ted for by Crusoe’s guns before being accounted for by his
chillingly detailed reckoning:

3 killed at our first shot from the tree.

2 killed at the next shot.

2 killed by Friday in the boat.

2 killed by ditto, of those at first wounded.

1 killed by ditto, in the wood.

3 killed by the Spaniard.

4 killed, being found dropped here and there of their wounds,

or killed by Friday in his chase of them.

_4 cscaped in the boar, whereof one wounded if not dead.
21 1n all. {p. 237)

The romance form is useful to the colonial enterprise precisely
because it reduces (in another sense of that key word) a potentially
embarrassing cultural complexity to the simplicity of the essential
romance terminology: heroes and villains,

Heroes but no heroines. Despite the centrality of the love-
theme to the earlier forms of the romance genre — late classical,
medieval, and bourgeois — the masculinist ethos of European
colonialism is probably explanation enough of Robinson Crusoe’s
lack of women, a lack common to many later colonial adventure
stories, and certainly not filled — if anything decpened — by
Crusoe’s eventual marriage and widowerhood in the course of a
single sentence (p. 208). But there are still points to be made —
however tentatively — about the route taken by the discharge of
thar sexual current so important in other forms of romance.
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First, there is the extent to which the true romance in Robinson
Crusoe is between Crusoe and Friday. They live in domestic bliss:

the conversation which employed the hours between Friday
and 1 was such as made the three years which we lived there
together perfectly and compleatly happy, if any such thing as
compleat happiness can be formed in a sublunary state. (p. 222)

Crusoe’s description of Friday is certainly tinged with erotic
delight, though this is not casy to separate from a master’s joy in a
well-proportioned and healthy slave. But perhaps most striking is
Crusoe's response to Friday’s pleasure in seeing his home in the
distance. Crusoe is distressed by Friday's sparkling eyes and
extraordinary sense of pleasure (see the passage quoted on p. 195)
and moves swiftly and illogically to the conclusion that he will be
made a feast of by Friday's returning countrymen. Crusoe quite
openly calls his feeling jealousy:

While my jealousy of him lasted, you may be sure 1 was every
day pumping him to see if he would discover any of the new
thoughts, which 1 suspected were in him; but | found every
thing he said was s0 honest and so innocent, that 1 could find
nothing to nourish my suspicion ... nor did he in the least
perceive that | was uncasie, and therefore I could not suspect

him of deceit. (p. 223)

These are the actions and language of an Othello or, more
appropriately perhaps, of Prospero towards Miranda, jealous of
any suitor: Crusoe often calls Friday his child. At the very least the
language of sexual or paternal jealousy can be said to carry and
inflect the sentiments of a slave-owner worrying about the loyalty
of his slave.

But of more consequence to the general argument being
pursued here is the extraordinary sequence of benefactors that
Crusoe relies on. This is a romance feature because, just as the plot
of the love romance depends in the last instance upon the absolute
spiritual fidelity of the separated loved ones as the tie that binds
together what would otherwise threaten to become a heteroge-
neous set of episodes, so the plot of Robinson Crusee depends upon
a generalized spirit of benevolence throughout the commercial
world. This benevolence is at one and the same tme a narrative
device which holds together the many disparate strands of
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Crusoe’s commercial activity, and an aspect of that i
}wuh-f ulfilment’ identificd by Frye .:I.fel:.l:ﬂll':l! to c:?cloriﬁcng
orm.

Various characters embody this single actant of ‘the benefac-
tor'; the *honest and plain-dealin £’ captain who helps Crusoe with
his first a:jvcnturr (p. 39); this captain’s widow, whose ‘unspotted
integrity” (p. 296) is often relied on by Crusoe; the ‘charitable’
Portuguese captain who rescues Crusoe off the African coast, and
whose ‘generous treatment ... [ can never enough remember’
(p. 55) :'md who is eventually responsible for the transportation of
Crusoe’s capital from England to Brazil and of his profits in goods
from Bahia to Lisbon; English merchants who transmit the carlier
order; a London merchant ‘who represented it effecrually’ (p. 57)
to the widow and invests the £100 in suitable goods; the gtm-d
h[m:s't man’ (p. §5) who teaches him the secrets of the ingenio; his
estate’s trustees, their heirs, and the prior of St Augustine all of
whom act with scrupulous honesty during the Iwmtjr-nh{.! years
of silence after Crusoc leaves Brazil, and of whose actions Crusoe
announces: ‘Never anything was more honourable than the
proceedings upon this procuration’ (p. 278).7°

The simplification effected by the romance structure is another
facet of Rafbr'nsafn Crusoe’s ‘Utopianism’. To go further and, in line
wfl:h Frye’s third point, inflect this Utopianism as ‘nostalgic’
might seem perverse, since it would not merely take issue — as has
already been done — with the nomination of Defoe as spokesman
for the new economic order, but actually ally Defoe with those —
Pope, Swift, Bolingbroke — usually seen as occupying precisely
the opposite ideological positions to Defoe. Yet in one respect at
least to speak of such a concurrence would not be ridiculous for
on the island Crusoe organizes his domestic economy in a ma;ll'lcr
largely congrucent with the ideals put forward in Pope's Epistles.™
Pnce his basic needs have been catered for, Crusoe begins to
mprove his estate’, He adds ‘my Country-House' to ‘my Sea-
Coast House"; extends his cultivated fields; and embarks on an
enclosure to corral his goats, Particularly impressive is what
might be called Crusoe’s moral cconomy. Although he is, as it
were, nowvean riche, he avoids — not, admittedly, that he has Imm:h
chmil:c — the temptations of luxury and display, and achieves an
:dm:rz!:le degree of self-reliance which is all the more impressive
for being dependent on his learning from scratch the bare
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essentials of the simple life — like making bread. Crusoe’s life is, in
a word, unalicnated, and he thereby achieves something like
*peace of mind' — especially when the ideal feudal relationship has
relieved him of the worst of his labour. Crusoe est beatus vir.™

This is an important dimension of Robinson Crusoe, one
moment in the dialectic between the two parts of the book — the
frame narrative and the island episode. It is, though, a2 moment
hedged with potential ironies. There seems to be more than a
suggestion of comedy in the proprietorial language Crusoe uses to
describe his modest abodes: a hint, perhaps, of the delusions of

ndeur entertained by a lonely man with many lonely years to
fill. And while it is true — as Pat Rogers notes — that Crusoe
‘conceals the Bounds'™ of his main property by surrounding it
with a thick grove that eventually becomes an impassable wood,
this is no longer the action of a beatus vir but of an obsessive
recluse quite deliberately removing any trace of huuuu_1 presence
from the landscape — not quite what Pope had in mind in the
Epistle to Burlington. Eighteenth-century country houses, thnu[;h.
no longer ‘castles’ (‘for so | think I called it ever after this
(p. 162)), certainly had to be strong enough to repel attack from
revolting peasants, but they were also there for display — and
nothing could be more alien to Crusoe’s requirements.

The most potent of these ironies, though, is that the happy man
only maintains his happiness through staying still, which implies a
continuing meaningful contact with a single place and a philo-
sophical stillness at the centre of political and social and sexual
demands; while Crusoe's fearful enforced immobility on the
island fulfils the first only at the cost of offering a parody of the
second, and ends with his rejection of both possible stable points,
the island and the plantation, at the behest of that ‘something
fatal’ (p. 27) which propels Crusoe ever onwards.

8

Robinson Crusoc is a relentlessly ‘modern’ man, breaking the
feudal and patriarchal ties that would bind him to a law career in
York in favour of the dangerous ‘opening’ on to the sea offered by
Hull — just as he later throws away the chance of settlement in
Brazil. Nothing defines Crusoe better than this relentless mo-
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bility, although he can only ever offer banahties by way of
explanation: “ill fate” and “evil influence’ (pp. 37-8), ‘my nclina-
tion to go abroad” (p. 208). The novel never closes this impetus —
as it could easily have done if it were a question of a psychological
trait, through weariness or even death — suggesting that Crusoe's
constant mobility is an ideological given, an answer to the
question that could never be formulated by colonial discourse for
itself, the question posed to John Smith by Powhatan, but which
Robinson Crusoe ensures that Friday is in no position to ask.

But the modem bourgeois subject cannot be expected to arrive
full-grown like Pallas Athene from the head of Zeus. If Descartes
in his Discourse on Method offcrs one fully self-conscious new
subjectivity, Crusoe represents a rather different notion of radical
individualism, one which staggers backwards into the future,
lacking in self-understanding, full of guilt, self-contradictory,
fearful, violent: the modernity of European consciousness ship-
wrecked in the Caribbean, that very archipelago of its
subversion.™

In one respect at least the Discourse 15 the more deeply Utopian
of the two parables. In the fifth section Descartes speaks of how:

in order to put all these new truths in a less crude light and to be
able to say more freely what I think about them, without being
obliged to accept or refute what are accepted opinions among
the philosophers and theologians, 1 resolved to leave all these
people to their disputes, and to speak only of what would
happen in a new world, if God were now to create, somewhere
in imaginary space, enough martter to compose it ... and
afterwards did no more than to lend his usual preserving action
to nature, and let her act according to his established laws.?S

His intention was undoubtedly to avoid open conflict with the
ecclesiastical authorities, but Descartes’ ‘espaces imaginaires’ also
serve to empty the world of social relationships. Bodies exist in
Descartes’ world to be kept healthy; the only community
envisaged is a community of scientists.™®

One way of speaking of the complexity of Robinson Crusoe
would be to say that it is such a fraught text because, despite its
dwelling in the imaginary spaces of fiction, it does not, like the
Discourse, finally refuse engagement with the level of the social:
it confronts the inevitable anxiety commensurate with stripping
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the new subjecuvity of all existing relationships (the parrot's
‘Roobin’ is here the symptomatic moment) and then posing the
question of ‘the other'. James Joyce, writing in 1912 from, as it
were, the other end of that new subjectivity and with the
advantage afforded by the perspective of a line taken on England
from the axis Dublin/Trieste, had no hesitation in seeing Robinson
Crusoe as prophetic of empire:

The true symbol of the British conquest is in Robinson Crusoe

.++. The whole Anglo-Saxon spirit is in Crusoe; the manly
independence and the unconscious cruelty; the persistence; the
slow yet efficient intelligence; the sexual apathy; the practical,
well-balanced, religiousness; the calculating taciturnity.”

‘Symbol’' and ‘prophetic’ are dangerous words in a critical
vocabulary but they can be defended here because both symbal-
ism and prophecy are used retrospectively. The suggestion is not
that Defoe has spoken in such orotund tones, but that now, with
the advantage of those 200 years, we can see Crusoe as the
‘prototype’ (Joyce's word) of the British colonist. That is to say,
the new subjectivity is simultaneously an individual and a national
consciousness, both forged in the smithy of a Caribbean that is —
as of course the Canibbean still is to England — both parabelic and
historical at the same time. Concomitantly, the social relation-
ships involved are simultaneously personal and international.

There are three kinds of social relatonship that Crusoe
becomes involved in, all of them rather unusual. At one end of the
scale of social exchange is Columbus’s relationship with the
cannibals in which their devouring attentions meet the response
of his rifle — the just war. The establishment of this socially simple,
if morally and technologically complex, relationship takes so long
because of its imbrication with the development of a non-violent
subordinate relationship. The just war can commence only when
the ranks of the cannibals have been split to provide a candidare
for salvation and subjection. ‘Gratitude" proves such a successful
solution to this pressing question that Crusoe adopts it as his
model for all social relationships, at least while he is on the island.
He then cashes the proffered gratitude in the form of the various
services his subjects can perform for him.

Crusoe becomes in a word more and more like Prospero,
exercising a rigorous control over his miniature world, mastering
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his trauma through repetition. He even, like Prospero, manages
to be both stage-manager and actor, appearing in the guise of a
governor's man in order to surround the figure of the ‘governor’
with the powerful aura of absence. The mutineers, like the court
party in The Tempest, are condemned to repeat the governor's
tribulations — although in this case they could by no means be said
to have caused those tribulations, They tell one another that they
have landed on an ‘inchanted island’, they fear they will all be
devoured, they run about wringing their hands in despair, they sit
down and then walk about again (p. 263). It seems only appropri-
ate that one of them should be called Robinson (p. 264).7®

Crusoe constructs himself as a sovereign, monarch, and patri-
arch. His relationships with his subjects are properly contractual,
entered into on their part through an appropriately Hobbesian
fear, but guaranteed in the absence of ‘the sword’ by their
gratitude for such almost magical deliverance from dmg.er. By
exchanging their natural rights for a guaranteed security they
make themselves, in the traditional analogy, children to Crusoe's
father, a relationship articulated most clearly with respect to
Friday: the Europeans, it might be said, remain ‘brothers’ when
!".I:ccd with the cannibals, who are not members of the family. The
single most important difference between Crusoe’s dream of
rescuing a canmbal prisoner and his actual rescue of Friday is that
in the dream the servane will ‘tell me what to do’ (p. 303}.. he will
be a father into whose arms Crusoe can entrust himself, while, in
the event, Crusoe, more active than in his dream, takes on the
mantle of father from the start; there can be no question of Friday
calling the tune: he simply follows Crusoe's lead: ‘his very
affections were ty'd o me, like those of a child to a father'
(Pp. 211-2).

Maddox, although he does not discuss this example, sees a
general pattern through the book of Crusoe's progress ‘from
helpless and sinful son to all-powerful father . . . from submission
to domination’.”® The previous discussion would seem to support
that reading, but only at the cost of ignoring one of the text's
mast constant features — the unswerving beneficence of the father
figures who assist Crusoe so regularly. Within Robinson Crusoe's
pattern of social relationships ‘beneficence’ ean immediately be
seen as occupying an aberrant position. ‘Just war® and *subordina-
ton’ are social exchanges of a kind. They are wheels that need
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plenty of oil to get them moving, but once the cannibals have
overstepped the mark by threatening to cat a European, and once
Crusoe has ganged the intensity of the gratitude that results from
being the agent of such salvation, both tum smoothly tﬂ‘:dvnncll:
the narrative. But the beneficence which so assists Crusoe 1s
unmotivated from within the fiction: it has explanation in neither
the attributed psychology of the characters involved nor in the
actions of the narrative. No exchange can be completed because
Crusoe has nothing to offer his benefactors: after all, beneficence s
utterly at odds with the completely Hobbesian realm uf his
operations in which all exchanges are strictly governed by either
force or calculated self-interest. _

The benefactors constitute a narrative function: they are in
essence mere manifestations of that single actant, the bmcfncmr.
Such a deseriprion is not reductive, because it exhausts their
resonance in the text. But it is less easy to say what funcuon that
role plays. Within the overall structure of Robinson Crusoe,
marked by its division between narrative frame and. island
episode, the benefactor clearly belongs to the frame narrative: on
the island Crusoe reverses roles and becomes, in his own terms, a
*benefactor’ to others. Yet such a structural allocation of that
textual feature would be misleading in the sense that, within the
fictional fime of the narrative, the benefactors continue playing
their parts even during the years of Crusoe’s island n:xlﬂc: in fact
their role during those years is especially crucial since it involves
not isolated examples of honesty or beneficence, but a continuous
and accumulative concern for the well-being of Crusoe’s Brazi-
lian plantation.

This beneficence is obviously romance wish-fulfilment operat-
ing in the economic realm: the actions of the benefactors enable
Crusoe to become a rich man. But, coterminously, beneficence
functions as the agent of narrative coherence, a5, in a word, the
plot. It plays, that is to say, the function of chasuty in the
paradigmatic romance. Only the virtue of the i_{wcm or at least
the heroine, can hold together the disparate series of adventures
that the romance protagonists endure; reunited at the end of the
story their tribulations are given significance and cutlu:n.m by
the part of themselves that has been kept pure until the final
embrace. Robinson Crusoe can therefore be described as an
economic romance with beneficence playing the providenaal part
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of chastity, enabling Crusoe, at the end of the book, to make
retrospective sense of a life that would otherwise have been purely
episodic; enabling him, that is, to become a biographer rather
than merely a diarist,

By far the most important aspect of this enablement is the
bringing together of the two scemingly independent parts of
Crusoe’s life. Several pages ago it was noted that there are four
moments when Crusoe's composed self is shaken, and three of the
incidents were examined — the parrot, the footprint, and the
remains of the cannibal feast. The fourth occurs at the moment of
suture of the two halves of the narrative structure. Crusoe, now in
Lisbon, receives from Bahia a large packet of papers containing
accounts of his affairs and, by the same fleer, large amounts of
sugar, tobacco and gold:

I might well say, now indeed, that the latter end of Job was
better than the beginning. It is impossible to express here the
flutterings of my very heart, when 1 looked over these letters,
and especially when [ found all my wealth about me; for as the
Brasil ships come all in fleets, the same ships which brought my
letters brought my goods; and the effects were safe in the river
before the letters came to my hand. In a word, I turned pale,
and grew sick; and had not the old man run and fetched me a
cordial, I believe the sudden surprize of joy had overset nature,
and I had dy'd upon the spot,

Nay after that, | continued very ill, and was so some hours,
"till a physician being sent for, and something of the real cause
of my illness being known, he ordered me to be let blood; after
which I had relief, and grew well; but 1 verily believe, if it had
not been eased by a vent given in that manner to the spints, |
should have dv'd.

I was now master, all on a sudden, of above 5,0001. sterling
in money, and had an estate, as 1 might well call it, in the
Brasils, of above a thousand pounds a years, as sure as an estate
of lands i England: and in a word, [ was in a condition which 1
scarce knew how to understand, or how to compose my self for
the enjoyment of it. (pp. 279—80)

There are various ways of looking at this moment. Not least, of
course, it marks the discovery of the secret of capital itself, that ic
accumulates in magical independence from the labour of its
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owner, But structurally this suture of the two parts of Crusoe's
life, the two parts of the narrative, is 3 moment of recognition,
one which confirms that the mode of Robinson Crusoe is that of
comedy. Serangely, the suture does not hold. Crusoe does not
settle down, whether in Brazil or England, to tie up the loose ends
of his story as might have been expected, and the episodic reasserts
itself at the expense of the plot, to such an extent in fact that the
book ends with a strong suggestion of further cpisodes, which did
indeed materialize within a few months. It is no doubt possible to
explain the last pages of Robinson Crusoe in terms of the essentially
episodic nature of Defoe's writing, its ‘immaturity’ when judged
against the more formally accomplished novels of Richardson
and Fielding; but there are other, more interesting, interpreta-
tions. Maddox, for example, who reads Crusoe's story — not
altogether incompatibly with the reading offered here — as one of
growing mastery over his surroundings, sees Crusoe as reaching
the pinnacle of his power when he watches the English mutineers
replaying his own story before his very eyes. So:

Crusoe's narrative problem is one that may be endemic to
autobiography as a form. He discovers a myth within his own
experience — a myth of mastery of both self and world — but his
life goes on after the myth has been fully expressed. As a result,
the ending of the story is the least successful part of it: some
things are simply left unfinished on the island, and back in
Europe, his story degenerates into episodic randomness.*®

This 15 well-argued but still ultimately dependent on the mimetic
fallacy. *“What is left over’ may be a problem intrinsic to the
autobiographical form but it is hardly one that mecessarily imposes
itself on fictional autobiographers — Jane Eyre and many others
could bear witness to that.

The comparison with The Tempest may again be useful. It was
mentioned eathier that Robinson Crusoe separates out two mo-
ments that are coterminous in The Tempest: the European arrival
on the island and the recruitment to service of a native. Here,
perhaps appropriately, this structure is reversed. What was
discussed in Chapter 3 as the false and true anagnorises = the
revelation of Miranda to Alonso, and the vexation of Prospero at
the sudden remembrance of Caliban's conspiracy — scem in
Robinson Crusoe to be brought together. Crusoe is given the
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demonstration — essential to romance — of that which was thought
to have been lost. Yet his reaction, though springing from joy, is a
discomposition not unlike Prospera’s perturbance, which — some-
what ironically = brings him nearer death than the dreaded
cannibals managed. Relief — and again the irony seems startling —
comes from the letting of blood, precisely what Crusoe had spent
the previous fifteen years or so since the discovery of the footprint
trying to avoid.

Whar the comparison with Prospero’s perturbance suggests is
that the suture — although it scemingly fulfils all the generic
requirements — does not in fact accomplish its purpose, There are
hints of other textwal dynamics at play. In the packet of
documents Crusoe receives from Brazil:

There was a letter of my partmer’s, congratulating me very
affectionately upon my being alive, giving me an account how
the estate was improved, and what it produced a year, with a
particular of the number of squares or acres that it contained:
how planted, how many slaves there were upon it; and making
two and twenty crosses for blessings, told me that he had said so
many Ave Marias to thank the blessed Virgin that [ was alive;
inviting me very passionately to come over and take possession
of my own. (p. 279)

Nothing in this analysis of Robinson Crusoe has given credence to
the myth of Defoe as a careless writer and, in any case, he clearly
paid scrupulous attention to financial details in his novels: so it is
strange indeed that Crusoe should receive a letter from his
‘partner’, since his earlier account of his Brazilian affairs made it
very clear that he had no partner. Even without making much of
the conventional language of romance in the letter (‘inviting me
very passionately to come over and take possession of my own')
this ghostly *partner’ is, if not Crusoe’s double, then at least the
part of himself left behind before the fateful voyage of 1659, The
bloodletting is the necessary and much-delayed final act in
Crusoe’s self-composition because at this moment he regains his
full self after thirty years, a traumatic event for his body and
spirits. This is indeed an apposite end to the romance of bourgeois
individualism — and a further explanation of Crusoe's aphanisis:
the hero swoons when, after thirty years apart, he is finally
reunited — with himself.
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But this dramatic suture cannot resolve the novel any more than
the conventional marriage of romance can settle the political
guestions that form the unconscious of its projected ideaks. In the
end the suture heals only a self-imposed rift which was, all along,
a displacement of the major questions confronted by the text. The
discretion between the two parts of the narrative structure and
between the divided selves of Robinson Crusoe is a technique for
negotiating the unspeakable — and eventually uncloseable — gap
between the violence of slavery and the notion of a moral
economy. The imperial production of Robinson Crusoe as a boys’
adventure in the nineteenth century inevitably foregrounds the
colonial alibi — the man alone, on a desert island, constructing a
simple and moral economy which becomes the basis of a
commonwealth presided over by a benevolent sovereign. The
colonial reading must reassert that the book's tremendous effort to
reconstruct that economy fills up the narrative space in which, in
that other place, silently, Crusoe's other self, his ghostly ‘part-
ner’, is developing those plantations built on the violently-
extracted labour-power of slaves which will provide the capital to
displace that moral economy with a less volatile mode of
production. Crusoe, so sated with his sudden transfusion of the
profits produced from the blood of thirty years' slavery that he
needs letting, is on reflection an appropriately sanguinary emblem
of such exploitation.

Only by such literal excess can the ultimate colonial question —
the question that asks by what right land is taken away from those
living on it, the question that asks, in other words, why there is a
need for a rift to exist between moral economy and productive
economy, justice and violence, labour and capital = remain
unposed, if ultimately ‘answered" by the configurations that make
up Robinson Crusoe's ‘strange and surprizing’ adventures.




Figure 14 'Un Anglais de la Barbade vend sa Maitresse’; an engraving
by Jean-Marie Moreau le Jeune for G.-F.-T. Raynal's Histoire des dewx
Indes (1780). Yarico frozen in the moment of her betrayal by the
calculating Englishman.

6

Inkle and Yarico

Quod genus hoe hominum? quaeve hunc tam barbara
morcim
Permittit patria?
(Aeneid 1. 535-40)!

1

The last major challenge to European hegemony in the islands of
the Caribbean came in the thirty years at the end of the eighteenth
century. To some extent this challenge formed part of the
revolutionary ferment that saw the independence of Haiti, but
native resistance also had, as was earlier seen, its own history and
its own specific forms of struggle.

By 1760 the intermittent war between the native inhabitants of
the Caribbean and the European colonizing powers was clearly
entering its last phase.® The high culture of the Tainos on the
north-westerly islands had been quickly destroyed in the sixteenth
century; it seems likely that pockets of native culture remained,
especially in the Cuban interior, but there was little further
fighting. The Bahamian Lucayans had been pressed into slavery
and soon destroyed. On the more mountainous islands to the
south-east, military resistance had been more feasible, and from
1624 the native Caribs had fought a skilful defensive war against
European encroachment, but force of numbers, superior wea-
ponry and European diseases had slowly taken their toll. Before
the end of the seventeenth century the Caribs had been obliged to
sign a treaty with the British and French by which they
renounced any claim to the majority of their islands in return for
possession in perpetuity of Dominica and St Vincent, at that
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moment the least desirable islands from the European point of
view.? This treaty was clearly — again from the European point of
view —a dead letter by the time of the Treaty of Paris (1763) when
Dominica and St Vincene, along with Tobago and Grenada, all
fairly sparscly scttled by the French, were tumed over to
England.* The possibilities for plantation agriculture were severe-
ly limited by Dominica’s mountainous terrain, and the small
Carib population coexisted, if uneasily, with the moderate influx
of English settlers in the 1760s and 17708

The case of St Vincent was rather different. The land was in
general more suitable for plantation agriculture, especially the
windward side of the island; but the Carib population was much
larger and much less fragmented than that of Dominica. An
additional complicating factor was the existence of two separate
Carib groups, the so-called 'Yellow' or ‘Red’ Caribs, who
lived on the leeward side of the island, and the Black Caribs, who
lived mainly on the windward side. The Black Caribs were so
called because of intermarriage with escaped or shipwrecked
black slaves over a number of decades, the group remaining
culturally and linguistically Carib. But it may also have been the
case that the relative ethnic ‘purity’ of the "Yellow" Caribs was
due in the first instance to the existence of a division within the
Vincentian Caribs between those willing to accommodate them-
selves to the European settlers and those determined to fight for
complete sovercignty over at least part of the island. An agree-
ment between the French and the Black Caribs drawn up in 1700
had guaranteed the windward half of 5t Vincent to the Black
Caribs (see Figure 15, p. 243) and in 1763 there were no European
settlements north-east of thar dividing line.® Since, however, all
the desirable land lay to the east, the English commissioners
appointed to sell off the gains of the Seven Years War to private
planters nevitably faced a conflict with those who did not
recognize the commissioners’ right to dispose of their lands, a
conflict that resulted in the two Carib Wars of 1772—3 and
17956,

2

The previous chapter discussed Robinson Crisoe as a mythic
version of the contact between Englishmen and native Caribbeans
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but, as if sharp dichotomization of the savage into docile Friday
and fierce cannibal had exhausted all the options, no literary work
thart has achieved significance dealt with the subsequent, and final,
period of English/Carib relationships. Yet a story does exist, often
retold in the latter part of the eighteenth century, which seems to
stand in a fraught and highly mediated relationship with the final
extirpation of the islind Caribs from the Caribbean.

The story of Inkle and Yarico was one of the most often
repeated and most popular narratives of the eighteenth century,
called by David Brion Davis a ‘great folk epic.’® In his definitive
study Lawrence Price lists forty-five separate versions in three
languages (English, French and German), some of which — like
Steele’s version in The Spectator, Chamfort’s La Jeune Indienne,
and Gellert's Inkle und Yarico — also exist in numerous contempor-
ary translations into most European languages.” In 1766 Goethe
announced his intention of writing a play on the theme; and in
1792 Mary Wollstonecraft wrote of how to ‘make an Inkle' of a
child with no further explanation necessary.® Yet after about 1810
the flood suddenly dried, and Inkle and Yarico were quickly and
almost completely forgotten.

The story itself can be reduced to the four moments common
to almost all its versions. Inkle, an Englishman, is shipwrecked
and separated from his companions; he is succoured by a native
girl, Yarico, who falls in love with him and for whom he
professes love; they are rescued by an English ship; and they arrive
in Barbados where Inkle sells Yarico into slavery. There are no
full novelistic treatments of the theme but there are prose
sketches, ‘historical’ narratives, poems (some in the form of
epistles from Yarico to Inkle, and even some replies from Inkle),
plays, ballets, pantomimes and musicals.®

Like the story of Pocahontas, with which it has much in
common, the beginnings of the narrative are difficult to ascertain.
One often accepted beginning is Richard Ligon's 1657 A True and
Exact History of the Island of Barbados, probably the single most
valuable source for the history of the English Caribbean islands in
the seventeenth century. However, from the point of view of
literary history the most influential of the early versions is usually
said to be that of Richard Steele, recounted in No. 11 of The
Spectator on Tuesday, 13 March 1711.

In 1734 'The Story of Inkle and Yarico. From the 11th.
Spectator’ appeared in verse in the London Magazine, and by 1738
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three more anonymous poems had appeared in London, all based
on Steele, and ewo of them in the form of epistles addressed by
Yarico to Inkle. By 1754 there had appeared the first play, the first
French poem, and the first German poem, later much reprinted
and translated, After 1754 no more than a year or two passed
without an addition to the Inkle and Yarico corpus in English,
French or German until 1802. Yet after 1802 (and excluding a
handful of translations) there were no new versions in England at
all; and on the Continent merely a French pantomime in 1807 and
a German musical in 1808.'0

One of the general difficulues with psychoanalytical analysis
when transferred away from the parameters of an individual's
consciousness and its associative hinterland, is in locating within
an ‘autonomous’ narrative signs of the process of unconscious
production. ‘Inkle and Yarico’, the product of no single authorial
consciousness but rather a story that English (and European)
society chose persistently, over a period of seventy years, to tell
itself, has the advantage of providing a narrative that changes over
time so that it is possible, at least in theory, to produce a time-
length equivalent to that revealed in analysis, laying bare some-
thing of the story's political aetiology.

3

The conventional location for the story of Inkle and Yarico is
within the 'licerature of sentiment’, often seen as one of the
characteristic European literary forms of the century between the
English Restoration and the French Revolution.!? The constitu-
ent vocabulary of sentmentalism includes such key words as
‘sentimental’, ‘sensibility’, ‘humanity’ and ‘benevolence’, all of
which were used with increasing frequency and intensity in this
peniod, and at least one of which, ‘sentimental’ itself, does not
exist in English until this ime — probably around 1740. These
linguistic changes reflect and codify the mcreased value given to
‘patural feelings’, a valuation as apparent in the philosophy of
Shaftesbury and Hutcheson as in the Ladtudinarian movement
within the Church, and perhaps best exemplified by Rousseau’s
paragraphs on ‘the inner impulse of compassion’.'?

The great theme of sentimental literature is sexual love and one
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of its great topoi is the frustration of that love. Inkle and Yarico
are therefore contextually related to the better known pairs of
Antony and Cleopatra (Dryden’s), Oronooko and Imoinda,
Abelard and Eloisa, Clarissa and Lovelace, Julie and Saint-Preux,
Paul and Virginie and, right at the end of the period but
appearing for the first time in literary form, Pocahontas and John
Smith.!?

These contexts can be narrowed down in two ways, Frustrated
love often led to the isolated figure, the deserted or bereaved
lover, usually — as with Yarico — the woman: Pope’s Eloisa,
Marianne Alcoforado of the Lettres d'une religieuse portugaise,
Dryden’s Dido.'* And — again as with Yarico - the purity of true
love would often be the product of a ‘natural’ society destroyed
by some form of European corruption, calculation or double-
dealing. Here Yarico is closest to Pocahontas but also, in a strange
but significant way, to Dido, who was also betrayed by a
‘European’ with his mind on other things,

Mative America supplied much of the material for this litera-
ture of sentiment, from Dryden’s heroic dramas such as The
Indian Queen (1663—4), through Marmontel's Les Incas (1777), to
poems like Wordsworth's 'Complaint of a Forsaken Indian
Woman® (1798) and Southey’s ‘Song of the Chikkasah Widow’
(17949): with the ant-Spanish theme often prominent, as in Joseph
Wartons “The Dying Indian’ (1758) or Edward Jerningham’s
"The Fall of Mexico' (1775) or Sheridan’s Pizarro (1709), one of
the many translations of Kotzebue's Die Spanier in Perw (1795).12

But in many ways a more powerful tributary to the torrent of
sentimentalism was the stream of largely French, documentary,
historical and philosophical treatises. The latter part of the century
saw the influence of Bougainville's and Cook’s accounts of the
South Sea islanders along with Diderot’s famous Supplément, as
the primitivistic ideal, once exclusive to America and the classical
civilizations, was extended to the newly discovered South Pacific
and even to Africa itself, long subject to a quite different
descriptive vocabulary.'® Sentimental sympathy began to flow
out along the arteries of European commerce in search of its
victims. In the carlier period, however, the key texts still focused
on America, and three of them - du Tertre's history of the
French-speaking Antilles, Roousseau's discourse on inequality, and
Raynal’s Histeire des denx Indes — had significant things to say
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about the Caribbean.!” Du Tertre who, after Raymond Breton,
lived longest and closest to the Caribs of the islands, left a detailed
and in many ways eulogistic account of their idyllic way of life:

Now as | have shown that the air of the torrid zone 1s the
purest, healthiest and most temperate of all atmospheres, and
that the earth there is a lictle Paradise, always green and washed
by the sweetest waters of the world; it is appropriate to show in
this treatise that the Savages of these islands are the most
content, the happiest, the least vicious, the most sociable, the
least deformed, and the least afflicted by disease in the whole
world. For they are just as nature produced them, that is to say
living in great and natural simplicity: they are all equal, almost
without knowledge of any sort of superiority or servitude . ...
No one is richer or poorer than his companion, and they all
limit their desires to what is useful and necessary to them,
scorning all superfluities . . .. [T]hey are of good build, well-
proportioned, large and powerful, so energetic and healthy that
it is common to see amongst them old men of a hundred or a
hundred and twenty . . . who have hardly any white hair, their
foreheads marked by hardly a wrinkle.'®

The topics of the ‘golden age’ survive almost unaltered, embed-
ded in and constitutive of a discourse which, if not ethnographic
in the full sense, clearly passes as a description of observed
behaviour. And to du Tertre might be appended Labat’s com-
ment, which makes very cogently the political point so pungently
explicit in Montaigne's famous essay on the cannibals:

There is not a nation on earth more jealous of their indepen-
dency than the Charaibes, They are impatient under the least
infringement of it; and when, at any time, they are witnesses to
the respect and deference which the natives of Europe observe
towards their superiors, they despise us as abject slaves;
wondering how any man can be so base as to crouch before his
equal.t?

Rousseau, drawing on du Tertre for his essay on the origins of
inequality, then promulgated the notion that the Caribs were the
closest surviving example of a people living in ‘savagery’ — in
Fousseau’s very precise sense of that word:
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Of all existing peoples, the Caribs have least departed from the
state of nature, and it is they who are most peaceful in their sex
lives and least subject to jealousy, even though they live in a hot
climate, which always seems to make these passions more
acawve.

Therefore, on the central analogy of species to individual life, the
Carib were living in the true youth of the world.?® This
sentimental image of the Carib, even though philosophical rather
than ethnographic, was to provide a powerful fund of rhetoric to
deploy against the planters' determination to seek a military
solution to the Carib occupancy of lands suitable for plantation
agriculture on St Vincent. The vocabulary of sentiment was
therefore to make its way into the political debate of the period.
One of the particular techniques of the Histoire des deux Indes in
the course of its mordant assessment of European greed was to
tocus on representative stories such as that of the Amerindian on
Hispaniola who refused a deathbed baptism on the grounds that if
heaven was full of Spaniards he would rather be in hell. Inkle and
Yarico — retold from Steele — was such a story and Jean-Marie
Moreau le Jeune's engraving (Figure 14) captures that moment of
unbearable poignancy as Yarico is sold into slavery by her
erstwhile lover.?! The powerful critique of slavery and the slave-
trade mounted by Raynal ensured that Inkle and Yarico would
from then on be seen as an illustration of the evils of slavery,
however irrelevant that reading might be to the import of the
story as told by Ligon or Steele,??

A further tributary to the stream of cighteenth-century senti-
ment was provided by the continuing visits to England of
Americans, Afncans and, later, Tahitians. Pocahontas and her
entourage had been scrutimzed to see whether savage nobility had
civilized manners. A century later the emphasis tended to be on
the satirical light such visits could be made to cast on European
institutions, or on the tremor of compassion felt by the European
spectator on witnessing the travails of natural sensibilities in such
an alien and hostile environment. The first official embassy of
Amerindian political leaders to England was the visit of the four
Iroquois sachems in April and May 1710.22 The sachems became
familiar figures and both Addison and Steele used them in the
manner of Montesquien.?* Steele’s mterest in Inkle and Yarico
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may even have been sparked by this visit.25 In fact the beginning
of the Inkle and Yarico cult in 1734 coincided with the next
important Amerindian visitor, the Creek Tomochichi; and there
were other state visits by three Cherokees in 1762 and Joseph
Brant, grandson to the King of the Maquas in 1776 — just as Omai,
the Tahitan who had been the sensation of London for two years,
was leaving, 2%

In many ways though, the most revealing of the foreign
visitors was William Ansah Sesarakoo, called ‘the Prince of
Annamobee’. As the London magazines of the time told the
story, Sesarakoo was the son of a Moorish king on the African
coast. The king had been so impressed with the polite behaviour
of an English trader that he had entrusted his son to the trader to
be brought to England and educated in the European manner.
This the captain agreed to do, but then basely sold the prince and
his companion into slavery on a Caribbean island, a lack of
scruple that exactly parallels that shown by the slave captain in
Aphra Behn's Oronooko, and by Thomas Inkle. After the death of
this captain his officers related the affair to the English govern-
ment who paid for the release of the prince and his friend and
brought them to England where they were put under the care of
the Earl of Halifax, first commissioner of trade and plantations,
They were introduced to the King and received into English
society. The particular occasion of the articles in the press was
their visit in February 1749 to Covent Garden to see a perfor-
mance — of Oronooko. As The Gentleman’s Magazine of February

1740 reports:

The seeing persons of their own colour on the stage, apparently
in the same distress from which they had been so lately
delivered, the tender interview between Imoinda and Oronooko,
who was betrayed by the treachery of a captain, his account of
his sufferings, and the repeated abuse of his placability and
confidence, strongly affected them with that generous grief
which pure nature always feels, and art had not yet taught them
to suppress; the young prince was so far overcome, that he was
obliged to return at the end of the fourth act. His companion
remained, but wept the whole tme; a circumstance which
affected the audience yet more than the play, and doubled the
tears which were shed for Oronooko and Imoinda.??

Rarely can the tears of compassion have been more delicious.
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What the magazines do not mention is that Sesarakoo was the
son, not of a king, but of John Corrente, one of the most
powerful black slave traders on the Gold Coast, who was
following a well-established tradition in sending his son to
England to be educated; so that the efforts of the government, far
from being motivated by compassion, were a desperate attempt
to regain the goodwill of a key figure in the slave trade, at a time
when the French were trying to establish themselves in that part
of Africa.?®

4

S0 the sentimental context of ‘Inkle and Yarico' is already
deeply coloured by native American and often specifically
Caribbean references. Within the innumerable versions of the
story itself the crucial intertextual relationship, at least in the first
instance, is that between Ligon and Steele. This is Ligon's
account:

We had an Indian woman, a slave in the house, who was of
excellent shape and colour, for it was a pure bright bay; small
brests, with the nipls of a porphyrnie colour, this woman would
not be woo'd by any means to weare Cloaths. Shee chanc't to
be with Child, by a Christian servant, and lodging in the Indian
house, amongst other women of her own Country, where the
Christian servants, both men and women came; and being very
great, and that her time was come to be delivered, loath to fall
in labour before the men, walk'd down to a Wood, in which
was a Pond of water, and there by the side of the Pond,
brought her selfe a bed; and presently washing her Child in
some of the water of the Pond, lap’t it up in such rags, as she
had begg'd of the Christians; and in three hours ime came
home, with her Childe in her armes, a lusty Boy, frolick and
lively.

This Indian dwelling neer the Sea-coast, upon the Main, an
English ship put in to a Bay, and sent some of her men a shoar,
to try what victualls or water they could finde, for in some
distresse they were: But the Indians perceiving them to go up
so far into the Country, as they were sure they could not make
a safe retreat, intercepted them in their return, and fell upon
them, chasing them into a Wood, and being dispersed there,
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some were taken, and some kill'd: but a young man amongst
them stragling from the rest, was met by this Indian Maid, who
upon the first sight fell in love with him, and hid him close
from her Countrymen (the Indians) in a Cave, and there fed
him, till they could safely go down to the shoar, where the ship
lay at anchor, expecting the return of their friends. But at Jast,
seeing them upon the shoar, sent the long-Boat for them, took
them aboard, and brought them away. But the youth, when he
came ashoar in the Barbadoes, forgot the kindnesse of the poor
maid, that had ventured her life for his safety, and sold her for a
slave, who was as free born as he: And so poor Yarice for her
love, lost her liberty.?®

Fifty-four years later Richard Steele wrote in The Spectator of a
conversation ‘vpon the old Topick, of Constancy in Love.
Arietta, stung by the general aspersions cast upon women,
responds in this way:
when we consider this Question between the Sexes, which has
been cither a Point of Dispute or Raillery ever since there were
Men and Women, let us take Facts from plain People, and from
such as have not either Ambiton or Capacity to embellish their
Narrations with any Beautes of Imagination. I was the other
Day amusing my self with Ligon’s Account of Barbadoes; and, in
Answer to your well-wrought Tale, I will give you (as it dwells
upon my Memory) out of that honest Traveller, in his fifty
fifth Page, the History of Inkle and Yarico.

Mr. Thomas Inkle of London, aged 20 Years, embarked in the
Downs on the good ship called the Achilles, bound for the West-
Indies, on the 16th of June 1647, in order to improve his Fortune
by Trade and Merchandize, Our Adventurer was the third Son
of an emunent Citzen, who had taken particular Care to instill
into his Mind an early Love of Gain, by making him a perfect
Master of Numbers, and consequently giving him a quick
View of Loss and Advantage, and preventing the natural
Impulses of his Passions, by Prepossession towards his Interests.
With a Mind thus turned, young Inkle had a Person every way
agreeable, a ruddy Vigour in his Countenance, Strength in his
Limbs, with Ringlets of fair Hair loosely flowing on his
Shoulders. It happened, in the Course of the Voyage, that the
Achilles, in some Distress, put into a Creek on the Main of
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America, in Search of Provisions: The Youth, who is the Hero
of my Story, among others, went ashore on this Occasion.
From their first Landing they were observed by a Party of
Indians, who hid themselves in the Woods for that Purpose.
The English unadvisedly marched a great distance from the
Shore into the Country, and were intercepted by the Natives,
who slew the greatest Number of them. Our Adventurer
escaped among others, by flying into a Forest. Upon his
coming into a remote and pathless part of the Wood, he threw
himself, tired and breathless, on a little Hillock, when an Indian
Maid rushed from a Thicket behind him: After the first
Surprize, they appeared mutually agreeable to each other. If the
European was highly Charmed with the Limbs, Features, and
wild Graces of the Naked American; the American was no less
taken with the Dress, Complexion and Shape of an European,
covered from Head to Foot. The Indian grew immediately
enamoured of him, and consequently sollicitous for his Pre-
servation: She therefore conveyed him to a Cave, where she
gave him a Delicious Reepast of Fruits, and led him to a Stream
to slake his Thirst. In the midst of these good Offices, she would
sometimes play with his Hair, and delight in the Opposition of
its Colour, to that of her Fingers: Then open his Bosome, then
laugh at him for covering it. She was, it seems, a Person of
Distinction, for she every day came to him in a different Dress,
of the most beautiful Shells, Bugles and Bredes. She likewise
brought him a grear many Spoils, which her other Lovers had
presented to her; so that his Cave was richly adomed with all
the spotted Skins of Beasts, and most Party-coloured Feathers
of Fowls, which that World afforded. To make his Confine-
ment more tolerable, she would carry him in the Dusk of the
Evening, or by the favour of Moon-light, to unfrequented
Groves and Solitudes, and show him where to lye down in
Safety, and sleep amidst the Falls of Waters, and Melody of
Nightingales. Her Part was to watch and hold him in her
Arms, for fear of her Country-men, and wake him on
Occasions to consult his Safety. In this manner did the Lovers
pass away their Time, till they had leam’d a Language of their
own, in which the Voyager communicated to his Mistress,
how happy he should be to have her in his Country, where she
should be Cloathed in such Silks as his Wastecoat was made of,
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without such Fears and Alarms as they were there Tormented
with. In this tender Correspondence these Lovers lived for
several Months, when Yarico, instructed by her Lover, dis-
covered a Vessel on the Coast, to which she made Signals, and
in the Night, with the utmost Joy and Satsfaction accom-
panied him to a Ships-Crew of his Country-Men, bound for
Barbadoes. When a Vessel from the Main arrives in that Island, it
seems the Planters come down to the Shoar, where there is an
immediate Market of the Indians and other Slaves, as with us of
Horses and Oxen.

To be short, Mr Thomas Inkle, now coming into English
Territories, began seriously to reflect upon his loss of Time, and
to weigh with himself how many Days Interest of his Mony he
had lost during his Stay with Yarice. This Thought made the
Young Man very pensive, and careful what Account he should
be able to give his Friends of his Voyage. Upon which
Considerations, the prudent and frugal young Man sold Yarico
to a Barbadian Merchant; notwithstanding that the poor Girl, to
mcline him to commiserate her Condition, told him that she
was with Child by him: But he only made use of that
Information, to rise in his Demands upon the Purchaser.

I was so touch'd with this Story, (which I think should be
always a Counterpart to the Ephesian Matron) that [ left the
Room with Tears in my Eyes; which a Woman of Arierta’s
good sense, did, | am sure, take for greater Applause, than any
Compliments | could make her.3?

The vast majority of the later examples draw explicitly on
Steele: Steele’s piece refers to, and gains its authority as an
historical example from Ligon. The rhetoric is by no means
simple since Steele is not necessarily making the same point as he
is having Arietta make; but both of them are dependent on the
historicity of the story which is vouchsafed by the reference o
Ligon, the historian who actually visited Barbados and is there-
forc seen as an appropriate guarantor of the story.

Ligon’s first paragraph can no doubt be said in some sense to
describe the historical Yarico, inasmuch as Ligon is giving an
eyewitness account of an Amerindian slave in the house in
Barbados where he was residing. Within Ligon's text the
paragraph is partly an account of the domestic arrangements in

INKLE AND YARICO 237

Barbados — he has just said there are not many Indians but that
they tend to be better cooks than the blacks, partly a chance to
add 1o his collection of native breasts, of which he was a tircless
admirer; and partly, it would seem, an occasion to wonder at the
strange self-sufficiency of savage life. This last note, the dominant
one, is by no means sentimental in the manner of the eighteenth-
century versions: its ambivalence and prosaicness guarantee thar,
There is an element of civilized distaste for these savage arrange-
ments, more than counteracted by an undertow of admiration for
the modesty (‘loath to fall in labour before the men’) self-
sufficiency (‘brought her selfe a bed'), and matter-of-factness
("and in three hours came home, with her Childe in her armes’)
of Yarico's behaviour, all of which produce, with the minimum
of fuss, ‘a lusty Boy, frolick and lively'. An impressive cameo of
an Amerindian slave woman coping.

The somewhat uneasy conjunction between the two para-
graphs probably marks a change of narrative procedure in part
concealed by the continuous use of the past tense. The events of
the first paragraph have been witmessed by Ligon in the present of
1647: in 1657 he reports them in the past tense. Bur the events of
the second paragraph have been reported to him in 1647, and not,
one might be sure, by Yarico herself. This is important not
principally because it casts doubt on the veracity of the story itself
- which of course it does: who after all could have known the
details except Yarico and the Englishman involved, who would
presumably not have exposed his own ingratitude? — but rather
because it inflects that paragraph in Ligon as generically distinet
from the surrounding text. The paragraph tells a story, in many
ways a paradigmatic and mythic story, that is connected, through
no clear narrative sequence, with this particular Amerindian
woman, It is an interesting and peculiar way to have become a
slave, and therefore worthy of a 200-word paragraph; but any
tendency to pathos is defused in advance by the image of the lusty
child Yanico produced with another man. She might be unfortu-
nate, but she 15 clearly a survivor.

As if in recognition of the generic autonomy of Ligon's second
paragraph Steele’s version draws from it exclusively, allowing
him to freeze the forsaken woman in the sentimental tableau of
her abandonment, firmly removed from the possibly complicat-
ing facts of her later ‘history’. Whereas in Ligon there is at least a
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sense of a dialectic between an oft-repeated story and a lived
reality with which that story may or may not be connected, in
Steele the story is entirely at the service of ‘the spectator’: Steele's
tears prove that he is, despite his name, a man of sensibility.

Steele expands Ligon's spare narrative. The Englishman is
named for the first tme as Inkle, with a character sketch to
establish that his ‘Interests’ reign over his ‘Passions’. The details
of the voyage are filled in by confusing Inkle with Ligon, who
himself sailed for the West Indies on 16 June 1647 in the ship
Atchilles. But the greatest expansion in Steele’s version comes with
the 250 or so words he uses to replace Ligon's laconic account of
the time Inkle and Yarico spent together alone. Ligon has Yarico
fall in love instantly with the Englishman but then simply ‘hid
him close from her Countrymen ... in a Cave, and there fed
him, till they could go down to the shoar'. Steele lengthens these
hours of hospitality into a pastoral idyll lasting several months.
This no doubt gives dramatic emphasis to the abrupmess with
which Inkle later disposes of Yarico; but it also allows Stecle to
introduce the details of a courtship that owes more to the rituals
of Berkeley Square than it does to the north coast of South
America, especially since Inkle is lulled to sleep by the melody of
nightingales. However, two developments are crucial. Yarico is,
in The Spectator, ‘a Person of Disunction’, the mark of such
distinction being that she visits Inkle every day in a different dress,
quite an achievement for somebody carlier described as a “naked
American’. As a person of disunction Yarico can, like the
princely Oronooko and the noble Pocahontas, evoke aristocratic
sympathy. And then —in perhaps the most interesting move of all
— Steele transfers Yarico's chronologically later pregnancy from
Ligon’s first paragraph to the moment of arrival on the quayside
at Barbados. Yarico, in a desperate attempt to have Inkle
commuserate with her, reveals that she is carrying his child; only
for Inkle to respond by rasing her price, thereby effectvely
selling his own child mnto slavery.

These two developments were adopted in most of the versions
that began to proliferate in the 17305, both of Steele’s additions
increasing the quotient of pathos in the story. But the greater the
pathos the more vague the geography and ethnography. In the
later wversions it is not always a theroughly Caribbean story:
it always ends in Barbados, but the first part might sometimes
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take place on the coast of Africa. Yarico is therefore as often black
as Amenndian, or in one poem actually black and Amerindian
simultaneously.®' This geographical vagueness seems connected
to a developing ideclogical inflection to the character of Inkle. In
Steele it 15 only after the rescue that Inkle begins ‘to reflect upon
his loss of Time, and to weigh with himself how many Days
Interest of his Mony he had lost during his Stay with Yarico™: his
passion and gratitude are genuine enough, it is just that they are
eventually ourweighed by more important considerations. But in
the 1734 poem Inkle is a deceiver from the start, a "stranger o
virtue' behind his ‘face and shape divine’, who, though im-
pressed by Yarico's ‘just symmetry of shape’, uses his flaxen hair
and honeyed words to help himself out of a difficule spot. So the
decision to sell her implies no change of heart and the poem ends
with the other Barbadian merchants ‘all the prudent youth
admire [ That could, so young, a trading soul acquire”. Concomi-
tantly, the poem has earlier spelled out the fare of Inkle's
companions:

By winds, or waves, or the decrees of heaven,
His bark upon a barbarous coast was driven;
Possest by men who thirst for human blood,
Who live in caves, or thickets of the wood:
Untaught to plant (yet corn and fruits abound,
And fragrant flowers enamel all the ground.)
Distrest, he landed on this fatal shore,

With some companions, which were soon no more;
The savage race their trembling flesh devour,
Off 'ring oblations to th'infernal power.
Dreadfully suppliant, human limbs they tore,
(Accursed rites!) and quaft their streaming gore.

It has taken just two texrual moves for Ligon's episode in a
Caribbean guerrilla war to become the generalized and satanic
cannibalism of savage natives. (However much the noble savage,
Yarico, caught between the devil of cannibalism and the deep
blue sca of the trading soul, is less of a ‘savage’ than a
transposition of the difficult position of the English aristocracy,
caught between the savagery of the lower orders and the growing
threat from the merchant classes.)*2 The characteristic sentimental
move is o universalize: obtrusive drcumstantal detail is mini-
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mized or removed altogether. The emphasis therefore comes to
fall on the climax 1o the story — the moment of the sale, an
emphasis that made ‘Inkle and Yarico' so amenable to the anti-
shvcry movement,

The changes-to ‘Inkle and Yarico' are analogous to, and
illuminated by, those that happened to Aphra Behn's novel
Oronooko. Published in 1688 Oronooko is in many ways a
classically sentimental story, telling of the melodramatic love
affair between its eponymous hero and the beautiful Imoinda. The
immediate parallels are with Othello, given the noble black
Oronookao's military prowess and his winning of the heart of a
senior's daughter in the teeth of parental opposition — here
Oronooko's grandfather, who summons Imoinda to his harem. In
Mrs Behn's story Imoinda is also black and the two of them suffer
with melodramatic frequency from the bad faith of English
traders and slave-owners, ending up on a plantation in Surinam —
though never, it appears, actually forced to labour. Oronocko
leads a failed slave rebellion, kills Imoinda with his own hand, but
is saved from suicide by the planters who castrate, disembowel
and quarter him.

Like some of the versions of *Inkle and Yarico' Oronooke would
seem to use the difference of the protagonist as a mark of nobility
to stand i contrast to the unscrupulouns lack of honour of the
English traders: the politcs here would again seem basically
domestic, particularly if Oronocko himself can, as has been
suggested, be read as the betrayed Charles I1, his kingdom turned
over to the Dutch, as Surinam had been in 1667.33 There is clearly
no condemnation of the slave trade as such and Oronooko, far
from being a representative African, is disunguished in every
possible way from his fellow-countrymen, even in his physical
appearance:

He was pretty tall, but of a shape the most exact that can be

fancy'd: The most famous statuary cou'd not form the figure of

a man more admirably turn'd from head to foot. His face was

not of that rusty black which most of that nation are, but of

perfect ebony,or polished jett. His nose was rising and Roman,
instead of African and flat. His mouth the finest shaped that
could be seen; far from those great tum'd Lips, which are so
natural to the rest of the negroes. The whole proportion and air
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of his face was so nobly and exactly form'd, that bating his
colour, there could be nothing in nature more beautiful,
agreeable and handsome. There was no one grace wanting, that
bears the standard of true beauty. His hair came down to his
shoulders, by the aids of art, which was by pulling it out with a
quill, and keeping it comb'd; of which he took particular
care. 34

Aphra Behn's Oroncoko is close in some respects to Ligon’s
version of the Yarico story. Both are based on earlier visits to the
Caribbean (Behn in 1663—4; Ligon in 1647-50), and derive at
least part of their authority from presenting themselves as first-
hand accounts: Mrs Behn has talked to all the leading actors in her
story, including Oronooko himself. Almost inevitably Mrs
Behn's historical claims have been challenged, but they seem to
have stood up remarkably well, at least as far as the Surinam
episode is concerned.?% Oronooko’s retrospective account of the
Coromantee court is a different matter, reading very much like a
story from the Thousand and One Nights or, indeed, from a
Restoration drama: but then so did Ligon's second paragraph
about Yarico's provenance.

In some ways the oddest detail, never explained in the novel, is
Oronooko’s name. It is not clear what kind of irony or paralle] is
implied by the arrival just down the coast from the mouth of the
Orinoco (spelt ‘Oronooko’ in English until the nineteenth cen-
tury) of an African bearing such an evocatively American name.
The oddness is compounded by the opening pages of the novel
which set out, with greater determination than narrative motiva-
tion, to give an account of the native Amerindians, which turns
out to be a particularly pure piece of primitivism ending on a note
of realpolitik:

we find it absolutely necessary to caress "em as friends, and not
to treat "em as slaves, nor dare we do other, their numbers so far
surpassing ours in that continent. %

Southerne’s dramatic version of Oronooko (1695) and its further
adaptation to later sensibilities in 1759 by Hawkesworth were
among the most popular plays in eighteenth-century England
but, like Colman's Inkle and Yarico (1787), coarsened and simpli-
fied their narrative original. By the 17705 Oronooko had been
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mobilized so successfully by the anti-slavery movement for it
never — despite its huge popularity — to be performed in
Liverpool.

5

The debate in England over the First Black Carib War of 1772—3
was influenced by the prevailing ethos of ssntumentality.®” The
West Indian interest was quite clear. The Treaty of Paris had
given England control of the last remaining land in the Canbbean
suitable for sugar plantadons. The best land of all was on 5t
Vincent, but unfortunately on the windward half of the island
occupied by the large Black Carib community in line with a
treaty made with the French in 1700 (see Figure 15).%® The
English government was clearly never disposed to take this treaty
seriously. General Monckton's reward for his services during the
Seven Years War was a grant of 4000 acres on the Carib side of
the dividing line. The commissioners, under William Young, the
first baronet, reported that *very small and detached spots only are
here and there cleared and settled by them, whilst large tracts
through which they are scattered remained in wood, useless and
unoccupied’, remaining therefore in what the Council and
Assembly later refer to, almost inevitably, as ‘a state of nature’.*?
Young himself elsewhere mentions, by way of justification, Carib
neglect of ‘the obligation to cultivate’, linking the English
campaign against the Caribs to that long tradition of misrecog-
nition of the forms and practices of native Amerindian agricul-
ture.*? For support he refers to the legist Emerich de Vattel, who
had recently expressed the opinion that those people ‘who having
fertile countnes, disdain to cultivate the earth . .. deserve to be
exterminated as savage and pernicious beasts’. The establishment
of European colonies in North America was therefore found to be
‘extremely lawful’: ‘The people of those vast countries rather
over-ran than inhabited them’ 4!

The commissioners decided to make an aceurate survey of all
*disputed’ areas — that is to say the areas that the settlers had their
eyes on — and to build roads that would facilitate such a survey,
not to mention any ‘pacification’ that might prove necessary.
The Caribs reacted in traditional style, electing a warchief, Joseph
Chatoyer, for the period of the conflict, and beginning a
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St Vincent 1700
1763-1797 :
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Fr'gu_r: 15 5t Vincent 1700-73; showing the two significant divisions of
the island between Europeans and Black Caribs.

campaign of harassment against the surveyors and road-builders.
The success of this campaign can probably be ganged accurately

from the tone of Young's description of the Black Caribs in his
report dated April 1767:

They are . . . an idle, ignorant, and savage people, subject to no
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law or discipline, and scarcely acknowledging subordination to
any chief: they speak a jargon of their own, which, added to an
extreme jealousy of their liberty, a distrust of those they
converse with, and a litdde affected cunming, make it very
difficult 1o discourse or reason with them concerning their
situation, and the arrangements necessary to be taken with
respect to them. They go for the most part naked.4?

The commissioners were losing their patience. The Treasury
authorized continuanon of the survey and financial compensation
to the Caribs for land they agreed 1o sell, but the surveyors, even
with military assistance, failed to make progress. In April 1769 a
detachment of forty soldiers was cut off 16 miles within Carib
territory and released only after the English had promised to
‘give up all immediate pretensions to interfere with their country
and never again attempt to make roads of communication
through it'.4* Later in the year four Carib canoes, probably on a
trading run to St Luaa, were sunk by a British sloop, and eighty
Caribs left to drown.®* In 1771 a further meeting between the
commissioners and the Caribs resulted only in Chatoyer restating
his determination to defend Canb sovereignty.*® The commis-
sioners’ report (16 October 1771), giving an account of the
meeting, hints at a more radical solution to the problem:

We conceive it impossible that so small an island can long
continue divided between a civilized people and savages, who
are bound by no nes of law or religion: and who, from their
situation among woods, are even exempted from fear of
punishment. 4®

The settlers tried the legalisuic approach. suggesting that the
eastern half of the island constituted a dangerous imperium in
imperio:

that the suffering such a separate Empire as these Indians claim
within your Majesty's Dominions is not only incompatible
with the safety of your Subjects, but highly derogatory from
the Honor and Dignity of the British Crown, that Lenity and
every humane Expedient to bring them to a reasonable
Subjection has long been tried without success; that with
Nature's incapable of Gratitude or Sentiment, the mild hand of
Benevolence evidently looses its effect.*”
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The sentimental matrix is recognized as providing the relevant
vocabulary but judged inappropnate in this case.

In a separate report Richard Maitland, the island agent, spoke
openly of removing the Caribs from the island altogether,
broaching a forced removal back to Africa.*® This suggestion was
full of ironies. If anyone was native to St Vincent it was certainly
not the English, so they were hardly in a moral position to
remove anyone else. None of the Black Caribs had ever seen
Africa: inasmuch as they were Carib they had been settled in the
Caribbean for several centuries, in so far as they could be
considered African they were hardly themselves responsible for
being in the West Indies in the first place,

It had, though, always suited the settlers o portray the Black
Caribs as usurpers of a legitimate Carib heritage and therefore not
legally entitled to their land. This was a line strongly pushed by
William Young in a further and telling instalment in the series of

‘beginnings’, this time the story of the beginnings of the Black
Caribs:

The Negroes, or Black Charaibs (as they have been termed of
late years), are descendants from the cargo of an African slave
ship, bound from the Bite of Benin to Barbadoes, and wrecked,
about the year 1675, on the coast of Bequia, 2 small island about
two leagues to the south of St Vincent's.

The Charaibs, accustomed to fish in the narrow channel,
soon discovered these Negroes, and finding them in great
distress for provisions, and particularly for water, with which
Bequia was ill supplied, they had little difficulty in inveigling
them into their canoes, and transporting them across the
narrow channel to St Vincent's, where they made slaves of
them, and set them to work. These Negroes were of a warlike
Moco tribe from Africa, and soon proved restive and indocile
servants to the less robust natives of the western ocean.

He tells of an attempted Canib massacre of the blacks, which
occasioned a sudden insurrection and escape to the mountains of
the north-east. Combining there with other runaways and
refugees from justice the shipwrecked Africans

formed a nation, now known by the name of Black Charaibs: a
title themselves arrogated, when entering into contest with
their ancient masters.
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The savage, with the name and utle, thinks he inhents the
qualities, the right, and the property, of those whom he may
pretend to supersede: hence he assimilates himself by name and
manmners, as it were to make out his identity, and confirm the
succession. Thus these Negroes not only assumed the national
appellation of Charaibs, but individually their Indian names;
and they adopted many of their customs: they flattened the
forchead of their infant children in the Indian manner: they
buried their dead in the attitude of sitting, and according to
Indian rites: and killing the men they took in war, they carried
off and cohabited with the women.4?

Young's narrative performs the colonial disavowal in a manner
very similar to Robinson Crusoe’s, or for that matter Purchas’s
telling of the romance of Virginia. In each case an earlier moment
of supposed usurpation is projected to act as a screen for the present
usurpation which can thereby be presented as a recrification of
others’ crimes. This time it is the ‘true’ Caribs who have been
dispossessed, the Black Caribs who are the usurpers. To dispossess
the dispossessers is merely natural justice. Like all colonialist
versions of beginnings this is a mythic story and a familiar one:
shipwreck, hospitality, ingratitude. Other evidence can counter
its claim to historicity,®® but equally important is the way in
which the narrative can manipulate the elements of that familiar
paradigm - which is after all the story again of Inkle and Yarico -
to cast an unfavourable light on the enemy of the British settlers.
Most striking is the absolute reversal that has taken place in the
depiction of the Caribs. Only recently a byword for inhospitable
savagery they are turned by Young's account into ‘the less robust
natives of the western ocean’, innocent and pacific victims of
black usurpation, an uncanny repetition, down to the linguistic
borrowing, of the supposed relationship, three centuries earlier, of
Carib to Arawak. WNeedless to say there was no concomitant
mtention on the British part to restore these “usurped’ lands to
their “rightful’ Canb owners.5!

The planters’ interest in London finally prevailed on the
government to take military action, and on 18 April 1772 Lord
Hillsborough, the Seccretary of State, sent a secret dispatch
mobilizing all the military and naval forces in the islands, as well
as two regiments from North America. The idea was sull to
terrify the Black Caribs into accepting a treaty that would give
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them reserved land in a part of the island not required for sugar
growing. However, attempted resistance would lead to ‘effectual
Measures for the Reduction of them' and their forced removal to
‘some unfrequented Part of the Coast of Africa or some desert
Island adjacent thereto’.®2 The Carib reaction was that they
would not yield any part of their lands, ‘which lands were
transmitted to them from their ancestors and in defence of which
they would die’.®* Young, summarizing these events, has the
‘patient forbearance’ of the British government wom down by
the ‘contumacy’ of the Caribs until the war of 1772 became
necessary.** In fact, despite constant provocation, the Caribs seem
to have defended their territory from frequent British incursions
with the very minimum of force.

When Hillsborough's secret instructions became public know-
ledge they provoked a good deal of debate inside and outside
Parliament. Two letters are of particular interest. On 160 October
1772 Granville Sharp wrote to the Earl of Dartmouth,
Hillsborough's successor. The opening sentence strikes a senti-
mental note: ‘A truly conscientious man is seldom to be met with
in this corrupt age’. In the long and eloquent letter Sharp moves
from the difficulty of the undertaking through reasons of climate
amllcnr:rn}r stubbornness to its injustice, He reviews the French
cession of the island to England, arguing that the lands of the
Caribs could not have been included ‘because the French could
have no right to cede what did not belong to them’; invokes
‘laws of nations, and the unalterable principles of natural Justice”,
hopes that ‘the credit of our mation may not openly be stained by
the hornd crimes of unjust appression, robbery and premeditated
murder’; and ends with a pointed threat to Dartmouth as an aid
to his conscience:

good and evil can never change places, and . . . we must not do
evil that good may come.

These are the first and most fundamental principles of Govern-
ment: so that statesmen and politicians, who thus venture to
dispense with them, ought to be reminded, that such measures
not only accumulate a national, but a personal guilt, which they
must one day personally answer for, when they shall be
compelled to attend, with common robbers and murderers,
expecting an cternal doom; for the nature of their crimes is
essentially the same, and God is no respecter of persons.
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Sharp offered to elaborate his arguments in private and was
invited to a long interview with Dartmouth the following day.%%

The attack on the government was continued several weeks
later by a psendonymous letter to Dartmouth published in The
Seots Magazine, which attacked whar it called ‘an uncommon
scene of cruelty carrying on n the island of St Vincent, agamnst
the innocent, natural inhabitants” in che name of avil hiberty.
‘Probus’ also outlined the history of the island, whose legal
division now made it disgraceful that Hillsborough should have
listened to the planters’ petition ‘to extirpate all the black native
free inhabitanes’. He contnued:

Resistance might well be expected, and now intelligence is
received, that British troops are employed to put these people
to the sword, under the specious pretext of destroying insurg-
ents. This is the Briash Government reviving the Spanish
crueltics ar the conquest of Mexico, to gratify avaricious
merchants, landholders, and venal commissioners.

He concluded by calling for a parliamentary inquiry unless the
expedition was suspended.5®

A parlhamentary debate followed on ¢ December, with
speakers condemning ‘hosulities against a defenceless, innocent
and inoffensive people’, suggesting that ‘they are fighung for
liberty, and every English heart must applaud them’. In conse-
quence of a motion, the relevant documents — Papers relative to the
expedition against the Caribbs, and the sale of land in St Vincent's —
were laid before the House on 23 December; and further criticism
of the expedition was voiced in a debate on 10 February 1773.57

By this time, however, hostilities were almost at an end. The
government had received news dated October 1772 that Canb
resistance was ‘serious and formidable' and that the military
campaign was making little progress. The iniual hostlities had
turned the Black Canbs into ‘most cruel and unforgiving
enemics’ and Governor Leybourne reported that: ‘I very much
fear their Reduction, will be a work of time, for they possess a
Country very inaccessible, and seem to have a knowledge how to
avail themselves of this Advantage'.®® Urgent dispatches were
sent in December to the army commander instructing him to sue
for a reaty, which was negotiated in March 1773. The Black
Caribs were left in full possession of their lands except for 2000
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acres that were ceded to the settlers = bur which were partly
resettled by the Black Caribs two years later; and a strip 3 chains
wide around the coast (see Figure 15). In return they pledged
allegiance to the Briush Crown and its laws, promised to return
runaway slaves, and to allow the construction of roads. The
settlers had gained no significant portion of desired land. %9

6

The anonymous 1736 "Yarico to Inkle, an Epistle’ was reprinted
nine times bcfurc the end of the century. The first edition carried
a three line epigraph from Dryden which was replaced in the 1792

Marblehead edition by llioneus’s poignant questions from the first
book of the Aeneid:

Quod genus hoc hominum? quaeve hunc tam barbara morem
Permittit patria? (Aeneid 1.530—40)
[What manner of men are these? What land is this that allows
them such barbarous ways?)®®

— an epigraph that points up the parallels between the stories of
Inkle and Yarico and Dido and Aeneas. These can briefly be
recalled. The Trojans and English are both shipwrecked in a
storm off a hostile coast; Aencas and Inkle are both separated from
the other sailors and passengers; in both cases an amorous
relationship develops between the traveller and an hospitable
‘princess’ of the country; in both cases their sexual union is
consummated in a cave, heralding a period of bliss which is
brought to an end when the traveller moves on, deserting the
woman he had loved — or perhaps deceived.®!

As with the examples from earlier chapters the significance of
these r;las;icnl parallels is by no means easy to construe and is
complicated by the already somewhat problematic place of the
Carthaginian episode within the Aeneid. The gist of the narrative
is banal enough to obviate the need for explanation through
allusion but, underpinning the more specific parallels, is a sub-text
concerning the great colonial theme of hospitality, which pro-
vides the socially symbolic meaning enacted by the story of Inkle
and Yarico. As with that of the Cyclops episode in Chapter 3 the
reading here needs to be double. The story of Dido will help with
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the reading of Inkle and Yarico, but will itself need a reciprocal
reading to restore its political dimension. In both cases whar
stands in need of clarification is the political unconscious of a love-
SLOTY.

It has been a continual source of difficulty to critics of the
Aeneid that its hero, founder of the Rome that Virgil is
celebrating, should be responsible for the death of such a
sympathetic character as Dido while, as the Oxford Companion to
Classical Literature puts it, ‘Aeneas goes shabbily away scot-
free’.®2 The contemporary sources concerning Dide were too
confused for the explanation to be that Virgil had little choice in
his presentation of the episode, and so the conventional reading
has tended to set destiny against passion: Aeneas, reminded of his
duty, tears himself away from his true love; Dido, heartbroken,
dies by her own hand; and we, following 5t Augustine’s lead, are
left to weep for her. Dido is therefore — as she was re-presented by
Dryden in 1697 — a sentimental heroine along the lines of
Euripides’ Medea and Carullus's Ariadne, deserted by their
lovers.

Richard Monti has read the episode rather differently, stressing
as a key term the word ‘dextera’ (right hand) which features
prominently in Dido’s recnminatory speech to Acneas:

Unfaichful man, did you think you could do such a dreadful

thing

And keep it dark? yes, skulk from my land without one
word?

Our love, the vows you made me [data dextera] — do these not
give you pause ... ?

By these tears, by the hand you gave me [dextramque twam] —
They are all | have left, today, in my misery — 1 implore you,
And by our union of hearts, by our marriage hardly begun,
If I have ever helped you ac all, if anything

About me pleased you, be sad for our our broken home,

forgo
Your purpose, | beg vou, unless it's too late for prayers of
mine.** (IV.304—31)

According to the ‘sentimental’ reading ‘dextera’ should refer to
the hand of betrothal that featured in Medea: Dido would then be
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the betrayed woman berating her lover. Certain commentators,
and Monti quotes Richard Heinze in this respect, have taken this
line and ‘explined’ a textual difficulty through nadequate
motivation of an adapted source:

Since it is true that there is nothing in the text before this point
which rtells of the clasping of right hands in a pledge of
marriage, the conclusion to which Heinze's reader is drawn is
that Virgil in an excess of zeal surpasses this borrowing from
Euripides without making the necessary adjustments in the
narrative,%4

Bu, as with Kermode's similar reading of Prospero’s interrupted
masquc, a supposedly ‘textual’ problem proves to be the location
of an ideological crux of some importance.5®

Monti shows, in considerable detail, that both in Virgil and in
the literature of the republic generally ‘dextera’ is usually a
political term. Given the intensely personal nature of Roman
political alliances this by no means dispenses with the centrality of
sexual passion to the relationship between Dido and Aeneas, but it
dur:sl suggest a more complex story than that of enamoured
heroine deserted by duty-bound hero.®® The lead followed by
Monti is that given in Arthur Pease's 1935 commentary on Book
IV where he suggests that ‘dextera’ implies ‘a pledge of
hospitality or friendship rather than one of troth’#7

This suggestion is confirmed by an analysis of the key scene of
the first meeting between Dido and the Trojans. Inevitably this
meeting has many superficial similarities with the colonial en-
counters studied in this book, and in particular with the Inkle and
Yarico story, although its narrative development is very different.
The sub-text of the early exchanges concerns barbarism. Hioneus,
spokesman for the Trojans in the temporary absence of Aeneas, is
determined to avoid the charge of piracy. He is aware that Dido,
‘w?lm. under God, have founded a new city’, is the guardian of
avic values; the Trojans, strange and unexpected arrivals from the
sea, must appear alien to urban order and therefore need to assere,
as it were, their own civilized pedigree:

We are not come as pirates to waste your Libyan homes
With the sword, and carry down their plunder to the beaches.

(1.527-8)
They are ciry-dwellers themselves, forced to leave their home and
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on their way to ltaly: in other words legitimate travellers. In fact
llioneus's indignation turns the tables. As vicims of the storm
they are deserving of a hospitality they have not yet received:

What manner of men are these? What land is this thar allows
them

Such barbarous ways? They bar us even from the sancruary of
the sands. (L.539-41)

It turns out, of course, that Dido's city is an oasis of civilization in
the desert of barbarity which is the coast of Africa. Like Yarico
and, to some extent, Pocahontas, she is able to offer a refuge from
the prevailing dangers. There i in this the same sense of betrayal
that underlies Yarico and Pocahontas's receptivity — as larbas later
makes ciear when he refers contemptuously to Dido as:

That woman who, wandering within our frontiers, paid to

establish
Her insignificant township, permitted by us to plough up
A piece of the coast and be queen of it. (IV.z11—3)

But Dido, and here the ironies multply, is herself a refugee from
what can only be described as the barbarism of the city in the
form of her murderous brother-in-law Pygmalion. And. in a
startling reversal of the incipient colonial situation of Book 1X of
the Odyssey, Dido — while llioneus, like a good guest, stresses the
shortmess of the Trojans’ intended stay — offers an equal share in
her kingdom:

vultis et his mecum pariter considere regnis?
urbem quam statuo, vestra est
(L.s72-3)

or as Dryden pointedly, if somewhat loosely, has it: "My Wealth,
my City, and my self are yours’,** an offer, as Aeneass warm
response suggests, unequalled in the annals of avilized consor-
tium. The final toast, called for by the queen, clarifies the nature
of the preceding exchanges:

Jupiter — yours, they say, are the laws of hospitality —

Grant this be a happy day for the Carthaginians and those

Whao come from Troy, a day that our children will remember!
(L.731-3)
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The hospitium offers not only a temporary refuge but a perma-
nent home, a colonial dream come true; which is something of an
embarrassment for someone too concerned with his destiny as
supposed founder of a city to worry — yet — about colonial
COMNQUCEsts.

In this reading Dido's despairing appeal = ‘nec te noster amor,
nec te data dextera quondam’ (IV.307) — does not consist simply
of a repeated plea to love and lovers' vows; but of a double-
voiced plea: to love and 1w the political ties established by
hospitality. It is not casy to keep them apart — after all, the climax
of Dido's hospitality is the offer of her body — but the political
inflection needs highlighting, given the tendency to submerge it
n the tears of 2 purely senamental recrimination. Aenecas is fully
aware of the political ties that bind him. Conventionally Dido is
seen as the victim of self-deception — she wants Aeneas to stay so
she convinces herself that he will — while Aeneas is merely torn
between duty and love. Psychological hypotheses would be
particularly inappropriate in this case but it should be pointed out
that Dido’s convictions are not self-induced: Aeneas acts as if he is
staying, adopting Carthaginian dress and superintending new
building work in the city (IV.260-3). So, appropriately, his
response 1o Dido addresses the political argument and has to
accept its merit;

ego te, quae plurima fando
enumerare vales, numquam, Regina, negabo
promeritam (IV.333-5)
[I'll never pretend
You have not been good to me, deserving of everything
You can claim]

Love is not irrelevant, but the real conflict is between two
pressing but incompatible paolitical demands.

This excursus into the Aeneid suggests that the pathos of the
deserted heroine motif may, even in the classical archetypes,
obscure the fully political issue of hospitality which, as was argued
at Ilr:ngth in Chaprer 4, is central to colonialist practices and to
their management in European discourses; and in the light of this
reading of its classical intertext ‘Inkle and Yarico' can be properly
seen as a concessionary narrative. Like the story of Pocahontas it
goes some way towards recognizing a native point of view and
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offering a critique of European behaviour, but it can only do this
by not addressing the central issue. In this sense the narrative is
classically Freudian, a compromise that is made possible by
displacement,

So far the argument of this chapter has been manifest in its
structure. ‘History’ — the story of the British wars against
the Black Caribs in St Vincent, and ‘Literature’ — the various
versions of the story of Inkle and Yarico — have had to occupy
alternate sections, placed parallel to one amother but rarely
meeting or showing any sign of cross-reference. Such parallels as
do exist — like that between the structure of the ‘Inkle and
Yarico' story and the story told by Young of Black Carib origins
~ have to be excavated from a long way below the textual surface.
An argument could certainly be made that this separation of
spheres can be ‘explained by" — in the sense that it is part of - the
historical conjuncture. The last half of the cighteenth century was,
according to any reading, a period of crisis for British colonialism,
so it is hardly surprising that the final and in some ways half-
hearted effort to complete the European extirpation of the
population of the native Caribbean should not have had a
contemporary Robinson Crusoe to embody its ideology. If any-
thing — and this would count as a further ‘explanation’ — ‘Inkle
and Yarico’ would seem, in its sentimentality and 1ts critique of
English calcularion, to belong to the emergent ideology for which
Granville Sharp was such an eloguent spokesman. 1772, the year
of Sharp's letter, also saw a hosule official inquiry into the affairs
of the East India Company in the aftermath of its disastrous
attempts to administer Bengal, and the judgement in the famous
case of James Somerset, both important propaganda victories for
the movement of radical libertarianism which was soon to be
rendered ineffective on account of the ideological polarization
produced by the revolutionary events in France and Haiti in the
early 1790s.%%

This is all true enough. Bur, as is always the case with the
Freudian model, the more successful the displacement the more
difficult it becomes to trace the connections between the actiology
of the repression and the formation of a particular set of symp-
toms. For cultural critics, however, as for Freud, the ‘perfect’
displacement is a theoretical impossibility: there must be a link,
however tenuous, in the discursive nexus, that will cathect the
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two sets of texts, literary and historical, If not, their juxtaposition
would be arbitrary.

Given the imaginative geography of The Tempest and Robinson
Crusoe it is almost predictable that the point of referential contact
between ‘Inkle and Yarico' and the Black Caribs turns out to be
North Africa. The intertextual connections between Inkle and
Yarico and Aeneas and Dido, brought to the textual surface by
the Marblchead epigraph, have already been explored. Directly
alongside this and finally bringing the parallel lines together
should be set William Young's memorandum to Lord Hills-
borough, dated 28 July 1772, suggesting that the dominant white
feeling in St Vincent at that moment with respect to the Caribs
was ‘Delenda est cartago’.7® This Latin tag was supposedly
spoken by Cato as the conclusion he had been forced to reach
after a visit to a resurgent Carthage, In Plutarch’s version the
threat is distinctly aimed at Rome's masculinity:

1t 15 said that Caro contrived to drop a Libyan fig in the Senate,
as he shook out the folds of his toga, and then, as the senators
admired its size and beaury, said that the country where it grew
was only three days® sail from Rome.™

The fig 1s usually read as a potent sign of the proximity of a
potential enemy, but it could equally ~ in the colonial sub-text —
be scen as an indication of a source of particularly good figs. So
the historical resonances of the memorandum are rich, with
Young proposing himself, consciously or not, as a Cato whose
personal experience, dramatically symbolized by the fig he shakes
from his toga, is in danger of being ignored by metropolitan
complacency and, in the Carib case, sentimentality. The brute
reality of the planters” desire to destroy the native inhabitants of

the island is only utterable in the pure register of classical
quotaon.

7

As with the similar story of Pocahontas the provenance of the
‘Inkle and Yarico® theme has been a subject of dispute. Lawrence
Price’s Inkle and Yarice Album, the most thorough study of the
narrative, begins with Ligon; but Gilbert Chinard — and, follow-
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ing Chinard, Wylie Sypher — trace the origin of the story to Jean of it; and the other she carried away with her, returmning back to
Mocquet, who sailed with Razilly to Brazil in 1604 and who was the Mercy of Fortune, and full of Mourning and Discontent.
later to hold the office of "Garde du Cabinet des Singularitez du The Seamen who took this Pilot into their Boat, seeing this
Roy aux Tuileries’. In his Voyages, first published in French in horrible and cruel Spectacle, asked him, why he had left this
1616, and translated into English by MNathanmiel Pullen in 1696,72 woman; but he pretended she was a Savage, and that he did not
Mocquet's ship meets an English vessel near Cumani: now heed her; which was an extreme Ingratitude and Wicked-

ness in him: Hearing this, [ could not look upon him, but

Our Trumpeter shewed me their Pilot, and told me, that he : e
always with Horrour and great Detestation.”?

some years before being in an English Vessel, as they were upon

the Coasts of the West-Indies, towards St John de Love (the Chinard and Sypher talk unproblematically about Yarico making
first place of the Indies to go to Mexico, where the Spaniards her first appearance in this passage, but some care is needed in
are, then their Swom Enemies) a great Storm overtook them, establishing the relationship between Mocquet and Ligon. After
which cast them upon the Coast, where they were all lost, Ligon all versions of the story are openly intertextual: they refer
except this Pilot, who saved himself by Swimming to Land, back ecither to Ligon himself or to Steele — and therefore by
carrying with him a little Sea-Compass, and went thus implication to Ligon - as authoritadve sources. Ligon is the earth
wandring about to return by Land to the Newfound Countries: through which the narratve current is grounded in history.
Upon that, he had found an Indian-Woman, of whom he was Ligon, reporting his meeting with Yarico and the tale associated
Enamoured, making her fine Promises by Signs, that he would with her, is a self-conscious originator of a story: intertextual
Marry her; which she believed, and conducted him through reference to Mocquet is ruled out on principle. As was the case in
these Desarts; where she shewed him the Fruit and Roots good the carlier discussion of The Tempest and its ‘sources’, the least
to Eat, and served him for an Interpreter amongst the Indians, interesting question — in any case unanswerable — is whether the
which he found, she telling them that it was her Husband. carlier text was known to the later writer. The undoubted
After having been thus 2 or 3 years continually wandering relationship between Mocquet's story and Ligon’s is dependent
about, and that for above 800 Leagues, without any other not upon Ligon's possible access to Mocgquet's text but on internal
Comfort but this Woman; At last they arrived at the New- similarities.

foundland, guiding himself by his Compass: They had a Child These similarities are suggestive in a variety of ways. The
together; and found there an English Ship a Fishing: He was repetition of the presentational mode — a story told by a third
very glad to see himself escaped from so many Dangers, and party to the author about a figure who is silent — suggests that we
gave these English an account of all his Adventures: They took are dealing with a particular narrative genre, a specialized version
him on Board their Vessel to make him good cheer; but being of 'the anecdote’ with a precise axial arrangement whereby the
ashamed to take along with him this Indian-Woman thus silent figure is established by the third party’s report as a subject of
Maked, he left her on Land, without regarding her cry more: fascination, whether of horror or of pity.

But she seeing herself thus forsaken by him, whom she had so Like Ligon’s, Mocquet’s story has the rough edges and circum-
dearly Loved, and for whose sake she had abandoned her stantiality of a true ancedote before it is polished into a literary
Country and Friends, and had so well guided and accompanied essay, vet even these edges are identifiable as colonial topoi. The
him through such places, where he would, without her, have extraordinary 8oo-league journey recalls Ingram's probably fic-
been dead a thousand umes. After having made some Lament- tional walk up the eastern seaboard; and the compass reappears,
ation, full of Rage and Anger, she took her Child, and tearing again here almost as much a totem of European identity as an
it into two pieces, she cast the one half towards him into the instrument for direction-finding. But most remarkable of all is

Sea, as if she would say, that belonged to him, and was his part the presence of the child, the living symbol — as Steele and others
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later realized — of a potential harmony between European and
native American, so callously deserted by the English pilot and so
savagely destroyed by the Amerindian woman in unconscious
parody of the judgement of Solomon, and, for that matrer, of
Dido’s lament thart she had not even conceived a “little Aeneas’ to
remind her of him (Aeneid 1V.327-30).

The severed child is too terrible and potent an image for the
more refined sensibilities of the eighteenth century. It certainly
gives Mocquet's story an awesome power, buc also a deep
ambivalence since the pilot's ingratitude is overshadowed by his
lover’s action, which is so unthinkable a violation of the purity of
the mother/child couplet, sacred within Christan Europe, that it
is difficult to know how to read it at all. It could signify the deep
and recalcitrant savagery of the nauves; it could be a terrible index
of the pilot's ingratitude. But it would seem in the end so awful,
in something like the full sense of that word, that it transcends any
moral judgements that a reader might want to pass.

What is common, however, to this whole series of stories is that
the home territory of the native woman is not the destination of
the European ship. The topos that signifies this is normally a
shipwreck: Inkle (and his pilot forerunner) are here in the good
company of Aeneas, Prospero and Robinson Crusoe in being cast
against their will on to a native shore, the best possible excuse for
being there, as Odysseus and John Smith proved by pretending
that they had suffered the same fate. So there are always two
locations involved in the story. In Mocquet they are a Caribbean
coast and ‘terres neufs’ to the north; in Ligon, Steele and others
the first is sometimes a Caribbean coast and sometimes an African,
but the second is always Barbados. This is where the concession-
ary nature of the story becomes apparent. Inkle, rescued and
succoured and loved, clearly infringes the laws of hospitality by
selling Yarico into slavery; but this is, after all, an individual case
and no threat is offered to the home terrtory of the victim. In fact
— and this is again a constant from Ligon's version onwards — the
Inkle figure is the sole survivor of the violence offered to
Europeans by the inhospitable natives. The three key moves are
all therefore repetitions of the Aeneid: the initial violence com-
plained about by Hioneus; the Trojan’s absence of interest in
Carthage; and Aeneas’s ingratitude towards Dido. The Aeneid is a
welcome reference point because, blameworthy as Aeneas’s
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actions may be, they are interpretable as an unfortunate clash
between passion and duty and therefore only an infringement of
the laws of hospitality, rather than the complete overturning of
such laws through the extirpation of the native population. The
introduction of [lioneus's words as epigraph to the 1792 edition of
the 1736 ‘Yarico to Inkle’ poem is, therefore, carcfully
ambivalent, referring equally to Inkle's ‘barbaric’ action and to
the English ship's inhospitable reception on the Caribbean coast,
the two breaches tending, the implication would seem to be, to
cancel each other out. The insistence on Barbados is to be
explained by the fact that, alone of the English sugar islands, it had
no native population at the time of the English settlement.™ It 1s
a relatively ‘pure’ space in which the scene of the betrayal can
take place, another screen or alibi for the extirpation going on
clsewhere, a trope entirely congruent with the rift in the structure
of Robinson Crusoe. The sentimentalizing ‘anti-slavery’ versions
that move the first scene of ‘Inkle and Yarico' to the African
coast are only consolidating the tendency already inherent in the
story to obviate all mention of English settlement of Carib lands.

Strangely the pure space of ‘Barbados’ nearly mimes in its
phonemes the barbarianism which muse still be located outside,
on the savage islands. The 1738 ‘Story of Inkle and Yarico® - the
one that has Yarico as Negro virgin and Indian maid in different
stanzas of the poem — has opposite the title page a list of errata
which corrects 'Yarrico' to ‘Yarico' throughout, and the
‘Cannibals’ who dwell on the ‘barbarous coast’ to "Canibals’;
but which fails to note the revenge of the unconscious in printing
‘the Barbadian coast’ as ‘the Barbarian coast’.”®

8

Despite the 1773 treaty the Vincentian planters were determined
that Carthage was to be destroyed. Sugar plantations were
established in piecemeal fashion by the settlers on Carib lands, and
successfully defended. During the governorship of the ‘unfor-
tunate’ Valentine Morris the Caribs assisted a French take-over of
the island, but this brought the incursions into Carib territory to
only a temporary halt.7®

Ower the next ten years relationships between the sertlers and
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the Black Caribs scem to have improved, at least if contemporary
evidence is taken into account. In 1789 the Methodist missionary
Thomas Coke wrote to John Wesley of his favourable impression
of the Caribs:

| feel myself much attached to these poor savages. The sweet
simplicity and cheerfulness they manifested on every side, soon
wore off every unfavourable impression my mind had imbibed
from the accounts I had received of their eruelties. Cruelties
originating probably with ourselves rather than with them,?

This could be merely the language of sentiment, but the hard-
headed William Young was also favourably impressed by the
demeanour of the Carib leaders when he visited his estates on St
Vincent during the winter of 1791-2.7%

The retrospective accounts inevitably tell a different story.
Coke’s later History of the West Indies contains an anxious
rewriting of his letter:

The simplicity and cheerfulness which, in the midst of cautious
suspicions, were manifested by the Charaibees towards us,
soone grew into an attachment which totally banished our
fears. The unfavourable impressions which we had received
from a recital of their cruelties soon wore away; their artless
address gained the ascendancy over previous report, and half
taught us to believe that they had been wronged by misrepre-
sentation and prejudice. But artless addresses sometimes pro-
ceed from excess of artifice and fraud; and the civil history of
this island stands as a convincing testimony, that no people ever
practised duplicity with greater impurity than this people. The
savages of America, we learn from these circumstances, may be
destitute of the finesse of moderm Europe, without being cither
ignorant of deception, or always guided by virtue.”®

And Charles Shephard, whose history ‘is respectfully inscribed
. to the survivors of the Carib War', gives full rein to the
planters’ version of events:

A variety of excesses had been committed by the Caribs against
the English during the time the Island was under the French
government, who prudently restrained the sanguinary disposi-
tion of their allies, nevertheless their behavior on all oecasions,
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betrayed their deep rooted enmity and aversion, and
occasioned at first a correspondent degree of caution and
prudence on the part of the Colonists; but from the evacuation
of the Island by the French, to the commencement of the
Revolution in France, the treacherous Caribs, having lost their
avowed protectors, put on the smoothest political exterior, and
as early as they could with a good grace, professed themselves
enraptured admirers of the mild and benevolent Constitution
of Great Brirain. And strange as it may appear, notwithstand-
ing past events, they were as successful in imposing on the
credulous Inhabitants, as they had been in the former war; and
the Planters with all the zeal peculiar to self interest, wished to
engage their friendship by every means within their reach.®”

Not for the first time in this sketch of colonial encounters the
story has a familiar ring to it, and the ring — as Shephard half
admits ('strange as it may appear’) — is decidedly hollow. Yet
again we are expected to believe that what he elsewhere calls “this
doubly savage race'®! — thar is ro say black and Carib — had so
successfully coated their intrinsic nature with ‘the smoothest
political exterior’ that the poor credulous planters, wanting so
much to believe the professions of friendship, had allowed
themselves to be taken in. The same planters who had carlier
made it very clear, "with all the zeal peculiar to self interest’, that
they desired the British government to extirpate the Black Caribs
from the island, tum out in Shephard’s account to have been
gullible Yaricos easily conned by the ‘treacherous Caribs' with
their Inkle-like wiles. Once again the process of reversal is almost
perfect.

Yer for the British the Second Canb War was doubly
determined. Apart from Chatoyer's imitaton of Opechan-
canough with his ‘treachery’ carefully planned over twenty-
three years, there was also the war against revolutionary France
which brought to a head many of the intemnal problems of West
Indian security. For some years previously the British forces had
been engaged in several other conflicts apart from that with the
Black Caribs. The longest-running of these was with the Jamaican
maroons, opponents inherited from Spain in 1655, and who,
under their leaders Nanny and Cudjoe, had already in the earlier
part of the eighteenth century inflicted punishing wars on British
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troops. Open warfare had not occurred since 1760, but the
maroon communities were seen as at best an unwelcome example
of black independence, at worst an actual provocation to unrest
amongst the slaves. The land-rush following the Treaty of Pans
led to further conflicts, both with French farmers (on Dominica,
Grenada and St Vincent), with established marcons (on Domi-
nica), and with new slave revolts (especially on Tobago). The lines
between these different groups are not easy two draw, as the very
name Black Carib itself suggests: all island maroon groups
probably had some kind of contact with or input from the
remaining Amerindian communities; the boundary between slave
and maroon was permeable — in at least one direction; the white
French often collaborated with any anti-British group; and most
of the previously French islands had a free, black, francophone
section.®? In addition some co-operation was likely between at
least neighbouring islands and, after the revolutions in France and
5t Domingue, this contact was actively fostered by French agents
provocateurs, leading the English planters to proclaim the existence
of a wide-ranging and dangerous conspiracy to overthrow
civilizatnon. The repression that followed was probably more
directly responsible for the slave, maroon and Carib uprisings
than was the revolutionary rhetoric. The legendary Vietor
Hugues took most of the blame:

This infamous revolutionary zealot, bloated with the inhuman,
and wide wasting principles of the democratic system, no
sooner saw himself in a condition of not only maintaining
his new conquests, but also of extending them, than he
endeavoured to convert his hopes into certainty by embroiling
every Colony in his neighbourhood, and rendering them the
theatre of internal war.®?

In 1793 Britain declared open war against revolutionary France
with the Caribbean as a major theatre, the rapid capture of all the
French islands leading to a series of prolonged guerrilla wars. This
was a pattern in which the Second Carib War of 1795 would,
from the British point of view, find a further ‘explanation’,
starting as it did just a weck after Hugues had addressed a
proclamation to the Caribs calling on them to break the chains
imposed by the hands of the tyrannical British.®* The intra-
European conflict had no doubt given the Black Caribs their
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opportunity, but the war was caused — as a Shephard again goes
some way to admitting — by settler mfnngements of the 1773
treaty. The conflict was also —1n a historical perspective that both
sides may have been aware of — the last battle in a Caribbean war
that had lasted almost exactly three centuries.®?

Within days of the uprising the Carib war-chief Chatoyer had
been killed in personal combat with a Major Leith in the battle for
the strategically important heights of Dorsetshire Hill, just north
of Kingstown. Overcoming this loss, the Canbs - aided by
French smallholders and some slaves — fought a skilful campaign
against numerically overwhelming opponents. No less than six
times the island was effecuvely saved for the British by the
opportune arrival of reinforcements, once on board the appropri-
ately named HMS Scipio.

The decisive move, however, was the arrival in the West Indies
of General Sir Ralph Abercromby’s expeditionary force of 17,000
men which was split between St Lucdia, Grenada and 5t Vincent.
Abercromby almost immediately won a major victory in June
1796, but the Black Canbs refused to surrender and, now devoid
of alhies, fought on until persuaded by some of their leaders that
surrender and deportation were preferable to the alternative of
inevitable extnetion. Five thousand Black Caribs surrendered in
October 1796 and after four months on the small island of
Balliceaux were transported to the island of Roatan, off the coast
of Honduras. On St Vincent fighting continued intermittently
until 1803, In a final cynical gesture all Canib lands — including
those of the indigenous Caribs who had formed such a wouching
contrast to Black Carib rapacity in earlier propaganda — were
declared forfeit to the Crown.
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Afterword

The nut-brown warrior has left the scene,

And dim the traces where his step has been,
Hunted from every spot he called his own,
The Charib penished, and his race 35 gone.!

After enormous inital difficulties the Black Carib community
survived and prospered in Central America, where the Island
Carib language is still spoken. And against all odds — and in spite
of Chapman's touching elegy — the *Yellow" Canbs maintained
a presence both on St Vincent and on mountainous Dominica,
where resecved land was set aside for them in 1903, and where as
recently as 1930 brief “disturbances’ — sull referred to as the
‘Carib War' — brought about the visit of a government ofhaal
and the publication of his report by HMSO in London.?

The ideology of savagery forged in the crucble of the
Caribbean proved usefully adaptable to the new political circum-
stances of modern Europe. One early use of the word ‘cannibal-
ism' — generalizing the practice away from the Caribbean —
occurs in Edmund Burke's 1796 Letters on a Regicide Peace where
he gives full rein to the rhetoric of gothic horror with which the
ruling classes have ever since depicted all attempts on their
power.® Events in the Carnibbean during the 17908 provided a
touchstone for European political discourse well into the
nineteenth century, often in conjunction with this vocabulary of
the gothic. In 1824 Frankenstein's monster — which arguably owes
something in the first place to Bryan Edwards's account of the
rising in 5t Domingue — was invoked by Canning in an anti-
abolitionist speech; while seven years later, in response to the
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Lyons silk riots that Marx would refer to as marking the
beginning of class conflict in France, Saint-Marc Girardin wrote:

Let us not dissimulate; retcence and evasion will get us
nowhere. The uprising at Lyons has brought to light a grave
secret, the civil strife that is taking place in society between the
possessing class and the class that does not possess . ... If you
take any industrial town and find out the relative number of
manufacturers and workers, you will be frightened by the
disproportion: every factory owner lives in lus factory like a
colonial planter in the middle of his slaves, one against a
hundred; and the uprising at Lyons is to be compared with the
msurrection at Saint-Domingue.*

Physically and psychologically this is Robinson Crusoe in his fort,
the discourse of colonialism providing the terms with which class
conflict can be articulated. This makes it appropriate to end by
recalling the words of some final native Caribbeans, the Tupis
guestioned at Rouen in 1562 by Montigne:

Some demanded their advise, and would needs know of them
what things of note and admirable they had observed amongst
us .... They said ... ‘they had perceived, there were men
amongst us full gorged with all sortes of commodities, and
others which hunger-starved, and bare with need and poverne,
begged at their gates: and found it strange, these moyties so
needy could endure such an injustice, and that they tooke not
the others by the throte, or set fire on their houses'.®

Notes

The procedure for references adopted in these notes is as follows:
within each chapter the first reference to a text is given in full
(with the exception of some primary text when the full reference
is reserved for Section A of the Bibliography), and subsequent
references are to author or to author and abbreviated ntle.

Introduction

1 Quoted by Lewis Hanke, Aristotle and the American Indians,
Bloomington, 1939, p. 8. The Bishop had just presented to the
Queen, Antonio de MNebrija’s Gramdnica, the first grammar of a
modern European language, and had been asked by the Queen
“What is it for?".

2 Although not addressed to colonial discourse in general, the best
introduction to the topic is stll the Introduction to Edward Saud's
Orientalism, London, 1978, pp. 1—28,

3 Immanuel Wallerstein, The Modern World-System II: Mercantilism
and the Consolidation of the European World-Economy 16e0—1750, New
York, 1974, p. 103.

4 The reference s to a three-way debate about the relationship
berween “history® and ‘theory’ whose central arguments can be found
in four books: Barry Hindess and Paul Hirst, Pre-Capitalist Modes of
Producrion, London, 1975; E.P. Thompson, The Poverty of Theory and
Orher Essays, London, 1978; Perry Anderson, Arguments within English
Marxism, London, 1980; and Paul Hirst, Marxism and Historical
Writing, London, 1985. All presuppose the work of Louis Althusser,
especially For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, London, 1970; Lenin and
Philosophy, trans. Ben Brewster, London, 1971; and (with Etienne
Balibar), Reading Capital, trans. Ben Brewster, London, 1977.

5 Michel Foucault, Power/Knowledge: Selecred Imterviews anmd Other
Writings 1972=1977, ed. Colin Gordon, Brighton, 1980, p. 118,

ti ‘This was the lengthy document required in Spanish law to be read to
the Indians by a notary before hostilities could be commenced.
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