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Abstract

The thesis argues that the colonial state in Fiji was founded upon ethno-cultural
divisions, which continued in the post-colonial period with the establishment of
indigenous chiefly political hegemony. By using a neo-Gramscian analytical
framework based on the centrality of the role of ethnicity and culture in the study of
colonial and post-colonial societies, the thesis develops three inter-related themes
for the analysis of Fiji's political history: the role of colonial culture, the importance of
ethno-cultural divisions, and the changing role of the military in hegemony, anti-
hegemony and counter-hegemony. The thesis proposes a dynamic model of de-
colonisation that conceptualises Fiji's post-colonial political history in terms of
hegemonic cycles that sees indigenous chiefly hegemony subside into
factionalisation of the indigenous polity, inter-ethnic alliances and coercive
indigenous assertion. These cycles operate as a product of conflict between
hegemonic, anti-hegemonic and counter-hegemonic forces. The study finds that the
hegemonic cycles were interrupted by a failed indigenous coercive phase in 2000
which led to military counter-hegemony and the ouster of the indigenous political
order in 2006. The thesis notes that the re-alignment of indigenous political forces,
following the latest military intervention, had the potential to re-instate the hegemonic
cycles. The neo-Gramscian model developed in the thesis has a projective element
and can be used to analyse the role of ethnicity and culture in colonial and post-
colonial hegemonies such as in the South Pacific region.



Fiji Words

Vanua

Matanitu
Mataqali
Mata-ni-Vanua
Koro

Lala

Turaga-ni-Koro
Buli

Roko

Roko Tui
Tikina
Bulubulu
Luve-ni-wal
Tuka

Navosavakadua

Veigali
Qali
Ratu
Tabu
i-taukei
Bete
Yavusa
i-tokatoka
Tui

Bati

Adi
Girmit

Jihaji

the interconnected relationship among god,
indigenous community in Fiji

Indigenous government

Indigenous Fijian landowning unit
Spokesperson for the indigenous village
Indigenous Fijian village

Indigenous Fijian customary practice of giving part of the
first produce as tribute to the chief

Indigenous Village administrator

District Officer

Provincial Council

Head of the Provincial Councll

District

Traditional Indigenous Fijian way of dispute resolution
Waterbabies

Immortality, associated with a cult movement called
Tuka in the late nineteenth century in Fiji

A leader who speaks only once: a title conferred

to indigenous Magistrates in Colonial Fiji

Principal township

A province or a town subject to another

Title of a male indigenous chief

Prohibition

Indigenous Fijians

Priest

Clan

An extended family unit

A village chief

A indigenous Fijian warrior

Title of an indigenous female chief

A term used by Indo-Fijians to describe Indians who came to Fiji
from India to work as indenture labourers in Fiji from 1879 to

1916
The boat people

land and the



INTRODUCTION

The thesis analyses Fiji's political history by utilising an adapted neo-
Gramscian theoretical framework which analyses hegemony in terms of
ethnicity and culture. The thesis argues that previous Development, World
System and neo-Gramscian IPE approaches do not take into account the
cultural logic of political hegemony nor do these appreciate the power of
ethnicity in shaping social and political discourses in colonial and post-colonial
societies. Only recently, since the 1980s, neo-Gramscian scholars have
attempted to integrate culture and ethnicity in their study of colonial and post-
colonial political and social formations. Using similar neo-Gramscian analytical
themes, | analyse the political history of Fiji as an interaction of social forces
and power in colonial and post-colonial hegemonies. The thesis applies this
neo-Gramscian approach to construct a dynamic model of de-colonisation and
is based on Robert Cox’s social-historical theory and Joseph Femia’'s
epistemological perspectivism that emphasises the role of power in political

action (Chapter 1).

This thesis also contributes to Fiji’s historiography (Chapter 2) by developing a
new theoretical paradigm to explain political hegemony, anti-hegemony and
counter-hegemony in post-colonial Fiji as a long period of de-colonisation,
characterised by a cyclical pattern from 1970 to 2006 of chiefly hegemony,
factionalisation of the indigenous bloc, inter-ethnic alliances and the assertion

of indigenous coercive hegemony, which had its origins in colonial Fiji. | further



argue that this pattern was broken in 2006 by the Fiji military forces
commander, Frank Bainimarama, who overthrew the indigenous political bloc in
a coup and implemented policies to de-ethnicise Fiji politics. However, following
the coup, there was political re-alignment of indigenous forces against the

military, raising the prospects of re-instatement of the cycle of violence.

Fiji's colonial and post-colonial history continues to be shaped by race and
culture. Racial and cultural schisms at national and sub-national levels play a
key role in hegemonic formations. For an in depth grasp of Fiji's complex socio-
political forces, it becomes necessary to look closer and deeper at ethnicity,
culture and sub-culture, which perpetuates ethnic discord and political conflict

in the country.

Fiji became a crown colony from 1874 and became an independent nation in
1970. Throughout the colonial period, the indigenous chiefs ruled with the
colonial authorities, and the origins of the relationship between the indigenous
chiefs and the Europeans emanated from an alliance between the two during
the political ascendancy of the kingdom of Bau. Followed the cession of Fiji to
Britain in the 1870s, a three-tiered ethnic bloc was established with the

Europeans in charge of the political affairs and the economy” of the colony, the

! Between 1880 and 1973, the economy of Fiji was dominated by the Australian
Colonial Sugar Refining Company (CSR). See: Stephen G. Britton, “The
evolution of a colonial space-economy: The case of Fiji,” Journal of Historical
Geography, Vol. 6, No. 3, 1980, pp. 251-274, and Bruce Knapman, Capitalism
and Colonial Development: Studies in the Economic History of Fiji 1874-1939,
PhD Thesis, Australian National University, 1984. Knapman argues that the
expansion of the sugar economy in Fiji was founded on exploitation of

_2_




indigenous Fijian chiefs providing guidance on indigenous welfare and land,
and Indian indentured workers providing labour for the European plantation
economy. All three ethnic groups were segregated from each other by the
European colonisers through an underlying racial contract,? where each ethnic
community had its own sphere of social and economic development, regulated
by various race-based colonial laws. This framework has played a central role

in Fijian politics ever since.

The racial contract has its origins in colonial Fiji and operates in distinct forms
during colonial and post-colonial hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-
hegemony. These distinctions are revealed through my new historical
materialist interpretation of Fiji's political history by focusing on the role of
political forces in particular the contours of political domination, political status
of resistance and political realignment of social forces that lead to change in
government. These concepts are embedded in neo-Gramscian model that
provides a discursive evaluation of Fiji politics. However, before we examine
the theoretical basis of the racial contract, it is important to define the use of
neo-Gramscian terms such as hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-

hegemony.

Hegemony is defined as dominant social and political forces in colonial and

indentured Indian labour and on technological innovation by the CSR.
2 In Fiji, a legal contract in the form of the Deed of Cession existed between the
Crown and the indigenous Fijian chiefs, permitting chiefs to guide the Crown on
indigenous land but also allowed the Crown to establish contracts with Indian
workers.

_3_



post-colonial Fiji. This definition of hegemony borrows from neo-Gramscian
interpretation® of hegemony as social and political forces principally generated
by the modes of social relations and determined by elements critical to the
historical structure such as colonial legacy, the role of ethnicity and culture and
the influences of armed forces in hegemony. The dominant social and political
forces in this thesis relates primarily to political leadership and political

hegemony which are used synonymously.*

Anti-Hegemony is resistance by social and sub-cultural groups to the
domination by hegemonic social and political forces. Neo-Gramscian scholar
John Hobson argued that social movements can be conceptualised as
dissident or anti-hegemonic.® In another study using neo-Gramscian theory,
Nicholas Rowe® developed a comprehensive definition of anti-hegemony “as a
response by social groups” to political and social domination as part of his
framework for the analysis of dance as a form of resistance in the Occupied

Palestian Territories.

Counter-hegemony is organised social challenge that eventually replaces the

% Randolph Prasad, Counter-Hegemony and Foreign Policy: The Dialectics
of Marginalized and Global Forces in Jamaica, (Albany: University of New
York Press, 2001), p.48.
* Derek Boothman, “The Sources of Gramsci’s Concept of Hegemony,”
Re-thinking Marxism, Vol. 20, Issue, 2, 2008, p. 201.
® Stephen Hobden and John Hobson (eds), Historical Sociology of
International Relations, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p.
155.
® Nicholas Rowe, “Dance Education in the Occupied Palestinian Territories:
hegemony, counter-hegemony and anti-hegemony,” Research in Dance
Education, Vol. 9, No. 1, 2008, pp. 3-20.
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former political order.” Neo Gramscian theorist Nicola Pratt® has described
counter-hegemony as the creation of an alternative hegemony on the terrain of
civil society in preparation for political change. Caroll and Ratner® have argued
that besides providing alternative hegemony, counter-hegemony offers a viable

political alternative backed by a coalition of societal forces.

The above definitions form the conceptual basis for neo-Gramscian model for
Fiji that is used to study the character of historical formations. The neo-
Gramscian interpretation of hegemony when applied to Fiji means the
domination of the colonial and the chiefly political and social forces during the
colonial period and the domination of the chiefs in post-colonial Fiji uptil the
coup of December 2006. Anti-hegemony in Fiji was in the form of social and
sub-cultural dissident movements from indigenous Fijians and Indo-Fijians in
both colonial and post-colonial Fiji. However, in colonial Fiji, the social and sub-
cultural anti-hegemonic forces were unable to form a successful countervailing
force and replace the political order, eventhough attempts were made to
achieve this during 1959 strike. Nevertheless, the re-configuration of social
forces in 1987 and in 1999 led to political counter-hegemony and the

transformation of the state but these achievements were short-lived as

" Owen Worth, “The Janus-like Character of Counter-hegemony: Progressive
and Nationalist Responses to Neoliberalism,” Global Society, Vol. 16, No. 3,
2002, p. 300.
® Nicola Prat, “Bringing Politics back in: examining the link betweem
globalization and democratization,” Review of International Political
Economy, Vol. 11, No. 2, 2004, p. 332.
®William Carroll and R.S. Ratner, “Between Lenninism and Radical Pluralism:
Gramscian Reflections on Counter-Hegemony and the New Social
Movements,” Critical Sociology, Vol. 20, No. 2, 1994, pp. 3-26.
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indigenous nationalist social forces reclaimed the state by force and
established the hegemony of the chiefs with the assistance of the military.
Since 2000, the military, which had played a central role in breaking up anti-
hegemonic and counter-hegemonic forces in the past, started its own anti-
hegemonic movement against indigenous nationalists, leading to counter-
hegemony in December 2006. These cycles of hegemony, anti-hegemony and

counter-hegemony form a unique model for the study of material history of Fiji.

Political Change in Fiji: A neo-Gramscian Model

Hegemony Anti-
Hegemony

Counter-
hegemony



The neo-Gramscian model operates within the three broad neo-Gramscian
analytical themes which look at the colonial legacy, the role of ethnicity and
culture and the changing role of the military in hegemony, anti-hegemony and
counter-hegemony. More importantly, hegemonic, anti-hegemonic and counter-
hegemonic histories of Fiji were influenced by an underlying racial contract that
operated both horizontally and vertically in the colonial and post-colonial

periods and forms the basis for my argument.

The Argument

My argument is that by using neo-Gramscian theory, we can better understand
the role of ethnicity and culture in forming a racial contract between the three
ethnic groups in Fiji, and better gauge its central role in shaping colonial and
post-colonial political discourses. In Fiji, the racial contract was at first between
the Europeans and the indigenous Fijian chiefs and since 1879, this racial
contract has included Indian indentured labourers and their descendants. The
racial contract in Fiji between the three communities was based on ethnic
hierarchy, where the Europeans were the privileged ruling class, followed by
the indigenous chiefs and then the Indian labourers. The idea of a racial
contract was that there always existed an unwritten contract based on
exploitation between whites and blacks. Charles Mill'® in 1997 emphasised the
role of racial hierarchy in the exercise of political power by defining the

relationship between those of colour and whites in his seminal “racial contract”.

1% Charles Mill, The Racial Contract, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997).
_7_




Mills thesis was based on the historical exploitation of blacks in the United

States by the predominantly white political order.

Charles Mill argued that “white supremacy is the unnamed political system that
has made the modern world what it is today. You will not find this term in
introductory, or even advanced, texts in political theory.”** Basing his argument
on Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s social contract'? and Carol Pateman’s®® sexual
contract, Mill asserts that the Racial Contract is a set of formal or informal
agreements or meta-agreements between the members of one sub-set of
humans. The most salient feature of the racial contract in the modern world is
nld

that it restricts possession of natural freedom and equality to white men.

Mill argues:

The Racial Contract prescribes to its signatories an inverted
epistemology, an epistemology of ignorance, a particular pattern of
localised and global cognitive dysfunctions (which are
psychologically and socially functional), producing an ironic
outcome that whites will in general be unable to understand the

world they themselves have made.™®

Mill notes that ideological foundation of the racial contract creates “consensual

1 bid, p. 1.

12 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Discourse on the Origins and Foundations of
Inequality among Men, (London: Penguin Press, 1984).

13 Carol Pateman, The Sexual Contract, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1988).

4 Charles Mill, The Racial Contract, p. 16.

13 bid, p. 18.

_8_



hallucination” based on white mythologies, inverted Orients, inverted Africas,
and inverted Americas. The Racial Contract is an exploitation contract that
creates global European economic domination and national white racial
privilege.”® Charles Mill highlighted that the economic underdevelopment of
non-White countries was due to white economic exploitation and domination
and this cycle of domination and exploitation continues through the racial
contract, which underwrites the social contract. Moreover to break out of this
cycle of white constructed global and local reality, the so called “white
constructed ontology”, an individual and a non-white collective have to
overcome the “internalisation of sub person-hood prescribed by the racial

contract.”!’

Racial contract is embedded in colonialism and Vijay Mishra and Bob Hodge
have argued that in the Pacific, western historicism is readily appropriated by
colonised races and the process of colonisation has affected races differently
and “produced not generalist but discrepant narratives.”® Not only in the Pacific
but elsewhere in the world, non-white racial groups have increasingly
conceptualised their own cultures and traditions through the narratives of the
white colonisers. Using Said, it is argued that the racial contract can be “de-

constructed via the subaltern imaginary.”®

1% bid, p. 31.

7 bid, p. 118.

18 Vijay Mishra and Bob Hodges, “What is Post-colonialism?,” New Literary
History, Vol. 36, 2005, p. 395.

9 Edward Said, Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient, (NY:
Pantheon Books, 1978).
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In Fiji, the racial contract between ethnic communities in the colonial period
played a major part in influencing post-colonial politics. Unlike Mills racial
contract between whites and blacks, the colonial administration in Fiji asserted
the cultural hegemony of indigenous chiefs by establishing the Great Council of
Chiefs in 1875. This cultural hegemony was transformed into a political
hegemony after independence in 1970 where the chiefs re-asserted political
power by increasing relying on force in 1987 to counter inter-ethnic alliances,

aimed at unraveling the racial contract established during the colonial period.

My argument extends the central theme of the racial contract by identifying
underlying ideological, social and historical forces that generate, maintain and
reproduce the contract at the socio-political level. By applying neo-Gramscian
analytical themes of culture and ethnicity, this thesis will argue that there was a
colonial historic bloc established with the support of the indigenous Fijian
chiefs, who played a dominant political role in the affairs of the nation before
cession of the colony to Britain. After cession, the cultural hegemony of the
chiefs was established with the formation of the Council of Chiefs, which
provided guidance to the colonial administration on indigenous affairs and
granted recognition of their rights over indigenous land. Moreover, the Council
of Chiefs exerted power over indigenous Fijians through indigenous institutional
structures such as the Native Land Trust Board, the Fijian Affairs Board, village

administration and the Methodist Church.

During the colonial period, Indo-Fijians and indigenous Fijians started to

-10-



challenge both the cultural hegemony of the chiefs and the political hegemony
of the colonial administration. My examples on indigenous resistance are taken
from various sub-cultural anti-hegemonic movements: the Tuka, the Luveniwali,
the Nawai and the Bula Tale movements of the colonial period. Indo-Fijian
resistance is highlighted in the 1920-21, the 1943 and the 1960 strikes against
the colonial government and the CSR. Moreover, anti-hegemonic challenges
widened in the post-colonial period with the formation of the indigenous Fijian
nationalist movement in the 1970s and the Western United Front in the early
1980s, culminating in cross-cultural inter-ethnic class formation with the
establishment of the Fiji Labour Party in 1985. Inter-ethnic collaboration led to
the formation of a counter-hegemonic multi-ethnic bloc in 1987 which dislodged
the chiefs from power. The chiefs in response sought political intervention from
an indigenous-dominated military to restore the political as well as the cultural
hegemony of the chiefs. The coups of 1987 restored chiefly political power but
once power was monopolised, indigenous factionalisation emerged once again
and Fiji continued the cyclical path of indigenous factionalisation, inter-ethnic
alliances and coercive indigenous hegemony. However, in 2000, attempts by
indigenous militants to impose an indigenous political order by force failed,
resulting in further divisions and fragmentation of the indigenous community,
including the Great Council of Chiefs and the military. As a result of the
fragmentation caused by the 2000 coup, the indigenous bloc was challenged
by the commander of the Republic of the Fiji Military Forces, Frank
Bainimarama, who led a counter-coup against the indigenous political

establishment in December 2006.

-11-



Following Gramsci, this political history of Fiji is analysed in terms of the
dialectics of hegemony and counter-hegemony.?® According to Alastair, “what
interested Gramsci about the historical process of the evolution of the modern
state was the way it educated the majority to consensus in its rule”® In Fiji,
political hegemony of the colonial government as well as the indigenous chiefs
was made possible by cementing racial prejudices and biases and thereby
undermining inter-ethnic class consciousness. The British colonial policy?? of
separating Indo-Fijians, indigenous Fijians and Europeans provided the
framework for ethnic and cultural exclusion, which continued in the post-
colonial period. Indigenous nationalists argued that the military coups of 1987
had put Fiji finally on the path of de-colonisation. In fact, the events of 1987
demonstrated a failure of the post-colonial political hegemony, established by
the colonial authorities and the indigenous chiefs. After the failure of the
indigenous coercive hegemony in 2000, the military in Fiji started to question
the indigenous political bloc, leading to the December 2006 coup and the

dismissal of the Great Council of Chiefs in April 2007.

20 Alastair Davidson, “Antonio Gramsci,” in P. Beilharz (ed), Social theory: a
guide to central thinkers, (Sydney: Allen and Unwin, 1991), p. 127.

! bid, p. 128.

?2Ahmed Ali, "Has Planning Progressed? The Past for the Future," Siona
Tupounioa, Ron Crocombe and Claire Slatter (eds), The Pacific Way: Social
Issues in National Development, (Suva: Fiji Times and Herald, 1980), p. 10.
\/ijay Naidu, "The Destruction of Multiracial Democracy in Fiji," Satendra
Prasad (ed), Coup and Crisis: Fiji-A Year Later, (North Carlton: Arena
Publications, 1988), pp.4-12; Robert Robertson and Akosita Tamanisau, Fiji:
The Shattered Coups, (Liechhardt: Pluto Press, 1988); John Overton, "The
Coups of 1987: A Personal Analysis," Pacific Viewpoint, Volume 30, No. 2,
1989, pp. 116-131; Ralph R. Premdas, "Military Intervention in Fiji: Fear of
ethnic Domination," Social and Economic Studies, Volume 4, No.1, 1992, pp.
103-155.
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Colonial Fiji: 1874-1970

This thesis (Chapters 3, 4 and 5) analyses the colonial historic-bloc, which had
four distinct phases. The first phase was the establishment of the colonial order
based on the experience of Bau. In this phase, the cultural hegemony of the
chiefs was cemented with the formation of the Great Council of Chiefs and the
Fijian Administration. However, a conflict of interest between the chiefs and the
Europeans led some Governors to challenge the cultural authority of the chiefs

and in particular policies on the alienation of indigenous land.

The next two phases involved resistance to the colonial bloc from indigenous
Fijian and Indo-Fijian anti-hegemonic movements. Indigenous Fijian resistance
took the form of sub-cultural movements (the Hill Tribes, the Tuka, the Luve ni
Wai, the Nawai and the Bula Tale movements) whereas Indo-Fijians, after the
end of indenture in 1920, directly challenged the colonial historic bloc, including
the Colonial Sugar Refining Company (CSR) during the 1920-21, the 1943 and
the 1960 strikes. Chandra Jayawardena notes that in colonial Fiji, there was an
“implicit division of labour in government; the colonial government administered
indigenous Fijians, while Indo-Fijians on the plantations came under the
bailiwick of the CSR Company.”** The colonial administration with the
assistance of indigenous chiefs re-enforced the racial contract by dividing
indigenous Fijians and Indo-Fijians along ethnic and cultural lines and as a

result, by the 1960s, both communities had formed rival ethnic and political

24 Chandra Jayawardana, “Culture and Ethnicity in Guyana and Fiji,” Man, Vol.
15, No. 3, 1980, p. 444.
_13_



blocs. The foundations of post-colonial Fiji had its origins in colonial Fiji and it
was “races” that were being formed and hardened.?® The four phases of the

colonial period are illustrated below.

Colonial :5 Indigenous Indo-Fijian Ethnic
historic bloc Resistance |:> Resistance |:> Political

blocs

Post-Colonial Fiji: 1970-2006

The thesis (Chapters 6, 7 and 8) argues that the cultural hegemony of the
chiefs in colonial Fiji was transformed into the political hegemony of the chiefs
in post-colonial Fiji from. Post-colonial Fiji went through cycles (1970-1987 and
1992-2006) of chiefly political hegemony (1970-1987), factionalisation of the
indigenous bloc (1975, 1982, 1987, and 1999), inter-ethnic alliances (1987 and
1999) and the assertion of indigenous coercive hegemony (1987, 2000 and
2006). Besides these cycles, post-colonial chiefly hegemony is at three levels:
within the indigenous Fijian community, over the state system and over other

ethnic groups.

The first cycle of chiefly political hegemony, factionalisation of the indigenous
bloc, inter-ethnic alliances and indigenous coercive hegemony began when the
political hegemony of the chiefs was consolidated in post-colonial Fiji by the

chief-led Alliance Party, which formed racial contracts with a minority faction of

2> Martha Kaplan and John. D. Kelly, “On Discourse and Power: ‘Cults and
‘Orientals’ in Fiji,” American Ethnologist, Vol. 26, No.4, 1999, pp. 855-856.
-14-




the Indo-Fijian community and the Europeans (General Voters). The political
arrangement of the chiefs was challenged in 1975 by indigenous nationalists,
led by Sakeasi Buatdroka, who argued that the racial contract of the Alliance

Party ought to be nullified and Indo-Fijians promptly deported to India.

Buatdroka'’s Fijian Nationalist Party fractured the indigenous political bloc in the
first 1977 election allowing the Indo-Fijian NFP to win office. However, divisions
and indecisions on the part of the NFP leadership led to the intervention of the
Governor General and the restoration of the chiefly political bloc. In 1982, the
indigenous bloc further fragmented with the formation of a region-based
Western United Front, which formed an inter-ethnic alliance with the NFP but
was unsuccessful in winning office. However, in 1987, the Fiji Labour Party,
which was based on inter-ethnic class alliances between indigenous Fijians
and Indo-Fijians, dislodged the chiefs from political power, resulting in military

intervention and the re-assertion of chiefly political hegemony.

The second cycle began in 1987 after indigenous chiefs were once again in
political control following the military coups of 1987. In 1990, a racially-weighted
constitution was implemented and the Great Council of Chiefs sponsored the
Soqosogo ni Vakevulewa in Taukei Party (SVT) to preserve and promote
chiefly and indigenous interests. After the general election of 1992, the
indigenous political bloc started to fragment following a period of infighting
within the SVT which led to the formation of the Fijian Association Party in

1994. In an attempt to arrest growing indigenous factionalisation, the SVT
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leader, Sitiveni Rabuka, formed an alliance with the Indo-Fijian leader Jai Ram
Reddy and implemented constitutional reforms. However, the new constitution
accelerated indigenous factionalisation. In 1999, the Fiji Labour Party once
again formed inter-ethnic alliances with indigenous Fijians parties and
democratically ousted the chiefs from power. However, the indigenous bloc,
that was defeated in the 1999 election, resurrected the theme of ethnic
divisions and in 2000, indigenous nationalists hijacked members of the
Peoples’ Coalition government and held them hostage for 56 days. Unlike the
coups of 1987, in 2000, indigenous coercion failed due to divisions among

chiefs and the military.

The indigenous bloc established following the 2000 coup was challenged by
the military which overthrew the indigenous political order in December 2006,
restructured colonial institutions (the Native Land Trust Board and the Great
Council of Chiefs) and implemented the Peoples’ Charter, aimed at the de-
ethnicisation of Fiji. Moreover, the interim-government proposed de-reserving
indigenous land for commercial farming, resulting in protests from indigenous
landowners and chiefs. Indigenous groups remained opposed to the coercive
military hegemony and members of the deposed government, the Methodist
Church of Fiji and the Great Council of Chiefs challenged the military and the
interim-government, raising the possibility of the continuation of the cycle of

hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony.
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The post-colonial cycle from 1970 to 2006 is illustrated below.

Chiefly political Factionalisation
hegemony of the
(1970-2006) indigenous bloc
(1975, 1982,
1987, 1999)
Coercive Inter-ethnic
indigenous alliance
hegemony (1982, 1987 &
(1987, 2000, 1999)
2006)

De-ethnicisation of Fiji: 2006 Onwards

This thesis (Chapter 9) also argues that after the 2000 coup, a considerably
weak chiefly political hegemony was established. The post-2000 indigenous
order was challenged by an indigenous-dominated military which transformed
itself from an ethnic entity that supported indigenous chiefly hegemony to one
that advocated de-ethnicisation of Fiji politics. Under the leadership of the Fiji
Military Forces commander Frank Bainimarama, the military after the 2000
coup started to question the indigenous bloc and in particular the cultural

authority of the Great Council of Chiefs after some of its members supported
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the nationalist agenda of the George Speight group against the spirit of the

multiethnic 1997 Constitution.

The 2000 coup was based on the strategy of unifying factionalised indigenous
groups under a hegemonic indigenous bloc. However, the coup failed because
it did not have the support of some influential chiefs, it was led by a small group
within the army (the Counter Revolutionary Warfare Unity) and once the coup
did not progress according to plan, the coup leadership became partisan and
started to exploit provincial divisions to further its objective. To manage an
increasingly unstable state, the Great Council of Chiefs supported the
nominees of the coup leaders to the position of President and the Vice
President, assisted in establishing an indigenous interim government with
policies along the lines advocated by the militant nationalists, and further
vested in the President the cultural authority to act outside the multiethnic
constitution. In doing so, the Great Council of Chiefs undermined its cultural as

well as constitutional authority and exposed itself to attacks from the military.

The military leadership insisted since 2001 that the indigenous-dominated
government promote inter-ethnic cooperation and bring to accountability the
chiefs and their supporters. The indigenous chiefly hierarchy resisted the
military as the indigenous government moved to introduce legislation to grant
amnesty to the participants of the 2000 coup. Following a racially divisive 2006
general election, the indigenous government attempted to counter threats of a

coup by embracing multiparty cabinet. However, resistance from the military
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continued resulting in the December 2006 takeover.

After the coup, the commander of the Fiji Military Forces sought assistance
from Indo-Fijian leaders to form a multi-ethnic interim-government and
implemented the Peoples’ Charter, which provided a post-coup framework for
the de-ethnicisation of Fiji politics. However, the indigenous bloc, deposed in
the 2006 coup, challenged military’s intervention in politics. The four phases of

the post-2000 Fiji are illustrated below.

Chiefly Resistance Coercive Challenges
political |:> from the |:> Military |:> to the

hegemony military hegemony military

The themes from colonial, post-colonial and post-2006 Fiji demonstrate the
centrality of colonial legacy in shaping post-colonial hegemony, the role of inter-
ethnic politics in hegemony, and the role of the military in the post-colonial
context. Moreover, a unique characteristic of post-colonial Fiji is the long period
of de-colonisation, characterised by the post-colonial cycle of the political
hegemony of the chiefs, the factionalisation of the indigenous bloc, inter-ethnic
alliances and coercive indigenous assertions. In 2006, the military ousted the
indigenous political bloc from power. However, sections of the indigenous
community opposed the military takeover and raised the possibility of re-

instating chiefly political hegemony by democratic means.
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Methodoloqgy

This thesis uses Robert Cox’s critical theory and Robert Femia’s concept of the
centrality of political power in hegemonic formations (epistemological
perspectivism) to analyse the role of ethnicity and culture in shaping political
hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony in colonial and post-colonial

Fiii.

Robert Antonio notes that post-modernism has helped to stimulate new
academic programs in cultural studies and defines epistemological
perspectivism as the study of the politics of race, gender, sexual preference
and ethnicity and encourages an “appreciative stance towards diverse
movements, identities and politics.”?® Perspectivism challenges Marxist
concepts of production and class and argues that there are a number of
exploited cultural groups whose oppression cannot be explained fully by
analysing only the economic sub-structure. The aim of perspectivism is to bring
suppressed and marginalised views to the center of the political debate.
Epistemological perspectivism argues that political contingencies, reflective
action and openness are embedded in power relations and this approach is

reflected in the work of Gramscian theorist Joseph Femia.

Femia argues that “Gramsci eventually came to view hegemony as the most

2 Robert J. Antonio, “Mapping Post Modern Social Theory,” in A. Sica (ed),
What is Social Theory, (Massachussets: Blackwell Press, 1998), pp. 31-36;
also see Elsbeth Probyn, “Body”, in George Ritzer (ed), Encyclopedia of
social theory, (Thousand Oaks: Sage, 2005), pp. 62-65.
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important face of power” and elaborates that “state power arises logically out of
the requirements of a set of social arrangements whose very persistence is
always at stake.”?’ Furthermore, Femia highlights that Gramsci’s prison
notebooks puts forward a thesis that “a social group can, and indeed must,

already exercise leadership before winning governmental power.”?®

Political power then becomes a key variable in the study of hegemonic
formations and Femia interprets hegemony as “as set of ideas which are
dominant as a consequence of a particular structure of power.”?® Essentially,
hegemonic power rests with coercive instruments of the state but Femia
highlights that there is an alternative strategy based on the “peaceful

acquisition of power.”*°

While epistemological perspectivists like Joseph Femia focus on reflective
action and its location in power, Robert Cox, in contrast, is a critical realist and
a materialist and emphasises the role of social forces in hegemonic formations.
These tensions between the two contending views are acknowledged and form
the basis for the research question, which seeks to illustrate openness and

reflective action as a normative aspect of political change and further develops

2" Joseph Femia, “Hegemony and Consensus in the Thought of Antonio
Gramsci,” Political Studies, Vol. 23, No. 1, 1975, p.31. Also see Gramsci’s
Political Thought: Hegemony, Consciousness, and the Revolutionary
Process, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981).

28 Joseph Femia, “Hegemony and Consensus in the Thought of Antonio
Gramsci,” p. 34.

29 bid, p. 47.

%0 Joseph Femia, “Gramsci, The Via Italiana and the Classical Marxist-Lennist
Approach to Revolution,” Government and Opposition, Vol. 14, Issue 1,
1979, p. 75.
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neo-Gramscian analytical themes that identify stages of historical and political

change in Fiji.

Robert Cox notes that an “alternative approach might start by redefining what is
to be explained.”" This thesis, uses neo-Gramscian concepts of hegemony
(both political and cultural), anti-hegemony (indigenous and Indo-Fijian
resistance in colonial and post-colonial Fiji), counter-hegemony (specific
periods in Fiji history where inter-ethnic alliances, or horizontal re-alignment of
the racial contract, led to the transformation of the Fijian state) and historic
blocs (colonial and chief-led) to analyse political history.** Fiji's history
operates within the dialectics of colonial and post-colonial consensus and
coercion, control and resistance. Moreover, by applying neo-Gramscian
concepts to Fiji, the readers will get an alternative historical sociological
understanding of the relationship among political power, ethnicity, culture and
militarism, and extend the neo-Gramscian analytical paradigm to become an

element of progressive critique of Fiji's past.

In Fiji, the indigenous chiefs established cultural and political hegemony and
exercised political power before cession and during the colonial period, political
power was vested in the colonial authorities whereas indigenous chiefs

maintained cultural hegemony through the Council of Chiefs, which sat at the

31 Robert Cox, “Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International
Relations Theory,” Millennium: Journal of International Relations, Vol. 10,
No. 2, 1981, p. 139.

%2 Richard Howson, “From Ethico-Political Hegemony to Post Marxism,”
Rethinking Marxism: A Journal of Economics, Culture and Society, Vol.
19, No.2, 2007, p. 236.
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apex of the Fijian administration. At independence, political power was
transferred back to the indigenous Fijian chiefs. Epistemological perspectivism
provides the methodology for the study of political power in colonial and post-
colonial Fiji hegemonies. Moreover, it allows for an appreciation of the ways in
which political power was used in colonial and post-colonial periods to counter

challenges to hegemony.

Anti-hegemonic indigenous sub-cultural movements challenged chiefly cultural
hegemony and the political hegemony of the colonial government. Not only
indigenous Fijians but Indo-Fijians, after indenture, rebelled against the colonial
authorities and the CSR, which was part of the colonial historic bloc. Moreover,
Indo-Fijians and indigenous Fijians formed inter-ethnic alliances in post-colonial
Fiji to challenge chiefly political hegemony. These alliances were social
formations based on collective inter-ethnic experience on resistance (anti-
hegemony) against the chiefly political authority. The methodology for the
analysis of colonial and post-colonial social hegemony, anti-hegemony and
counter-hegemony is provided by the work of Robert Cox. The thesis provides
an historical account of Fiji's political history that is embedded in social theory
so conforms to a model of historical sociology where the objective is to draw

out underlying general themes shaping political formations.

Theda Skocpol argues that historical sociology allows for the application of

theoretical ideas and historical evidence on historical cases.* Craig Calhoun®

% Theda Skocpol, Vision and Method in Historical Sociology, (Cambridge:
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extends this argument by emphasising that some phenomenon happen over a
period of time and as a result, more than just a brief sociological focus is
required. Calhoun® further asserts that the work of Antonio Gramsci, while less
directly historical, is appropriated into historical sociology because of his
concerns for historical variations and themes. In this thesis, historical
sociological approach is used to provide an alternative interpretation of Fiji's

political history.

In addition, epistemological perspectivism is also used to address the issue of
political power. Gramscian theorist Joseph Femia used epistemological
perspectivism to challenge Cox’s critical theory as reactionary and for instance
status quo oriented.”*® Femia argued that Gramsci was more of a Machiavellian
and conceptualised Marxism as a discourse on power. According to Femia, “for
Gramsci, Marxism, as a form of historicism, could not transcend the historical
contradictions it reflected”®’ : its predictions of the future were an expression of
hope masquerading as scientific analysis. For Femia, Cox’s critical theory does
not appreciate the role of state power in hegemony and as a result there are

difficulties in appropriating Cox’s critical theory. To resolve the tensions

between Robert Cox’s and Jospeh Femia’s interpretations of Gramsci, | adopt

Cambridge University Press, 1984, p. ix.

3 Craig Calhoun, The Rise and Domestication of Historical Sociology,”
Terrence J. McDonald (ed), The Historic Turn in Human Sciences,
gMichigan: Michigan University Press, 1996), pp. 313-327.

® Craig Calhoun, “Afterword: Why Historical Sociology?,” Gerald Delanty and
Engin F. Sllin (eds), Handbook of Historical Sociology, (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 389.

% Joseph Femia, “Gramsci, Machiavelli and International Relations,” The
Political Quarterly, Vol. 76, Issue 3, 2005, p. 345.

" bid, p. 347.
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Femia’s theory on political power along with Cox’s critical theory in an attempt
to create an alternative analytical sociological paradigm focusing on social

forces and power relations in the making of Fiji history.

This thesis also has a progressive dimension in seeking alternative possibilities
embedded in the historical approach and this sense approximates Robert Cox’s
formulation of critical theory, which operationalises historical context with a
view to transform social relations. According to Cox, “social and political theory
is history bound at its origin, since it is always traceable to a historically
conditioned awareness of certain problems and issues.”® Social theory
attempts to transcend the particularity of its historical origins in order to place
them within the framework of general propositions. Cox conceptualises social
theory as critical theory and as a theory of history “concerned not just with the
past but with the continuing process of historical change.” Critical theory can
be a guide to strategic action for bringing about an alternative order and Cox
proposes historical structure consisting of three inter-related social categories:
material capabilities, ideas and institutions and these can be utilised to the

study of the state-society complexes.

Building on Cox’s critical theory and on Femia’s concept of power, this thesis
draws on the work of neo-Gramscian scholars since the 1980s to analyse the

role of ethnicity and culture in shaping political hegemony, anti-hegemony and

% Robert Cox, “Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International
Relations Theory,” Millennium: Journal of International Relations, Vol. 10,
No. 2, 1981, p. 128-129.

% bid, p. 129.
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counter-hegemony in colonial and post-colonial Fiji. The neo-Gramscian
themes compliment the neo-Gramscian model of hegemony, anti-hegemony
and counter-hegemony by providing the conceptual linkages among the model,

the themes and historical analysis.

The thesis uses primary, official, archival and secondary materials to establish
an alternative reading of Fiji history. Chapters 1 and 2 are based on secondary
sources and Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6 are based on primary, official as well as
secondary sources. Chapters 7, 8 and 9 are based on secondary materials

including news clippings.

The Thesis Structure

The thesis is divided up into two parts. The first part establishes a neo-
Gramscian analytical framework for the study of Fiji. It outlines various
analytical themes used by Fiji analysts to study economic dependency,
ethnicity, culture, resistance, power, class and political formations. The second
part applies the neo-Gramscian framework to Fiji's political history from 1854 to
2007 and explains the cycles of political hegemony, anti-hegemony and
counter-hegemony in Fiji. It argues that the cultural hegemony of the chiefs in
colonial Fiji was transformed into the political hegemony in post-colonial Fiji
from 1970 to 2006. However, post-colonial Fiji went through two cycles (1970-
1987 and 1992-2006) of chiefly political hegemony (1970-1987),

factionalisation of the indigenous bloc (1975, 1982, 1987, and 1999), inter-
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ethnic alliances (1987 and 1999) and the assertion of indigenous coercive
hegemony (1987, 2000 and 2006). | further argue that this pattern was broken
in 2006 by the Fiji military forces commander, Frank Bainimarama, who
overthrew the indigenous political bloc in a coup and implemented policies to
de-ethnicise Fiji politics. However, indigenous groups remained opposed to the
coercive military hegemony and members of the deposed government, the
Methodist Church of Fiji and members of the Great Council of Chiefs
challenged the military raising the possibility of the continuation of the

hegemonic cycle.

Under the sub-heading; Social Theory in Perspective, Chapter 1 looks at
different Schools of development theories, which originated in the 1960s and
greatly influenced the study of Fiji. Economic under-development of many
decolonised nations became a subject of academic debate, especially after end
of World War Il. The Dependency School was a response to the Modernisation
theory, which super-imposed the economic experiences of the European
powers on to developing nations by arguing that all societies went through
similar stages of development. In response, the Dependency School of André
Gunder Frank demonstrated that there was transfer of surplus from developing
countries to the developed ones and as a result, there was under-development
in the developing countries. The most important formulation of Frank was the
core and the periphery, both locked in an unequal and exploitative economic
relationship. The World System School of Immanuel Wallerstein expanded on

the core and the periphery concepts and introduced the semi-periphery, which
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effectively adopted a mix of import substitution and export led strategies to
move from economic dependence to semi-economic independence. The World
System School analysed global capitalism and argued that the inner logic of
capital shaped the inter-state system and determined whether geographic
regions became affluent or remained economically backward.

The neo-Gramscian School in the 1970s criticised the economism of the
Dependency and the World System Schools and revisited the work of Italian
thinker Antonio Gramsci and developed theoretical frameworks for the study of
power, ideology and institutions. In 1987, Robert Cox, an academic at York
University, moved the dependency and development debate to the next level.
Cox used Antonio Gramsci’s theory and applied it to the global political
economy by arguing that international capital had created economic peripheries
inside hegemonic states by establishing special export processing zones with
the aid of unregulated workers. Cox argued that there is global hegemony of
capital, which is sustained by hegemonic states through transnational alliances
of interest known as the international historic bloc. Analysing the relationship
between transnational capital, hegemonic states, and international historic
blocs provided a new social ontology to the neo-Gramscian School. However,
none of the Schools, the Dependency, the World System, Gramscian and neo-
Gramscian IPE Schools directly addressed the role of ethnicity and culture in
shaping political discourses within nation states, even though issues of ethnicity
and culture were recognised by the neo-Gramscian IPE School as key
elements in the exercise of political power. Such issues are addressed, though,

in an effort to adopt a neo-Gramscian model to colonial and post-colonial
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contexts.

| utilise the theoretical framework established by recent neo-Gramscian
scholars analysing post-colonial societies, John Girling, Nicola Pratt and Ahmet
Oncu, to develop three inter-related themes for the study of Fijian hegemony.
The first theme is based on Girling’s conceptualisation of colonial culture in
Thailand and its role in shaping post-colonial political and social discourses.
The second theme is developed using Nicola Pratt’s analysis of the post-
colonial Egyptian state. Pratt argues that culture, sub-culture and ethnicity
shape political hegemony and counter-hegemony in Egypt. The third theme is
developed using Ahmet Oncu’s analysis of the Turkish state where the military
formed strategic alliances with the civil society and transformed itself from an
ethnicised entity into a counter-hegemonic political force. These three themes:
the role of colonial culture, the importance of ethnicity in colonial and post-
colonial hegemonies and the changing role of the military are developed in the

rest of the thesis.

Chapter 2 traces the work of Fiji theorists, who integrated Dependency, World
System, class and Revisionist analysis into their study of Fiji. The Chapter
concludes by outlining some key recent investigations deploying culture and
ethnic categories to understand shifting hegemonies in pre-colonial, colonial
and post-colonial contexts. These key recent texts underpin the three-part
analytical framework. Recently, I.C. Campbell explored the nature, causes and

significance of the Samoan protest including status rivalry between chiefs.
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Campbell’s integration of ethnicity and culture in the study of Samoan
resistance resonates with my theme of ethnicity and culture shaping political
hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony. Likewise, the thesis of
Robert Nicole charts resistance against the cultural hegemony of the chiefs and
the colonial government and provides an important alternative reading of Fiji
history. In doing so, Nicole lends support to the theme of divisions within the
colonial historic bloc and anti-hegemonic challenges from indigenous sub-

cultural groups.

Using a neo-Gramscian analytical framework, | argue that the colonial historic
bloc, established under the political hegemony of the colonial regime and the
cultural hegemony of the indigenous chiefs via the Council of Chiefs, was
threatened by both internal and external influences and divisions. Winston
Halapua in 2003 analysed the relationship between the indigenous polity,
religion and militarism and his approach is reflected in my third theme that the
military in Fiji has changed from an ethnicist institution to an agent of social and
political change. Since the 2006 coup, the military has re-ordered the
indigenous society and restructured the relationship between the military, the
church and the indigenous polity under the leadership of the military
commander Commodore Frank Bainimarama. The thesis introduces new
analytical themes that have not been integrated before in the analysis of Fiji.
There have been a number of studies of Fiji politics that focuses on ethnicity

and these are outlined in Chapter 2. Recent growth of post-subaltern studies
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enabled Sudesh Mishra®, Vijay Mishra** and Subramani*® to analyse racial
discourse and popular myths as a diasporic imaginary. Moreover Subramani
narrates the events of 1987 as a situational comedy. Alumita Durutalo also
provides an alternative analysis of contemporary conflict and tensions in Fiji as
competition for power, which emerged as part of the colonial legacy in Fiji.* In
the same Revisionist tradition, the thesis probes neo-Gramscian theory,

explicitly drawing on and conceptualising hegemony, anti-hegemony and

counter-hegemony in pre-colonial, colonial and post-colonial contexts.

Chapter 3 begins the historical analysis of Fiji and applies the themes of
cultural and ethnic divisions within the colonial historic bloc, including the
origins of chiefly hegemony. Under the subheading: Pre-Cession Fiji, | outline
the history of Fiji prior to cession in 1874. Before cession, the Kingdom of Bau
emerged as the most powerful polity in Fiji and its chief Ratu Seru Cakobau
established a Bau-led historic bloc in 1871 with the support of the Europeans.
However, there were divisions, conflict and tensions within the Bauan historic
bloc resulting in the cession of Fiji to Britain, which modelled indirect rule in Fiji
along the cultural experience of Bau. The history after cession is detailed under
the sub-heading: Colonial Fiji. A Council of Chiefs was established as the

cultural hegemony of the chiefs was affirmed within the colonial historic bloc.

“°Sudesh Mishra, "Haunted Lines: post-colonial theory and genealogy of racial
formations in Fiji," Meanjin, Vol. 52, No.4, 1993, pp. 623-634.
*LVijay Mishra, Literature of the Indian Diaspora: Theorising the Diasporic
Imaginary, (London: Routledge, 2007).
2 Subramani, Dauka Puran, (New Delhi: Star Publication Pty Ltd, 2001).
43 Alumita Durutalo, “Melanesia in review: Issues and Events, 2005,” in The
Contemporary Pacific, Vol. 18, No. 2, 2006, p. 396.
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Nevertheless, as during the Bau-led historic bloc, the colonial historic bloc
faced challenges from within as various Governors of the Colony questioned
the cultural hegemony of the chiefs, and the European community of Fiji sought
to increase its influence as an ethnic bloc by recommending annexation with
New Zealand. There were also external challenges to the cultural hegemony of

the chiefs from anti-hegemonic sub-cultural movements.

Chapter 4 looks at the political history of the Hill Tribes, the Tuka, the
Luveniwai, the Nawai and the Bula Tale indigenous sub-cultural movements in
colonial Fiji within the theme of external threats to the colonial historic bloc
under the sub-heading Anti-Hegemonic Movements. By advocating alternative
visions, ideas and cultures, these movements in the late nineteenth century
challenged the colonial historic bloc. In response, the colonial administration
banned these movements and banished their leaders. The indigenous anti-
hegemonic movements were not only syncretic and messianic, but were more

appropriately counter-colonial**

since they challenged the institutional and
ideological foundations of the established authority and survived underground.
After World War Il, the indigenous chiefs and the colonial administration started
aggressively to promote cultural and ethnic alliance between the chiefs and the

Europeans, positioning the indigenous chiefs to take over political hegemony

from the colonial authorities.

Chapter 5 analyses the formation of cultural and ethnic political blocs and the

“‘Roger Keesing, "Colonial and Countercolonial Discourse in Melanesia,"
Critique of Anthropology, Volume 14, No.1, 1994, pp. 41-58.
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alliance between the indigenous chiefs and the Europeans. Both communities
fully participated in the war effort and to an extent shared common cultural
interests. By the late 1940s, a number of commoner indigenous Fijians had
expressed their desire to fight for chiefly hegemony. There was a tacit
agreement within the indigenous Fijian community that the Council of Chiefs
should intervene against the alienation of indigenous land and procurement of
indigenous labour to enable survival of indigenous Fijian culture. Moreover, the
indigenous Fijians also believed that the Council of Chiefs was the only
institution to keep in check the political aspirations of Indo-Fijians, who had
become a majority in the Colony by 1946. The indigenous chiefs together with
the colonial government and the European community thus established an
ethnic and cultural bloc after the War against Indo-Fijians, who had begun to
challenge the colonial historic bloc and in particular the CSR after the end of

indenture in 1920.

Indo-Fijian resistance to the colonial authorities is outlined under the sub-
heading: Indo-Fijian Resistance. There was, however, in 1959 a move among
unions to form an inter-ethnic class alliance and fracture the European-chief
ethnic/cultural bloc but this was defeated by the intervention of indigenous
chiefs. By the 1960s, rival political blocs based on ethnicity were established
with the formation of the Indo-Fijian National Federation Party and the
indigenous Fijian Alliance Party. These are discussed under the sub-heading:
The Emergence of Rival Ethnic Political Blocs. The cultural hegemony of the

chiefs was transformed into a political hegemony following the re-interpretation
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of the Deed of Cession by the colonial government and the indigenous chiefs in

preparation for independence in 1970.

Chapter 6 analyses the influences of ethnicity and culture in entrenching the
political hegemony of the chiefs after independence under the sub-heading:
Political Hegemony: 1970-1977, and looks at new anti-hegemonic movements
in the form of the Fijian Nationalist Party led by Sakeasi Butadroka in 1975
under the sub-heading: Hegemony Destabilised: 1977-1987. The nationalists in
April 1977 fractured indigenous Fijian votes and allowed the Indo-Fijian
National Federation Party to win government. However, internal differences
and lack of leadership in the Indo-Fijian camp prompted indigenous chiefly
intervention which restored the political hegemony of the chiefs under the
Alliance Party. The indigenous chiefs were once again challenged by a more
popular inter-ethnic class-based movement, led by the Fiji Labour Party leader
Dr. Timoci Bavadra, who came to power as a result of an alliance between
indigenous Fijian and Indo-Fijian working classes. The indigenous chiefs and
nationalist elements of the indigenous Fijian community refused to accept the
multiethnic coalition government that came to power after April 1987 election

and embarked on a political destabilisation campaign.

Chapter 7 looks at the political transformations from 1987 to 1999 under the
sub-heading: From Political Hegemony to Coercive Hegemony: 1987-1999. In
May 1987, the military intervened and re-asserted chiefly political hegemony

with force, which continued unchallenged until the chiefs formed a political
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party in 1990, exclusively to champion chiefly dominance under the guise of
indigenous political paramountcy. A commoner indigenous Fijian Sitiveni
Rabuka was voted to lead the chiefly Soqosoqgo ni Vakevulewa ni Taukei party,
which won the 1992 elections under a constitution that greatly elevated the
political authority of the chiefs while diminishing the rights of Indo-Fijians. With
political power effectively monopolised by the chiefs, differences started to
emerge within the chief-led historic bloc as provincial chiefs engaged in
struggles for a greater share of political influence in national affairs. The issue
of indigenous factionalisation is discussed under the sub-heading: Indigenous
factionalisation and Inter-Ethnic Collaboration. As a result of divisions and
conflict among indigenous Fijians, the political hegemony of the chiefs started
to collapse and indigenous political groups formed alliances with Indo-Fijians in
1999 to form a multiethnic government, led by an Indo-Fijian Prime Minister,
Mahendra Chaudhry. After the elections, indigenous nationalists groups started
agitations against the government, arguing loss of culture and political power

under the 1997 Constitution.

Chapter 8 analyses the 2000 coup under the sub-heading: Coercive Indigenous
Assertions Against Inter-Ethnic Collaboration, which again brought to surface
indigenous chiefly rivalry. The divisions amongst the indigenous chiefs led to
the militarisation of intra-indigenous cultural conflict as chiefs attempted to
remove other chiefs from political power with force of arms. This Chapter
develops on the theme of culture and ethnicity shaping both political hegemony

and anti-hegemony/counter-hegemony by focussing on internal indigenous
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struggles for political power. In 2000, the government of Indo-Fijian Prime
Minister Mahendra Chaudhry was held hostage by a nationalist group led by
George Speight for 56 days. At first the Speight group unsuccessfully
attempted to oust the President of Fiji, Ratu Mara, who was also the high chief
of the powerful Tovata confederacy. When the hostage crisis inside Fiji's
parliament became a stalemate, the Speight group, through their supporters
outside parliament, initiated racial attacks against rural Indo-Fijians.

Under the sub-heading: Political Hegemony Reinstated, | argue that there were
divisions within the army and the interim-government, established by the
military as a response to the coup, implemented policies along the lines
advocated by the coup leaders. The Great Council of Chiefs which had in 1990
sponsored a political party was divided and failed to provide national leadership
with some in the Council openly siding with the Speight group. Following a High
Court judgment in 2001 in favour of the 1997 constitution, the chiefs withdrew
their support for the Sogosoqo ni Vakevulewa ni Taukei party and silently lent
their support to a new indigenous Fijian party, the Sogosoqo ni Duavata ni
Lewenivanua party, which was led by another indigenous Fijian commoner,
Laisenia Qarase. The Chapter concludes by emphasising that divisions within
indigenous Fijians were a direct result of ethnicisation of politics and intra-
communal power struggles, which further politicised an indigenous-dominated

military.

Chapter 9 looks at the tensions between the commander of the Fiji Military

Forces Frank Bainimarama and the SDL government since the 2001 elections,
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developing the theme of the military as a counter-hegemonic social force in Fiji
under the sub-heading: Indigenous Fragmentation Revisited. Bainimarama,
unlike Rabuka, sought action against the chiefs implicated in the 2000 coup.
This failed and by 2006, the army wanted to end the political hegemony of the
chiefs, backed by the Qarase government. In a series of public protests, the
army ordered Laisenia Qarase to “clean up” his government because a number
of chiefs in cabinet and in Senate were facing charges for their role in the 2000
coup. Qarase defied the army and initiated the Racial Tolerance and Unity Bill,
which provided amnesty to the coup conspirators. At the end of 2006, the
Qarase government was overthrown in a military coup. The 2006 coup is
analysed under the sub-heading: Military Intervention of a New Kind. After the
coup, commander Bainimarama was installed as the interim prime minister of
Fiji and initiated a “clean up” against the Native Land Trust Board and the Great
Council of Chiefs, which was suspended after nearly 132 years of formal
existence. Bainimarama’s coup against the chiefs was unlike any other
counter-hegemonic force in Fiji. The military was used to overthrow not just the
government but the chiefly order that was firmly embedded in the indigenous

Fijian society.

In summary, the first Chapter establishes a neo-Gramscian analytical
framework for the thesis around the following themes: first conflict and divisions
within the colonial historic bloc, second the role of culture and ethnicity in
shaping political hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony, and third

the changing role of the army in the cycle of post-colonial hegemony. The
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second Chapter surveys Fiji historiography and the use of political theory to
analyse class, ethnicity, race, political power and social forces in Fiji. The third
Chapter looks at divisions within the colonial historic bloc in particular ethnic
divisions between indigenous chiefs and the Europeans and opposition to the
cultural hegemony of the chiefs by some colonial Governors. The theme of
divisions and challenges to the colonial historic bloc continues in the fourth
Chapter with the emergence of indigenous anti-hegemonic sub-cultural
movements followed by the establishment of indigenous Fijian political
hegemony outlined in the fifth Chapter. Analysis of post-independence divisions
and conflict under the chief-led historic bloc continue in the sixth and seventh
Chapters. The events of 2000 with the militarisation of divisions within the
indigenous polity is analysed in the eighth Chapter and in the final Chapter the
role of the military as an agent for social and political change under the
leadership of the Fiji military commander Commodore Frank Bainimarama is

outlined.

In the next Chapter, | will develop the analytical themes for the analysis of Fiji

politics using the neo-Gramscian theory.
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PART 1

CHAPTER 1

THE ANALTICAL FRAMEWORK

This Chapter evaluates in detail Modernisation, Dependency, neo-Dependency,
World System, neo-Gramscian international political-economy (IPE) and neo-
Gramscian culture and ethnicity approaches because it leads to an analytical
framework for the thesis and forms a necessary background for the political
history of Fiji analysed from Chapter 3. Dependency and the World System
Schools, in particular, influenced colonial and post-colonial analysis as well as
the study of class formations, unequal development, political domination of
indigenous chiefs, and ethnic conflict in Fiji. These theoretical approaches to

Fiji are defined against the Modernisation theory.

Following the end of World War I, there emerged a number of social theories
that examined political, social and economic relations of the post-war world
order. The focus, in particular, was on the developing countries, which were de-
colonised after the end of World War Il. The competition for overseas territories
was one of the causes of the two great wars in Europe and after gaining
independence, the newly independent states provided raw materials for the
development of former colonial powers. In the 1960s, orthodox academic
literature on economic development based on the social Darwinian uni-linear

modernisation theory*® was challenged by Revisionist scholars, who asserted

Walt Rostow, The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist
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that the development of European states had caused the under-development of
their former colonies. Modernisation theory was europo-centric and was based
on the assumption that all societies went through similar stages of economic
growth and developing nations needed to better emulate the innovations of the

advanced nations.

Modernisation theory was popularised by W.W. Rostow, who argued that all
communities went through similar stages of development and that developing
and under-developed states needed to imitate the affluent economies of the
European nations. The Modernisation theory influenced the work of the
Economic Commission of Latin America but the europo-centric model of
development failed to deliver economic progress in a region, characterised
before the end of the Cold War by violent ethnic conflict, military intervention,
death squads, elite rule and oppression of workers, peasants and indigenous
groups. The Dependency School was a response to Modernisation theory and
Dependency theorists argued that the advanced industrialised economies of
the west were directly responsible for the under-development of the developing
nations. While the Dependency School focused on unequal economic
exchange, it did not emphasise the internal structures that distorted
development. The neo-Dependency School expanded the under-development
thesis and demonstrated that through the re-alignment of domestic economic
structures, there can be dependent development. However, both Dependency

and the neo-Dependency Schools were focused entirely on external and

Manifesto, (London: Cambridge University Press,1960).
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internal economic relations and did not address the role of culture and ethnicity

in economic under-development.

In the early 1970s, Immanuel Wallerstein extended the dependency and under-
development debate by focusing on hierarchies within the capitalist system and
introduced a third economic category. According to Wallerstein, there are
possibilities for the emergence of a semi-periphery within the existing capitalist
world system via import-substitution and export-led growth. Like the
Dependency and the neo-Dependency Schools, the World System School
focused its attention on the capitalist world system but did not address the
colonial and post-colonial contexts of developing states. The neo-Gramscian
School in contrast built on the work of Antonio Gramsci to challenge the
economism of the Dependency, the neo-Dependency and the World System
Schools by arguing that cultural formations as well as dominant classes were
largely responsible for the exploitation of masses in developing nations. The
neo-Gramscian School of IPE started to evaluate the role of transnational
capitalist classes in controlling the global political economy, however, the neo-
Gramscian IPE School remained predominantly focused on international
economic relations and the global logic of capital, despite successfully
integrating both the domestic and the international by providing transnational
analytical categories, such as international historic blocs, transnational classes

and the structural power of international capital.

The neo-Gramscian scholars analysing colonial and post-colonial societies, in



particular after the 1980s, integrated culture and ethnicity into their neo-
Gramscian analytical framework and showed how these played a significant
role in shaping political hegemony and counter-hegemony. | will outline each
School of thought in detail and explain their weaknesses and further argue that
the neo-Gramscian School has developed theoretical tools that allow social
theorists to examine critically ethno-cultural hegemony in colonial and post-
colonial contexts, ethno-cultural divisions in historic blocs and the role of

military in hegemony and counter-hegemony.

Social Theory in Perspective

Modernisation Theory

The Economic Commission of Latin American (ECLA), headed by Raul
Prebish, traced the problem of development in Latin America and proposed an
alternative method of economic development based on the principles of

Modernisation theory. According to Prebish:

The idea of placing the emphasis on agriculture and playing little
attention to industry is dying hard. The industry group needs to develop
much more intensively than before in order to fulfil one of its principal
dynamic functions, as well as to provide the manufactured goods

required for speeding up development.*

“®Raul Prebish, Change and Development - Latin America's Great Task,
(London: Praeger Publishers, 1971), p. 6.
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The Economic Commission was overly concerned with the industrial structure
and in concluding its research, the Commission proposed a "large scale
contribution of financial resources from abroad to stimulate the rapid expansion
of the economy through the utilisation of idle inefficiently used resources."*’
Fernando Henrique Cardoso, a Latin American development economist,
outlined the ECLA development policies as involving industrialisation and
healthy protectionism; adequate foreign currency allocation policy;
programming of import substitution; and a desire to avoid cutting wages in the
process of industrialisation and to avoid a reduction in the masses' capacity to
consume.”® The ECLA failed to realise that Latin America had a small market in
comparison to its North American counterpart, and the most important factor
was the weakness of competition, which was largely due to many colonised
states having a mono-export economy. The implementation of import

substituted industrialisation failed to develop Latin America and as Alschular

notes:

The ECLA strategy of import substituted industrialisation,
undertaken in the 50s and 60s, has cast a long shadow. Little
evidence can be found for a fundamental transformation of the
international economic order in Latin America, rather, one finds
a variety of structural problems (unequal exchange, industrial

concentration, decapitalisation, disarticulation and

*Ibid, p. 15.

“Fernando Henrique Cardoso, "The Originality of the Copy: The Economic
Commission of Latin America and Idea of Development,” in Heraldo Munoz
(ed), Towards a New Strateqgy for Development, (Oxford: Permagon Press,
1979), p. 63.
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marginalisation) which largely describe dependency.*

The ECLA also failed to account for the vested interests of peripheral elites,
whose powers were founded upon their privileged relations with the powerful
centre. Alschular points out that the ECLA failed to understand clientelism,
which distorted national economy, bred corrupt national bourgeoisie and above
all entrenched elitism. According to Alschular, "clientelist classes have come to
include the state bureaucracy, and certain sectors of the middle class whose
interests and privileges are derived from their ties to foreign interests.">° The
failure of the ECLA strategy was largely due to the assumption by economists
that economic progress went along clearly defined stages of development, a
concept which had its origins in the Modernisation theory. One of the prominent
Modernisation theorists, W. W. Rostow, elaborated on the stages of economic
Growth. His concept was further developed by monetary economist, Milton
Friedman, who was a leading authority behind the Chilean economic miracle in

the 1960s. According to Rostow, all countries go through five stages of growth:

1. The Traditional Society;

2. The Pre-conditions for Take-off;
3. The Take-off;

4. The Drive to Maturity;

5. The Age of High Mass Consumption.

“Lawrence R. Alschular, Predicting Development, Dependency and

Conflict in Latin America, (Canada: University of Ottawa Press, 1978), p. 9.
*lbid, p. 180.
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The Traditional Society is one where there is limited production functions and
there is little mechanisation. In the pre-condition stage, societies are in a state
of economic transition and acquired necessary collective skills for technological
and economic advancement by exploiting the fruits of modern science.
According to Modernisation theorists, the problem with Latin America was that
the region’s strategy for growth failed somewhere between the Pre-conditions
for the Take-off and the Take-off stages. In fact, the Modernisation theory
assumed that the economic development process that took place in Europe
would inevitably take place in Latin America and elsewhere in the developing
world. Since Modernisation theory was based on an ahistorical model, it did not
take into consideration the colonial history or culture of Latin America or other

developing countries.

Bjorn Hettne of the Swedish Institute for Development provided a
comprehensive analysis of Modernisation theory and argued that development
IS a spontaneous, irreversible process inherent in every single society;
development implies structural differentiation and functional specialisation; the
process of development can be divided into distinct stages showing the level of
development achieved by each society; development can be stimulated by
external competition or military threat.>> The uni-linear Modernisation model

failed to develop Latin America as social theorists started to question the

*lW. W. Rostow, The Stages of Economic_Growth: A Non-Communist
Manifesto, p. 7.

?Bjorn Hettne and Matts Friberg (eds), "The Greening of the World-Towards a
Non-Deterministic Model of Global Process" in Development and Social
Transformation: Reflections on the Global Problematigue, (Great Britain:
The Chaucer Press, 1985), p. 210.
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usefulness of a theory developed around the experience of industrial powers
and one that blamed local culture for economic failures. One of the challenges
to the Modernisation theory came from the Dependency School, which used

Marxist concept of surplus value to analyse economic under-development.

The Dependency School

Dependency theory, while being critical of Modernisation and ECLA ideas,
advocated a new approach to Latin American development studies. The new
approach was based on metropolis-satellite polarisation. Development theorist,
Andre Gunder Frank emphasised the role played by metropolitan capital in
under-developing Latin America. According to Frank, "the metropolis
expropriates economic surplus from its satellites and appropriates it for its own
economic development. The satellites remain underdeveloped due to a lack of
access to their own surplus."® Essentially, Frank focused on the colonial
history of Latin America and concluded that colonial powers, driven by the
motive to acquire raw materials, stripped resources from the colonies and
appropriated it to Europe. With the continuation of this cycle of expropriation
and appropriation of resources, the colonies, overtime, became economically
under-developed. Frank looked at Brazil and Chile and did a historical analysis
of colonial capitalist penetration in those countries. According to Frank, the
primary reason that motivated Spain and Portugal to colonise Latin America

was gold and sugar and “the capitalist metropolis-satellite relationship between

53Andre Gunder Frank, Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin America,
(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1967), p.9.
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Europe and Latin America was established by force of arms.">*

Arms were at first used by the colonial powers to subdue indigenous groups in
Latin America, and after the departure of both Spain and Portugal, local elites
used arms to secure themselves in power. In addition regional hegemonic
nations in the Americas, in particular the US, continuously intervened in Latin
American affairs, starting in the late nineteenth century, to protect its geo-
political interest. Most importantly, the United States saw Latin America as its
backyard and as such incorporated it within its political sphere of influence. In
conceptualising the metropolitan centre, it is important to look at not only the
metropolitan states-Spain, Portugal, Britain, Belgium, Netherlands, France,
Germany, Russia and Japan - but also the culture and institutions of these

states that were imposed on the colonised population.

For Frank, the under-development and total dependency of the periphery is
produced by capitalism: "capitalism produces a developing metropolis and an
under-developing periphery, and its periphery-in turn characterised by
metropolis-satellite within it-is condemned to a stultified or un-developed
economic development among its domestic peripheral satellite regions and
sectors."® While Frank emphasised the "external" factor as playing a major
role in under-development, other Dependency theorists focused on imperialism,
Multinational Companies and local elites. According to Celso Furtado, "the

phenomenon of under-development occurs in a number of forms and in various

*|bid, p.21.
*Ibid, p. 53.



stages. The simplest case is that of the co-existence of foreign companies
producing export commodities alongside a wide range of subsistence
activities."*® The most glaring example of a foreign company in total control of
the domestic economy is the penetration of the US-based United Fruit
Company (UFC) in Latin America before World War II. According to Celso

Furtado:

The hegemony which the U.S. exercises in Latin America
constitutes a serious obstacle to development of the countries in
the region, since it inordinately reinforces anachronistic power
structures. The "foreign aid strategy" of the United States
government, which creates privileges for large corporations and
which exercises preventive control of "subversion", contributes
to the preservation of the most retrograde means of social

organisation.>’

U.S. hegemony in Latin America is seen by Dependency theorists as a
continuation of imperialism. Similar to the argument forwarded by Frank,
Chilcote states that: "imperialism has dominated Latin America from the
extraction of gold and silver through to the penetration of commercial capital
and later financial and manufacturing capital. The most significant result of the

colonial heritage is not a system of values or cultural orientations but

*Furtado quoted in Henry Bernstein editor, Underdevelopment and
Development, (England: Penguin Books LTD, 1973), p. 134.
>'Celso Furtado, Obstacles to Development in_Latin_ America, (New York:
Doubleday and Company Inc., 1970), p.65.
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economies shaped by the needs of the centre of the expanding system."®

Paul Baran,* in his "Political Economy of Growth", argues that imperialism
maintains a state of backwardness by reinforcing stagnant social and economic
structures as well as conservative social classes. For the Dependistas,
expropriation and appropriation of economic surplus, U.S. hegemony,
imperialism, and the center-periphery polarisation were the factors that caused
the under-development of Latin America. In fact, the central theme of
Dependency School was the "external economic factor" as an explanation for
internal relations of domination and economic dependency. It was metropolitan
powers and their economic policies that had caused the development of under-
development in developing countries. Economic relations that existed between
the core and the periphery were in favour of hegemonic powers. Such being
the case, it became imperative to understand the history of colonised people to

understand the degree of under-development in colonised societies.

The neo-Dependency School

The Dependency School took a dramatic turn when Cardoso and Faletto used

n60

"structural-historical™" methodology and critically looked at both "external" and

"Iinternal” factors that caused under-development in Latin America. After

%8Ronald H. Chilcote and Joel C. Edelstein, Latin America: Capitalist and

Socialist Perspectives of Development and Underdevelopment, (London:
Westview Press,1986), p.20.

*¥paul A. Baran, The Political Economy of Growth, (New York: Monthly
Review Press, 1957).

®Fernando Henrique Cardoso, Dependency and Development in Latin

America, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), pp. 61-75.
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carefully analysing the development of socio-political structures in Latin
America, Cardoso and Faletto concluded that there could be "dependent
development.” The idea of dependent development ran contrary to the
arguments of the Dependency theorists. The Dependency approach was that
"development required profound alterations of economic, social and political
relationships."®* In order for any meaningful development to occur, there had to
be an end to foreign capitalist domination and a creation of a socialist context
of development. The dependent development model primarily sought to explain
limited development in some instances and anticipated that existing
obscurantist economic systems, characterised by monopoly and dependence
on primary commodities, could be reformed. This idea of change from within a
system was basically an academic exercise, because it failed to take into
consideration the bureaucratic-authoritarian state structures, sustained by the
local elite upon which ethno-cultural divisions in post-colonial societies were

based.

The debate within the neo-Dependency School led to the emergence of neo-
Marxist and structural dependency theories. The neo-Marxists, borrowing
heavily from Cuban and Chinese experiences, advocated revolutionary armed
struggle for socialism, whereas the structuralists argued that "those sectors of
the industrial, middle and working class which were integrated into the

dependent transnational corporate system would not favour reforms which will

®IChilcote and Edelstein, Latin America: Capitalist and Socialist
Perspectives of Development and Underdevelopment, p. 21.
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eventually liberate the masses from dependency."®? For the neo-Marxists, land
reform and the oppression of peasants became major protest themes. Armed
struggle by the oppressed groups was the avenue through which social justice
could be achieved. It was agreed that under the existing social and political
system, the elite had both the monopoly on power and terror and the latter
made possible by a co-opted and a highly politicised armed forces. The
dominant elite system, sustained by patrimonialism and clientelism, was
referred to as "internal colonialism."®® In addition, the economic structure in
developing countries was distorted by the local elite, who were serving the
interests of the metropolitan states. It was argued that the local elite had
introduced cash cropping in satellite states and distorted local markets, making
it subservient to international price fluctuations. In fact, disruptions to the local
production structure aided in the influx of foreign goods and created "structural-
dependency."® The institutional and economic structures of the periphery were
determined by the investment capital from the core states and the structural-
dependency was sustained by the elite system of alliances, which was

transnational in nature.

Overall, the Dependency and the neo-Dependency variant provided new

perspectives on the study of development and under-development. While the

®?Kay Cristobal, Latin _America _Theories _of Development _and
Underdevelopment, (London: Routledge, 1989), p. 19.

®’Rodolfo Stavenhagen, Between Underdevelopment and Revolution in
Latin America, (New Delhi: Abhinav,1981), pp. 35-42.

®Heraldo Munoz (ed), Erom Dependency to Development: Strategies to
Overcome Underdevelopment and Uneguality, (Boulder: Westview Press,
1981), pp. 72-80.
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above theories were entirely premised upon economic history, they never
addressed the ethno-cultural aspects of elite domination in post-colonial
societies where hegemonic social groups monopolised political power and
perpetuated cultural and ethnic divisions. The World System School extended
the dependency debate but remained focused on the hierarchies of the world
capitalist system. However, the World System introduced a new category of
semi-periphery, which was a stage of economic development between the core

and the periphery.

The World System School

The World System School had its origins in the Fernand Braudel Center for the
Study of Economics. Braudel, the founder of the School, sought to develop
"total history": a holistic approach in the field of social science that influenced

Immanuel Wallerstein. Wallerstein saw the World System as a capitalist one.

The genesis of capitalism is located in the late fifteenth century Europe,
that the system expanded in space over time to cover the entire globe
by the late nineteenth century, and that it still covers today the entire

globe.®

The World System School criticised the Dependency School for emphasising

only the economic relations between the core and the periphery, while failing to

®*Immanuel Wallerstein, Historical Capitalism, (Norfolk: Thetford Press,
1983), p. 19.
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explain fully the role of state hierarchy. For the World System, the Dependency
School never analysed the capitalist system and its global dimension. In
response to the Dependency bi-modal centre-periphery approach, the World
System School put forward a tri-modal analytical framework. Under this model,
there were three fundamental characteristics of the World System: core,
periphery and semi-periphery. The core was the centre of political, economic

and social activity. According to Wallerstein:

The combined wealth, technological expertise, and the military power of
the core continue to exceed those of the rest of the world. The core is
still the location of the technologically advanced, capital intensive, and
high wage production. The core retains its capitalist system of political
economy and is still organised into system of competitive nation

states.®®

In comparison to the core, the periphery experienced tremendous social,
political and economic disorder because the peripheral regions of the world
were under total dominance of the core states. Thomas Shannon notes that
"although the former colonies became independent states, the resulting
relationship between core and periphery, known as the 'neo-colonial system’,
was much the same as it had been before independence."®” According to
Shannon, the structures of domination and control continued in post-colonial

states as local capitalist elites with links to global capital continued with the

®Thomas Shannon, An Introduction to the World System Perspective,
(London: Westview Press, 1989), p. 77.
®Ibid, p. 85.

-53-



economic exploitation of their colonial predecessors. However, within the World
System, there was an opportunity to move from dependence to semi-
dependence and join the semi-periphery, which emerged due to the rapid
development of manufacturing activities in the Newly Industrialised Countries
(NICs). Shannon highlights that "the most successful states in the semi-
periphery, the Newly Industrialised Countries (NICs) have enjoyed economic
growth rates higher than any other group of countries in the World Economy.
The NIC’s were Brazil, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, and
Mexico before its economic difficulties of the 80s."®® The emergence of the
NICs presents a serious challenge to the Dependency theory, but according to
Hettne the NIC’s success was a matter of correct timing in switching from one
development strategy to another. The development strategy was consistent
and based on a certain degree of national cohesion, and finally the strategy

considered both internal and external constraints as well as opportunities.®

In the World System perspective, the process of under-development started
with the incorporation of the particular external area into the World System. As
the World System expanded, first Eastern Europe, then Latin America, Asia,
Africa and Pacific, in that order were peripheralised.”® The World System, as
stated earlier, is a capitalist one. This capitalist world system is dynamic and "it

develops itself through circular trends of incorporation, commercialisation of

®®|bid, p. 101.

®Bjorn Hettne, Globalisation of Dependency Theory, Institute for the World
Economics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Studies on Developing
Countries, Series No. 130, (Budapest, 1990), p. 13.

lbid, p.16.
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agriculture, industrialisation, and proletarianisation."”* The World System
School has similarities and differences with its Dependency counterpart. Like
the Dependistas, Wallerstein described the World System as capitalist.
However, he does not make the distinction between development and under-
development, or central or peripheral capitalism. Thus, there is only one kind of
capitalism, namely that of the World System.’? The World System theory points
out that continued integration into the world economy does not leave peripheral
societies in a permanent peripheral state. The World System theorists argue
that there is mobility to move from periphery to semi-periphery and from semi-
periphery to core. Wallerstein, thus, states that the World System School

n73

challenges the "europo-centric constructions of social reality"’* and takes a

dialectical approach to the study of world capitalism.

Dependency and the World System Schools share a critical perspective on the
global capitalist system, and both propose transformation into a socialist world
government. However, the Dependency School emphasises unequal exchange
as the cause for economic under-development whereas the World System
theory argues uneven development and internal colonialism was a result of
global capitalism. Neither conceptual frameworks, the Dependency and the
World System, takes into the consideration the cultural and ethnic dynamics

that shape international economic relations and influence colonial and post-

"*Alvin Y. So, Social Change and Development, (London: Sage Publications
INC.,1990), p. 197.

Bjorn Hettne, Globalisation of Dependency Theory, p. 16.

Immanuel Wallerstein, World Inequality, (Quebec: Blackrose Books LTD,
1975), p. 17.
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colonial contexts. Ethnic and cultural factors in colonial and post-colonial
societies played a significant role in shaping state formations and determining
the allocation of economic resources. Moreover, issues of power, institutions
and ideology of dominant classes were addressed by neo-Gramscian scholars
who saw the Dependency and the World System Schools as economistic,

overly concerned with the macro-analysis of economic under-development.

The Gramscian Revival

Kees Van der Pijl notes that between 1991 and 2004, there were some 386
academic papers written using Gramsci’s ideas and as a result the “application
of Gramsci’'s ideas is no longer confined to Italian studies and political

philosophy, but runs across the social sciences.””

Questions about power and
the role of the ruling classes in determining development and under-
development led many Marxist theoreticians to re-analyse the work of Italian
thinker Antonio Gramsci who critically looked at the concepts of "culture” and
"education," which were inter-connected in a psycho-physical nexus. In such an

interwoven context, Gramsci defended cultural logic and critical thinking and re-

theorised culture.

Culture is something quite different. It is organisation, discipline of one's

inner self, a coming of terms with one's own personality; it is attainment

" Kees Van der Pijl, “Gramsci and Left Managerialism,” Critical review of
International Social and Political Philosophy, Vol. 8, No. 4, 2005, p. 508-
5009.
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of higher awareness, with the aid of which one succeeds in
understanding one's historical value, one's own function in life, one's

own rights and obligations.”

The role played by education and culture in ideological formations were
important in understanding the "sphere of the complex superstructure.” What
Gramsci was doing was moving away from the economism of Marx and basing
his ideas on the philosophy of European dialecticalism. In his conceptualisation
of structure and superstructure, Gramsci theorised that men acquired
consciousness of structural conflicts on the level of ideologies. From this, he
argued that the theoretical-ideological principles of hegemony had
epistemological significance. In Gramscian terms, "the realisation of a
hegemonic apparatus determines a reform of consciousness and of methods of

knowledge."™

Hegemony

Hegemony in the Gramscian sense means dominance sustained by the
establishment of a historic-bloc where a number of social forces converge
(mostly elite) to secure and facilitate common interests. In fact, hegemony is
based on ideological and state power which includes paramilitary, mercenary,

police or military units; economic ideology; and politico-ethical realm where

> David Forgacs (ed), An_Antonio_Gramsci_Reader: Selected Writings,
1916-1935, (New York: Schocken Books, 1988), p.57.

®Louis Marks (ed), Opere di Antonio_Gramsci, Vol. 1-6, (Turin: Einaudi
Press, 1957).
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state propaganda is disseminated to achieve civil consensus. Hegemony is not
purely physical dominance, but also ideological, institutional and cultural
dominance and control. In the Gramscian sense, hegemony is achieved by
popularising, institutionalising and legalising the ideas of the dominant group or
classes. The ideology of the dominant classes is utilised to minimise conflict
among the disparate groups within the civil society. However, the ideological
hegemony is based on the success of propaganda which acts as a catalyst to
crystallise opinions of the masses. In the Gramscian thought, the distinction
between consent and coercion disappears over time along with the differences

between civil and political hegemony.

In order for a successful hegemony to exist, there has to be an equally
successful historic-bloc. This bloc basically is the state or the ruling group
which is able to maintain itself in power through institutionalisation of certain

ideas and beliefs.

Historic-bloc

The concept of the historic-bloc emanates from Croce's philosophy of the

praxis’’ which is to detach the structure from the superstructure. For Gramsci,

the historic-bloc is historic-specific and reflects the ethico-political history of the

" Angelo A. De Gennaro, The Philisophy of Benedetto Croce: An
Introduction, (New York: Greenwood Press, 1968); Jack D’ Amico, Dain A.
Trafton and Massimo Verdicchio, The Legacy of Benedetto Croce, (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1999); also see: Walter L. Adamson, “Benedetto
Croce and the Death of Ideology,” The Journal of Modern History, Vol. 55,
No. 12, 1983, pp. 208-236.
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state. Such a history is an arbitrary and mechanical hypostasis of the
movement of hegemony, of political leadership, of consent in the life and
activities of the state and the civil society. In the Gramscian sense, a historic-
bloc has to be hegemonic, interpreted as a relationship between cultural and
ideological influence. Here Gramsci draws upon his mentor Croce who drew
attention to the facts of culture and thought in the development of history. To
maintain its hegemonic structure, a historic-bloc is led by organic intellectuals,
who play a crucial role in the lives of both the civil society and the state. It is
these intellectuals who are the official disseminators of ideology and
propaganda. The organic relation between the state and the civil society and
the contradictions emanating from them are arbitrated by intellectuals who
reconcile oppositional and contradictory interests. For Gramsci, the survivability
of a historic-bloc rests very much upon the skills of organic intellectuals. A
historic-bloc is in crisis should it at any given point in time alienate the civil
society. Such alienation will give rise to both "social and revolutionary

consciousness"” which in the Gramscian sense means counter-hegemony.

Counter-Hegemony

Counter-hegemony can only be fully realised within the context of the
philosophy of praxis, which is basically a theory of contradictions, emerging
from history and from a given historic-bloc. For Gramsci, the counter-
hegemonic movement will be led by intellectuals, similar to a "vanguard”, who

will spread social consciousness among the populace. A successful counter-
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hegemony is one that replaces the existing historic-bloc. This counter-
hegemonic strategy is known as the "war of position": a strategy to form a
cohesive bloc of social alliances to bring about constructive political change. In
counter-hegemony, ideology plays a dominant role in constructing an
alternative to the existing political order. In the Gramscian sense, ideology is
identified as distinct from but also related to the structure and one that is used
to organise human masses. The ideological basis of counter-hegemony forms
an important nexus in the mobilisation of forces of change and transformation.
Gramsci, however, also realised that not all change can be triggered through
propaganda and ideology alone. In conceptualising the "war of Manoeuvre" and
the "war of position”, Gramsci appreciated the role of militaristic organisations
in his "war of manoeuvre"- a military term used in relation to the first great war.
The war of manoeuvre is a rapid movement of revolutionary forces, starting
with the series of frontal assaults on the state. Such an action, according to
Gramsci, was the nature of the Russian revolution of 1917. Lenin used the war
of manoeuvre strategy to immobilise forces loyal to the Russian Czar. The war
of position, however, is in contrast to the militaristic war of manoeuvre, and is
linked to the Gramscian notion of hegemony, as an apparatus that involves

"class alliances, ideological and political work in the civil society and consent.""

The Gramscian war of position works within his conception of ideology,

institution, historic-bloc, organic intellectuals, hegemony and counter-

®David Forgacs (ed), An_Antonio_Gramsci_Reader, p. 431. Also see: John
Hoffman, The Gramscian Challenge: Coercion and Consent in Marxist
Political Theory, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1984).
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hegemony. Each foregoing unit is organically linked to the other, making
change evolutionary rather than revolutionary. An historic-bloc is vulnerable
when there is an internal or an external crisis that undermines its effectiveness
and its hegemony. It is important to note that Gramsci's political thought was
very much a re-definition of some of the orthodox Marxist beliefs of the early
twentieth century. Lenin's interpretation of Marx in support of the Bolshevik
strategy in Russia and the subsequent failure of Communist revolutions in the

rest of Europe led many scholars to rethink the Marxian theoretical platform.

While the Dependency and the World System Schools were concerned with the
economic structures, in particular, the mode and the relations of production
both national and global, neo-Gramscian scholars started analysing the
complexity of superstructure including the realm of politics, power, ideology and
institutions. Leonardo Salamini argues that Gramsci became the theoretician of
the superstructure without minimising the importance of the infrastructure. For
Gramsci, “the relations of production do not evolve according to autonomous
and self-generating laws, but are regulated or modified by the human
consciousness.””® According to Paul Piccone, Gramsci saw Marxism as
absolute historicism, “so far as it synthesizes the tradition and concretely works
out the means whereby the emancipation of mankind is carried out by

destroying the last and most advanced forms of internal social divisions.”®

" Leonardo Salamini, “Gramsci and Marxist Sociology of Knowledge: an
Analysis of Hegemony-Ideology-Knowldege,” The Sociological Quarterly, Vol.
15, 1974, p. 367.

8 paul Piccone, “Gramsci’'s Marxism: Beyond Lenin and Togliatti,” Theory and
Society, Vol. 3, No. 4, 1976, p. 493.
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Piccone goes on to reinterpret Gramsci and emphasises that “praxis is the
central Marxist category. It is that creative activity which re-constitutes the past
in order to forge the political tools in the present, to bring about a qualitatively

different future.”®*

Thomas Bates writing on Gramsci in 1975 elaborated on the Gramscian theory
of the “war of position”, arguing that “in fighting wars of position, revolutionaries
must be able to recognize ‘organic crises’ and their various stages. According
to Gramsci, an ‘organic crisis’ involves the totality of an ‘historical bloc’-the
structure of society as well as its superstructure. An organic crisis is manifested
as a crisis of hegemony, in which the people cease to believe the words of the
national leaders, and begin to abandon the traditional parties.”®* Bates argued
that the superstructure of the 1930s consisted of dominant parties, classes and
coercive instruments of the state which withstood the economic crisis of 1929
because of the cultural and ideological organisation of the dominant classes.
According to Bates, “Gramsci compared the cultural organisation of these
advanced societies to the ‘trench system’ in modern warfare.”®® Nigel Todd
notes that Gramsci wanted the proletariat to wrest state power from the ruling
class in Italy but was cognizant of the fact that the movement must have the
structure and the politics to demand state power. “Gramsci postulated that the

Italian bourgeoisie had formed a powerful social bloc capable of dominating

81
Ibid.
8 Thomas R. Bates, “Gramsci and the Theory of Hegemony,” Journal of the
History of Ideas, Vol. 36, No. 2, 1975, p. 364.
% bid, p. 363.
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subordinate classes.”®* For Todd, the most important postulation of Gramsci

was the concept of hegemony.

By "hegemony" Gramsci seems to mean a socio-political situation,
in his terminology a "moment," in which the philosophy and practice
of a society fuse or are in equilibrium; an order in which a certain
way of life and thought is dominant, in which one concept of reality
is diffused throughout society in all its institutions and private
manifestations, informing with its spirit all taste, morality, customs,
religion and political principles, and all social relations, particularly

in their intellectual and moral connotation.®®

In 1977, Raymond Williams explained Gramscian hegemony as a culture of
domination and subordination of particular classes.®® Williams conceptualised
hegemony within the dialectics of domination and subordination sustained by
identities and relationships of a specific economic, political and cultural system.
The essential element of Gramscian hegemony was the ideology of the
dominant classes and according to James Howley, “Gramsci's Marxism posits
the development of a determinate situation, a creation of historical forces which
do not pre-determine and make inevitable the direction or nature of social

action. Rather Gramscian Marxism attempts to create the consciousness of

8 Nigel Todd, “Ideological Superstructure in Gramsci and Mao Tse-Tung,”
Journal of the History of Ideas, Vol. 35, No.1, 1974, p.149.
% Ibid, p. 151.
8 Raymond Williams, Marxism and Literature, (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1977), p. 110; also see Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony
and Socialist Strateqy, (London: Verso Press, 1985).
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past conditions which live in the present in human minds and institutions as

187

ideology.

Gramscian concept of ideology was premised upon the dialectical interplay
between the ideologies of the ruling classes and the proletariat or the lower
classes. Gramsci thus acknowledges that ideology played a significant role in
the “war of position” and the “war of movement”. The problem was that Gramsci
used the "war of position" in two different ways: one signifying an historical
situation when there is relatively stable, albeit temporary, equilibrium between
the fundamental classes; that is, when a frontal attack (war of manoeuvre or
movement) on the state is impossible, and the other to signify that there is a
proper relation between the state and civil society (that is, developed
capitalism).?® In fact, as Hawley has noted, there are a number contradictions

between and within the superstructure.

The neo-Gramscian IPE School

The neo-Gramscian theorists of the 1970s revisited Gramsci’s prison
notebooks and re-analysed Gramscian concepts of hegemony, ideology,
political power and historic blocs. By mid 1980s, Gramsci’s theory was
expanded to theorise the political power of transnational capital in the global

political economy. This neo-Gramscian IPE School started with the seminal

87 James P. Hawley, “Antonio Gramsci’s Marxism: Class, State and Work,”
Social Problems, Vol. 27, No. 5, 1980, p. 585.
% bid, p. 590
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work of Robert Cox.%? According to Thomas Edward Gillon, Cox is a thinker in
the critical theory tradition. His work is accepted as historically-oriented and
theory for Cox is a product of an interaction between an evolving historical
reality and critical reflection.®® Cox re-defined the concept of core and periphery
as neither geographic designations nor economic zones as such; rather they
refer to categories of work. In the transnational mode of production, the
periphery is characterised by cheap, semi-skilled, mobile, and disciplined
labour force both in the industrialised and lesser developed countries. Using
the Gramscian conceptual framework, Cox resolves the internal-external
dichotomy by illustrating that the system of dependence and under-
development is determined by the transnational mode of production, which is

sustained by an "international historic bloc". According to Gill:

Applying Gramsci's ideas internationally, and to this particular stage,
Cox has demonstrated that it is possible to conceive of hegemony and
the formation of historic blocs on a world scale. It can then be theorised
what role such blocs might play in promoting broad changes in the

process of capitalist development.®*

The transnational mode of production was explained by modifying Gramsci's

theory of hegemony. Hegemony would be fully achieved when major

%Robert Cox, Power, Production and Social Forces in the making of

History, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1987).

% Thomas Edward Gillon, “The Dialectic of Hegemony: Robert Cox, Antonio

Gramsci and Critical International Political Economy,” PhD Thesis, Department

of Political Science, Queens University, Kingston, Ontario, 1999, p.7.

'Stephen R. Gill and David Law, "Global Hegemony and the Structural Power

of Capital", International Studies Quarterly, Volume 30, No.4, 1989, p. 477.
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institutions and forms of organisation- economic, social and political- as well as
key values of the dominant state become models for emulation in other
subordinate states. In this view of hegemony, the patterns of emulation are
most likely in the core or most developed states, rather than in the less
developed periphery.®” In essence what the neo-Gramscian scholars were
doing was using Gramscian theory-in particular his most important theoretical
formulations hegemony, counter-hegemony, organic intellectuals, and historic
blocs- to analyse global capitalism and the structural power of capital. The main
feature of this global capitalism was the post-war transnational capitalism,
which had effectively integrated a large part of the globe into a single capitalist
bloc. However, the whole world was not included since the Soviet bloc and
China had put constraints on the limit to capital expansion, but this changed
with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 and following a series of

economic reforms in China in the 1990s.

Sustained by the international historic bloc, the dominance of transnational
capital was institutionalised and regularised by the organic intellectuals, who

helped cement the link between structure and superstructure. According to Gill:

The organic intellectuals are the 'concrete articulators' of the hegemonic
ideology which provides cohesion for, and helps to integrate, the
historic bloc. Intellectuals are not simply producers of ideology, they are

also 'organisers of hegemony', that is, they theorise the way in which

%Stephen Gill, American _Hegemony and the Trilateral Commission,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 47.
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hegemony can be developed or maintained.*?

While organic intellectuals are articulators of hegemony, they function within a
clearly defined institutional structure such as through the Trilateral Commission.
The Commission was created initially as a response to a pervasive sense that
the international system and the global distribution of power were in a state of
flux.®* The Trilateral Commission, in the post-war era, became the 'network’
from which the ideological basis for a capitalist world economy emanated. This
supra-state institution, however, also assisted in shaping state policies,
especially of countries that were members of the liberal capitalist bloc. The
power of capital had significantly increased its structural capabilities thus
directly challenging and occasionally undermining the relative power of the
state. Historic structures are shaped by this structural power of capital within
the transnational mode of production. According to Gill, “the staggering flow of
transnational finance have a much more murky 'nationality’, with the result that
they fit less well into the nation-centered analytical categories still quite
common in theories of capital-state relations."® In fact, the increase in the
structural power of capital and the decline in the relative power of the state
assisted the structural power of business.?® In particular Transnational

Corporations (TNCs) and private firms which operate globally can easily adopt

*bid, pp. 49-50.

%Stephen Gill, "The Emerging Hegemony of Transnational Capital:

Trilateralism and Global Order," David Rapkin (ed), World Leadership and

Hegemony, (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1990), p.123.

*Jeffery A. Winters, "Power and the Control of Capital," World Politics, Vol

46, No.3, 1994, p. 421.

%John Stopford and Susan Strange, Rival States, Rival Firms: Competition
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strategies of exit and evasion. According to Goodman and Pauly:

Multinational structures enabled firms to evade capital controls by
changing transfer prices or the timing of payments to or from foreign
subsidiaries. The deepening of financial markets meant that firms could
use subsidiaries to raise or lend funds on foreign markets. If controls in
a country became too onerous, MNEs could also attempt to escape
them altogether by transferring activities abroad, that is, by exercising

the exit option.*’

The rapid growth of TNCs or Multinational Companies after the war has
drastically altered core-periphery relations. Within the transnational mode of
production, core and periphery economic structures are found in both
developing and industrialised countries. Robert Cox pointed out that social
organisation of production constructed within the nexus of local and
international production relations determine core-periphery political economy.
Neo-Gramscian theory, however, also helps to explain American hegemony,
which continues to play a decisive role in influencing global economic relations.
Unlike Wallerstein's World System that originated in the sixteenth century
Europe, American hegemony rests on the globalist rhetoric. According to Hirst

and Thompson:

This new globalist rhetoric is based on an anti-political liberalism. Set

%John B. Goodman and Louis W. Pauly, "The Obsolescence of Capital
Controls? Economic Management in an Age of Global Markets,” World
Politics, Vol. 46, No. 1, 1993, p. 58.
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free from politics, the new globalised economy allows companies and
markets to allocate the factors of production to greatest advantage,
without the distortions of state intervention. Free trade, Transnational
Companies and world capital markets have set business free from the

constraints of politics.”®

According to Stephen Gill,*

the capitalist market economy of the United States
is now ever more central in the world economy, although its centrality contains
substantial contradictions for the rest of the world because of economic inter-
dependence. The changes in the United States reflect a global trend which we
can call the internationalisation of the state, a development which calls into
guestion the Westphalian model of state sovereignty. Thus, globalisation is
linked to, and partly engenders a process of mutation in previous forms of state
and political identity. According to Gill, the neo-Gramscian framework provides
theoreticians with a set of meta-principles to help explain and interpret the
ontology and the constitution of historically specific configurations: “social
ontology rests upon the inter-subjective (‘historical-subjective’) frameworks that
help to objectify and constitute social life, such as patterns of social
reproduction, the political economy of production and destruction, of culture

and civilisation.”*®

%paul Hirst and Graham Thompson," Globalisation and the Future of Nation-
state," in Economy and Society, Vol. 24, No. 3, 1995, p. 414.

“Stephen Gill, Restructuring Global Politics: Trilateral Relations and
World Order "After" the Cold War, York University Center for International
and Strategic Studies Working Paper No. 11, 1992, p. 10.

19 stephen Gill, Power and Resistance in the new World Order, (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2003) p. 44.
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Far reaching academic developments in political theory in particular with the
seminal work of Robert Cox in 1987 have opened up new areas of research
and critical analysis. Developing Cox's Gramscian historical materialism,
Stephen Gill analysed the structural power of capital and the associated
transnational mode of production. In addition, for Gill it became imperative to
understand the transnational power of capital which provided the ideological
and legal legitimacy to the capitalist political economy. The neo-Gramscian
School has, therefore, reinvigorated development studies by providing a new
analytical paradigm based on Gramscian theory. Under-development and
development are no longer a geo-specific phenomenon, but rather operate
internationally by transnationalising production relations and re-ordering social
forces. Associated with this production variable is the mobility of capital and its
structural capability to determine capital allocation within the global political

economy.

Stephen Gill identifies “cultural imperialism” as one of the drivers of the global
political economy and argues that there exists a global constitution of capital
that operates in ways that seek to subordinate the universal to the particular
interests of large capital, that is its discipline operates hierarchically (in terms of
social classes, gender, race and in terms of national power) within and across
different nations, regions and in the global political economy. According to Gill,
“part of what is at issue is how world society has been progressively configured
by possessive individualism, that is by individual, particular, or private

appropriation, while production has become progressively universal and
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socialised. New constitutionalism prescribes a series of measures to
restructure states and their civil societies based on the primacy of free
enterprise, and the discipline of capital operating broadly within the constraints
of classical liberal notions of the rule of law.”°* Both Gill and Cox appreciate
the role played by culture and ethnicity in hegemonic formations but these are
not central to their analysis of the international economic system. Gill adopts a
Gramscian framework to analyse transnational capital which allows hegemonic
powers like to the US to dominate the global political economy. Cox on the
other hand uses Gramscian framework to look at social forces in the making of
international history. Nevertheless, Randolph Persaud and Rob Walker, despite
being from the neo-Gramscian IPE School, argued that race and ethnicity have
been given the epistemological status of silence in international relations and
provided alternatives on how questions of race might be taken up in the
contemporary analysis of international relations.*®* Quoting Michel Ralph
Trouillott, Persaud and Walker describe this status of silence as the moment of
fact creation, the moment of fact assembly, the moment of retrieval and the

moment of retrospective significance.

The neo-Gramscian Culture/Ethnic School has built on the growing

appreciation in the Neo-Gramscian IPE School of race and ethnicity as driving

191 Stephen Gill, “Constitution of Global Capitalism,” Paper presented to a
Panel: The Capitalist World, Past and Present at the International Studies,
Association Annual Convention, Los Angeles, 2000
<http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/010qill.pdf#search="Constitution%200f%
20Global%?20Capitalism'> Accessed 6 June 2007.

192 Randolph B. Persaud and Rob Walker, “Apertura: race in international
relations,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 26, No.4, 2001, pp. 373-
377.
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force in social formation and re-focused Gramscian analytical tools towards the
study of colonial and post-colonial societies. More importantly, these scholars
analysed ethnic and cultural divisions, sub-cultures and the hegemonic role of
the military by re-conceptualising hegemonic formations, anti-hegemony,
counter-hegemony and historic blocs, the same Gramscian conceptual tools

used by Robert Cox in formulating his new critical theory in the early 1980s.

The neo-Gramscian Culture/Ethnicity School

The neo-Gramscian Culture/Ethnicity School developed Gramscian analytical
framework for the study of colonial and post-colonial societies. Neo-Gramscian
scholar John Girling in 1984 used Gramscian theory to analyse state formation
in Thailand. According to Girling, Gramsci’s argument can be extended “by
suggesting that in East Asia the ‘historic’ impediment to an industrial revolution
was, in fact, shattered firstly by Japanese colonialism-which created an
economic infrastructure and a skilled and educated labour force-and secondly
by the exigencies of war and civil war.”% For countries like Thailand such an
external crisis has not occurred to “sharpen or hasten the productive process;
nonetheless, the tendencies are present, even though hindered by bureaucratic
sedimentation.”** Girling sees Thai history as a process of autonomy
gathering strength as hitherto subordinate groups free themselves from

material, political, and ideological constraints. Thus the values of rural society

193 John Girling, “Thailand in Gramscian Perspective,” Pacific Affairs, Vol. 57,
No. 3, 1984, p. 400.
194 |bid.
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reflect the "pre-existing formations” of stage one: cooperation for specific
purposes (harvesting, house-building) is one aspect; avoidance of conflict
(through deference, face-saving, use of intermediaries) is another.'® Girling
notes that Thailand’s ruling classes transmit traditional values within a patron-
client setting and provides an important theme for the study of nation states. He
argues that Japanese colonialism provided the cultural logic for the post
colonial state to manage diverse social interests within a bureaucratic-

parliamentary compromise.

Girling makes an important link between colonial culture and the post-colonial
ruling classes in the sense that the former provided ethnic and cultural
legitimacy to post-colonial hegemonic formation. Similarly, Robert Fallon in
1986 used Gramscian theory to analyse the Senegalese ruling class. Fallon,
like Girling, conceptualised the growth of Senegalese political power as a
passive revolution where the ruling class “relinquished force and
authoritarianism as its method of governance for the politics of alliances and
co-optation. Indeed, the ruling class, with the help of its organic intellectuals,
asserted its hegemony because it universalised its own interests and
transformed them symbolically into the embodiment of the general interest.”**
The article argues that a Gramscian conceptualisation of politics can help

illuminate some of the fundamental processes of social change in Third World

societies. Fallon used Gramsci's notions of hegemony, passive revolution, and

19 |bid, p. 393

1% Robert Fallon Jnr, “Gramsci and the Legitimization of the State: The Case of
the Senegalese Passive Revolution,” Canadian Journal of Political Science,
Vol. 19, No. 4, 1986, p. 730.
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organic intellectuals to elucidate the formative efforts of Senegal's ruling class.
The shape and content of these efforts reflected the organic intellectuals'
decisive intervention in the organisation and elaboration of the political, moral,
and cultural framework of a new hegemony.*® Fallon is instructive in his
analysis and asserts that the Senegalese ruling class has successfully
maintained a historic bloc through political intervention and alliances based on
popular traditions, class, ethnicity and geography. The Senegalese ruling class
are also managers of legitimation of their political project and they do not go
beyond existing socioeconomic structures, and thus avoid contradictions and

conflict.

The theme of ruling classes in post-colonial hegemonic formations is further
developed by Christine Sylvester, who in 1990 borrowed from Gramsci to
demonstrate the inter-relatedness of the organs of state and class. According
to Sylvester, each of three components unfolded separately but simultaneously
and each brought tangible but partial transformations of consciousness, state,
economy, and class structure which linger into the present and which defy easy
characterisation as the results of a failed revolution. The article treats the
theoretical characteristics of simultaneous revolutions first and then details their
application to the Zimbabwean experience.*®® Sylvester notes the agency of
ruling blocs in cultural and ethnic mobilisation and its influence in state

formation in Zimbabwe. However, Sylvester also observed that the Marxist

197 1bid, p. 749.
198 Christine Sylvester, “Simultaneous revolutions: the Zimbabwean case,”
Journal of Southern African Studies, Vol. 16, No. 3, 1990, pp. 461.
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revolution lost its fire somewhere along the line and dissolved into
contradiction-riddled reformism under the ZANU (PF) government. Her article
argues that Zimbabwe's post-independence contradictions are grounded in at
least four simultaneous revolutions which took place in the years following
World War Il. Two of the revolutions were of a type which, borrowing from
Antonio Gramsci, can be termed 'passive’, and the remaining two resembled
‘anti-passive’ and ‘council’ revolutions. Each unfolded separately but
simultaneously and each brought tangible but partial transformations of
consciousness, state, economy, and class structure which linger into the
present and which defy easy characterisation as the results of 'a’ failed
revolution. The article treats the theoretical characteristics of simultaneous

revolutions first and then details their application to the Zimbabwean case.*®

According to Sylvester, the Zimbabwean ruling class maintains political
hegemony by politicising ethnic identities and sub-cultures. The cultural ethnic
analysis of Sylvester was developed by Dana Sawchuk, who argued that
culture, class, politics and religion played a significant role in the Nicaraguan
revolution. Dana Sawchuk in 1997 looked at the role of the Catholic Church in
the Nicaraguan revolution and argues that “in Nicaragua (as elsewhere in Latin
America), matters of religion, class, and politics are inextricably linked and that
insights from a Gramscian-inspired sociology of religion provide us with this

type of perspective.™® Moreover, Sawchuk highlights that the Gramscian

199 1bid, p. 452.

19 pana Sawchuk, “The Catholic Church in the Nicaraguan Revolution: A
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framework can afford us a deeper understanding of how the Catholic Church
both supported and helped to de-legitimate the Nicaraguan revolution of 1979.

According to Sawchuk:

The Gramscian analysis developed throughout this essay brings us to conclude
that in the Nicaraguan case, religion did not "cause" the revolution and the
Church did not "lead" it. However, at that specific historical conjuncture -
characterized by a structural crisis of dependent capitalism exacerbated by
natural disaster, the increasingly intolerable repression of a regime which had
lost all semblance of legitimacy, the split of the ruling classes among
themselves, and the emergence of a revolutionary movement able to mobilize

opposition and present a viable political alternative -religion and Church

representatives did play a critical role.***

The Catholic Church and the Sandinistas provided the counter-hegemonic
impetus that finally led to the disintegration of the Samoza regime in 1979.
Samoza’s armed forces had started to act outside the control of the elite as
Sawchuk points out of “split” among the ruling classes. Conflict within the
Nicaraguan ruling historic-bloc, hegemonic challenges and resistance from the

Catholic Church ultimately led to the collapse of the Samoza regime.

More recently, Nicola Pratt combined a Gramscian perspective with the work of
Edward Said to show how political power is operationalised through cultural

processes and the role of the civil society in challenging and reproducing

11 bid, p. 48.
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counter-culture in the state of Egypt.**? Pratt in 2005 looked at Egypt’s post-
colonial moment as shaping the production and reproduction of hegemony in
the post-independence period. Pratt outlines her conceptualisation of the post-

colonial as follows:

“The ‘postcolonial’ is a highly contested term. However, here | use it
to signify ‘the spaces where many men and women have to
intervene in structures worked through by colonialism, as well as
earlier and later histories of domination.” The experience of
colonialism represents a significant narrative of the past in relation
to which men and women position themselves; a historical reservoir
for the reproduction of hegemony and the construction of counter

hegemony in the post-independence period.”™*?

The re-conceptualisation of culture through counter-hegemonic movements
provides subalterns and counter-hegemons with alternative means of
deploying collective power to de-construct the political state. Pratt argued for a
conceptualisation of culture as a fluid and historically contingent process and
demonstrated how this process plays out in the context of post-colonial Egypt.
Yet, those that engage with the realm of culture as a means of deploying power
(whether to uphold or challenge the political status) more often than not resort
to a representation of national or group identities as essentialised and

immutable. In other words, cultures and identities are socially constructed, yet,

12 Nicola Pratt, “Identity, Culture and Democratization: The case of Egypt,”
New Political Science, Vol. 27, No. 1, 2005, p. 70.
13 1bid, p. 75.
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for political reasons, they are represented as natural and unchanging—what
Spivak has termed “strategic essentialism.” Of particular interest here is how
the reproduction of national culture and identity acts as a means of reproducing

the dominant configuration of relations of power in society, or hegemony.

Democratisation is not only about allowing multi-party elections or enabling the
independence of the judiciary, but also about re-configuring relations of power
in order to open spaces for pluralism, diversity and inclusiveness. This
necessarily entails challenging monolithic representations of national culture
that impose unity to the detriment of the rights of individual citizens.™* Pratt’s
analysis underpins the central theme of this thesis: the dynamic between
culture and ethnicity in shaping the political history of a nation state. This

theme is developed below under the sub-heading “Themes for Analysis.”

Ahmet Oncu in 2003, like Pratt, used a similar Gramscian paradigm to show
“dictatorship” and “hegemony” formulations in Turkey.'* According to Oncu,
the phenomenon of officialdom and hegemony are closely related. They
emerge more or less at the same historical moment, as institutions of modern
capitalist society. The history of the Turkish state is conceptualised by Oncu as
a political project to create a citizenry with a moral-intellectual outlook receptive
to legal-rational domination, organized on the basis of a nationalist ideology.**°

Oncu argues that the counter-hegemonic movements in Turkey were forced to

14 1bid, p. 86.

115 Ahmet Oncu, “Dictatorship Plus Hegemony: Gramscian Analysis of the
Turkish State,” Science and Society, Vol. 67, No. 3, 2003, p. 304.

118 |bid, p. 310.

-78-



find a moral force, which was provided by the military, which opposed the ruling
class.™’ The history of the Turkish state provides support to the argument that
the ruling classes must establish hegemony since without this there is no
guarantee of the successful use of coercive power on behalf of the sectional
interests of the dominant classes. Oncu also highlights that the Turkish state
moved from multiculturalism to an elitist nationalist movement with the
Nationalist War of Liberation. Oncu notes that the cultural vision of the
nationalist state in Turkey was challenged by Islamists and anti-Fascist groups

but in the end the military defended the constitution above democracy.

The neo-Gramscian Culture/Ethnicity School brought Gramscian analytical
framework used by the neo-Gramscian IPE theorists back to the analysis of
state formations. More importantly, Gramscian theory was used to analyse
colonial culture, post-colonial hegemonic formations, sub-cultural, anti-
hegemony, counter-hegemony and politicisation of ethnicity. Such themes from
neo-Gramscian Culture/Ethnicity School are used below to develop an

analytical framework for the study of Fiji.

Themes for Analysis

Theme One — the legacy of colonial culture

As stated previously, neo-Gramscian theory was used since the 1980s to

17 bid, p. 320-321.
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develop analytical frameworks to analyse both colonial and post-colonial states.
As John Girling mentioned, the colonial culture of Thailand provided the
ideological foundation for managing the post-colonial state and the same will be
argued for Fiji. According to Henry Srebrink, ‘the political system in Fiji remains
to this day a complex blend of pre-and post-contact aboriginal institutions that
co-exist, very uneasily, with universalistic state institutions. This ‘dual power’ is
permanently built into the structure of the state; indeed, the native bodies have
proved more durable than the liberal democratic ones left behind by the

colonial rulers.”**8

In Fiji, British colonialism provided the legitimacy for the cultural hegemony of
indigenous Fijian chiefs and the ethnic domination of the Europeans. The
cultural hegemony of the indigenous chiefs was challenged by anti-

hegemonic™® groups in the form of anti-colonial sub-cultural movements.

18 Henry Srebrnik, “Ethnicity, religion and the issue of aboriginality in a small
island state: Why does Fiji flounder?,” The Round Table, Vol. 364, 2002, p.
190.
119 Anti-hegemonic movements are organised social protests against the
hegemonic historic-bloc. Anti-hegemonic protest movements are often
underground and disengaged from formal political processes. These
movements have no political organisation and are anti-colonial. However in
colonial and post-colonial Fiji, there were a number of anti-hegemonic
movements (indigenous and Indo-Fijian resistance) some of which formed
around political parties: the National Federation Party (NFP), the Fijian
Nationalist Party (FNP), the Western United Front (WUF), the Fiji Labour Party
(FLP), the Fijian Association Party (FAP), the Party of National Unity (PANU),
the Vakarisito Lewenivanua (VLV) and the National Alliance Party of Fiji
(NAPF). For further reading on anti-hegemony see: Alan Fowler, “Social
Econony in the South: A Civil Society Perspective,” A Seminar on Social
Economy of the South, May 2001, p.3; John Sanbonmatsu, The Post-
Modern Prince: Critical Theory, Left Strategy, and the Making of the New
Political Subject, (New York; Monthly Review Press, 2004); Richard N.
Adams, “The Evolution of Racism in Guatemala: Hegemony, Science and Anti-
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Moreover, there were pressures on the colonial culture from within the colonial
historic bloc as various Governors to the Colony of Fiji questioned the cultural
hegemony of the chiefs, and the influential European settlers lobbied for a
larger anglosphere by recommending association with New Zealand. The
colonial structures largely remained intact as Fiji moved towards independence

in 1970.

The colonial culture of elevating and legally sanctioning the positions of the
indigenous chiefs and the policy of keeping races separate remained
embedded in state institutions and influenced among other things ethnic-based
political parties, trade unions and religious organisations during the colonial and
the post-colonial periods. One of the themes that can be used from Girling is
that colonial Fiji struggled to maintain a hegemonic historic bloc in the face of
internal cultural and ethnic struggles, including anti-hegemony from indigenous
Fijians and Indo-Fijians, and ethnic conflict due to a three way power struggle
between the Europeans in control of the colonial state, the indigenous Fijian
chiefs in control of land and the Indo-Fijian leaders seeking political

representation and social equality.

Theme Two — the role culture and ethnicity in hegemony and anti-

hegemony/counter-hegemony

hegemony,” Regna Darnell and Frederic Gleach (eds), Histories of
Anthropology: Volume 1, (Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 2006),
pp.132-180; for conceptualisation of anti-hegemony as political spaces beyond
hierarchy and sovereignty see: Peyman Vahabzadeh, Articulated
Experiences, (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2003).
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Nicola Pratt provides the second theme for this thesis: the discourse between
culture and ethnicity and class formation in shaping political hegemony, anti-
hegemony and counter-hegemony. Hegemony is based on both material and
structural capability of a particular social group or alliance to achieve hegemony
and maintain itself politically as a historic bloc. The cultural hegemony of the
indigenous Fijian chiefs had its origins in European contact, which brought an
influence to Fiji that restructured the indigenous Fijian social order. It is often
argued that Tongan influence in eastern Fiji had materially altered overtime the
social structure of the eastern parts of Fiji with the emergence of indigenous
chiefly hierarchies, based on patrilineal descent groups. There are also social
hierarchies within the indigenous Fijian society and the most pronounced is the

division between hereditary chiefs and indigenous commoners.

Based on the theoretical formulation of Pratt, one of the themes of this thesis is
that cultural, ethnic and class divisions played a key role in shaping hegemony

and anti hegemony/counter-hegemony in colonial and post-colonial Fiji.

The ethnic and cultural divisions operated on three levels. Firstly, there were
cultural and class divisions within the indigenous Fijian and the Indo-Fijian
communities. In the indigenous Fijian community, for example, there were
divisions between indigenous chiefs and commoners, between chiefs and a
number of indigenous sub-cultural groups, between the west and the eastern
parts of Fiji, and class divisions between indigenous rural and urban

communities. In post-colonial Fiji, divisions within the indigenous community
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were highlighted by the formation of a number of indigenous political parties.

Similarly, there were cultural and class divisions among Indo-Fijians, in
particular between those who came to Fiji as indentured labourers and free
migrants. After indenture, there were further divisions among various imported
cultural organisations from India, including the orthodox Hindu Sanatan
Dharam, the reform-oriented Arya Samaj, the Muslim League and the South
Indian Sangam. Among Indo-Fijians, there were also class distinctions between
sugar cane farmers (peasants) and urban middle-classes and between
descendants of indenture and Guijarati business operators. In post-colonial Fiji,
divisions within the Indo-Fijian community were highlighted by the contest for
communal hegemony between the Fiji Labour Party and the National

Federation Party.

Second, there were ethnic and cultural divisions between Indo-Fijians and
indigenous Fijians and these divisions were exploited by the colonial
government and indigenous chiefs. After World War Il, indigenous Fijian chiefs
and Europeans established an ethnic bloc against Indo-Fijians who became a
majority in the colony.'?® During negotiations for independence, ethnic and
cultural divisions played a significant role as indigenous chiefs asserted their

claim on political power on the basis of their cultural position in the indigenous

120\, E. H. Stanner, “Postwar Fiji: The 1946 Census,” Pacific Affairs, Vol. 20,
No. 4, 1947, pp. 407-421. According to Stanner, at the end of 1946, Indo-
Fijians were estimated to be at least 46. 5 per cent of the population compared
with indigenous Fijians at 45.5 per cent. Stanner argued that Indians may
displace Europeans in the control of agriculture, trade and commerce... (p.
411).
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community and the Deed of Cession, which transferred political power from the
indigenous chiefs to the Crown in 1874. Ethnic and cultural divisions between
Fiji's two dominant communities continued in post-colonial Fiji after the
consolidation of chiefly hegemony. However, these divisions were aggressively

re-asserted, following the success of inter-ethnic alliances in 1987 and 1999.

Thirdly, there were ethnic, cultural and class alliances between indigenous
Fijians and Indo-Fijians in 1959, 1987 and 1999 which challenged the political
foundation of ethnic divisions and successfully formed alternative historic blocs
in 1987 and 1999. In 1985, indigenous Fijians and Indo-Fijian trade union
members formed the Fiji Labour Party with the objective of improving
conditions and wages of urban workers. The party extended its support by
forming an alliance with Indo-Fijian sugar cane farmers. The Fiji Labour Party’s
policies on workers attracted a number of urban working class indigenous
Fijians, who moved away from the ethnic politics of the chiefs in 1987.
Similarly, in 1999, indigenous Fijian political parties formed alliances with the

Fiji Labour Party to win government.

The three layers of ethnicity, culture and class are inter-related in the sense
that indigenous divisions in the post-colonial context led to multiethnic political
and class alliances and to counter such alliances, racial hierarchies were re-
asserted by indigenous chiefs. However, in 2000, indigenous coercive

assertions failed resulting in military intervention of a new kind.
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Theme Three — the changing role of military in political hegemony and counter-

hegemony

Ahmed Onctu in his analysis of the Turkish state provides analysis of the
various phases of Turkish history. At first the Turkish state was a multiethnic
entity but the young Turks used ethnic nationalism to foment a war of liberation,
which resulted in the political break from the past. However, various social
groups, including the military, challenged the hegemony of the Turkish ruling
class. The military in Fiji played a central role in establishing and maintaining
colonial hegemony to 1970. During the colonial period, the military was used to
break challenges to the colonial government and the cultural hegemony of
indigenous chiefs. Military was used to subdue anti-hegemonic Hill Tribes and
other sub-cultural anti-chief movements following cession of Fiji to Britain. After
World War Il, the Fiji military increasingly recruited indigenous Fijians, who took
over from the Europeans as the dominant ethnic bloc in the armed forces. Indo-
Fijians on the other hand refused to volunteer for service during the war
because their leaders saw the army as an imperialist entity. In post-colonial Fiji,
the military played a central role in re-establishing the indigenous chiefly order
in 1987, following the election of an inter-ethnic class bloc, and enforced chiefly

hegemony since the first coup in 1987 until 2000.

From 2001, the military challenged the cultural as well as the political
hegemony of the indigenous Fijian chiefs and became highly critical of the

indigenous government that adopted an overtly ethnicist policy from 2000. In

-85-



December 2006, the Republic of the Fiji Military Forces overthrew the elected
government, accusing it of fomenting ethnic and cultural divisions. Moreover,
the military leaders argued that the government was continuing the colonial
culture of division and patrimonialism. In the neo-Gramscian sense, the military
became a counter-hegemonic force by initiating a war of position to replace the

chief-led post-colonial historic bloc.

In summary, the three themes for Fiji using the neo-Gramscian analytical

framework are:

1. Based on Girling’s analysis of the colonial state in Thailand, | argue that
colonial Fiji struggled to maintain an ethnicised hegemonic bloc in the
face of internal cultural and ethnic struggles, including anti-hegemonic
challenges from indigenous sub-cultures and ethnic conflict due to a
three way power struggle between the Europeans in control of the
colonial state, the indigenous Fijian chiefs in control of land and the
Indo-Fijian leaders seeking political representation and equality with

Europeans.

2. Using Nicola Pratt’'s analysis of post-colonial state in Egypt, | argue that
in Fiji, culture and ethnicity shaped political hegemony and anti-
hegemony/counter-hegemony both during colonial and post colonial
periods. There were cultural divisions within indigenous Fijians and Indo-

Fijians as well as inter-ethnic divisions which were exploited by the
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colonial government and later by the indigenous chiefs to consolidate
political power. However, in post-colonial Fiji, inter-ethnic class and

political alliances dislodged the indigenous chiefs from power in 1987
and again in 1999, resulting in the re-assertion of ethnic hierarchy by

indigenous chiefs.

. Using Ahmed Oncu’s theory on the militarisation of the Turkish state, |
argue that in Fiji the military assisted in maintaining colonial hegemony
by suppressing challenges to the colonial government and to the cultural
hegemony of the chiefs from indigenous sub-cultural anti-hegemonic
movements. In post-colonial Fiji, an indigenous-dominated military
assisted in re-asserting indigenous chiefly hegemony in 1987 against
inter-ethnic class alliances. However, following the 2000 coup, the
military was no longer united as intra-communal influences caused
divisions and led commander, Frank Bainimarama, to question the
political legitimacy of the indigenous state from 2001. As a result, the
military transformed itself into a counter-hegemonic force, progressing
political change through strategies to de-ethnicise the state after the

December 2006 military coup.

The three themes are inter-related in the sense that the first theme provides the

framework for the colonial and post-colonial historic blocs and factionalisation

and divisions within these blocs based on the second theme of ethnicity, culture

and class, which shaped colonial and chiefly hegemonic formations, anti-
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hegemony from indigenous sub-cultural movements and Indo-Fijians, and

counter-hegemony in the form of inter-alliances in 1987 and 1999.

Conclusion

In summary, euro-centric themes of the Modernisation theory prompted
Dependency, neo-Dependency and World System Schools to look at economic
under-development, dependent development and internal colonisation in
developing nations. Unlike the Dependency School, the World System School
developed a three-tier conceptual framework that showed that there was
movement from periphery to semi-periphery and eventually to core. In the
1970s, social theorists using the work of Antonio Gramsci provided a critique to
the Dependency and the World System Schools by evaluating the role of
power, institutions and ideology in hegemonic formations. By the 1980s, neo-
Gramscian scholars were critically analysing the international political economy
and colonial and post-colonial societies using Gramscian concepts such as
hegemony, historic blocs and counter-hegemony. IPE theorist Robert Cox
argued that economic inter-dependency of states was due to the increasing
mobility and power of transnational capital which had radically restructured
capital and state relations. By applying Gramscian theory, the neo-Gramscian
IPE School looked at the social relations of production and the role of the
international historic bloc in sustaining a capitalist global economic order.
However, the Dependency, the neo-Dependency, the World System, and the

neo-Gramscian IPE Schools did not appreciate the role of ethnicity and culture
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in post-colonial societies. Nevertheless, the theoretical framework provided by
Cox impressed upon the neo-Gramscian Culture/Ethnic School, which used
Gramscian theory to analyse the role of ethnicity, culture, class and military in
hegemony and counter-hegemony in colonial and post-colonial societies.
Based on this framework, | look at the colonial historic bloc, indigenous chiefly

hegemony, anti-hegemony, counter-hegemony and military intervention in Fiji.
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CHAPTER 2

FIJI HISTORIOGRAPHY

In the Fiji context, hegemony means the cultural hegemony of the indigenous
Fijian chiefs and the political hegemony of the colonial administration during the
colonial period from 1874 to 1970, followed by the political hegemony of the
chiefs from 1970 to 2006. Anti-hegemony is first manifested as a form of sub-
cultural social protest from subordinate groups in the nineteenth century and
later on after independence the protest takes the form of organised political
resistance with the formation of the indigenous nationalist party, the Western
United Front, the Fiji Labour Party and more recently counter-hegemony from
the Republic of the Fiji Military Forces. In this thesis the concept ‘historic bloc’
is used to refer to the colonial government, the indigenous chiefs and the
Europeans during the colonial era and the alliance between the Europeans,

Indo-Fijian businesses and the indigenous chiefs during post-colonial period.

After Fiji gained its independence, nationalist historians revised some of the
earlier historical interpretations of the Europeans. Drawing on Dependency,
World System and neo-Marxist theories (as demonstrated in Chapter 1),
indigenous historians of the Pacific ventured to give an "inside" view of the
history of Fiji. This was commonly referred to as the "de-colonisation” of Pacific
historiography. In Fiji, post-independence historians, most of them from the
University of the South Pacific, deliberated on and analysed a number of issues

such as ethnic relations, indenture and economic dependency. This thesis
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seeks to extend the Revisionist approach using the neo-Gramscian theory to
analyse the hegemony of the chiefs and the colonial government, anti-
hegemony as a response to the chief-colonial government historic bloc and the
consolidation of chiefly hegemony in the 1960s, which continued largely

unchallenged, interrupted temporarily in 1975, 1987, 1999 and again in 2006.

For the purpose of this Chapter, we shall examine some of the most common
approaches to the study of Fiji history. We shall look at the Dependency, World
System, Marxist and Revisionist approaches. In addition we shall explore the
guestion of culture and ethnicity or race playing a decisive role in shaping Fiji’s
political history. The objective of this Chapter is to put into perspective these

approaches adopted by academics in the past to study Fiji history.

Fiji Theorists

Narayan-Dependency School

As detailed in Chapter 1, the Dependency School had a profound impact on
social sciences, because it challenged the euro-centric concept of economic
development. In Fiji, Dependency analytical framework was adopted by Fiji
academic Jai Narayan who demonstrated the manner in which capitalism
became established in Fiji. Jai Narayan was critiquing indigenous thinkers like
Rusiate Nayacakalau who used the uni-linear modernisation approach to study

the development of the Fijian administration. For Nayacakalau, change within
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the Fijian administration was evolutionary and based on an inter-play between
modernity and communalism. Nayacakalau argued that indigenous leaders did
not appreciate the urgency of indigenous Fijians to modernise and release
indigenous land for commercial agriculture.*** Narayan challenged
Nayacakalau and argued that indigenous Fijians could not develop and
modernise because of their economic dependence on metropolitan powers,

which impacted on Fiji's economic development as a whole.

According to Narayan, Fiji's external relations were characterised by its
increasing incorporation into and dependence upon the world economy. He
argued that "its internal dimension was marked by the gradual institution and
development of an essentially capitalist mode of production, distribution and
exchange."** Narayan emphasised that there existed before capitalist
penetration a pre-imperialist Fijian social structure and an indigenous mode of
production. This indigenous mode of production was modified through the
European contact. What transpired in the post-contact period was a capitalist
mode of production. Jai Narayan analyses the changes caused by capitalism to
the indigenous Fijian social structure, and asserts that capitalism had created a
racial division of labour. As a consequence, Narayan noted that "ethnic
background was more important than economic differences, and these

differences were much greater in relation to other communities than internally

121 Matt Tomlinson, “Reflexivity, Tradition, and Power: The Work of R.R.
Nayacakalou,” Ethnos, Vol. 71, No. 4, 2006, p. 495.

1223ai Narayan, The Political Economy of Fiji, (Suva: South Pacific Review
Press, 1984), p. 29.
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among themselves."**

Capitalist reality in Fiji was based on British indirect rule and more specifically

on the capitalist class. According to Nii K. Plange:

At the commanding heights of the economy was a capitalist class which
was solely European. They controlled the sugar industry, the copra

business, banking institutions, shipping and commercial houses....**

Narayan's thesis on the role of capitalism opened up a new approach to the
study of development and social formations in Fiji. Previous academics had
largely distanced themselves from using "radical” or "Marxist" political thought

to analyse Fiji.

Durutalo-World System and Power Politics

Simione Durutalo extended the work of Jai Narayan by adopting the World
System approach to the study of unequal development in Fiji. Durutalo
addressed "internal colonialism” in Fiji and in particular how traditional authority
was recklessly used to create regional economic disparity. He stressed the

importance of agency:

The internal colonialism framework of analysis reveal to us the

121pid, p. 54.
124Nii K. Plange, "Colonial Capitalism and Class Formation: a retrospective
overview," The Journal of Pacific Studies, Volume 11, 1985, p. 92.
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dynamics of peasant (or proletarian) communities within a particular
social formation, and allow us to see these communities not as
"primitive isolates," but how they are affected and respond to larger
national and global processes. It enables us to see how people make

their own history.**

For Durutalo, capitalism and its pervasive influence had effectively created
ruling capitalist elite through indirect rule. While criticising capitalism, Durutalo
went further and stated that in eastern Fiji a small section of the society began
to take a larger share of the proceeds of human labour. As the production of
surplus increased, the elite were able to distance themselves further from
productive activities, gradually forming a distinct ruling class.*®® The ruling class
of eastern Fiji would later articulate the demands of capitalism made possible
through European contact. In fact, contact and differentiation gave impetus to

class struggle.

The struggle between classes developed during the impact of imperialism,
particularly its colonialist phase in Fiji. Classes in Fiji were determined by Fiji's
incorporation into the world capitalist economy.*?’ Durutalo then went on to
criticise the Fijian administration and the Fijian communal system and in

particular, indigenous chief Ratu Sukuna's idealisation of the indigenous past.

125Simione Durutalo, Internal Colonialism and Unequal Regional Development:
The Case of Western Viti Levu, Fiji, MA Thesis, University of the South Pacific,
Suva, p. 19.
12%pid,p. 39.
12’Simione Durutalo, “Buccaneers and Chiefly Historians,” The Journal of
Pacific Studies, Volume 11, 1985, p. 127.
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Durutalo argued that “the resurrection of the so-called communal system of
production by Ratu Sukuna gave rise to much confusion and was based on a
distorted view of production in Fijian villages."*?® By challenging the legitimacy
of the Fijian communal system, Durutalo opened up a totally new field of
academia that questioned not just the colonial orthodoxy, but also indigenous

Fijian institutions which co-existed with that orthodoxy.

This approach also allowed new questions to be explored such as the
contradiction between the chiefly class and the commoners, the logic of
plantation capital, and the use and abuse of Indian indentured labour. Durutalo
established that contemporary politics in Fiji was characterised by “Ratuism,
Religion and Rugby”. According to Durutalo, Ratuism is chiefly privilege that is
embedded in the indigenous neo-traditional order, which is sustained by

Methodist religion and rugby.

The work of Simione Durutalo was further extended by Alumita Durutalo.
According to Alumita Durutalo, indigenous Fijian political discourse is
founded upon three inter-related concepts of vanua (people), lotu
(religion) and matanitu (state). These form the ideological foundation for
the political dominance of eastern indigenous chiefs. Durutalo explains:
“Vanua identifies and demarcates a geopolitical boundary within which

Fijian cultural practices and chiefly rule prevail. Lotu, meaning the new

18Gimione Durutalo, The Paramouncty of Fijian Interest and the
Politicisation of Ethnicity, South Pacific Forum, Working Paper No. 6, USP
Sociological Society, 1986, pp. 18-19.
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post-1835 Christian religion, replaced various forms of traditional Fijian
religion and became grounded in the vanua. Matanitu is a Fijian word
that denotes traditional government, and is associated with the country’s
three confederacies: Kubuna, Burebasaga, and Tovata.”**® Dururtalo
notes that the integration of vanua, lotu and matanitu provided
legitimacy and recognition for indigenous chiefs in the colonial

administrative system of indirect rule.

Durutalo argues that while the Great Council of Chiefs did not directly
back the Soqosoqo ni Duavata ni Leweni Vanua Party (SDL) since
2001, the strength of the party in mustering indigenous Fijian support
was based on its ability to co-opt vanua indigenous chiefs. The Great
Council of Chiefs since its inception in 1875 played a major role in
structuring indigenous Fijian social order and further positioned itself as
an influential institution in post-independence Fiji when it was provided
with permanent veto powers through its appointees to the Senate under
the 1970 Constitution. Moreover, similar powers were vested in the body
under the 1990 and the 1997 Constitutions. The hegemony of the
indigenous dominated Alliance Party, the Sogosoqo ni Vakevulewa ni
Taukei Party (SVT) and the SDL was directly related to the hegemony of

the Great Council of Chiefs. Durutalo highlights that:

129 Alumita Durutalo, “Defending the inheritance: the SDL and the 2006
election,” Jon Fraenkel and Stewart Firth (eds), Erom Election to Coup in Fiji,
(Canberra: Asia Pacific Press, 2007), p. 81; also see: Alumita Durutalo, “Of
Roots and Off Shoots: Fijian Political Thinking, Dissent and the Formation of
Political Parties (1960-1999), PhD Thesis, The Australian National University,
Canberra, 2005, pp. 212-312.
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While other Fijian parties have tried to embody these three pillars in
their party identity in one way or another, the Alliance Party, the SVT
and the SDL have successfully maintained the orthodoxy as a common
rallying point for their Fijian supporters. During the era of the Alliance
(1967-1987) and in the first half of SVT leadership (1991-1994),
political unity under the vanua, lotu and matanitu were accepted as
givens within Fijian society. Challenges by western-based political

parties in the early 1960s were not extensive enough to pose a threat to

chiefs in the Alliance Party.130

Class Analysis

Class remains a powerful force in Fiji history, and this factor in Fiji was brought
to light by William Sutherland.*® In class terms, a white bourgeoisie consisting
of three distinct fractions-plantation capital, commercial capital, and a
professional class-had begun to crystallise and shape Fiji's history in quite
unique ways. Plantation capital did not only amplify the class relations in Fiji,
but introduced a new ethnic category: Indian indentured labour. This new influx
of immigrant labour had to be co-opted into the capitalist mode of production
and this was achieved more through force than consensus. Apart from
introducing a new ethnic category, commercial capital lay concentrated largely
in the hands of the white bourgeoisie, who had throughout Fiji's colonial history

influenced the commercial policies of the colonial administration. Surtherland

130 bid, p. 82.
Blwilliam Sutherland, “The State and Capitalist Development in Fiji," Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Canterbury, 1984.
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further argues that there emerged a privileged chiefly class within this capitalist
mode of production. Such being the case, a contradiction was created between
the chiefly class and the Fijian commoners. While this was essentially a Fijian
phenomenon, Sutherland argues that "contradiction between capital and labour
had a different racial face-capital was European, labour Fijian. Soon, however,

labour would become predominantly Indian."*%

Robert Robertson developed Sutherland’s approach arguing that
understanding of class relations is essential if the nature of colonial rule and the

various reactions to it are to be fully appreciated. According to Robertson:

It is not simply a matter of recording ethnic Fijian reactions or Indo-
Fijian reactions, but also of probing chiefly-ethnic Fijian, peasant ethnic
Fijian, petty bourgeoisie Indo-Fijian, and peasant Indo-Fijian reactions.
Each reaction represented struggles between class interests, and an
important determinant of outcomes was the response of the colonial

state.!®

Robertson opted to look at the specifics within the overall class analytical

framework as the complex interplay of class interests was also explored by 'Atu

132william Sutherland, Beyond the Politics of Race: An alternative history
of Fiji to 1992, Political and Social Change Monograph 15, Department of
Political and Social Change, (Canberra: Australian National University, 1992),
p.18.

133R.T.Robertson, “Making New Histories of Fiji: The Choice Between
Materialist Political Economy and Neo-Colonial Orthodoxy,” The Journal of
Pacific Studies, Volume 12, 1986, pp. 46-47.
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Bain®** who looked at the proletarianised ethnic indigenous Fijian labourers at
the Vatukoula Gold Mines. She argued that there was essentially a "traditional”
flavour to class, in particular for indigenous Fijians. The chiefly class could
easily thwart any dissent from commoners or proletarians by asserting their

traditional authority.

Unlike the Indo-Fijians, indigenous Fijians had to a large extent accepted the
colonial orthodoxy. A majority of Indo-Fijians, in fact, were of a peasant class.
Following the influx of free migrants after indenture and the subsequent
establishment of Indian petit bourgeoisie, there were struggles along class
lines. Indo-Fijians were far more class conscious than indigenous Fijians and at
the same time Indo-Fijians were also more factionalised than their indigenous
counterpart. Class antagonism led to strikes in 1920, 1921, 1943 and 1960.
The strikes, most of which were against the authoritarianism and the monopoly
power of the Colonial Sugar Refining Company (CSR), were an expression of
resistance by the Indian peasant class. An important question was why the
indigenous Fijians and the Indo-Fijians failed to form a broad class alliance
during the colonial period, considering that both were oppressed by the

dominant classes. Sutherland states that:

The ideology and practice of racialism perpetrated by the ruling class
made a large section of the Fijian masses see themselves primarily as

Indigenous Fijians rather than exploited people who shared with their

13%Atu Emberson Bain, Labour and Gold in_Fiji, (Victoria: Cambridge
University Press, 1994).
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counterparts similar class interests.**

Sutherland argues that the formation of class consciousness among indigenous
Fijians was compromised because the colonial-supported indigenous
administrative system worked as a mechanism for social control with the
assistance of the indigenous Fijian chiefs, who were co-opted into the state
machinery. In response to Sutherland’s class analysis, Robert Norton raises
two fundamental questions: "why popular consciousness in Fiji should be so
powerfully shaped by race or ethnicity, and how might this imperative be
reduced or contained? Norton argues that the class argument cannot explain
why the colonial state decided to import workers from India rather than compel

indigenous Fijians to provide labour for capitalism."**

Race-Ethnic Analysis

As identified by Robert Norton, race and ethnicity played a major role in
shaping popular consciousness in Fiji. In fact, race remains one of the most
convenient categories used to explain political, economic and social conflicts in

Fiii.

Ahmed Ali, Deryck Scarr and Asesela Ravuvu are the main proponents of the

ethnic School, which explains political discourse by looking at racial formations

1%william Sutherland, Beyond the Politics of Race, pp. 31-32.

13%Robert Norton, "Book Review of William Sutherland's Beyond the Politics of
Race,” The Contemporary Pacific, Journal of Island Affairs, Vol 6, No.1, 1994,
p. 242.
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only. The race-ethnic School has its origins in colonial Fiji where colonial
administrators manipulated the racial divide to secure both privilege and power.
Ahmed Ali states that there are ethnic realities in Fiji which are based on and
influenced by racial-ethnic aspirations. According to Ali, "racial awareness did
not diminish. In all issues of significance, racial ethnicity remained in the
forefront."™*” This racial-ethnic fact of Fiji has given rise to latent fears of
domination by one ethnic group. For Ali, indigenous Fijians are prepared to
share political power with other racial groups but will not relinquish it or
subordinate it to the will of others. Indo-Fijians, seeing themselves as politically
deprived, strive at least for a place of significant influence to consolidate their

position and prevent the possibility of being disinherited.**

Ali asserts that perhaps more revealing is the ongoing arrogant attitude of Indo-
Fijians towards indigenous Fijians. He states that "the prejudice sprang from
ignorance resulting from the lack of contact between the two races."*** K.L.
Gillion, however, defends Indo-Fijians by emphasising a number of problems

faced by the community.

The problems of Indo-Fijians included their poverty, illiteracy,
rootlessness, and loss of standards, unstable family life, lack of
leadership, difficulty in acquiring land, the growth of divisions within the

community, and an undefined identity and sense of belonging and

13’Ahmed Ali, “Ethnicity and Politics,” The Australian_and New Zealand
Journal of Sociology, Vol.14, No.2, 1978, p. 149.

1381pbid, p. 153.

139Ahmed Ali, “Political Awareness Among Fiji Indo-Fijians 1879-1919,” Asian
Profile, Vol.6, No.5, 1978, p. 484.
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acceptance in Fiji."*

Timothy J. Macnaught**

, While supporting Gillion, emphasises that the success
of Indian labour in developing an export economy has given the indigenous
Fijians the time they needed to absorb the impact of colonial rule, to arrest the
steady decline in their numbers, and to enjoy the usual institutions that had
given them the powerful voice in colonial policy. Brij Lal**? supports
Macnaught's approach by emphasising that the importation of Indian labourers
had helped preserve indigenous Fijian social structure in a rigidly codified and
institutionalised form. The colonial policy of keeping the races separate resulted

in the clash of cultures, especially when the two races were compelled to work

together after independence.

For Ahmed Ali, the argument that Indo-Fijians have indirectly shielded
indigenous Fijians from the destructive forces of plantation capitalism is largely
a justification used by Indo-Fijians to claim political equality. On the one
hundredth anniversary of the arrival of first indenture labourers in 1979, Ali
summed up the future of Indo-Fijians: "Indo-Fijians will be left with two options:

either leave Fiji or to serve on Fijian terms."**®* While Ali emphasised ethnicity

19K .L.Gillion, The Fiji Indo-Fijians: Challenge to European Dominance

1920-1946, (Canberra: Australian National University Press, 1977), p. 12.

“Timothy J. Macnaught, The Fijian Colonial Experience: A Study of

neotraditional Order under British Colonial Rule, (Canberra: Australian

National University, 1982), p. 2.

142Brij V. Lal, Girmitivas: The Origins of the Fiji Indians, (Canberra: The

Journal of Pacific History, 1983), p. 8.

“3Ahmed Ali, “Indo-Fijians in Fiji: An Interpretation,” Subramani (ed), The Indo-

Fijian Experience, (St Lucia: University of Queensland Press, 1979), p. 24.
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as playing a dominant role in the daily lives of the people of Fiji, Deryck Scarr
goes a step further in portraying Indo-Fijians as a community conspiring to gain
political paramountcy. At first, according to Scarr, Indo-Fijians in Fiji sought

political equality with the Europeans:

A ‘'fair field' meant political equality: as many Indo- Fijian seats in the
Legislative Council and all seats elected from common not divided
communal rolls. This was on the Ghandhian principle that separate

electorates would separate hearts, presupposed mutual distrust and

could only perpetuate differences and deepen conflicts of interest.**

Scarr's work promotes the idea that Indo-Fijians are by nature cunning and
deceptive, that they have no notable affection for Fiji and that they are
troublesome and a threat to the indigenous Fijian race. By World War Il, the
Indo-Fijian population had overtaken that of the Indigenous Fijians and the
events during the war hardened prejudices against the Indo-Fijians. Scarr
states that agitation against the war was a grave error on the part of the Indo-
Fijian leaders. According to Scarr, "indigenous Fijians had neither forgotten nor
forgiven Indo-Fijians' refusal to defend Fiji unless given European rates of
pay."'*® The belief that the refusal by the Indo-Fijians in Fiji to enlist for the
Empire and the Commonwealth amounted to treason and a proof of disloyalty

remains a powerful argument, which is often used by indigenous nationalists to

144 Deryck Scarr, Fiji: A Short History, (North Sydney: Allen and Unwin,

1984), p. 128.

145 Deryck Scarr, The History of the Pacific_Islands: Kingdoms of the

Reefs, (Melbourne: The Macmillan Company of Australia LTD, 1990), p. 252.
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support anti-Indo-Fijian propaganda. As a response to Scarr, historian Brij Lal

defended the Indo-Fijian viewpoint arguing that:

The Indo-Fijians remembered indentured labour (girmit) and the racial
humiliations and denigrations of everyday life. Fighting in the war to
them meant fighting to uphold a system that was oppressive and

humiliating.*°

Brij Lal’s justification for the Indo-Fijian non-participation has been rejected by
indigenous nationalists as nothing more than an excuse for Indo-Fijian
disloyalty. In addition, Scarr often seeks to authenticate the 1874 Deed of
Cession, the transfer of governance from the indigenous chiefs to the British
Crown, as a symbolic partnership between the Europeans and the indigenous
Fijians, while at the same he de-legitimises and attacks the Salisbury

Dispatch™*’

of 24 March, 1875, which granted equal citizenship rights to the
Indian indentured labourers. For Scarr, the Salisbury Dispatch is nothing more

than mythical charter of the immigrant and insecure Indo-Fijians.

Scarr remains the most authoritative voice on indigenous Fijian nationalist
viewpoint. In his biography of the Bauan high chief Ratu Sir Lala Sukuna in
1980, Scarr romanticised and idealised the indigenous Fijian way of life by

arguing that indigenous Fijians are far removed from the ideals of western

146 Brij V. Lal, Broken Waves: A History of the Fiji Islands in the Twentieth
Century, Pacific Islands Monograph Series No.11, (Honolulu: University of
Hawaii Press, 1992), p. 123.
147 Deryck Scarr, Eiji:_Politics of lllusion: The Military Coups in Fiji, (NSW:
New South Wales University Press, 1988), p. 10.
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democracy and live in communal harmony and as a result, indigenous Fijian
are duty bound to preserve it. However, Scarr’s protagonist, Ratu Sir Lala
Sukuna, noted that for generations, the indigenous Fijians lived in a rigid
autocracy of an oligarchic nature and the communalism of such a kind that the
people individually owned no property, while their activities in every sphere of
life were absolutely controlled.**® Despite the rigidity and the hierarchy of the
indigenous Fijian social system, Scarr supports actions by both the colonial
administration, Ratu Sukuna and the indigenous nationalists to preserve and

protect the indigenous way of life.

Scarr's ethnic-racial analysis was further developed by indigenous Fijian

Asesela Ravuvu after the military coups of 1987. According to Ravuvu:

Indigenous Fijians generally perceive Indo-Fijians as mean and stingy,
crafty and demanding to an extent of being considered greedy,
inconsiderate and grasping, uncooperative, egoistic and calculating.
Indo-Fijians, on the other hand, view indigenous Fijians as "jungalis" or
bushwhackers, still behind the times and backward, naive and foolish,
and generally poor. They are seen as lazy, proud and extravagant,

foolish and undependable.**

According to Ravuvu, the Salisbury Dispatch of 1875 was a colonial invention,

148 Deryck Scarr, Ratu_Sukuna: Soldier, Statesman, Man of Two Worlds,
ﬂ_gondon: Macmillan Education Limited, 1980), pp. 48-49.
Asesela Ravuvu, The Facade of Democracy: Fijian Struggles for Control
1830-1987, (Suva: Reader Publishing House, 1991), p. 57.
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and ethnic relations in Fiji must be governed by Taukei-Vulagi concept, where
the Taukei indigenous Fijians are the rightful owners of land and political
power, and Vulagis are ethnic Indo-Fijians, who are immigrants, landless and

must be politically subordinated.

Ravuvu's ethnic argument is basically aimed at popularising the view that Fiji's
political structure must serve the interest of the ruling indigenous classes, the
wealthy indigenous Fijians, the chiefs and senior members of the bureaucracy.
Like Scarr, Ravuvu also attacked western democracy as an alien imposition on
indigenous Fijian chiefly tradition. The ethnic-racial analysis of Ravuvu is

referred to as "nationalist revisionism" by David A. Chappell who states that:

Nationalist revisionism openly challenges the lingering Euro-centrism
embedded in western scholarly methodologies. This revolt is particularly
vocal in the Pacific island states where indigenous people feel the
threat of "ethnocide" because they are outnumbered today by immigrant
populations- which so far have produced the majority of Pacific island

historians.*™

Nationalism has played a decisive role in Fiji, particularly after independence,
and is founded upon and expresses the prevailing ethnic and cultural divisions.
There were two types of nationalism. The first one, indigenous ethno-

nationalism, drew inspiration from both overt and covert hate for the immigrant

150 David A. Chappell, Active Agents Versus Passive Victims: Decolonized
Historiography or Problematic Paradigm? in The Contemporary Pacific, A
Journal of Island Affairs, Vol.7, No.2, 1995, p.317.
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Indo-Fijian community and their leaders while the other was more a civic form
of nationalism, which was defined against the colonial order and was
expressed as anti-hegemonic sub-cultural movements during the colonial
period. Political Sociologist, Steven Ratuva, argued that many academics and
commentators totally dismiss the significance of nationalism within Fiji
politics.*" Nationalist Revisionist academic John Davies argued that the 1987
coup marked an end of the dream that had sustained the Indo-Fijian community
since the days of indenture, the dream of creating in these lands a home free of
colonial yoke where their industry could flourish and where their culture and
values would be second to none.™? But for Davies, indigenous Fijians are
disadvantaged at a number of levels. When indigenous Fijians make
submissions on constitution, they are poorly articulated and lack the resources
of the Indian diaspora in crafting documents that captured their real objectives

in language compatibility with acceptable constitutional expression.**®

Davies is instructive when he states that indigenous Fijians do not want simply
to be equal to Indo-Fijians but have difficulty pursuing their claim. Unlike other
nationalist Revisionists, Davies recommends a pragmatic solution for the

people of Fiji.

151 Steven Ratuva, “The Fijian Power Struggle, Fijilive, 10 November 2000. Also
see Steven Ratuva, “Addressing Inequality? Economic Affirmative Action and
Communal Capitalism in Post-Coup Fiji,” A. Haroon Akram Lodhi (ed),
Confronting Fiji’s Futures, (Canberra Asia Pacific Press, 2000), pp. 226-248.
152 jJohn E. Davies, “Ethnic Competition and Forging of the Nation-State of Fiji,”
The Round Table, Volume 94, No. 1, January 2005, p. 54.

153 |bid, p. 56.
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For Indigenous Fijians, a less aggressive promotion of ethnic
entitlements and greater commitment to, and support for, education
and application is certainly needed. Among Indo-Fijians, a less
insistent demand for absolute ‘equality’ at all levels and a more
welcoming embrace of the culture and values of the country their
great grandparents freely chose to make their home are long

overdue.®™*

Other nationalist Revisionists are less accommodating than Davies, Robert
Churney™® labelled Indo-Fijians as “colonisers”, bent on destroying indigenous
culture. Churney argues that the location of Indo-Fijians in the Indian diaspora
and in particular their links with the Indian subcontinent makes them a culturally
dominant group compared with indigenous Fijians. As a result, Churney argues
that Indo-Fijians would like to turn Fiji into a “little India” and as a result

indigenous Fijian nationalist militancy is justified.

Ethnic Economics

Some ethno-historians have applied the ethnic-race concept to Fiji economy.
According to Fisk, there is a racial pattern to economic activity in Fiji***. The
picture that emerges is roughly that of a three-tier society in which the

European and Chinese groups manage and operate the large corporations and

14 1bid, p. 70.

15 Robert Churney, “Palagi Island Report”, Pacific Island Report, 14
September 2001.

1%6E K. Fisk, The Political Economy of Independent Fiji, (Wellington: A.H.&
A.W. Reed Ltd, 1970).
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institutions, often on behalf of foreign owners, while the Indo-Fijians own and
operate most of the medium to small scale enterprises, including most of the
commercial farming, and the Indigenous Fijians own most of the land in a non-

monetary, but affluent, subsistence sector.*’

Fisk’s thesis struck a responsive note among ethnic historians, who used the
three-Fiji argument in support of their pro-ethnic agenda. Like ethnic historians,
Fisk argued that there was a conflict of interest™>® between indigenous Fijians
and Indo-Fijians. This was reflected in the Indo-Fijian struggles for better land

leases and the indigenous Fijian fears of Indo-Fijian political control.

From a different perspective, Nii K. Plange challenged the three-Fiji thesis.

Available historical evidence indicates that Fisk's argument that race
and ethnic differences between the categories are of great political
significance and vital to the use of political power is untenable. The
unfolding of political processes in Fiji from the middle of the last century
demonstrates the very opposite, which is that political and economic
power have been used, sometimes with attendant violence, to affect the

contemporary group differences...**®

For Plange, the racial and ethnic differentials in Fiji are socio-historically

57|pid, p. 42.

1%81bid, pp. 47-48.

1Nii K. Plange, “The ‘Three Fiji's’ Thesis: A Critical Examination of a Neo-
Empiricist-Naturalistic Analysis of Fiji's Polity,” The Journal of Pacific Studies,
Vol. 15, 1990, p. 19.
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constructed. Specifically, he argues that the political instruments of the colonial
state restructured indigenous mode of production and articulated it with a
capitalist one. While Plange analysed racial-ethnic dichotomy in Fiji purely as a
colonial construct, for economist Ganesh Chand,'® Fisk's idea, that Indo-
Fijians are a privileged middle class, is a myth. According to Chand, Indo-
Fijians in Fiji remain predominantly an agricultural community with a notable
exception of a few that dominate business or are in the civil service. Chand
notes that Indo-Fijians were historically deprived by the colonial regime,
especially in the field of education, since it was the view of the colonists that

Indo-Fijians should remain in the sugar cane fields.

Racial Discourse in Perspective

Racial stereotypes and separate communal institutions help perpetuate the
belief that separate communities can promote and secure their own traditions,
customs, identity and way of life. The concept of being separate is colonial in
origin and discourages cross-ethnic discourse. Equally, the historical record
suggests considerable fluidity in racialised political categories. Firstly, cross-
ethnic alliances posed a threat to the colonial government. Indo-Fijians being
both proletarianised and politicised by indenture and political developments in
India, according to the colonial myth, had the potential to infect the indigenous

Fijians with the rebellion virus of the diaspora. Secondly, the colonial

1%Ganeshwar Chand, “Race and Regionalism in Fiji, Pacific and India: Some
Generally-held Misconceptions,” Economic and Political Weekly, January 20,
1990, p. 167.
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government from the very outset did not discourage any changes to the
indigenous Fijian communal way of life, and thus a protective native policy was
established to shield the indigenous Fijians from destructive forces of western

capitalism and expansionism.

Anthropological studies®®* have produced conflicting claims as to the social
structure of pre-contact indigenous Fijians. John Clammer*®? in his seminal
work stated that there is evidence that Fijian social structure was created by the
colonial government in the late nineteenth century. The whole process was
aided by missionaries and planters. Racial biases and prejudices may have
emanated from the new neo-traditional order consciously created and
sustained by the colonial government with the assistance and influence of
collaborator indigenous Fijian chiefs. Colonialism, thus, played a significant role
in both containing and discouraging cross-ethnic alliances. Whatever contact
that did take place between the two races was cursory as social separateness

reinforced communal identity and grouping.

Indigenous Fijians, unlike Indo-Fijians, tend to be less fractious due to the
social cohesiveness of their communal order. Communalism, then, is what
binds the indigenous Fijians together and helps create and reinforce the

ideology of indigeneity and cultural bloc. Dissension is uncommon since there

®IMarshall Sahlins, Moala: Nature and Culture on_a Fijian Island, (Ann
Arbor, 1962).

15230hn R. Clammer, "Colonialism and the Perception of Tradition in Fiji,” Talal
Asad (ed), Anthropology and the Colonial Encounter, (London: Ethaca
Press, 1973), p. 200.
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is an unwritten customary code which guides indigenous polities within the
village, and within larger social and cultural discourses. Everyone has their
respective position and place in the indigenous Fijian society, and everyone
respect each other with the redeeming quality of the village life being that there
is a general absence of malice, ill will and hostility. Conflict, in the Fijian society,
is resolved through customary means of matanigasau or Bulubulu.*®® On the
Indo-Fijian side, however, there is a general lack of dispute-resolving
mechanisms, and often petty disputes get out of hand, ending up in court. After
the end of indenture in 1920, Indo-Fijians split into rival class and religious
groups and these divisions have been exploited by Indo-Fijian leaders during
general elections. Indigenous Fijians on the other hand are deeply emotional

about their land.

In Fiji, land is a centre of dispute and has been so since the arrival of the
Europeans. The Great Council of Chiefs, after its inauguration, had protested
against Europeans who, through deception, acquired land from the indigenous
Fijians. Land to the indigenous Fijians hold deep customary and emotional
value. For Indigenous Fijians, the chiefs, land, people and the government are
all connected to one originating spirit. This inter-connectedness explains the
indigenous Fijian social and political discourses as one based upon the
customs of respect. The indigenous Fijian socio-political order, however, has
been challenged by Revisionist scholars who emphasise that the dominance of

eastern chiefly kingdoms and the Great Council of Chiefs, which enhanced the

1SAndrew Arno, "Conflict Management in a Fijian Village,” Ph.D Thesis,
Harvard University, 1974.
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structural power of the chiefs, who strategically positioned themselves to

takeover politically from the colonial administration after independence.

The Fijian socio-political system consists of Mataqali, i-tokatoka, Yavusa, and
Matanitu. The configurations of chiefdoms or Matanitu which became typical of
power configurations in north-eastern Viti Levu and Lomaiviti, Taveuni and
eastern Vanua Levu, and the Lau Islands during the nineteenth century had
their origins in pre-capitalist Fijian society.*®* Academics have argued about the
authenticity of the Mataqali, i-tokatoka, Yavusa and Matanitu system and of the

165 self conscious

chiefly system in general. According to Geoffrey White,
constructions of tradition emerged under conditions of colonisation. These
indigenous Fijian traditions and cultural institutions survived in a neo-traditional
form after European intrusion. The Fijian administration and the Great Council

of Chiefs were created to compliment the colonial indirect rule and to provide

some form of cultural continuity from pre-Cession Fiji.

Revisionist Historians

Revisionist historians were re-visiting the colonial history of Fiji*®® and more

importantly, these historians started to critically analyse indigenous Fijian and

®%4Tim Bayliss-Smith, Richard Bedford, Harold Brookfield, and Marc Latham,
Islands, Islanders and the World: The Colonial and Post-colonial
experience of Eastern Fiji, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988),
p. 48.

1%5Geoffrey White, “The Discourse of Chiefs: Notes on a Melanesian Society,”
The Contemporary Pacific, Vol. 4, No. 1, 1992, p. 76.

1°R.A.Derrick, A_Short History of Fiji Volume One, (Suva: Government
Printer, 1950).
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Indo-Fijian cultures. The Revisionist scholars writing since independence of Fiji
in 1970 critically examined the work of previous scholars on Fiji, challenging
their findings. While British colonialists accepted and reinforced the Matagali, i-
tokatoka, Yavusa and Matanitu as the widely accepted indigenous Fijian
tradition, Revisionist scholars challenged such notions. Revisionist historian
Nicholas Thomas noted that "in western Viti Levu, there was no unit which
corresponded to the Yavusa. Where such units did exist, they were not strictly
defined descent groups, and did not necessarily correspond to corporate

groups, residence units, or political entities."'®’

One of the most important Revisionist historians was Peter France'®, who

challenged the analysis of two of his predecessors, G.K. Roth*®®

and Cyril
Belshaw.'® For France, the Fijian administration was a new mode of social
control that incorporated the chiefs. The whole colonial machinery including its
native component was designed in such a way as to strengthen British indirect
rule. In addition, there was a misconception, especially among representatives
of the imperial power, with respect to indigenous Fijian "custom” and "tradition."”
In a seminal work on Fiji's first Governor, Sir Arthur Gordon, France criticised

him for conceptualising indigenous Fijians culture within the ambit of the

evolutionary theory. According to France, "Gordon based his native policy on

%’Nicholas Thomas, Planets Around the Sun, Oceania Monograph No.31,
University of Sydney, 1986, pp. 12-13.
1%peter France, The Charter of the Land: Custom and Colonization in Fiji,
(Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1969).
19G.K.Roth, Fijian Way of Life, (Melbourne: Oxford  University Press, 1953).
10Cyril S. Belshaw, Under the lvi Tree: Society and Economic_Growth in
Rural Fiji, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964).
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the preservation of the basic institutions of the indigenous Fijian society; the
nature of these institutions was not known to him, not from careful observation
in Fiji, but from the recognition that all societies at Fiji's stage of development
from savagery to civilisation have the same characteristics."*"* Gordon's
indigenous policy required that indigenous Fijians should retain control of a
great deal of the land in the colony in order to develop slowly in accordance
with their own traditional institutions. This protective colonial policy towards
indigenous Fijians became the new colonial orthodoxy, and educated members
of the Fijian society were urged to join their European mentors in their efforts to

continue with such a policy.

The work of Peter France influenced both Simione Durutalo and Michael
Howard, who analysed the role of the indigenous Fijian chiefly elite. The
indigenous Fijian elite had its origins in eastern Fiji, thus Howard uses the term
"eastern Fijian oligarchy."*"? Both Howard and Durutalo argue that a powerful
indigenous group rose to pre-eminence before the cession of Fiji by forming an
alliance with the European settler community and after independence, the
direct descendants of this group continued to control the political affairs of the

state.!” The eastern Fijian oligarchy thesis attempts to link up the power and

"Erance, Charter of the Land, p. 127.

"2Michael C. Howard, Fiji: Race and Politics in an Island State, (Vancouver:
UBC Press, 1991), p .6.

73 The eastern chiefly oligarchy thesis is also developed by Stephanie Lawson,
Failure of Democratic Politics in Fiji, (Clarendon: Oxford University Press,
1991); also see Judith A. Bennett, "Holland, Britain and Germany in Melanesia"
K.R. Howe, Robert C. Kiste and Brij V. Lal (eds), Tides of History: The Pacific
Islands in the Twentieth Century, (NSW: Allen and Unwin, 1994); Rory
Ewins, Colour, Class and Custom The Literature of the 1987 Coups,
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influence of eastern Fiji with contemporary Fijian politics. Others have taken a
similar approach but emphasised the fluidity of political and cultural hierarchies.

174 and Martha Kaplan'” drew on the works of Mikhail

John Dunham Kelly
Bakhtin and Marshall Sahlins and frame their study of colonial Fiji as a study of
contending discourses. For Kelly, Indo-Fijian counter-colonial discourse was
based on the Hindu philosophy of bhakti (devotion) and Ghandian non-violence
whereas Kaplan analysed counter-colonial discourse through indigenous Fijian
cult movements. Both Kelly and Kaplan demonstrated the religious basis for
rebellion against the colonial authority. Sherry Otner states that both Kelly and
Kaplan insist on the thickness of the cultural process in play in colonial 'zones
of transcourse’ where 'multiple grammars operate through contingently
categorised people.' The result is complex but shifting loyalties and alliances
and above all shifting categories, as British, indigenous Fijians and Indo-Fijians
contended for power, resources and legitimacy.*’® In his work on cultural
hierarchies, Martha Kaplan analysed the power of resistance of the Tuka
Movement, an anti-hegemonic sub-cultural movement that emerged as a
response to colonialism. For Kaplan, "the dangerous and disaffected native, in

the colonial orthodoxy, traduced custom by asserting illegitimate authority."*"’

Research School of Pacific Studies, (Canberra: Australian National University,

1992).
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According to Kaplan, “in 1887 the British colonial government of Fiji passed a
regulation against “luve ni wai, kalou rere and kindred practices” which they
believed to be rituals that were rebellious, secretive and led by charlatans.” '
Kaplan further argues that in their nineteenth century encounter the colonial
administration and the indigenous Fijians constructed each other in terms of
their own, quite different cultural systems. John Dunham Kelly on the other

hand showed how religious beliefs among Fiji’'s Hindus shaped counter-colonial

discourse and cultural hierarchy among Indo-Fijians.

Following the May 2000 coup, further revisions were made to Fijian history. The
themes of indigenous political disunity, indigenous political order, Indo-Fijian
passive resistance and tensions between constitutional government and
nationalism were emphasised by Brij Lal, John Kelly, Martha Kaplan and
Stephanie Lawson. Brij Lal argued that if the 1987 coups were about shoring
up Fijian power and preserving Fijian political unity, the 2000 coup had the
effect of fostering indigenous Fijian political fragmentation on an unprecedented
scale.'”® Kelly and Kaplan'® noted the role of political power in ethnic and
cultural conflict in Fiji. According to Kelly, “in Fiji, a coup is a borrowed means

to a very local end, the undermining of order a vital part of establishing it.”*%*

p. 141.
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Kelly further states the Indo-Fijian universalism of non- violent protest has
Gandhian anti-modernist roots, “grounded very much in a substantive justice of
Bhakti devotional egalitarianism.”*®? Stephanie Lawson on the other hand
maintains that the story of politics since independence in Fiji is, at least on the
surface, one of ongoing tension between ethnic Fijian nationalism on the one
hand and an effort to maintain broad based constitutional rule on the other.*®®
Fiji, for Lawson, was hardly a model for liberal constitutionalism; rather, its
social and political institutions reflected generations of colonial-style policy

making.

Within the Revisionist School, there were social justice theorists like Father
Kevin Barr and indigenous activist and the former head of the Methodist
Church, lliaitia Tuwere. According to Barr, any legitimate fears of indigenous
Fijians need to be clearly identified and seriously addressed.*®* Tuwere
analysed the role of the Methodist church in cementing Fijian nationalism and
guestioned the lack of progress in identifying the real issues behind the coups
of 1987 and 2000 and noted that the social situation of indigenous Fijians was
ignored by indigenous political leaders and the community was challenged to

reconcile global standards of human rights against the specific Fijian

Vol. 52, No. 1, 2005, p. 22.
182 bid, p. 25.
183 Stephanie Lawson, “Nationalism vs Constitutionalism in Fiji,” Nations and
Nationalism, Vol. 10, No. 4, 2004, p. 520.
184 Kevin J. Barr, The Church and Fijian Ethnocentricism: An Adventure in
Religious History and Sociology, (Suva: Ecumenical Centre for Research
and Education and Advocacy, 2002), p. 21.
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situation.*®®

186 187

More recently Revisionist thinkers Alumita Durutalo™ and Jone Dakuvula
challenged the notion of indigenous Fijian political unity and argued that Fiji
was driven by provincial power politics that used ethnicity to affect political
control by the indigenous Fijian elite. Similar challenges to indigenous unity
have been highlighted by Robert Nicole, who reconstructed the first 40 years of
colonial rule through stories and voices that interrupt the chorus of dominant
cultural and historical world views.*®® According to Nicole, the evidence
presented in his thesis “supports the view that ordinary people, even when they
were marginalized, retain considerable agency to fashion their lives in ways not
entirely controlled by the dominant. While their actions may not seem
spectacular or revolutionary, they displace the unified image of Fiji and Fijians
as obedient, submissive beings living an idyllic life under the supervision of

chiefs and the tutelage of benevolent colonial officials.”*°

As noted earlier Alumita Durutalo defined the parameters of indigenous Fijian

political discourse within vanua, lotu and Matanitu. In the same spirit, Matt

185 ||aitia Tuwere, “Statement of the Methodist Church in Fiji and Rotuma on the
armed seizure of Government” in Brij V. Lal and Michael Pretes (ed), Coup:
Reflections on the Political Crisis in Fiji, (Canberra: Pandanus Books,
2001), p. 172.

186 Alumita Durutalo, “Provincialism and the Crisis of Indigenous Fijian Political
Unity”, MA Thesis, University of the South Pacific, 1997.

187 Jone Dakuvula, “Protecting Fijian Interest in a Democratic Fiji”, Citizens’
Constitutional Forum (CCF), Suva, Fiji, 2001.

188 Robert Nicole, “Disturbing History: Aspects of Resistance in Early Colonial
Fiji,” PhD Thesis, University of Canterbury, 2006, p. 400.

189 bid, p. 301.
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Tomlinson, argues that lotu, vanua and matanitu are “three entities that are
equally weighted in Fijian discourse. We might also imagine that Church,
Chiefs and Government are considered equal partners in social life”.** The
most important contribution of Tomlinson to the Revisionist School is her
insightful analysis of the “Deed of Sovereignty” document, which was
formulated by the Native Land Trust Board at the height of the George Speight
coup in 2000. According to Tomlinson, the “Deed of Sovereignty” document
vests vanua with certain kind of political force: “political, emotional, and
metacultural. Defining the vanua expansively as ‘the chiefs, our tribes, their
land, their waters and seas and other possessions,’ the authors cast vanua in
the role of both threatened and lost, something in need of reclamation and

redemption.”%*

Similarly, Winston Halapua sees modern Fiji politics in terms of vanua, lotu
(religion) and militarism. According to Halapua, the vanua is symbolised by the
Great Council of Chiefs, lotu by the Methodist Church of Fiji and bati (warrior
tradition) by the military.** Halapua notes that “the modern Fiji Military Forces
protected the aspirations of chiefs of Fiji as it got woven into the emerging
capitalist system.”**®* Halapua’s thesis recognises that militarism is an integral
part of the lotu, vanua and the matanitu. He notes that "chiefly leadership and

military leadership are intertwined in Fiji, and many chiefs have accepted that

19 Matt Tomlinson, “Sacred Soil of Kadavu, Fiji,” Oceania, Vol. 72, No. 4,
2002, p. 238.

191 1bid, p. 245.

192 Winston Halapua, Tradition, Lotu and Military in Fiji, (Lautoka: Fiji
Institute of Applied Studies, 2003), p. 104.

193 |bid, p. 105.
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military service is integral to their leadership capabilities and acceptability.
Indeed a high percentage of the high-ranking military officers in Fiji have been,

and continue to be, of chiefly status or ancestry.”***

Relevance of the Revisionist School

The Revisionist approach has relevance to my analytical themes which were
developed in Chapter 1 using the neo-Gramscian analytical framework.
According to one of the themes, in Fiji, the discourse between culture and
ethnicity shaped political hegemony and anti-hegemony/counter-hegemony

during colonial and post-colonial periods.

A similar theme was used by I.C. Campbell in 2005 to explore the nature,
causes and significance of the Samoan protest movement (anti-hegemony),
including status rivalry between chiefs.’®> Campbell highlights that the plans of
the colonial regime in Samoa were largely influenced by the “need to reconcile
or control the relationship between populations that were differently constituted.
Although ethnic differences were often conceived in racial and biological terms,
the essential difference was cultural, and this was understood by the
contemporaries.” Besides Campbell, Robert Nicole used similar themes
when analysing resistance against the cultural hegemony of the indigenous

chiefs and the colonial government in Fiji. Nicole highlighted various resistance

194 H
Ibid.
1951.C. Campbell, “Resistance and Colonial Government,” The Journal of
Pacific History, Vol. 40, No. 1, 2005, p. 47.
1% |bid, p. 66.
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movements, which | analyse as anti-hegemonic sub-cultural movements during

the colonial period in Chapter 4.

My other theme of the role of the military in hegemony and counter-hegemony
was utilised by Winston Halapua who looked at the relationship between the
indigenous polity, religion and militarism. While Hapaua does not conceptualise
the military as counter-hegemonic, he, nevertheless, acknowledges the role of
the military in shaping Fijian polity. This acknowledgement by Halapua serves
as an important political marker because since the 2006 coup, the Fiji military
has re-ordered the indigenous society by restructuring the relationship between
the military, the church and the Fijian polity.®” It should be noted that
hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony are specific conjunctures of
history'®® and the neo-Gramscian analytical framework established in Chapter
1 will assist in re re-evaluating Fiji's political past. More importantly, recent
analysis of Samoan protest movements, indigenous Fijian resistance in colonial
Fiji and the role of the military in Fijian polity demonstrate a growing
appreciation by Pacific historians of the role played by ethnicity and culture in

shaping counter-colonial discourses.

The neo-Gramscian model of hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-
hegemony developed in this thesis is supported by the neo-Gramscian

analytical themes of the role of colonial legacy, ethnicity, culture and the

197 Esteve Morera, “Gramsci and Democracy,” Canadian Journal of Political
Science, Vol. 23, No. 1, 1990, p. 34.

198 Asok Sen, “Weber, Gramsci and Capitalism,“ Social Scientist, Vol. 13, No.
1, 1985, pp. 15-16.
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military in hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony and these are
applied to both colonial and post-colonial material history, thus providing a
unique analytical framework which had not existed in the past. Moreover, the
richness of the model and the themes allow for the analysis of either historical

or future events in Fiji or elsewhere in the Pacific.

Conclusion

Dependency and the World System Schools, detailed in Chapter 1, provided
Fiji analysts with the conceptual tools to analyse economic under-development
and internal colonialism in Fiji. However, these approaches did not take into
consideration the role of culture and ethnicity in shaping colonial and post-
colonial political discourses. Fiji's nationalist scholars on the other hand took
into consideration ethnicity but continued to use the “colonial” framework of

analysing Indo-Fijians as a threat to indigenous interests.

The colonial concept of culture and ethnicity was challenged in post-colonial Fiji
by Revisionist scholars who questioned colonial formations and analysed the
underlying social structures of ethnic conflict, indigenous chiefly dominance and
militarism. More recently, Revisionist scholars, I. C. Campbell. Robert Nicole
and Winston Halapua, appreciated the role played by culture and ethnicity in
shaping anti-colonial protest movements and in particular, the role of the

military in post-colonial societies.
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Keeping with the tradition of the Revisionist School, | develop similar themes in
Chapter 1 using neo-Gramscian theory. My themes allows for the analyses of
the role of colonial culture in hegemony, the centrality of ethnicity and culture in
shaping colonial and post-colonial political hegemony, anti-hegemony and
counter-hegemony, and the changing role of the Fiji military in the post-colonial
context. These themes are repeated throughout Part 2 of the thesis and from
Chapter 3, where social forces are examined in the formation of the colonial
historic bloc, which struggled to maintain its hegemony due to internal divisions

and conflict.

-124-



Part 2

CHAPTER 3

THE COLONIAL HISTORIC BLOC

In Fiji, the colonial historic bloc, after the cession of the islands to Britain in
1874, struggled to maintain hegemony in the face of internal conflict and
protests from indigenous sub-cultural forces and ethnic conflict from 1879 due
to three-way power struggle between the Europeans, the indigenous Fijian
chiefs and the Indo-Fijians. Moreover, the cultural hegemony of the indigenous
Fijian chiefs formed a significant part of the colonial historic bloc and aided in
the establishment of indirect rule. The cultural hegemony of the indigenous
chiefs after cession was a continuation of the cultural hegemony of the kingdom
of Bau, which established itself as a powerful polity in the eastern part of Fiji
and imposed its political hegemony on the rest of the islands through war and

political alliances.

Pre-Cession Fiji

The Rise of Bau

Traditional indigenous Fijian society operated within a lineage mode of

production, but the whole social, economic and production structures were

changed by the intrusion of mercantile as well as plantation agriculture
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capitalism.*®® Even before European contact, eastern Fiji had largely been
influenced by its Polynesian neighbours, in particular Tonga which established
its political hegemony in the region through trade, military alliances and
marriage. The Tongan influence did not drastically alter the existing social
structure of eastern Fiji, but it did reinforce rigid hierarchy along patrilineal
descent lines. Eastern Fiji became the contact point for the regional hegemonic
powers as well as the European world system and between 1790 and 1820,
sandalwood, a highly-prized commodity in the Orient was exploited by
European traders. In Fiji, the first sandalwood traders touched at Koro in
eastern Fiji between 1803 and 1808. Soon ships from Port Jackson were
competing with others from the New England coast of America for sandalwood
trade, and a commercial relationship was established with indigenous Fijian
chiefs, who provided Europeans with indigenous labour. This effectively
restructured Fijian cultural and social production structures. According to
Durutalo in the early nineteenth century, trade between the Europeans and

indigenous Fijians flourished. Durutalo notes that:

There was a progression in the introduction and popularity of most trade
goods which reflected the increasing technological sophistication of the
Melanesians, although fish hooks and beads were always in demand.
Hoop iron was replaced by cheap tomahawks, which inturn were
replaced by good ones. Firearms were expensive and late. Certain

articles favoured in one location were useless for trade in the other. The

199Simione Durutalo, Paramountcy of Political Interest and the Politicization
of Ethnicity, South Pacific Forum Working Paper No.6, USP Sociological
Society, 1986, p. 10.
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demands for pigs, tortoise shell, and other island products increased
the complexity of trading in Melanesia as captains shopped around to

get the best product to trade for sandalwood in a particular place.”®

The organisation of indigenous Fijian labour for the acquisition of sandalwood
disrupted the indigenous Fijian way of life. Many young indigenous Fijian men
lost their life in fierce fights with rival groups over sandalwood stands. During
the sandalwood boom, the Europeans had introduced a lethal western
technology to Fiji in the form of firearms. In 1808, American vessel "Eliza" hit a
reef and sank off Bua Bay. On board the wreck was a large quantity of firearms
which one of the survivors, a Swede named Charles Savage, used it to his
advantage by organising a band of twenty mercenaries, and forming an alliance
with the chiefdom of Bau. In due course, other Europeans came to Fiji until
every important indigenous chief sought to attract a European who could mend
muskets and cast bullets.?®* For the chiefdom of Bau in particular, guns

became a symbol of power and status.

Internal cultural conflict was common among indigenous Fijians. In 1829, for
instance, the Vunivalu of Bau, Ratu Naulivau, died and was succeeded by his
younger brother Tanoa, who had to soon flee to Rewa after being deposed by a

faction of the Bauan chiefs. Tanoa returned back to Bau in 1837 after his

2OErnest S. Dodge, Islands and Empires: Western Impact on the Pacific
and East Asia, (London: Oxford University Press, 1976), p.159.
“IR.A.Derrick, The Fiji lIslands: A Geographical Handbook, (Suva:
Government Printer, 1951), p. 132.
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enemies were defeated at the hands of his son, Ratu Seru Cakobau,?®* who
emerged from the conflict as an aspiring warrior and a chief. But one of the
rebellious kingdoms, Rewa, remained defiant and in 1843 Rewa warriors
attacked the Bauan tributary of Suva and murdered more than a hundred
people. That same year, the conflict between Bau and Rewa escalated when
chief Tanoa's wife fled to Rewa. A full scale war between Bau and Rewa and
the subsequent capitulation of Rewa, on 9 February 1855, was symbolic in the
sense that Ratu Seru Cakobau emerged from the war as the paramount warrior
and the leader of eastern Fiji. In 1850, Cakobau had already acquired a major
part of coastal Fiji and also acquired the title, of "Tui Viti" (the King of Fiji),

which achieved widespread currency among European residents of Levuka.?®

Besides struggles for power among competing political blocs, the Christian
mission in Fiji was having difficulty in converting indigenous Fijians. King
George of Tonga who had converted to Christianity demanded that Wesleyan
Missionaries be allowed to preach their faith without fear and hindrance. In
1854, Cakobau renounced the old religion and accepted Christianity and further
attempted to strengthen economic and political relationship with Tonga. In fact,

the canoe trade with Tonga was of great importance to Bau, since it had a

?2Cakobau was born in 1817. See R.A. Derrick, A History of Fiji Volume
One, (Suva: Government Printer, 1946), p. 55.
293 John Sourway, “Maafu’s word in the Hills,” The Journal of Pacific History,
Vol. 39, No. 1, 2004, p. 3. In 1852, chief Tanoa died and Ratu Seru Cakobau
was installed as the new chief, but his position was still under threat. Cakobau's
main rivals were Ratu Mara, a powerful Bauan chief and the great grandson of
Tui Nayau and Tongan chief Ma'afu, the son of King George of Tonga, who
requested Cakobau to renounce the pagan tradition of old Fiji and adopt
Christianity. Tongan chief Maafu had established himself in Lau since 1847 and
was positioned to achieve political hegemony over the entire group
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number of skilled craftsmen who designed canoes that were of a far superior
quality to the ones used by the Polynesians. Cakobau sought to build on the
trade and promised the Tongan monarch, King George, to build canoes for his

warriors.

In 1855, a fleet of Tongan warriors came to get their canoes as promised by
Cakobau. At the time, Ratu Mara, the principal rival of Cakobau, had mustered
a sizeable force of Fijian warriors and was blockading Bau. The Tongan
warriors that had come to get their canoes lay under siege, six miles east of
Bau in a finger-like strait called Kaba. On 7 April 1855, the heavily armed
Tongans broke the siege and routed the forces of Mara: "it was reported that
Mara escaped crying and up to 180 of his warriors were slaughtered.
Immediately after the Tongan victory, some seventy towns submitted to

Bau 204

The Tongan intervention was of crucial importance to the balance of political
power in Fiji. In essence, the battle of Kaba consolidated Bauan hegemony and

heralded a new era in Fiji.?>> According to Vicki Darling:

The fall of Kaba heralded the collapse of the rebellion against Bau as

various rebel districts sued for peace and once again recognised

204 .P.Morrell, Britain in the Pacific, (London: Oxford University Press, 1960),
p. 128.

“%In discussions with late Simione Durutalo in 1993, he stated that modern
indigenous Fijian history starts after the Battle of Kaba, which helped entrench
Bauan hegemony.
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Cakobau's authority over them. The victory of Christian forces is
supposed to have sparked mass conversions of some 20,000

Indigenous Fijians.?®

While internal struggles for political hegemony are crucial for the understanding
of balance of power in eastern Fiji before Cession, there was, nonetheless, an
equally important external ethnic force in the form of Europeans and
missionaries. As stated earlier, guns had played an important role in increasing
the structural power of Bau. While guns and Europeans had both psychological
and physical effect, the social and cultural transformation triggered by
European contact reached a full circle with the introduction of the Wesleyan
Methodist Mission via Tonga. According to Basil Thomson, the first blow to the
power of the indigenous chiefs was struck unconsciously by the

missionaries.?®’

In 1835, Reverend William Cross and David Cargill, enlightened by their
missionary zeal, brought Christianity to Fiji. A mission was opened in
Somosomo Taveuni in 1839, followed by one in Vanua Levu in 1847, Levuka in
1851 and in Bau in 1854. The Wesleyan mission opened up the gateway for
other Christian denominations and in 1844 French Catholic Marists established
a mission in Lakeba. However, the Catholics were not well received by the

indigenous Fijian chiefs and were forced to move to Namuka Island. But the

2%yvicki Darling, "Cakobau and the Fijian Cession Crisis 1858-1862," BA
Honours Thesis, University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand,1983, p.22.
2’Basil Thomson, The Indigenous Fijians: A Study of the Decay of
Custom, (London: Dawson of Pall Mall, 1968), p.64.
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spirit of the Catholic priests remained high despite some initial setback.

The Christian religion established an organic link between Europeans and
indigenous Fijians. In the neo-Gramscian sense, religion had become the
ideological and cultural tool through which the "souls" of indigenous Fijians
were colonised. The traditional authority of the indigenous Fijian priest (bete)
was undermined as Christian missionaries over-time replaced the traditional
indigenous religion and established a doctrine of a higher authority than that of
indigenous chiefs. The psychological impact of the new religion was highly
significant, but as later Chapters will note, not all indigenous Fijians would
accept the new religion or the colonial culture, and fragments of old beliefs

were transformed into anti-colonial and anti-chief sub-cultural discourses.

In the Fiji context, the traditional Fijian social structure was flexible enough to
absorb the new religion without undermining the customary authority of the
chiefs, who continued to play a dominant role in their society. Bau stood out
since Cakobau's conversion to Christianity did not dilute his political authority.
Moreover, for Cakobau, it was politically expedient to convert to the new

religion and in the process won the favour of Tonga.

Road to Cession

The victory at Kaba had consolidated Bauan hegemony, but Cakobau's

authority did not extend to the Europeans who viewed him with suspicion and
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contempt. An unfortunate incident on Fourth of July independence celebrations
in 1849 caused added problems for Cakobau. John Brown Williams, the first
US government agent to Fiji, fired his cannon only to discover later that his
dwelling was on fire and a number of indigenous Fijians had taken the
opportunity to loot what he considered his precious belongings. Immediately
after the incident, Williams attacked Cakobau for failing to institute law and
order and claimed damages for the criminal conduct of indigenous Fijian men.
The legal claim against Cakobau forced him to offer the possibility of cession to
hegemonic powers such as Germany, United States and Great Britain, all of
which declined. Germany did not have any strategic interest in the South
Pacific apart from copra investments in Samoa, and the US was equally
reluctant for similar reasons. Britain, however, pursued the policy of ‘'minimum
intervention' and it was only cotton prospects, later brought to surface by the
American Civil War, which became a strong argument in favour of British

annexation of Fiji.**®

The move to annex Fiji to Britain was supported by the Europeans on the island
for cultural and ethnic reasons. For the Europeans, cession to Britain would be
an opportunity to expand commerce and increase their cultural presence with
the possibility of further European settlement or amalgamation with either New
Zealand or Australia. The pressure for annexation and the favourable reviews
by the British Consul to Fiji, William Thomas Pritchard, led the imperial

government in London to commission a report on the feasibility of cession. In

?%3ohn M.Ward, British Policy in _the South Pacific, (Sydney: Australian
Publishing Company, 1948), p. 159.
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July 1860, Colonel Smythe came to Fiji and within ten months completed a
report that rejected cession. European settlers, missionaries and traders
desired the establishment of a legal authority similar to that in the settler
colonies of Canada, New Zealand and Australia. By 1840, due to a strong
growth of trade among New South Wales, New Zealand and Fiji, there
emerged in Fiji an influential group of European traders at the port town of
Levuka who lobbied overseas governments for a quick annexation of the
islands. The number of Europeans in Fiji had grown significantly since 1803
and by 1866, there were more than 400 settlers with the number rising rapidly
to 2,000 by 1870. As a result of pressure from the Europeans, Cakobau
acceded to their demands and attempted initially to set up a government in

Levuka consisting of Europeans and indigenous chiefs.

On 8 May 1865, the seven leading chiefs of Fiji-including those of Lakeba, Bau,
Bua, Naduri, Rewa and Cakaudrove-signed an agreement at Levuka with an
intention to form a government similar to the one advocated by the European
settlers. This gesture of a written agreement between the Europeans and the
chiefs was a beginning of the establishment of a Bauan-led historic-bloc. This
historic-bloc, even though having the material capability to succeed, rested on
a fragile political foundation, because the chiefly authority of eastern Fiji did not
extend to interior of Viti Levu and other parts of Fiji, where indigenous Fijians
refused to accept Christianity and waged war on Europeans over land claims.

According to Sir Alan Burns:
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In the rest of Fiji, the situation was not satisfactory, as Cakobau and his
white advisors were less efficient and less capable of enforcing order.
There were, however, more European residents and they were anxious

to have a stable government under which they could work and trade in

security.?%

Seeing great-power interest in cession declining, Cakobau with his European
allies established a constitutional government in 1871. Before the
establishment of the Cakobau government, American claims were conveniently
transferred to the Polynesia Company, which approached Cakobau with an
offer to settle the debt, provided Cakobau granted the Company 200,000 aces
of land, together with extensive privileges and powers.?'° Cakobau
acknowledged that he had now been brought under the heels of the
Europeans. Another issue was the traffic in illegal labour by unscrupulous
planters who acquired labourers from the Solomon Islands and Vanuatu to
work on cotton and sugar estates. The traffic in human labour caused political
embarrassment to the British government which acknowledged that its citizens

were involved in such a venture.

Law and order deteriorated further with the Europeans and the Fijian chiefs at
loggerheads over the structure of the new government. Differences arose when
indigenous chiefs sought a hierarchical government under the control of

Cakobau whereas the Europeans were seeking responsible government with

299gjr Alan Burns, Fiji, (London: Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 1963), p. 84.
?193.D.Legge, Britain in Fiji 1858-1880, (London: Macmillan and Company Ltd,
1958), p. 53.
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limited franchise. Both the chiefs and the Europeans wanted to dominate the
new political entity. The Europeans, especially, claimed that they be the ones
represented at all levels of the government since they controlled trade. It took
some six years before the Europeans and the indigenous Fijian chiefs led by
Ratu Seru Cakobau agreed to finally set up a constitutional authority. A colonial

government publication after cession reported that:

The Constitutional Act of August 1871 framed by the House of
Delegates provided for the government of the whole group, and the
establishment of a Constitution from and after 1 October, 1871. it also

provided that the form of government should be Executive, Legislative

and Judicial...?!

The establishment of a Bauan-led historic-bloc, as noted earlier, rested on a
rather fragile political platform. Apart from the refusal of the interior tribes of Vit
Levu to recognise the new authority, competing factions within the government
compromised political stability. Serious differences among political participants
arose after Cakobau refused to accept the resignation of Ministers who had
been defeated constitutionally by a large majority, thereby pre-empting a
prolonged internal crisis, which resulted in the dissolution of the government in
1873. The problems with the Bauan-led historic-bloc established in 1871 were
two fold. One was external as indigenous Fijian groups outside the Bauan
sphere of influence refused to recognise the authority of the Bauan-led

government, thereby raising the question of Cakobau’s political legitimacy. The

21The Colony of Fiji 1874-1931, (Suva: Government Printer, 1931), p. 9.
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other was internal in the sense that the Europeans who participated in the
government did so to further their commercial and cultural interests, and when

they realised that they would not benefit, they abandoned Cakobau.

The Bauan led historic-bloc was in crisis from the day it was established. In
addition to the above, the Cakobau government failed to curb the illegal traffic
in human labour, and this had damaged the reputation of the regime beyond
repair. The British government, in particular, was concerned about the labour
trade following reports that British citizens were involved. In 1872, the British
government passed the Pacific Islanders Protection Act, but the Act did little to
stop the illegal trade, although it did allow natives the chance to testify in
judicial proceedings. In addition, the Act outlawed kidnapping and allowed only
licensed ships to recruit labourers. Cakobau knew by 1873 that the
constitutional setup of 1871 had in principle all but collapsed, and it was now

time to solicit by all means the support of Britain for a quick annexation.

In the British House of Commons on 13 June 1873, a resolution was moved
that the United Kingdom should either annex or declare a protectorate over the
islands which would provide proper government and stop the bringing of
kidnapped labourers to the territory. Finally after a lengthy debate, the British
government approved plans for Fiji to become a Crown Colony. There was a
general satisfaction with the government's decision as Mac Arthur, a member
of the House of Commons, expressed gratification that the government had

"yielded to the unanimous request of the chiefs, native people, and the white
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residents of Fiji so far as to direct Sir Hercules Robinson to proceed to those
islands with the view of that object."?*? Before the annexation, a commission of
inquiry was appointed with E.L. Layard, the new British Consul to Fiji and
Commodore Goodenough, a senior naval officer of the Australian station. The
Commission report concluded that cession should be accepted without any
conditions from the indigenous chiefs. The Governor of New South Wales, Sir
Hercules Robinson, arrived in Fiji on 23 September 1874 to discuss a number
of issues with the chiefs, who at first expressed concern over the authority of
the Crown on indigenous land, but as instructed, Robinson made it clear that

there would only be an unconditional cession.

Colonial Fiji

The British Indirect Rule

The cession day was 10 October, 1874, and on that day there was a huge
diplomatic gathering at Levuka. Sir Hercules Robinson, Commodore
Goodenough, British Consul to Fiji E.L. Layard, the Attorney General of the
New South Wales G.L. Innis together with high chiefs Ma'afu, Tui Cakau Ratu
Epeli, Tui Bua Ratu Savenaca and Bauan chief Ratu Seru Cakobau came
together in the spirit of goodwill to complete the much anticipated British
annexation. The British annexation of Fiji via a Deed of Cession was

conceptualised by the indigenous chiefs as transferring the sovereignty of the

212R A. Derrick, A History of Fiji Volume One, p.247.

-137-



islands to Her Majesty with a tacit understanding that indigenous Fijian
interests would be both protected and promoted. Following cession, Governors
Sir Arthur Gordon and Sir John Bates Thurston continued to cement a
protective policy towards the indigenous Fijians by incorporating the cultural

hegemony of the chiefs in a new Council of Chiefs.

The colonial historic bloc was established in principle by the Deed of Cession
and thereafter consolidated by the establishment of a Fijian administration
system in harmony with the British colonial administration. It was envisaged by
its designers to be the basis for the development of indigenous Fijians within
their customary mode. The British also conceived the Fijian administration as a
means to effectively establishing indirect rule. The most distinct feature of the
Fijian administration was that it was guided by the customary authority of the
indigenous Fijian chiefs, in particular eastern chiefs who had established a
working relationship with the Europeans in 1871 with the formation of a short-
lived Cakobau government. Following cession, Sir Hercules Robinson
undertook the task of formulating and implementing a Fijian administrative
system that did not undermine the cultural hegemony of the chiefs in Fiji. The
role of the colonial administrators was to create some form of cultural continuity
by establishing a singular indigenous administrative structure, modelled

exclusively along the cultural experience of Bau.

At the apex of this administration was the Council of Chiefs. As early as 1886,

changes to the indigenous Fijian custom were noted by Governor Sir John
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Bates Thurston.

The Government of Fiji recognises that a change in the customary laws
and obligations of the Fijian must come about, and in fact, is coming;
but adopting the maxim 'salus populi suprema lex’; it deems it an
imperative duty to ensure that this change is evolutionary and not

revolutionary.”*®

The stage had, at first, been set by Sir Arthur Gordon and his model of
developing indigenous Fijians within their own customary fold. Since cession, it
became important for Governor Sir Arthur Gordon to follow the dictates of
indigenous custom and initiate a Native Council or the Council of Chiefs

modelled along the experience of the Bauan-led historic bloc.

Accordingly, Sir Hercules Robinson in his despatch to the Colonial Secretary
Office dated 16 October 1874 described the new native administration as a
temporary provision for the administration of native affairs, dividing the islands
into Provinces and Districts under Rokos and Bulis, a measure which he
remarked as securing efficient government without departing in any important
particular from their own official customs, traditions and boundaries. The
system devised by Sir Hercules Robinson was continued by his immediate
successor Sir Arthur Gordon on his arrival in June 1875, and which he

continued and consolidated, leaving the Rokos in charge of the coastal

213CS0 Despatch No. 45 of 15 April 1886.
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provinces, and placing under the European Commissioner the interior Hill

districts.

The Fijian Administration

The Fijian administration comprised of four inter-connected administrative units.
At the village level, there was an administrative officer in the person of Turaga-
ni-Koro overseeing law and order in the village. Following the village was the
Tikina or the district with its own administrative officer in the person of a Buli.
The Buli had to inform his superiors of economic and law and order issues for a
number of villages within the jurisdiction and pass on to the Turaga-ni-Koro of
any policy directives from above. Above the Tikina were the Provincial Councils
headed by the Rokos, who had wide ranging administrative powers and were
responsible for forwarding progress reports to the Council of Chiefs, which was

the official custodian of Fijian culture, tradition and interest.

Academics have interpreted this administrative system in a number of different
ways. Fijian academic Professor Asesela Ravuvu labels the administration as a
"government within a government with land and people demarcated and
grouped according to traditional political and social alignments."?** Ralph
Premdas called the Fijian administration a "state within a state, designed to

preserve to some extent the traditional Fijian political structure."** It s,

ZMpsesela Ravuvu, Vaka i Taukei: The Fijian Way of Life, (Suva: Institute of

Pacific Studies, 1983), p. 112.

?I>Ralph R. Premdas, “Constitutional Challenge: The Rise of Fijian
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however, important at this point to note that not all administrative officers
serving in the Fijian administration were from indigenous chiefly heritage.
European administrative officers were increasingly recruited to serve as Rokos,
and by 1923 the system was reduced to one of direct rule through the District

Commissioners.

Changes within the Fijian administration did not undermine the customary
authority of the indigenous Fijian chiefs, and by 1944, "Fijian affairs were re-
organised and the new Fijian administration came into being. It was,
nevertheless, considerably threatened not only by the appointment of an able
Fijian chief as Secretary for Fijian affairs, but also by the re-organisation of the
units of local administration."**® Under the revised system, the Provincial and
District Councils were given wider powers, and new standards were insisted
upon through Fijian magistracy and constabulary. In addition, it was
acknowledged by the colonial authorities that the development of indigenous
Fijians would be in accordance with Fijian custom and tradition under the
guidance of indigenous chiefs. The change in the native administration came
about only after Fijian members were appointed to the Legislative Council from
1904. By 1937, there were in the Legislative Council, five indigenous Fijian
members, all of whom were appointed by the Governor on the advice of the

Council of Chiefs. One such appointee was the Bauan chief, Ratu Sir Lala

Nationalism,” Pacific Perspective, Vol. 9, No.2, 1980, p. 32.
?I°R.R. Nayacakalau, The Relation of Traditional and Moden Types of
Leadership Problems of Economic Development among the Indigenous
Fijians, UNESCO, Working Group on Social Prerequisite to Economic Growth,
Kyrenia, Cyprus, 17-26 April, 1963, p. 6.
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Sukuna, who assisted Sir Philip Mitchell in his report on Fijian local government
system, which resulted in the enactment of the Fijian Affairs Ordinance on 1

January 1945.

Ratu Sukuna, apart from being from the Bauan chiefly family, served in the
French Foreign Legion during World War 1, and after his return from the front
became the official voice on indigenous Fijian affairs. Being a close ally of the
colonial government and being the first Fijian to earn a degree from Oxford,
Sukuna was instrumental in facilitating the establishment of the Native Land
Trust Board (NLTB) in 1940. The Board was to serve as a paternalistic entity to
safeguard indigenous Fijian land interest which by then was under threat from
the Europeans and Indo-Fijians. The Native Land Trust was set up for the
protection of the indigenous Fijian land owners by preserving sufficient land for
their use. The President of the Board was the Governor. There were three
other ex-offico members, the Secretary for Fijian Affairs, the Director of
Agriculture, the Director of Lands; and seven other members appointed by the
Governor of whom not less than five were indigenous Fijians selected from the

panel of seven presented by the Great Council of Chiefs.

The restructuring of Fijian administration by Ratu Sukuna was questioned by
academic John Nation, who asserted that what Ratu Sukuna had instituted was
a "neo-feudalistic structure based on an unreal idealisation of Fijian society and

Fijian past."*!’ Defence of Ratu Sukuna's interpretation of indigenous Fijian

2730hn Nation, Customs of respect: the traditional basis of Fijian
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aspiration comes from Rusiate Nayacakalou, who acknowledged that there
were contradictions in the Fijian administration, emanating from the apparent
confusion between administrative authority and traditional and customary
authority. The example used by Nayacakalou was Turaga-ni-Koro and the
village chief. The Turaga-ni-Koro was an administrative agent without
traditional authority, while the village chief had traditional customary authority
but no administrative recognition. Such contradictions were also present at the
Provincial level where a European Roko did not command the same traditional
respect as that of a Roko of chiefly ancestry or background. The seed of
confusion was unconsciously planted into the credulous minds of the
indigenous Fijians, and to clear such confusion, Ratu Sir Lala Sukuna

proceeded to create a system that was based on the cultural hegemony of Bau.

The Great Council of Chiefs

The evolution of the Great Council of Chiefs as an institution has its origin in
pre-cession Fiji. Chiefs in particular from eastern Fiji, during the political
hegemony of Cakobau, deliberated on a number of issues including order,
finance, government and relations with Europeans. Both through war and
alliances, the chiefs in eastern Fiji imposed their authority throughout the
islands and controlled vast resource rich areas. The chiefs from powerful
yavusa regularly convened after Cakobau had consolidated his authority and

acquiesced to the saving grace of the new god.

communal politics, (Canberra: The Australian National University, 1978),
Development Studies Centre Monograph No. 14, p. 45.
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In Fiji east, native councils were routinely convened by Bau before cession to
collectively address indigenous issues. In the indigenous Fijian society, chiefs,
priests, warriors, commoners, emissaries of the chief (mata-ni-vanua or the eye
of the chief) and commoners had their own place within a hierarchical system.
Chiefs had, in fact, a special role due to their customary position and roles. To
be a chief was a birth right and this position was not transferable through any
act or deed. Chiefly titles were also extended to individuals connected with the
chiefly clan. In terms of political power, however, the child whose parents are

both of chiefly rank has a far greater status than those who are not.

Indigenous Fijian history has dictated that custodians of vanua are the direct
descendants of warrior chiefs, who through their fighting spirit established
political kingdoms or matanitus. Chiefly succession is based on patrilineal
descent lines and this trait is very clear in eastern part of Fiji. In the western Fiji,
however, chiefly titles usually do not pass from the strict patrilineal descent
mode and in most cases pass from brothers, sisters, uncles, to even a powerful
member of the matagali who has support of other matagalis or chiefs. The
influence and support from mataqali clans are important for chiefly succession,

thus chiefly titles depend entirely on the support from the vanua or the people.

Due to social and political configuration in eastern Fiji, there emerged a number
of powerful chiefs such as Ratu Seru Cakobau in Bau and Ma'afu in Lau. The
chiefs of Cakaudrove, Bua, Ba, Namosi, Rewa, Tailevu, Ra, Yasawas and

Nadroga also had their respective sphere of influence but not to the scale of
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that of the Bauan kingdom. All chiefs accepted the political leadership of Bauan
vunilvalu, Ratu Seru Cakobau. After the Deed of Cession was signed, an
annual cession of the Chiefs’ Council began from September 1875. Supported
by the then Governor to the Colony of Fiji, Sir Arthur Gordon, the Council of
Chiefs were empowered to deliberate on indigenous Fijian cultural and social
affairs and suggest to the colonial administration the ways in which the need to
preserve Fijian communal order and the demands of the colonial regime, could
best be accommodated. The Great Council of Chiefs reinforced the indigenous
cultural orthodoxy of the past and acted as a powerful indigenous lobby. As
mentioned at the beginning of the Chapter, the interests of the indigenous

Fijian chiefs and the Europeans were often diametrically opposed.

The first issue to come before the Council of Chiefs or the Great Council of
Chiefs (GCC) was native taxation, which imposed a financial obligation on each
adult Fijian. The colonial government needed a tax base to sustain itself and
the regime submitted the taxation issue to the Council of Chiefs. The tax
debate came head on 23 September 1875 Council of Chiefs meeting.
Connected closely with the tax debate was the customary practice of lala.
According to this practice, the produce of the people first went to the chiefs who
were believed to be linked to Kalou (god) and thus were empowered to bless
the produce offered, creating hope and confidence for a better and more
abundant produce next time. During the debate, it was acknowledged by the
chiefs that the imposition of a new tax on the indigenous Fijians, in addition to

the customary practice of lala, may bring about resentment. Therefore, after a
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general discussion, it was agreed that a system similar to the practice of lala be
devised so that there was minimum disruption to the indigenous Fijian way of

life.

The chiefs forwarded a "culture-system", in-kind payment system, from which
people's taxes could be paid. The Council was strongly in favour of the culture
system as a means of indirect taxation through the extension of lala as
opposed to that of imposing taxes in money.?'® The tax-in-kind system later
became law, but the whole thrust of the tax debate tested the assurances of the
colonial government that it would preserve Fijian tradition and custom. On 1
November 1886, the Native Lands Ordinance on native taxation was passed.
This law levied communal tax-in-kind payable by the community to the colonial
government. In addition, there was in the Ordinance a provision for compulsory

labour that existed in terms of house building and road making.?*°

However, a more pressing problem was in the area of land alienation. Land to
the indigenous Fijians holds deep spiritual and cultural significance and the
chiefs had before and at cession emphasised to the colonial government that
alienating land from the indigenous population would not be accepted. Land in

Fiji is communally owned by the land-owning unit called mataqali. Usually

?18\otes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, September 1875.

?Native Lands Ordinance, 1 November 1886. There were a number of
amendments to the Native Lands Ordinance. See Native Lands Ordinance XXI
of 1892; Native Lands Ordinance Il of 1893; Native Lands Ordinance VIl of
1893; Native Lands Ordinance VIl of 1896; and Native Lands Ordinance VIII of
1898.
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under the matagali system, senior members of the landowning unit would exert
greater influence over land issues than younger ones. European contact and
the influx of European settlers put pressure on indigenous Fijian land, and in
many instances this pressure led Europeans to expropriate native land without
compensation to landowners. Pressure from European planters later on to
open up fertile land led the Council of Chiefs on 3 January 1878 to recommend
the registration of all land and landowners. It was during the deliberations at the
Council of Chiefs meeting "the often unscrupulous dealings of white men were

highlighted."#?°

In December 1876, the misdeeds of the Europeans were taken up with the
colonial authorities by Ratu Seru Cakobau and Ma'afu. In a letter addressed to

Her Majesty, the chiefs stated:

In those times we did not understand the meaning of land selling. Since
then some white men have bought our lands and we received payments
for it, but they have afterwards secretly extended their boundaries. And
some of our people, the owners of the land, are in the most pitible

condition, through the white men's deeds and habits.”**

As a response to the abusive practices of the Europeans, the Council of Chiefs
on 3 January 1878 resolved to register lands and landowners. The record

showed the position held by the owners in reference to the mataqali and

?ONotes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, 5 December 1876.
??INotes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, 13 December 1876.
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veigali, and also the order of precedence of vakamatagqali in every Province.?*?
The Council of Chiefs was very concerned about indigenous Fijian land and its
alienation. It was established that indigenous Fijian identity was inextricably
linked to their land as the Council recommended the establishment of a Native
Lands Commission to record indigenous Fijian land boundaries, according to

existing land holdings.

The fears and concerns of the Council struck a responsive note in the colonial
administration. Governor Sir Arthur Gordon, who claimed to be the ultimate
authority on natives within the colonial administration, greatly sympathised with
the concerns of the chiefs. In fact, Gordon's conceptualisation of Indigenous
Fijian land and custom was largely due to his close relationship with the
Council and the chiefs. It was established as an "official" view that the lands of
the native indigenous Fijians were for the most part held by mataqalis or family

communities as the proprietary unit, according to ancient customs.

Realising that native land had customary significance far exceeding the private
property ideas of the Europeans, Governor Gordon became the principal force
behind the Native Land Ordinance of 30 October 1880. This Ordinance brought
indigenous Fijian land under the protective umbrella of British Crown as all
native lands became inalienable from the native owners to any person not a
native person except through the Crown. In addition to the Native Land

Ordinance, indigenous Fijian land that was unfairly sold to the Europeans was

?22Notes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, 3 January 1878.
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repatriated to the original mataqalis. Such a move on the part of the colonial
government further cemented the bonds of cooperation between the Council of
Chiefs and the colonial administration. In a reply to a letter from Her Majesty,
the chiefs expressed "satisfaction on the swift action of the colonial

administration to restore lands that were unfairly sold to the Europeans."?*

Despite receiving a sympathetic response to the request of repatriation of
native land, there was a bigger question of indigenous Fijian land boundaries
which had to a large extent become preoccupation of some chiefs, who knew
that due to European impact and the subsequent introduction of the notion of
private property, many matagali units and its members could not clearly identify
land boundaries. Nayacakalou”®* noted in his seminal work that indigenous
Fijians had a hard time identifying the land-owning group. The Council of Chiefs
after much debate resolved in 1890 to initiate a Native Lands Commission with
the objective to register and determine all indigenous Fijian land. The Council
resolution was approved by the Governor but was amended in 1892 to include
a number of suggestions from the Council of Chiefs. Under the 1892
amendments, native lands were to be leased for a term not exceeding 21 years
and lands so leased were at a rate of 10 pounds per 100 acres for grazing

purposes and 2/- to 20/- for agricultural purposes.

The Council of Chiefs was pleased by the colonial administration and the

?23Notes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, 30 November 1881.
??Rusiate Nayacakalou, Leadership in_Fiji, (Melbourne:Oxford University
Press, 1975, p. 12.
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measures were duly instituted to protect indigenous Fijian land. The chiefs also
supported the Fijian administration. The Council stated in 1884: "we are
pleased to see that the Government under which we chiefs and some
Europeans hold appointment (Fijian administration) is so well adapted to our
people."?* While the chief-British Colonial government relationship had been
firmly entrenched as a historic-bloc, there was, however, an outstanding issue
of Indian indenture labourers and, in particular, that of time-expired Indo-
Fijians. The Council of Chiefs was concerned about the new racial group, who
were introduced in the Colony of Fiji in 1874 and continued to come on "coolie"
ships thereafter. The Indian labourers were different from the Europeans and
all, according to the chiefs, were heathens with their own languages and
cultural practices. Indo-Fijians were seen as showing disrespect to indigenous
Fijian customary rules by bringing into Fijian villages undesirable and

sometimes unwanted influence.

The Council of Chiefs noted in 1881 that:

We notice that many of those (Indo-Fijians) who have served their term
of indenture locate themselves amongst us; and though we do not wish
to be inhospitable, yet we cannot help observing that their numbers are
increasing, and that they are becoming a source of annoyance to us by

their thieving propensities and by their customs, which are entirely

*»Notes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, 16 May 1884. The Council of
Chiefs also praised the efforts of the colonial government in Resolution 4 of 30
November,1881.
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different from ours and distasteful to us.?*®

The Council of Chiefs fear of dwindling Fijian population was shared by
Governor Sir Arthur Gordon, despite the fact that he was one of the principal

architects of the Indian indenture labour scheme in Fiji.

In 1875, an estimated 40,000 Indigenous Fijians were wiped out due to the
outbreak of the measles epidemic. A census taken on 10 March, 1879 showed
that there were 108,924 indigenous Fijians compared to 140,500 in 1874.%%'
The population-argument, started by the Council of Chiefs, would remain a
powerful one and would be used both by the Council and the colonial
government to raise concerns about the growing population of Indo-Fijians,
who would always be seen as 'alien’ troublemakers as opposed to the peaceful
European settlers. In the neo-Gramscian sense, the ideological basis for the
chief-British colonial government historic-bloc was provided at first by the Deed
of Cession and second by the first Governor to the Colony of Fiji, Sir Arthur
Gordon, who consolidated the Fijian administration and provided an "official"
legitimacy to the Council of Chiefs. The chief-Gordon interpretation of the Deed
of Cession became the "official orthodoxy" upon which the discourse of chiefs

and the colonial government was premised.

It was envisaged from the outset by the chiefs that they had not given up the

?Z’Notes on the Proceedings of a Native Council, 11 May 1881.
??'Census estimates March 1874 and March 1879.
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sovereignty of the islands to the Crown but had given in trust to Her Majesty the
administration of the Colony of Fiji. Timothy J. Macnaught put the Fijian
interpretation of the Deed in perspective by emphasising that "in the Fijian
popular mind the land had been given by the chiefs to the Queen Vakaturaga,
that is, by way of chiefly representation which entitled them to expect that the
Queen in her reciprocal generosity would return the lands to be shared and
used by the people."??® This interpretation of the historic Deed of Cession
persisted until the administration of Governor Sir John Bates Thurston (1888-
1897). Thereafter, under the Governorship of O'Brien (1897-1902), the Gordon-
chief interpretation of the Deed came under extensive scrutiny. It was
interpreted by Governor O'Brien that the Deed had been legally misrepresented
and as such became a problem for the Crown, particularly with respect to the

alienation of native land.

Divisions within the Colonial Historic Bloc

In a correspondence dated 12 February 1897 to the Officer-in-Charge of
administration in the Colony of Fiji, the Colonial Secretary advised that the
Governor of Fiji, Sir John Bates Thurston passed away while on his voyage
from Sydney to Melbourne.?”® The Council of Chiefs noted with sadness the
sudden passing away of Governor Thurston, who was a prominent advocate of

the protection of the natives from the destructive influences of European

?%Timothy J. Macnaught, The Fijian _Colonial Experience, (Canberra: The
Australian National University, 1982), p.30.
?»°CS0 65/97.
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colonialism. It was, however, the wish of Governor Thurston to be buried in Fiji
and the Legislative Council of the Colony voted to pay an allowance of 250

pounds on account of the children of the late Governor.

The Secretary of State Joseph Chamberlain advised the administration in Fiji
that a new Governor had been appointed in the person of Governor George
O'Brien®?, who landed on the Colony on 10 July 1897. One of the first issues
to be handled by Governor O'Brien was Fijian Labour Ordinance of 1895.
Governor O' Brien in his correspondence to the Secretary of State advised the
government that the Ordinance shall not be disallowed, as requested by his
late predecessor Governor Thurston, who argued that Section 11 of the Fijian
Labour Ordinance allowed contracts by service to be entered into by natives
before any Magistrate, and that such a system encouraged abuse and
irregularities. Governor O' Brien conducted his own enquiry into the allegations
of the late Governor Sir John Bates Thurston and clarified that "there were only
four cases of irregularity and that only one of these could be characterised as

being of any gravity."***

From the very beginning, Governor O'Brien had started to challenge some of
the fundamental policies of his predecessors. Governor O' Brien advised that if
the Colony of Fiji was to embark on any meaningful development, then the

colonial government needed to bring in more Indian immigrants from India.?** In

2Despatches to the Secretary of State, CSO 71/97.
81Despatches to the Secretary of State CSO 33/97.
?%Despatches to Secretary of State CSO 4/98.
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fact, Governor O'Brien noted with much frustration that in Fiji, the Government
owned no land, and that practically all the soil in the country was by the Act of
Cession deemed to be owned by the natives. Under such a situation, all the

government could do was, when land was required, to try to induce the native

land-owners to lease it.

The Act of Cession, according to Governor O’ Brien, had caused the Colony of
Fiji to stagnate and he argued that economic development in the country could
only be achieved by development of the sugar industry with the support of
Indian indenture labourers. By 1898%%, less than a year after Governor O'
Brien's arrival, the issue of time-expired Indian indenture labourers and the
settlement of Indian coolies dominated debates in the Legislative Council.
Responding to the Despatch No. 57 of 13 November 1896 from the colonial
secretary, Governor O'Brien advocated settlement of Indian coolies, because
they were "hard working and honest men."?** By 1896, there were in the
Colony of Fiji some 10,476 Indian immigrants out of which some 4,000 were
not serving under indenture. Governor O' Brien noted that the "biggest problem

was that the industrious coolies were not able to obtain land.">*®

Concerned about the settlement of time-expired Indian indenture workers and
further troubled by the interpretation of the Deed by his predecessors,

Governor O' Brien challenged the legal basis of the 1892 land ordinance. In

?$Despatches to the Secretary of State CSO 57/98; also see CSO 2207/97.
%CsS0 57/98.
| bid.
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reinterpreting Section 4 of the Deed of Cession, Governor O' Brien stated that:
"native ownership should be limited by proof of actual use or occupation, or real
prospective requirement for the support and maintenance of claimants and not
otherwise."?*® Governor O'Brien noted that under the chief-Gordon viewpoint,
indigenous Fijian claim of any use or occupation of land, however remote, was
sufficient to vest ownership in the claimant. For the Governor, this
misrepresentation of the Deed of Cession was tantamount to fraud, and the
Gordon-Thurston view needed an urgent revision for the sake of the Colony's
economic and political future. In addition, Governor O' Brien mounted a frontal
attack on the Native Lands Commission for being a drain on the resources of
the government and for not acting in the best economic interest of the Colony.
Governor O' Brien's views were noted with displeasure in the Council of Chiefs
meetings. Despite reinterpreting Section 4 of the Deed of Cession, Governor O'
Brien cautioned that since natives had been living comfortably under the chief-
Gordon system, any attempt to change would be viewed as interference. To
resolve an otherwise a volatile situation, O' Brien envisaged that natives could
voluntarily sell or lease land on easier terms to the Government than to the
Indo-Fijians, and as such the Government of the Colony of Fiji could provide

funds to purchase or lease native lands.

Thurston had during the tenure of his office warned that attempts to alienate
indigenous Fijian land would result in a bloody war throughout the colony.

These words, however, were taken heed of by the new Governor while

2381 bid.
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accepting the imperative that land be freed or be made readily available to
coloured labourers, who were seen as the driving force behind sugar

cultivation.

The European settler community in Fiji found restrictions on the alienation of
indigenous land an impediment to their commercial interest and as a result
made presentations to New Zealand in anticipation of forming a majority
European bloc. As a result, the Premier of New Zealand proposed to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies that Fiji become part of New Zealand
federation. In reply to this request, Governor O' Brien argued that such a
federation would not be of benefit to the indigenous Fijians. According to O’

Brien:

Climatic conditions preclude the idea of Fiji being a white man's country
in the sense of white men being able to make it a permanent home for
themselves and their descendants, or develop its resources by means

of white labour.?*’

In the Census of 1891, it was noted that there were 105,800 indigenous Fijians;
7,468 Indo-Fijians and 2,036 Europeans in the Colony of Fiji. Under such a
population scenario, the Europeans desired to be a bigger population and this
could only be achieved if Fiji formed a federation with its immediate white
neighbours either Australia or New Zealand. Even though a number of

European residents endorsed federation with New Zealand in a Fiji-wide

8'Despatches to the Secretary of State CSO 71/1900.
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petition, their request was denied.

Governor O' Brien was interested in understanding the dynamics behind
indigenous Fijian socio economic development and as a result a research was
conducted under the auspicious of Assistant Governor William Allardyce and
enclosed in a memorandum for His Excellency Governor O' Brien dated 20

February 1901.

William Allardyce observed that:

Indigenous Fijians as a whole are loyal, communal, conservative, law
abiding, good natured people, thriftless with no thought for the morrow;
indiscipline to anything like hard work where it is possible to be avoided,
ceremonious, impressionable, fickle, and with little or no firmness of
character of forethought. The average native is not easily roused by
anger, but there are three points upon which if interfered with he is
prepared to show his teeth. They are (a) his land; (b) his women; and

(C) his taxes.”®

It was concluded that indigenous Fijians were at heart a savage with antiquated
or obsolete custom which undoubtedly was an impediment to progress.
However, attempts to reform the Fijian system and reinterpret the Deed of
Cession met insurmountable hardship in the Colonial Secretary's Office in

Britain where at the request of the Council of Chiefs, Sir Arthur Hamilton

?%Despatches to the Secretary of State CSO 20/91; also see CSO 49/91.
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Gordon, now a lord and a senior officer in the imperial government, persuaded
the Colonial Secretary not to grant any request from the resident Governor that

would undermine indigenous Fijian interests.

On 17 May 1901, the Assistant Governor, William Allardyce, once again
confronted the issue of alienating native land for re-settling time-expired
Indians. Allardyce noted that "the land owned by natives is largely in excess of
their requirements, but the problem encountered by the colonial Government
was that of Native Lands Ordinance of 1892 which made acquisition of land for
Crown use virtually impossible."?*® The Attorney-General of the Colony, Mr.
Pollak, informed Mr. Allardyce that land cannot be legally acquired under
Section 18 of the Native Lands Ordinance for the purpose of settling Indian
coolies. The legal interpretation of the Attorney-General was challenged by the
Assistant Governor who invoked clause 4 of the Deed of Cession. This clause
reserved to the Crown the right to take any land which may be necessary for
any purpose, subject only to the payment of compensation to the native

landowners.

William Allardyce recommended that Section 18 of the Native Lands Ordinance
be amended and further went on to clarify that clause 4 of the Deed of Cession
had been wrongly interpreted. In a letter dated 24 September 1901 to King
Edward VII, the chiefs stated that they were largely pleased with the

administration of Governor O' Brien and that they wished his Deputy William

?Despatches to the Secretary of State, CSO 129/1901.
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Allardyce to be his successor.?* In fact, the chiefs were relieved to see
Governor O' Brien go. He had during his term challenged the chief-Gordon
viewpoint on land and suggested reinterpreting the Deed of Cession, thereby
causing fear among the chiefs of possible "unlawful" acquisition of native land

by the Crown.

But the fear was imaginary as it turned out the Council of Chiefs had written to
the imperial government and frustrated the plans of Governor O' Brien. While
this temporarily set aside the threat to the colonial historic-bloc, it did, however,
introduce a new mode of thinking within the colonial administration. As it turned
out, Governor O' Brien's successor Sir Henry Jackson continued with the
criticism of the Fijian system much to the disappointment of the indigenous
Fijian chiefs. Governor Jackson arrived in the Colony on 10 September 1902
and noted that the "Fijian administration was government through the chiefs
and for the chiefs."?** In a more radical approach to the Fijian administration,
Governor Jackson commented that commoner indigenous Fijians suffered
under the rigid autocratic control of the chiefs and in order to remedy such a
situation, Governor Jackson recommended extending liberty to this group. The
views of both Governor O' Brien and Governor Jackson suffered a great set
back with the publishing of a report titled "Treatise on Land Tenure among the
Natives in Fiji" by Dr. Lorimer Fison in 1903, which elucidated that "in ceding

Fiji Islands to the British Crown, the chiefs most certainly understood that they

20| etter from the Native Council dated 24 September 1901, p.2.
?IDespatches to the Secretary of State CSO 38/1903.
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were giving over the lands, as well as the sovereignty, of the group. But it is
equally certain that they had not surrendered the land titles in their hands. In all
righteousness, therefore, it is the management, not the ownership of the Fijian

estate that has come into the possession of the Crown."?*

The work of Dr. Fison to a large extent augmented the chief-Gordon viewpoint,
thereby assisting in sustaining the existing colonial historic-bloc. However, it
should be noted that the colonial historic-bloc faced a number of opposition
from within the indigenous Fijian community, and these movements shall be
conceptualised as sub-cultural resistance anti-hegemonic movements, since

they attempted to formulate and consolidate alternative cultural blocs.

Conclusion

In Fiji, the rise of Bau as a hegemonic kingdom is important in understanding
chiefly cultural hegemony during the colonial period as well as the political
hegemony of the chiefs after independence from Britain in 1970. Bau, being, a
coastal entity, was the first to restructure its social and cultural relations by
adopting European technology and forming strategic alliances with

neighbouring hegemonic power, Tonga.

The relationship between Tonga and Bau, which had already begun through

trade in the pre-European period, had acquired a new meaning by the mid-

242Dy Lorimer Fison, Treatise on Land Tenure among the Natives in Fiji,
(Suva: Government Printer, 1903), pp. 27-28.
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nineteenth century when Baun chief Cakobau relinquished pagan gods in
favour of Christianity. By then, through warfare, Bau had already acquired
political hegemony with the aid of its warrior chief, Ratu Seru Cakobau.

The Bauan-led historic bloc, consisting of chiefs and European settlers, was in
crisis since its formation in 1871 due to cultural and ethnic divisions. Conflict
within the bloc created political instability as Ratu Seru Cakobau looked
towards Britain for assistance. After initial reluctance on the offer of cession,
Britain agreed to an unconditional annexation and as a result, the chiefs ceded

Fiji to Britain in 1874.

After Cession, Britain modelled indigenous administration in the Colony of Fiji
along the social experience of Bau, and cemented the cultural hegemony of the
chiefs through the Council of Chiefs. The colonial historic bloc, based on the
colonial government, the Council of Chiefs and the European settlers, remained
divided along cultural and ethnic lines as the Council of Chiefs moved to seek
greater protection for indigenous land from benevolent colonial Governors,
including Sir Arthur Gordon, who implemented a protective colonial policy
towards indigenous Fijians to shield them from the destructive forces of colonial
capitalism. However, successive Governors did not share Gordon’s viewpoint,
thereby increasing conflict and divisions within the historic bloc. The European
settlers also saw the protective policy towards the indigenous population as
contrary to the interests of capitalism and lobbied for annexation to New
Zealand. However, the proposal for annexation was rejected but by then, the

colonial government had introduced in 1879 a third racial group, the Indian
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indentured labourers, to protect indigenous Fijians from capitalist exploitation

and to provide cheap and flexible labour for European planters.

As a result, at the end of the nineteenth century, Fiji had three racial groups:
Europeans, indigenous Fijians and Indo-Fijians and all three were caught in the
complexities of colonial ethnic politics. Moreover, despite establishing an
indigenous Fijian administration and the Council of Chiefs, within the
indigenous Fijian community, various groups started to challenge chiefly
hegemony and the colonial historic bloc. These challenges are discussed in the

next Chapter as sub-cultural anti-hegemonic indigenous movements.

-162-



CHAPTER 4

INDIGENOUS RESISTANCE

The cultural hegemony of the chiefs was challenged by various indigenous sub-
cultures. These sub-cultures were anti-colonial and anti-chief and as a result
threatened the colonial historic bloc. The alliance between the colonial
government and the indigenous chiefs was seen by mostly indigenous Fijian
commoners as untraditional, disruptive and a product of contact with the
outside world. As highlighted in Chapter 3, European contact, pressure to open
up indigenous land, European backed Bauan hegemony, the introduction of a
new religion, and after cession the establishment of Fijian administration and
the Council of Chiefs all challenged the cultural perception of a number of
indigenous Fijians, especially those in the interior of Viti Levu, who questioned
the neo-traditional order and attacked the foundation of chiefly and colonial
power in Fiji. Continuing on the theme on the role of culture and ethnicity
shaping hegemony, anti-hegemony and counter-hegemony, this Chapter
argues that the Hill Tribes, the Tuka, the Luveniwai and the Bula Tale
movements challenged the cultural hegemony of the chiefs and posed a threat
to the colonial historic bloc, which was internally divided and prone to internal
ethnic and cultural conflicts. In response, the chiefs and the colonial
administration resorted to armed intervention to subdue rebellious anti-
establishment movements, resulting in the increased militarisation of the

colonial and later the chiefly political hegemony.
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Resistance to the perceived threat to the traditional way of life originated in the
interior of Viti Levu-a region before cession labelled as fiercely savage and
unstable. The Hill Tribes, by which name this rebellious group was known by,
rejected the authority of the Bauan chief Ratu Seru Cakobau, who accused the
Hill people of undermining the Cakobau administration and of rampant pagan

lawlessness.

The resistance of the Hill Tribes was directed at the cultural hegemony of the
eastern chiefly establishment and its allies and this can be conceptualised
within the dialectics of hegemony and anti-hegemony. The Europeans and the
chiefs had codified their alliance with the Deed of Cession, but consolidating
hegemony over all the groups on the island posed a political problem. In so far
as the Hill tribes were concerned, the eastern indigenous chiefs had traded
away their custom and tradition to the Europeans and further attempted to
assert control by imposing institutional structures alien to indigenous Fijians of

interior Fiji.

Anti-Hegemonic Movements

The Hill Tribes of Fiji

The Hill Tribes of Fiji were a distinct social group with an egalitarian social

structure.?”® They contrasted with their counterparts in eastern Fiji, where

243p B. Brewster, Genealogies and Histories of the Matanitu or Tribal
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Polynesian influence created a centralised and a more hierarchical system. For
the Hill Tribes, the Cakobau government was installed purely to serve the
interest of the Europeans. The early European settlers were aggressive and
had no respect for the indigenous Fijian way of life, and with an increase in
settler numbers and missionaries, the pressure to open up indigenous land
grew with Cakobau sanctioning the often illegal activities of the Europeans in
acquiring indigenous land. Fearing loss of land and culture, the chiefs of the Hill
Tribes adopted measures to defend their territory from European and
missionary encroachment. By then, however, under the orders of Cakobau,
Europeans had already moved in to the Hill area and erected fences,

prohibiting natives from entering their "private property."

To preserve the Hill way of life, the Hill warriors invaded the area occupied by
white settlers and murdered a number of settlers. This defiant and violent
episode which occurred in 1873 infuriated Cakobau, who after cession advised
the colonial government to send an armed contingent to subdue the rebellious

tribes.

In January 1875, Mr. Layard, the administrator of the colonial government, met
a large number of representatives from the tribes of the interior of Viti Levu. At
this meeting, the Hill Tribes spokespersons agreed to renounce heathenism
and abandon cannibalism and recognise the hegemony of the colonial

government.

Governments of Central Viti Levu, (London: Seeley, 1922).
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Following the meeting, there was an outbreak of measles and this had a severe
impact on the lives of the Hill Tribes as many who contracted the disease died,
leading to speculation among tribal priests that the Europeans had cast a
deadly spell to destroy their community. A memorandum from Sir Arthur
Gordon noted that "the Kai Tholo chiefs carried the seeds of the disease with
them to their homes and communicated it to their tribes, among whom it spread
rapidly, and with fatal effect."*** With the Hill chiefs dead, the Hill warriors
started to fortify their positions to prevent any further contact with the

Europeans.

By January of 1876, Walter Carew assessed the situation in the Tholo province
and recommended that a body of police take up position in the inland district. In
fact, Carew's efforts were to protect the nominally Christian villages from the
hostile Hill agitators. Walter Carew noted that the tribes in the interior of Viti
Levu that resisted colonial government had never submitted to any coastal
chief and were generally suspicious of the new political order. According to
Carew, "under this order, Europeans had invaded the Tholo province and were
unduly influencing the native population to abandon polygamy and adopt

Christianity, English law and English magistrates."**°

The fragile peace collapsed when on 12 April 1876 the village of Nawaga was

244 etters and Notes: The Disturbances in the Highlands of Viti Levu, Fiji
1876, Volume 1, (Edinburgh: R and R Clark, 1879), p. vi.
*®lbid, p. ix.
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burned and frontier towns of the province of Nadi were destroyed by the
following day. In Sigatoka, Christian villages were burnt and a number of
women and children killed by the united forces of the Hill Tribes. The news of
the assault on Nadi and Sigatoka reached the Resident Commissioner, on 22
April 1876, who despatched reinforcements to the garrison at Nasaucoko.
According to a preliminary assessment by the Commissioner and his agents in
the province, the area affected by the uprising consisted of the province of
Sigatoka, Nadi and its tributaries. At the beginning of May 1876, the actual
position of the parties in the affected region was as follows: "1. The garrison of
Nasaucoko consisted of 250 men, chiefly armed constabulary. 2. At Navailili,
about ten miles from the mouth of Sigatoka, a camp had been formed, where
Ratu Luki, Roko Tui Nadroga's force was stationed. This force already large
was daily receiving accessions from Serua and Namosi and by the end of the
month amounted to 1000 men. 3. The Na Nuyakoro were in arms against the

government, but had taken no overt action."?*°

The colonial government feared that hostilities in the Tholo province could
spread and affect the loyal towns. In particular, Governor Sir Arthur Gordon
advised the Resident Commissioner to secure and capture and put on trial
those who challenged Her Majesty's authority over the islands. In addition,
Gordon called for the subjugation of rebellious villages and tribes which refused

to obey government summons.

%Ibid, p. xiii.
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To achieve the objective of the colonial government, Gordon made a call to all
the able bodied men in the Colony to join the "force" of civilisation in subduing
the "savages." A force of 2000 men was assembled under the command of
Captain Knolly, who was given specific directions to march to Nadi, proceed to
Ba river and by land descend upon Nadrau from where the forces were to start
their assault on Sigatoka, the supposed stronghold of the rebels. Following
Gordon's successes in Sigatoka, Captain Knolly's forces routed the rebels and
those caught were tried under the colonial ordinance®*” and subsequently

sentenced to death.

Sir Arthur Gordon, in his despatch to the Colonial Secretary elaborated on the

trial.

It is important to point out that the capital punishments thus inflicted

were not, as they might at first sight appear to be, military executions.
The accused were tried in the same manner as they would have been
under ordinary circumstances, and by the same tribunal before which

they would have been brought if no outbreak had taken place...**

By June 30 1876 the last of the non-combatant population in Tavua-i-Colo
surrendered and the chiefs of Vaturavi were examined and interrogated after
which they were put in bonds. After the trial, the rebellious chiefs were hanged

and a permanent garrison was erected to ensure peace and stability in the

**’Ordinance No. 16 of 1875.
248 The Disturbances in the Highlands, p. xvii.
-168-




region. In his correspondence to the Earl of Carnarvon, Sir Arthur Gordon
noted that "the subjugated tribes are rebuilding their towns by the riverside and
the plains, but have been forbidden to reoccupy their dismantled strangleholds

in the mountains. In addition, the tribes have accepted Christian teachers."**

Simione Durutalo noted that the Hill Tribes had made "a fundamental mistake
by relying on their rocky fortress-and to fight from fixed positions where they
could be easily surrounded and besieged until they ran out of food and
ammunition."?*® Despite this logistical error, the insurgency of the Hill Tribes
had challenged and shaken the very foundation of the colonial historic bloc.
The anti-hegemonic movement of the Hill Tribes was anti-chief and anti-
European. In response, the colonial administration and the eastern chiefs sent
an armed force to subdue the rebellion in the Hill region and in doing so
established a precedence that was used throughout the colonial period to break

other less rebellious anti-colonial movements.

After the subjugation of Hill Tribes, the anti-hegemonic movement took a new
form with indigenous Fijian residents, in Tholo and adjoining provinces, slowly
developing networks of alternative visions and ideas by using the knowledge
provided by the rich oral tradition of the old religion. It became essential for

those opposed to the colonial authority to reject Christian ideals and focus on

249Gjr Arthur Gordon quoted in Letters and Notes: The Disturbances in the
Highlands of Viti Levu, 1876, Volume II, (Edinburg: R and R Clark, 1879), p.
342.

250Simione Durutalo, "Internal Colonialism and Unequal Regional Development:
The Case of Western Viti Levu, Fiji", MA Thesis, University of the South Pacific,
1985, p. 110.
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the ancestor gods for spiritual guidance. The emergence of anti-colonial and
anti-hegemonic sub-culture within the indigenous Fijian community alarmed not

only the colonial government but also the Council of Chiefs.

The Luveniwai and Tuka Movements

A year after the subjugation of the Hill Tribes, unrest among indigenous Fijians
was noted in the town of Ra. From 1880-1920, two important anti-hegemonic
movements provide insight into the nature of indigenous resistance to the

colonial culture.

First, there was the luveniwai or "water babies" movement which drew upon
fairy tale spirits. "The spirits were elves, dwarfs and spirits which, according to
ancient superstition, dwelled in dense forests and waterfalls."** The colonial
government saw the followers of the luveniwai as a threat to Christianity and to
the colonial historic bloc. As a result, the games and rather playful rituals
associated with luveniwai were outlawed and those caught were arrested,
imprisoned or banished. Martha Kaplan noted that “in 1887 the British colonial
government of Fiji passed a regulation against ‘luveniwai’ which they believed
1252

to be the rituals that were rebellious, secretive and led by charlatans.

Kaplan continues:

?*IMax Wohlwill (trans) Friedrich Steinbauer, Melanesian Cargo Cults: New
salvation Movements in the South Pacific, (Queensland: University of
Queensland Press, 1979), p. 95.
2 Martha Kaplan, “Luve Ni Wai as the British Saw It: Constructions of Customs
and Disorder in Colonial Fiji,” Ethnohistory, Vol. 36, No.4, 1989, p.349.
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[The colonial government] insisted that this judgment was made on
the basis of knowledge of Fijian custom and that Fijians had always
found these rituals to be objectionable. However, the rites and
practices involving inspirations by deities and invulnerability that
were known by these names [luveniwai and Kalou rere] were
integral moments in the ritual system of nineteenth-century Fijian

war culture. 23

Brewster®™* emphasised that the superstition called "luveniwai" that was latent
in the Hill country had began to spread. This was so because Christian

churches virtually failed to change animistic beliefs of the past.?*®

The other movement within this period was the Tuka Movement. Martha Kaplan
noted that "few Indigenous Fijians know the word "Tuka' at all, yet the story of
indigenous leader Navosavakadua and his 'working miracles' is widely known
throughout the islands."®*® According to Kaplan, “Navosavakadua’s movement
articulated Fijian war dances with European army marching, identified Fijian
gods with Jesus and Jehovah, and used borrowed emblems of high chiefly

status to distract this court.”®’ The activities of the Tuka followers challenged

253 |bid, p. 350.
2%4p B. Brewster, The Hill Tribes of Fiji, (London: Seeley, Service & Co.
Limited, 1922), p. 89.
2%A.C. Cato, “A new religious cult in Fiji,”_Oceania,Vol. XVIII, No. 2, 1947, p.
147.
?**Martha Kaplan,"Land and Sea and the new White Men: A Reconsideration of
the Fijian Tuka Movement,” PhD Dissertation, The University of Chicago, 1988,
p3; also see pp.31-33 of the above thesis for a brief on the Fijian origins of
myths.
5" Martha Kaplan, “On Discourse and Power: ‘Cults’ and ‘Orientals’ in Fiji,”
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the cultural hegemony of the chiefs who were concerned about the political
danger of heathenism?® and the threats it posed to chiefly privilege within the
colonial historic bloc. For the colonial government, it was concerned that Tuka
activities could compromise the spread of Methodist faith in the region and lead

to possible protests against alienation of indigenous land.

While Tuka has been referred to 