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P refa ce

T his book falls w ithin the general field of race relations: the way
peoples of different racial origins react and behave to one another.
T h e most publicised race relations today are those between the
dom inant ‘w hite’ peoples of N orth America, the British Isles, South
Africa and Australasia and their ‘black’ com patriots occupying
subordinate positions in the political, economic and social system.
Less publicised, b u t perhaps more im portant as numbers are so
m uch greater, are the relationships between the various ‘brow n’,
‘yellow’ and ‘black’ races of Afro-Asia: between the long established
Indo-Malays of Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines and more
recent Chinese im migrants; between the older populations of
Ceylon, Burma, Malaya and Fiji and more recent Indian arrivals;
between the various tribal peoples of central Africa and later ‘A rab’
or Indian settlers; and so on.
In all these areas race relations involve much amicable
co-operation and co-existence, in places friendly interm ixture and
interm arriage. B ut the most conspicuous features are prejudiced
attitudes and discrim inatory behaviour by one race against another,
or by ‘pure’ races against ‘mixed-bloods’, leading to open clashes
and sometimes genocide or wholesale expulsion. Only in one or two
places, such as Hawaii or Brazil, have the various races perhaps
reached such a degree of co-operation and interm ixture that physical
differences mean relatively little and that social behaviour carries
on with little consciousness of ‘colour’; and, even here, scholars
point to some race friction and to the social prestige attached to
lighter skin colour . 1
These relationships concern peoples resident in the same
country, subject to a common political and economic system. O ther
race relations concern whole countries. Some assert that the m ajor
world problem today is the economic relationship between the
advanced industrialised ‘white’ countries of the world and less
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advanced, relatively impoverished, ‘coloured’ countries; a somewhat
treacherous over-simplification that ignores both less industrialised
‘white’ countries such as Spain or Albania and also technologically
advanced ‘coloured’ countries such as Japan or China. A more
relevant instance is im m igration restriction: the way in which the
various countries of the world use their sovereign control over
im m igration to adm it newcomers of acceptable races and prohibit
the entry, or severely restrict the inflow, of persons of other racial
origins. Such restriction, particularly when accompanied by dis
crim inatory laws and practices affecting occupations, housing, civil
status and citizenship, involves internal relations between the
dom inant population and the small num ber of racially different
persons allowed in for settlement. But it also involves relationships
between sovereign states, between countries of origin dem anding
freer entry rights and equal treatm ent for their citizens and countries
of settlement asserting the right to pick and choose whom they will,
and subject them to internal controls as they wish. At this point
im m igration restriction becomes a problem in international rela
tions, more so when the country of origin asserts the right to
‘protect’ the interests of its people abroad, even if this involves
interference with the legal and social system of the country of
settlement.
W ith this particular area of race and international relations
this book concerns itself. It does not attem pt to treat all restrictive
and discriminatory im m igration policies but concentrates on one of
the best known: the so-called ‘W hite Australia Policy’. It is
im portant to remember, however, that the W hite Australia Policy
does not exist alone. Similar policies began at much the same time in
places of m uch the same character: British Columbia, California,
Oregon, New Zealand and, more recently, the British Isles. Studies
of restriction in all these places have too often confined their atten
tion to one country, have peered and pottered and wondered at
local m inutiae, sometimes becoming lost in intricate and heated
debates about origins or procedures. A wider context, more com
parison between countries, enables one to fit events into a larger
picture, to see that what at first sight appear to be local oddities are
actually particular manifestations of wider trends, to understand
that obscure origins are a complex but not unusual interplay of
viii
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forces at work everywhere. A ustralian scholars, for instance, m ight
have spent less time arguing whether economic, nationalistic or
racial motives were predom inant in creating and m aintaining the
W hite Australia Policy had they concerned themselves not only
with A ustralia’s egalitarian and pastoral origins but with why
virtually identical policies emerged elsewhere at the same time.
Likewise, the volume of m aterial published on the restrictive pro
cedures of the U nited States m ight have been of greater value had
more authors cocked at least an occasional eye at restriction else
where, or taken more note of ‘white invasions’ elsewhere in the
world, not excluding the large-scale movement of European
Russians into Siberia .2
T his book certainly feels the need for constant reference to
events and policies outside Australia; which is why it refers so
constantly to Canada, New Zealand, the U nited States and, later,
to the U nited Kingdom. It does not, however, refer much to the
restrictive and discriminatory policies of various countries in Latin
America, Africa, Asia and continental Europe, partly because
conditions are there somewhat different and partly because the
num ber of policies and procedures is too great to examine and
com prehend in one book. Nor does it refer to the restrictive policies
of Pacific islands such as Hawaii or Fiji: though Asian im migration
was im portant to both these archipelagos, the conditions were very
different to those prevalent in Australia and raise complex issues
of quite another kind. It is im portant to remember, however, that
these other countries and m igrations do exist and that, with the
exception of South Africa, the severest restrictions are not those
imposed by ‘white’ countries but by countries such as Uganda,
Indonesia, the Philippines, and Ceylon.
T here are several ways of tackling this m atter of comparison.
One can take a high moral line, assuming that all restriction and
discrim ination arise from evil ‘racist’ convictions that ‘superior’
races can exploit the labour of ‘inferior’ races and at the same time
protect themselves against racial ‘contam ination’ by refusing all
social interm ixture and interm arriage. T h e purpose of comparison
here is to show that some countries are more ‘racist’ than others
and that international bodies such as the U nited Nations, the
International L abour Office or the W orld Council of Churches
ix
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should exert all the pressure they can to force such countries into
more enlightened policies. Conversely, one may believe that separate
races belong to the natural order, that attem pts to mix them
invariably produce race hostility, exploitation and discrim ination,
and th at though a peaceful multi-racial society may be remotely
possible it is wrong to invite decades or centuries of race friction
on the slim chance of achieving it. T h e purpose of comparison
here is to show that countries with consistently severe restrictions
on im migration, such as Australia, have fewer race problems than
countries with long periods of free m igration. And so on.
Even academic authors cannot avoid making m oral judgm ents
or ethical assumptions, at least implicitly. I have simply tried to see
my own presuppositions and keep them as far as possible out of my
analysis. I must, however, record my antipathy to what I feel is
m uddled and inconsistent thinking. First are those who use the
term ‘racist’ as an opprobrious epithet for those with whom they
disagree, without proper attem pt at definition and with the implica
tion that any white person talking of ‘racial differences’ m ust be
‘racist’; this book avoids such emotionally charged and ill defined
words. Second are those who in the same breath attack ‘racial dis
crim ination’ against their own favoured racial group and yet
dem and special privileges for it; discrim ination is discrim ination
w hether it be hostile or favourable, and one cannot understand
race relations adequately unless one comprehends why favourable
discrim ination so often exists alongside unfavourable. T h ird are
those who use one argum ent to defend their position at one point
and a diametrically opposed argum ent to defend it at another; as
instance those politicians and officials who argue that it is all right
for A ustralian or American couples to adopt orphaned or neglected
children from Europe, on the grounds that the children will benefit
from the move to a kindly well ru n home, but that it is wrong for
such couples to adopt non-European children, on the grounds that
children are better reared in the country of b irth . -5 In some ways it
is easier to cope with straightforw ard statements of race superiority,
such as the Nazi Herrenvolk theory or the doctrine of the Reformed
Church of South Africa that the coloured descendants of Ham are
fore-ordained by God to perpetual subordination. T hough the
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doctrines may be deplorable the thinking at least is reasonably
clear an d consistent.
A nother purpose of comparison is theoretical: the working
out of a classification or theory of race relations by comparing
events in different places, or the dem onstration of it by illustrating
one point with an example from one country and another point
with an example from another. T his book, being prim arily social
history, concentrates on historical explanation and does not pretend
to be an essay in race relations theory; such matters are better left
to social anthropologists, sociologists and psychologists, provided
they are sensible enough to realise that the precise hypothesis-testing
approach of the experim ental sciences is not always appropriate to
the less controllable m aterial of hum an society.4 Nevertheless it is
useful to be aware of the m ain theories involved. Such awareness
enables one to read historical documents with an eye not only for
the n atu ral historical patterns but also for the confirmation or
refutation of current theoretical views, in this sense sharpening one’s
historical understanding.
Here 1 acknowledge my debt to many persons who have
assisted my understanding and who have read and commented on
the m anuscript, particularly W eston Bate, L. Fitzhardinge, E. P.
H utchinson and my father, A. Grenfell Price. I also thank Lucy
Couper, Loreley Jorgensen, Elizabeth Nurser and Elizabeth Price
for some long and arduous checking of Parliam entary debates and
other public records; also M argaret Schock for all the typing. I
particularly thank the A ustralian Institute of International Affairs
for sponsoring the project and for waiting so patiently for the
m anuscript.
T his particular book goes only to 1888, the year by which the
Canadians, Americans, Australians and New Zealanders, after much
debate and many changes of m ind, had at length thrashed out their
feelings and attitudes to the Chinese and had decided to impose
restrictions tantam ount to complete exclusion from perm anent
settlement. It was then relatively easy to extend these restrictions to
other peoples. These extensions and the consequent policing of
restrictions, together with the gradual weakening and breakdown
of the policies after W orld W ar II, occupy the next volume.
xi
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T h e m etaphor of the title—the Great W hite W alls—derives from
remarks made by several Australians at the end of the nineteenth
century: just as Im perial C hina had defended itself against invasion
by erecting the Great W all of China so would Australia defend
itself against unw anted invasion by erecting a great wall of restric
tions around the whole continent.
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T he p ro b lem
a n d th e p e o p le s

C hapter 1

1 Theories of race relations
In recent years there have appeared num erous publications on the
‘race’ question, including many studies of racial m inorities that
have originated from international m igration during the last 150
years. Large-scale m igration to Britain from the Indian and C arib
bean regions has accounted for some of these studies, while others
derive from the stress which many developing nations lay on the
‘evils of racism’, and from the campaigns they have initiated to
stamp such evils out. T his section does not refer to all these pub
lications, nor to the contribution they may or may not make to
race relations theory. R ather it concentrates on those books and
articles which seemed relevant when I began intensive work on the
topic some years ago; these helped to form my ideas of what were
the m ain factors involved and what attitudes and actions should be
looked for in the vast am ount of source m aterial available. Publica
tions of the last few years at times add useful inform ation and
concepts, and are helpful in assessment, but they were not available
when I began the lengthy process of exam ining the sources. In any
case, for the most part they seem to have added refinements to
existing notions rather than producing entirely novel and revolu
tionary concepts and theories. I will, however, refer further to them
in the concluding assessment of the second volume.
T h e principal theories involved in this section have been well
set out by scholars such as A llport and Banton,1 or referred to and
assessed in journals such as Race. First are psychological theories,
exploring such phenom ena as the way some persons, afraid to
criticise dictatorial parents, bolster up their egos by expressing
prejudice and discrim ination against weak m inority groups.2
Others analyse ‘revulsion’, the way some persons may be repelled
not only by the scarred, spastic and dwarfed abnormals of their
3
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own race, but also by the norm al members of races differing
markedly from their own in skin colour, hair structure or shape of
lips, eyes and nose. Psychological theories such as these may help
explain the particular prejudices of a powerful leader such as
H itler, or the violently anti-Chinese feelings of some politicians in
nineteenth century Australia and America, but they do not explain
why so many persons with quite different personality characteristics
adopted these prejudices so readily and firmly.
O ther psychologists tackle this difficulty head on, as did Jung
when saying that over the centuries the accum ulated experience of
one particular race becomes in each new generation a collective
unconscious, enabling each person to view the world in terms of a
common set of basic categories or ‘archetypes’. T h e archetypal
stranger is the collective unconscious holding out from itself persons
of other races, often seeing them as the shadows of its own weak
nesses, those things of which it is ashamed and wishes to be rid;
hence the sometimes violent antagonism .3 Relevant here are
psychological opinions on the way a group adopts a common opinion
and policy; the selection and exaggeration of certain unpleasant
characteristics amongst strangers, the attributing to those strangers
other unpleasant characteristics they do not in fact possess, the rapid
spread of hostile stories by rum our and sensation-mongers, the
explosion of fear and anger in outbreaks of lynching, rioting and
forcible expulsion from the locality. W e may or may not think
Ju n g ’s archetypal stranger relevant to our story but we must bear
in m ind the processes of mob psychology when assessing stories of
Chinese sexual immorality, gambling, drug addiction, and disease
in nineteenth century Victoria, New South Wales, British Columbia,
Oregon and California, and the outbreaks of m urder and rioting
sometimes associated with them.
These psychological considerations lead into more sociological
theories, notably that which asserts that conditions of social frustra
tion or economic malaise may force some stranger group out into
the open as a ‘scapegoat’; on this group, whether it be racially
distinct as with the West Indians in England or religiously distinct
as w ith the Jews in Nazi Germany, may be heaped the blame for
all social ills and vented the spite of extreme prejudice and dis
crim ination. A nother theory of social function holds that some
4
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groups need prejudice and discrim ination against outsiders to
m aintain their own internal unity or, if new young nations, to
create a sense of national identity. D uring the nineteenth century,
for instance, the Australian colonies lacked any m ajor war—and
wars are often the anvils whereon diverse groups are ham m ered
together into a nation—and it has been argued that they needed
common hostility against the Chinese to help them sort out their
own identity and sense of nationhood.
O ther theories emphasise socio-economic conflict, such as the
M arxian view that racial prejudice and discrim ination, like all
prejudice and discrimination, are the weapons and results of
capitalist exploitation; that the capitalist classes of industrialised
im perialist countries encourage views of racial superiority and
inferiority as a rationale for exploiting a low-paid labour force both
at home and abroad. O r there is Park’s view that in its early stages
the race relations cycle involves a period of conflict when members
of different races are com peting for scarce jobs and housing and
for scarce positions of power in the political and social system.
O ther sociological theories concentrate on numbers. O n the
one side they stress the fact that several thousand persons of a
particular racial m inority in one area can support their own church,
school, newspaper, clubs and sports, and also provide enough
young men and women to make out-marriage unnecessary; i.e. the
larger the concentration the less the need and desire to mix or
assimilate with other racial groups. On the other side they stress
the sudden surge of anger and fear by the established local popula
tion when large num bers of uninvited and unexpected immigrants
of another race enter their territory, compete for local resources
and make it plain to the locals that their traditional social values
and customs, their notions of right and wrong, are under challenge;
i.e. the larger and more rapid the im m igration the more fearful
and hostile the established population. W hen the newcomers are
members of a vast population such as the Chinese, or of a powerful
m ilitary nation such as the Japanese, both geographically quite near
to some white countries of settlement, the local population has
additional fears of being overwhelmed by sheer num bers or subdued
by m ilitary invasion. All these feelings are apparent with Chinese
5
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and Japanese m igrations to British Columbia, California and
Australia in the nineteenth century.
In the same way a local population may react against a racial
m inority that has been resident for decades, in a subordinate posi
tion, but which then starts to attack its inferior position and
clamour for equality; as with the Negroes of the U nited States or,
to a lesser extent as num bers are so much less, with the Aborigines
in Australia.
Also relevant here are certain conclusions of political science,
notably those pointing to the tendency of demagogues, and even
quite m oderate politicians, to exploit the race question for political
purposes, to down opponents and win elections by blowing embers
of public unease and distaste into raging fires of fear and hostility.
Those suggesting that Henry Parkes exploited the race question in
some of the New South Wales elections of the 1880s may be exag
gerating,4 but there is no doubt that some politicians in eastern
Australia, as in C alifornia in the 1870s and in the U nited Kingdom
in the 1960s, have taken advantage of the race question for political
purposes and have greatly increased race tension and friction. Con
versely, it can be argued that the somewhat unexpected move of
some leading members of the A ustralian Labor Party, towards a
more relaxed policy of restrictions against Asian im m igration in the
1960s, springs very largely from a desire to make political capital out
of the Liberal governm ent’s slowness in changing existing policy.
All these sociological and political explanations of race rela
tions may explain why prejudice and discrim ination are likely to
appear, or be increased, in certain social circumstances, but they
do not explain how they sometimes harden into fixed hostile
attitudes of m ind and into enduring habits of unfavourable dis
crim ination. H istorical explanations are helpful here, as instance
the view that the lowly Negro position in the U nited States today
stems from the original slave system and from the attem pt of
planters to break norm al Negro family life and stille any Negro
efforts to realise the domestic and career am bitions of most white
citizens. An explanation more relevant to the U nited Kingdom is
Kenneth L ittle’s ‘colour-class’ analysis: that for decades the coloured
persons most in contact with the lower classes of British society
were either low-wage seamen frequenting slummy pubs and lodging
6
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houses or the ‘native’ populations over which British soldiers and
junior civil servants had control when stationed in one of B ritain’s
num erous colonies overseas.5 T h e somewhat suspicious attitude of
some Queenslanders to coloured im m igration to Australia may, in
like m anner, derive partly from the nineteenth century custom of
operating the sugar plantations of N orth Queensland with semiservile labour from the Pacific Islands.
O n the whole this book deals with historical explanations. It
is well aware, however, that all explanations and theories may be
relevant, whether they be historical, economic, anthropological,
sociological or psychological. As A llport says when discussing pre
judice generally: ‘Each [approach] has something to teach us. None
possesses a monopoly of insight, nor is any one safe as a solitary
guide. We may lay it down as a general law applying to all social
phenom ena that m ultiple causation is invariably at work and
nowhere is the law more clearly applicable than to prejudice . ’6
At this point some definition may be useful. T his book does
not follow those who assert discrim inatory behaviour is the
inevitable accompaniment of prejudiced attitudes. R ather does it
follow those who draw a distinction between ‘prejudice’ as an
irrational and often hostile state of m ind and ‘discrim ination’ as
behaviour that is often associated with prejudice but does not
necessarily spring directly from it; as when a landlady refuses board
to a coloured im migrant, not because she is personally opposed to
having a coloured person in her house but because she knows her
white boarders will leave if she admits him. Indeed, there may not
necessarily be even an indirect association between discriminatory
actions and irrational prejudice, as when American or Australian
police quite reasonably examine the activities of im migrants from
the M afia towns of Sicily more closely than the activities of other
Italians; or where a small people rationally decides that, if they
wish to preserve their own way of life intact, they must impose dis
crim inatory im m igration laws against those populations likely to
overwhelm it with large numbers of settlers of quite different values
and customs; or where a dom inant people conclude that, if some
Stone Age tribe in the desert or jungle is to keep its traditional
customs and life unchanged, it must be granted a ‘reservation’ pro
tected against infiltration and exploitation.
7

T he great w hite -walls are built
2 Colour, race and ethnic group
T he terms ‘race’, ‘colour’ and ‘ethnic’ are more difficult. T he
International Conference of 1949 aroused considerable criticism
when it asserted that biological differences were m inor and that
modern biology ‘lends support to the ethic of unive ’ ’ otherhood, for m an is born with drives towards co-operation’.7 T he
Conference of 1951, however, while agreeing that ‘race’ was
prim arily a classificatory term dividing peoples with a pre
ponderance of some physical characteristics from peoples with a
preponderance of others, and that exact delineation was impossible,
nevertheless disagreed on the im portance of physical differences;
some felt such differences did not affect the basic unity of homo
sapiens while others argued that ability to interbreed did not mean
that physical differences were unim portant or that interbreeding
was either eugenically advantageous or neutral.8 A detailed argu
ment of the views is here irrelevant, but it needs to be said, first,
that the evidence that differences in I.Q., stamina, initiative and so
on are indissolubly linked with ‘race’ seems flimsy and, second, that
given cultural and environm ental similarities, the only clear
differences are those that would arise were there long-term selective
breeding within the same racial group. In short, the term ‘race’ is
a convenient way of using certain predom inant physical characteris
tics to m ark off peoples who usually come from different geo
graphical, political, cultural, religious and language systems and
are, in all these senses, noticeably different from each other. Like
wise, though the terms ‘w hite’, ‘coloured’, ‘black’, and ‘yellow’ are
very loose and quite incapable of precise definition, they can be
useful when talking generally about peoples from different parts
of the world and with very different senses of identity.
T h e term ‘ethnic’ is also difficult. In the past it has carried a
wide variety of meanings, ranging from a collection of hum an
beings grouped together prim arily by physical characteristics—
height, size and shape of skull, colour of skin and eyes, and so on—
to one grouped together prim arily by cultural characteristics such
as language, religion, social customs or political traditions. T h e
term here is used in the broad sense to mean a collection of persons
who, for physical, geographical, political, religious, linguistic or
8
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other reasons feel themselves, or are felt by others, to constitute a
separate people.

3 T h e coloured m igrating peoples
In this sense one of the great m igrating peoples discussed in this
book— the Japanese—is clearly a distinct ethnic group. T he M on
goloid m ajority has now almost completely absorbed other elements
(the Caucasoid Ainu for instance) and has attained considerable
racial homogeneity. Local dialects, sometimes m utually unintel
ligible, still survive but nearly everyone is fluent in standard
Japanese, the dialect of Tokyo, and learns the one Japanese
literature. Various religions co-exist, notably Shintoism as principal
guardian of national and communal cults, Confucianism with its
stress on ethical and moral principles, and Buddhism with its high
spiritual and metaphysical content; though these retain their
separate identity there has been much blending and overlap, many
families visiting both Shinto and Buddhist shrines and holding
moral standards much influenced by Confucianism. More m ilitant
and exclusive religions are either very small (Islam), or split into
com peting denom inations (Christianity), or are partial compromises
between Christianity and the older religions, as with some of the
newer charismatic sects. Regional interests, to some extent con
solidated during the centuries of Japanese ‘feudalism ’, adm ittedly
survive, b u t for many years a common culture and political
organisation have overriden regional ties to produce a strong sense
of belonging to the Japanese people and of loyalty to, and
dependence on, the central government. T his sense of ethnic
identity and loyalty has greatly influenced both the course of
Japanese m igration and settlement in Korea, northern China,
British Columbia, California, Hawaii and Brazil and the reaction
of other governments to such settlement. It certainly had consider
able effect on projects to perm it Japanese m igration to N orth
Queensland in the 1890s and on the Australian governm ent’s
decision in 1901 to prevent any further inflow.
In some ways the Chinese, the second principal m igrating
people here discussed, display similar characteristics; and here we
9
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are discussing the peoples of the m ainland China, not as they may
be since the Communist takeover, but as they were during the years
of great emigration, 1820-1950. A m ixture of various M ongoloid
peoples, they now show, some think, a higher degree of racial
homogeneity than the peoples of Europe.9 In religious terms the
three m ain systems—Taoism, Confucianism and B uddhism —have
not necessarily been exclusive, families often adopting beliefs and
practices from each. T his arises partly because the systems have a
high philosophical or ethical content that facilitates blending and
partly because the overriding stress placed on the family, and on
veneration of ancestors, has tended to play down religious
differences and encourage tolerant compromise.
Even when Chinese adopt a more m ilitant and exclusive faith,
such as Islam or Christianity, they often retain their loyalty to
traditional beliefs and, for the family’s sake, undergo double
marriage or other ceremonies. Similarly, for most Chinese, linguistic
and regional differences have been of secondary im portance, the
great population centres of northern and central C hina speaking
only slightly different versions of M andarin, using the one literary
script, and giving loyalty to the one central government for the
greater part of many centuries.
Nevertheless, linguistic and regional distinctions do exist,
especially in the southern areas from which the great m ajority of
Chinese migrants derive. T h e two southern coastal provinces,
Kw'antung and Fukien, have a m ountainous, broken terrain in
which have flourished distinctive local languages: the Hakka
dialects spoken by scattered groups of m ountaineers who moved into
parts of the south several centuries ago; the m uch older Yueh
(Cantonese) dialects of southern and central Kwantung; and the
M in dialects of northern Kwantung and Fukien (Teochiu speakers
from Swatow and C h’aochou in Kwantung, Hokkien speakers from
Amoy in south Fukien, Hokchiu speakers from Foochow in north
Fukien, Hailam speakers from H ainan Island off southern Kwan
tung, and so on). Many of these are m utually unintelligible, as are
some of the W u dialects spoken in the Shanghai and Soo-chew
areas farther north along the coast. Kwantung and Fukien, m ore
over, have been notoriously rebellious provinces, resisting the
M anchu dynasty for several centuries, sponsoring disturbances such
10
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as the great T aip in g rebellion of the 1840s, and producing
Sun Yat-sen and others who overthrew the M anchus and founded
m odern China.
Linguistic and regional distinctions such as these have played
no small part in Chinese settlem ent abroad, often affecting the
relationships between various groups of settlers and influencing the
course of m igration and assimilation. In M elbourne some twothirds of the Chinese population derive from the Sze Yap, the ‘Four
Districts’ south-west of Canton City, and the language commonly
used is the Sze Yap dialect of Cantonese. In Brisbane, however,
two-thirds derive from the Chungshan District, some distance south
of C anton City, and C hungshan Cantonese tends to predom inate
there. In Sydney the Chinese population is more mixed, though
families from Chungshan make up more than one-third the total.
Likewise in Fiji over two-thirds of Chinese in Ba Province (includ
ing Lautoka) originated in C hungshan but well over half of those
in M acauta Province derive from the Sze Yap; Suva, like Sydney, is
more m ixed.10 Similarly families from Chungshan, the Sze Yap or, in
some cases, the Sam Yap (the ‘T hree Districts’ near C anton City)
predom inate in the Chinatowns of Canada and the U nited States.
Cantonese speakers have been relatively less im portant else
where. T eochiu speakers from the Swatow region are the most
im portant group in T hailand, with Hailam speakers from H ainan
next. In Singapore, Penang and Malacca the Hokkien people pre
dom inate; in Sarawak the Hakka and Hokchiu; in Sabah the Hakka;
in Java the Hokkien; in Sum atra the Hakka and Teochiu; in the
Philippines the Hokkien. Cantonese speakers are in these areas also
but in relatively smaller numbers, except in certain areas such as
rural Malaya and Kuala L um pur where they make up the largest
group.11
T h ough these regional and linguistic differences are im portant
in m any m atters of m igration and assimilation, they do not always
override a sense of belonging to the general Chinese community;
certainly in many places abroad the Chinese population works
together for many purposes, even if through their regional language
associations, and form Chinatowns containing most of the m igrant
groups. In this sense it is useful to think of the Chinese as a m ajor
ethnic division and the regional groups as ethnic sub-divisions.
11
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T he third great m igrating people considered here, tire Indians
(here including all inhabitants of the sub-continent) are less hom o
geneous than the Chinese. Racially they are divided into Australoid,
Dravidian, Indo-European and M ongoloid types, with various
combinations. Linguistically they are divided into those speaking
Indo-Aryan languages such as Hindi, U rdu, Pushtu, Punjabi,
G ujarati, M arathi, Bengali or Assamese, those speaking D ravidian
languages such as T am il, Kannarese, T elugu or M alayalam, and
those using various aboriginal tribal tongues; many of these being
again sub-divided into num erous dialects (nearly 800 in all) which
are often unintelligible to others. Religiously they are divided into
Animists, Moslems, Christians, and Parsees as well as into the
various branches of H induism with its three m ajor dissenting off
shoots, Buddhism, Sikhism and Jainism. Geographically they are
split into regions and districts that have different political histories
and a strong sense of local identity and loyalty. Socially, the H indu
m ajority is fragmented into m utually exclusive castes, often based
on traditional occupations but also reflecting linguistic-regional
origins. Across all these are the Eurasians, persons of m ixed Indian
and European origin (the term has been extended to cover all
persons of mixed Asian and European stock). Usually offspring of
a European father and Indian m other they may well, even if reared
in their m other’s ethnic groups, be not fully accepted by it or by
the white community, often becoming a people apart with no
definite culture or value system by which to live.
T h e whole complex tends to produce num erous quite distinct
ethnic groups based on a com bination of race, language, religion,
area of origin and caste; who think of themselves as distinct groups
and who tend to remain socially separated from other Indians, even
when in a strange land. Indians in the U nited Kingdom, for
instance, are principally Sikhs from the Jullundur and H oshiapur
Districts of the eastern Punjab, Moslems from the P unjabi Districts
of Pakistan, Gujarati-speaking H indus from the Surat and C harottar
Districts north of Bombay, and Bengali-speaking Moslems from the
Sylhet District of Bangla Desh. Though they mix and even eat
together at work or elsewhere, they usually live with families from
their own village or district, pass their leisure time with such
families, arrange marriages within the group and, even when travel12
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ling about the U nited Kingdom, tend to spend their time with
families of the same origin located in another town.12 T he lesser
num bers of professional and student Indians behave somewhat
differently, being forced to mix far more with British people and
often having less strict opinions about social m ixture and inter
marriage.
Indians in Australia behave in much the same way, the most
compact group being the P unjabi Sikhs from Jullundur engaged in
banana farming at Woolgoolga in northern New South Wales. In
earlier days the m ajority were Dhangars (Oraon), aboriginal tribes
men from the Chotu N agpur Plateau in the west of what was the
province of Bengal, now the south-wrest corner of Bihar Province.
Of Draviclian race and a Mannarese-type language they have a
prim itive nature religion only slightly affected by Hinduism , Islam
or Christianity.
T h e fourth group of peoples relevant to this work— those from
the islands of South-east Asia and Oceania—is even more frag
mented, though most speak languages belonging to the MalayoPolynesian (or Austronesian) language family. In physical terms
some m ajor sub-divisions are discernible, though these are by no
means homogeneous. First are the ‘Oceanic Negroes’, scattered over
num erous islands and displaying Negro characteristics such as
fuzzy hair, very dark skins and broad noses. T he taller branch—
the Papuan Melanesians—predom inate in the Melanesian islands
of Fiji, New Caledonia, the New Hebrides, the Solomons, New
Britain and New Ireland, and also in m ainland New Guinea: the
smaller Negrito branch survives in remote parts of Malaya, Sumatra,
various Philippine islands, New G uinea and a few Melanesian
islands, and predominates in the A ndam an and Nicobar islands. In
speech terms they are divided between various, for the most part
m utually unintelligible, branches of Malayo-Polynesian though
some, mainly in New Guinea but a few in New Britain and the
Solomons, speak one of over 200 largely disconnected languages
collectively known as ‘P apuan’. Still mainly tribal or regional, they
have not yet developed a strong sense of identity, either as a racial
group or as citizens of Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines or
whatever their sovereign state may be.
Australia is the principal country of im m igration involved
13
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with the Oceanic Negroes. T h e Queensland sugar plantations drew
most of their ‘kanaka’ labour from New G uinea and Melanesia
from 1863 until 1906, when survivors were repatriated though
several small communities rem ained and still exist in north Queens
land. Moreover the question of im m igration to the continent from
A ustralian territories in New G uinea and Melanesia is a problem
as yet unresolved. Further, it has been suggested by various church
bodies that Australia take a m ajor responsibility for helping with
overpopulation problems in nearby islands such as Fiji, if not by
economic aid then by im m igration.13
T h e second island race are the ‘Malays’ of Indonesia, Malaysia,
the Philippines, the Cocos Islands and, somewhat remote from this
story, Madagascar.14 T hough predom inantly M ongoloid they show
a wide range of physical characteristics, partly owing to occasional
mixing with Oceanic Negroes and with Australoid peoples already
in the islands when they arrived. (A few A ustraloid groups—
sim ilar in many ways to the A ustralian Aborigines—still survive
in Malaya, Sumatra, the Celebes and perhaps in parts of New
Ireland and New Caledonia.) Linguistically they are most diverse,
using twenty-five m ajor languages and 250 dialects in Indonesia,
seventy-five languages in the Philippines and a num ber of languages
or dialects in Malaysia; the m ajority of these are Malayo-Polynesian
in origin but a few are quite distinct and are classified as Papuan,
as in Alor and T im or in the T im or islands and in H alm ahera in
the Moluccas. In terms of religion the Malays are also divided,
ranging from varieties of C hristianity in the Philippines to fervent
M ahometism in Malaya, with occasional survivals of H induism in
Bali and Lombok and of pagan religions amongst more isolated
communities. Moreover, the political rearrangem ents of the last
few decades, at any rate in Indonesia and Malaysia, mean that it is
too early for a strong sense of national unity to have impressed
itself on all groups.
W ith all this diversity it is wiser, especially when considering
migration and assimilation, to think of the Malays in terms of
ethnic sub-divisions based on particular regions, languages and,
where relevant, religions. Up till now the practice of emigration
seems confined to the more urbanised groups, and it may well be
many years before the white countries of im m igration have to
14
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accept or reject the full variety of Malay peoples. So far, Filipinos
from urb an areas such as M anila (in the Tagalog area) have shown
most ability to emigrate, mainly to the U nited States—and it is
largely these classes that have expressed strong indignation at
A ustralia’s restrictive policy.15
I'he third island sub-division comprises the Polynesian peoples
of the central and southern Pacific. A m ixture of various stocks,
they are now usually large-framed with brown skins and black
wavy hair. All speak dialects of Polynesian and can usually con
verse with one another after short contact. Nevertheless, island and
district loyalties are strong amongst them—as is evident in Samoan
and Cook island m igration to New Zealand or Hawaiian m igration
to the U nited States—and it is often easier to think of the Poly
nesian people in terms of island ethnic groups.
Finally, in discussing ethnic divisions, we must remem ber that
A ustralia and other countries have contained appreciable num bers
of coloured peoples who either came in the early days before
restriction and are p art of the ‘old m igration’ (the Negroes in
America) or who m igrated centuries or m illenia before white
settlers appeared— the A m erindians of Canada and the U nited
States, the Polynesian Maoris of New Zealand and the Australoid
Aborigines of Australia. T hough these peoples do not directly
belong to a story of restrictive im m igration, they have been a m ajor
element in domestic race relations and in the form ation of white
attitudes to coloured migrants.

4 T h e white receiving peoples
We now turn to the white peoples responsible for applying the
restrictive and discriminatory policies discussed in this book. They
arrived in their lands of settlem ent—British Columbia, California,
the various Australasian colonies—only a few years before the
coloured peoples they restricted and in that sense are just as much
im migrants as Asians and Papua-Melanesians. But because they
were there first and, as colonists, controlled the machinery of local
government, they could very largely determ ine who should be
15
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adm itted for perm anent settlem ent and in what numbers, and were
as much a receiving society as any long established population.
T h e ethnic composition of these white receiving populations
was much the same: over four-fifths north-west European; over
half British. In New Zealand British stock has been strongest, and
still is. T hroughout the nineteenth century, with some geographical
variation between the ‘Scottish’ south, the ‘English’ centre and
the ‘m ixed’ north, and with some variation over time as Irish
im migration waxed between the late 1840s and late 1880s, the
percentages of ethnic composition were roughly: English 50, Scot
tish 22.5, Irish 21.0, W elsh 2.0, Others (mainly German, Scandi
navian and Yugoslav) 4.5. Hence Scholefield’s somewhat selfsatisfied remark when com m enting on his calculation of 95.5 per
cent British ethnic origin: ‘it is obvious, therefore, that the purity
of the British race is being well conserved in New Zealand’.16 In
Australia, until the large-scale non-British im m igration after 1947,
the position was much the same as in New Zealand, again with
some geographical variation between colonies and some variation
over time as Irish m igration increased after 1848 and declined
after the 1880s. Lyng’s estimate, by percentages, for the ‘w hite’
colonial total of 1891 was: English 53, Irish 23, Scottish 13, Welsh
1.5, German 5.2, Scandinavian 1.9, O ther (mainly Italians and
central European jews) 2.4, i.e. a British total of 90.5.17
In British Columbia, British stock was somewhat weaker,
reflecting the larger non-British element in eastern and central
Canada and the im m igration from California during the gold-rushes
of the late 1850s and 1860s. Later m igration direct, or nearly direct,
from the U nited Kingdom, however, kept the British element up
to the 80 per cent level, the census statistics of 1881 giving the
following rough percentages for the ethnic origin of the white
population: English 41.5, Scottish 22.5, Irish 18.5, O ther British
2.5 (total British 85.0), French 5.5, Germ an 5.0, Scandinavian 1,
O ther European 3.5.
In California the population varied d uring the nineteenth
century, Spanish-Americans looming large in the 1850s and then
declining, the Irish reaching their peak as the largest foreign-born
group in the 1870s, the Germans displacing them in the 1890s.
Native Americans, three-quarters or so of the total population for
16
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much of the century, were m ainly from the north A tlantic states
of New England, New York and Pennsylvania, a lesser stream from
the mid-west states of Ohio, Indiana and Illinois, and a few from
the southern slave states (including a small num ber of Negroes).
T hough the different groups rapidly interm ingled, the percentage
ethnic origins appeared to have been much the same as in other
parts of the U nited States, that is, very roughly: British 60, German
20, Scandinavian 5, O ther north-west Europe 5, Others 10 (with
Spanish-American stock stronger in the south of the state).18
T h e official origin of British Columbia, New Zealand and
Australia as British colonies, together with their high proportion of
British stock, m eant that English was from the beginning the
language dom inating both official and popular usage. In fact, the
scarcity of large non-British group settlements restricted the local
use of other languages to a few places only—the German farming
settlements of the Barossa Valley of South Australia, for instance.
Likewise in California, the fact that most early settlers came, and
mixed, as gold-diggers rather titan settling in solid agricultural
communities (as happened with the Germans in Pennsylvania and
the mid-west and the Scandinavians of Wisconsin and Minnesota)
m eant that English rapidly became the principal language for local
use, as well as the official language after the U nited States acquired
California from Mexico in 1848. EJnlike the Asian peoples pressing
for entry the white host populations showed rem arkable linguistic
uniformity.
In religion there was less uniformity. Though in all places
under review C hristianity claimed over 90 per cent of the popula
tion for most of the nineteenth century, many persons beset by
difficult pioneering conditions, or affected by nationalist dislike of
organised religion, had little to do with formal church life. More
over the actively Christian population was split into several
denom inations, at times strongly disagreeing on questions of educa
tion and morals and making war on each other by fierce evangelistic
offensives or by defensive campaigns of bigoted distortion and social
bars against interm ixture and interm arriage. In New Zealand, where
the Anglican church claimed over 40 per cent of the population
and the Presbyterian about 25 per cent, with the Rom an Catholic
only 15 per cent or so, religious rivalry was more a continuation of
17
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the religious struggles of Crom well’s day. In the A ustralian colonies,
where the Irish Catholic element was usually between a fifth and a
quarter and Scottish Presbyterianism seldom m uch over 10 per
cent, rivalry more often took the form of a struggle between
Catholicism and Protestantism, especially in the battle for a separate
Catholic schooling system. In British Colum bia the ProtestantCatholic relationship was also im portant, Rom an Catholicism hav
ing won an early influence through French-Canadian fur-traders
and priests and having declined only towards the end of the
century with the rapid increase of Methodism and Presbyterianism;
by 1891 the last two churches claimed nearly 20 per cent each of
the white population, and the Catholic and Anglican churches just
over 25 per cent each of the non-pagan population. There exist no
reliable religious statistics for California b u t it appears that the
Anglican (Episcopalian) church was very small and that the
C hristian population was divided mainly between the Rom an
Catholic churches of the Irish and Spanish-Americans and the
collectively stronger Baptists, Congregationalists, Presbyterians and
other Protestants.
These religious differences and tensions, however, had little
effect on the question of coloured immigration. W hites of diverse
Christian denom inations joined in thundering against the immigra
tion of the ‘pagan’ Chinese and Japanese; the latter obtaining
support from a white m inority, drawn from m any Christian
churches, who felt that discrim ination and restriction was antiChristian and inhum an.
M uch more could be said here about ethnic characteristics and
background of both coloured m igrating and white receiving peoples.
These are, however, better left till later, coming in where relevant
to the narrative.

5 T h e sources
It is im portant to bear in m ind the source m aterial used. T re a t
m ent of the sources here varies considerably from country to
country for two main reasons. First, the secondary m aterial avail
able—published books and articles of more recent times—is very
18
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uneven. It is quite good for California and the U nited States, in
terms both of general surveys and of special studies of particular
groups or episodes. It is less adequate for British Colum bia and
Canada, and even less so for Australia and New Zealand. A few
good books are available on Australian im m igration policy,19 but
they cover only part of the field, touching very little on certain
discriminatory attitudes and practices which are very relevant to a
wider assessment. They also contain relatively little on the
immigrants themselves, their reasons for migrating, their expecta
tions in Australia, their complex patterns of settlem ent and adjust
ment, their cultural background and customs; in short they con
centrate on the receiving societies and their policies and spend
relatively little time on the m igrants, the other half of the story. T o
get the whole story straight, therefore, or as straight as can be, it is
necessary to work much more on Australasian prim ary sources than
on American.
The second reason is that this work is largely concerned with
the W hite Australia Policy, and to a lesser extent with its paler
reflection in New Zealand. This, in itself, means more work on
Australasian than on American or C anadian material, and a much
closer exam ination of Australasian primary sotirces such as parlia
mentary debates, parliam entary and adm inistrative reports, news
papers, pamphlets, and contem porary books.
As the period of the whole work is lengthy, nearly 150 years,
it has obviously been impossible to cover all the prim ary sources
in detail, embracing as they do in Australasia some seven colonies
in the nineteenth century and two dom inions with six states in
the twentieth. For instance, it has been quite impossible
systematically to examine Australasian newspapers, periodicals,
local government records and institutional proceedings for the
whole period. T h e procedure adopted has been to use legislation,
adm inistrative reports and statements, and contem porary books
and pamphlets as the basis of the narrative and to use parliam entary
debates, both colonial and dom inion, as the m ain source for
attitudes, opinions and feelings, at any rate up to W orld W ar I; at
particular times these have been reinforced with m aterial from
newspapers, periodicals, trade union and other institutional records,
and other relevant documents. Hostile opinions and irrational
19
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prejudice may be more luridly and violently expressed in news
papers and broadsheets, b u t the things which in fact most affected
non-European im migrants were those discrim inatory measures not
threatened in the press but actually enacted by parliam ents and
enforced by governments and their adm inistrators.
Ehe attitudes and opinions of politicians and officials, then,
and the reasons they gave for doing what they did, form a not
unreasonable basis for assessing the m ain attitudes and feelings
involved and the changes occurring in these over time. Certainly
there is plenty of m aterial available—restrictive and discrim inatory
measures against non-Europeans made an almost perm anent issue
in every parliam ent except that of Tasm ania from the 1850s to the
1920s; by which time the main principles were all settled and the
restrictive and discrim inatory laws all in operation. N or is there
any evidence to suggest that parliam entary debates concealed the
true reasons for restriction and discrim ination; on the contrary,
such policies were so widely supported and so im portant politically,
especially at election time, that most politicians made a point of
stating their opinions at length, sometimes with as little restraint
as the popular press. It is with the few opponents of restriction that
one has to be careful, to ensure that one really has their basic
opinions as these tend to be dam ped down in their somewhat
guarded statements. Even here, however, one can usually identify
their attitudes and feelings. In short, parliam entary proceedings
give a reasonable coverage of the issues, opinions and policies
involved in Australasian restrictive and discrim inatory practices,
and are supplem ented only on special occasions.
After W orld W ar I the situation changed somewhat. First,
from the early 1920s onwards, the states decided that there was little
further need for discrim inatory measures against non-Europeans in
their dom ain; such matters tended to fade into the background and
rarely provoked much discussion. Second, after federation in 1901
in Australia the central parliam ent took over all m atters of
im migration restriction from the states, leaving only the Australian
and New Zealand parliam ents in the field. All this m eant that in
the 1920s and 1930s parliam entary proceedings are less useful as
source m aterial for attitudes and feelings, though they are very
20
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useful in showing that the main issues were generally agreed upon
and th at most Australasians accepted restrictive entry policies as a
m atter of course. T o increase coverage, however, somewhat more
use is made of newspapers and other m aterial.
After W orld W ar II, with the revival of the old liberalhum anitarian opposition to overmuch restriction and discrim ina
tion, the m atter again becomes prom inent in the parliam entary
realm; again parliam entary debates and questions, and ministerial
statements, give a useful glimpse of attitudes and feelings. But,
because by this time most im portant policy changes were being
im plem ented by cabinet and ministerial decision rather than by
statute there is relatively less in parliam ent than in the nineteenth
and early tw entieth centuries; other sources, notably newspapers,
therefore, remain im portant and have been used more often.
All this relates to the receiving nations and states, and the way
the peoples decided upon and enforced restrictive and discrim ina
tory measures. T he way these affected the im migrants themselves
is another matter. A part from a few pamphlets, and a few invaluable
reports by royal commissions and parliam entary committees, there
is relatively little published Australasian m aterial here, except on
the Pacific Island labourers of Queensland. T here exist, however,
some excellent theses on the Chinese of Australia and New
Zealand,-0 and some valuable papers on the Japanese in Australia
by David Sissons. T here are also occasional glimpses of the Afghan
camel-drivers,21 b u t very little on the Malayan, Indonesian,
Filipino, Indian, Cingalese, M auritian and other smaller
im m igrant groups.
P art of the gap has been filled by a special survey covering all
non-Europeans in eastern Australia, based on im m igration and
naturalisation records deposited with the Commonwealth Archives
in Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria. A summary of this
survey will appear in the second volume but the findings are referred
to throughout both volumes. Briefly, it involved taking a sample of
every second non-European recorded in the older Commonwealth
Archives and still alive in Australia in the early 1940s, extracting
the dem ographic inform ation contained on the index cards, and
following up the detail contained in some of the older files. T his
21
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last procedure, carried out m ainly in New South Wales, threw
m uch light on non-European residents, their particular areas of
origin, their periodic trips home, their farming, local trading and
m ercantile enterprises, their efforts to bring out families and
assistants, and so on. T his filled out the census m aterial on ages,
areas of origin, years of arrival, occupations, areas of concentration,
and family patterns. T h e results appear m ainly as statistical tables
but occasionally, with older records, particular cases are cited,
especially if there is newspaper and parliam entary material also
available.
T h is kind of survey, less detailed than the special surveys of
sociologists, is valuable in giving the m ain characteristics of the
im m igrant population under review. It also helps with background:
knowing the m ain towns, districts or islands of origin one can go
to secondary sources for inform ation about these places, find out
what kind of people were there, what were the prevalent values and
customs they were bringing to Australia, and what was their status
in the eyes of their home government.
T h o u g h the inform ation acquired thus is by no means
exhaustive, leaving much to be done on A ustralasia’s non-European
im m igrants and communities, it nevertheless gives some glimpse of
the other side of the story and some answers to questions arising
therefrom : who were the non-European peoples who managed to
pass through the restrictive barriers, or who had arrived before the
barriers were erected; w hat were the values and customs they
brought with them and how did these affect their life in Aus
tralasia, and the way they adapted themselves to the dom inant
British-European population; to what extent did the BritishEuropeans realistically understand and assess these values and
customs, and com prehend how far non-Europeans were in fact
adopting new ways and attitudes; and how far did such under
standing and assessment influence restrictive and discriminatory
policy? At this point we turn again to the N orth American m aterial
and review Canada, the U nited States, New Zealand and Australia
all together, not excluding the part played by international negotia
tions and relationships between these countries of settlem ent and
the non-European countries of origin.
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6 O utline
T hough much research remains to he done, there has gradually
been emerging the outline of a coherent and consistent story. Pre
lim inary contacts between the young European populations of
California, British Columbia, New Zealand and eastern Australia
and a few Chinese, Indian and Pacific Island labourers took place
during the 1830s and 1840s; not enough to produce restrictions on
im m igration but enough to raise worries about a new kind of semi
slavery and about relationships between industrially advanced
European peoples in the Pacific borderlands and im m igrants from
industrially backward and ‘inferior’ societies. T hen in the 1850s
came the great waves of Cantonese gold-diggers, flooding into
California, then eastern Australia, then New Zealand and finally
British Columbia: these waves did arouse strong fears and anti
pathies amongst the white colonists, leading to restrictions on entry
and discrim inatory measures to keep Chinese out of certain areas,
occupations and civil liberties. A dw indling of gold discoveries, and
a consequent decline of further Chinese interest in the young white
countries, led to some softening of fear and hostility and to some
easing of restriction and discrim ination; on the whole the mid-1860s
were a quieter and more liberal period. Ehen with the late 1860s
and 1870s, and with renewed Chinese im migration, came another
and more sustained outburst of fear and hostility, finally to result
in all countries by 1888 in severe restrictions on Chinese im migra
tion and severe discrim inatory controls on Chinese already settled.
T hough economic, political and strategic fears were involved there
was also prevalent a strong dislike of the strange and different
and a deep antipathy to racial interm ixture and interbreeding.
W ith the Chinese ‘problem ’ more or less resolved these young
white nations of the Pacific gradually realised that there had been
entering their domains other non-Europeans, notably Indians and
Japanese. By this time fears and feelings about ‘non-Europeans’
had become much more fixed and institutionalised. It was therefore
easy and natural for anti-Chinese arguments and attitudes to be
extended to all other non-Europeans and, by the early 1920s, in
Canada, the U nited States, New Zealand and Australia there were
heavy restrictions on new entry and severe discrim ination on the
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activities of those already settled. T he Great W hite W alls of the
Pacific, in short, were solid, high and guarded.
T h e 1920s and 1930s are, on the whole, a rather dull period,
concerned more with im plem enting principles already decided,
adm inistering existing statutes, watching for stowaways, deserters
or those entering on false papers. Occasionally an interesting legal
point m ight arise, or international questions be asked about a
certain deportation, but on the whole this is the period of guard
ing the battlem ents against occasional m arauders or scally-wags, not
of building or holding defences against dangerous and powerful
enemies.
W ith W orld W ar II the situation started to change, quite
dramatically. Partly because non-European allies such as China
were politically im portant during hostilities, partly because many
non-Europeans became quite ‘western’ in their attitudes and
standards of living, partly because notions of race purity began to
seem less im portant, and partly for other complex reasons, the white
countries of the Pacific slowly began to open the gates and dism antle
some of the fortifications. By 1952 New Zealand had drastically
modified her restrictive entry policy; by 1962 Canada, by 1965 the
U nited States, and by 1966 Australia had all done the same.
By the mid-1960s, too, these four countries had repealed most
of their discrim inatory legislation on occupations, naturalisation
and civil status. (Paradoxically, Great Britain, who had often tried
to soften the restrictions and discrim inations imposed by her way
ward colonies, felt compelled to impose severe restrictions on the
entry of British nationals from India, Pakistan and the West
Indies.)
Despite the general easing of restriction and discrim ination,
however, various problems rem ain, particularly for Australia. As
long as this country retains a relatively much larger total immigra
tion than her former comrades in restriction she finds it harder
to abolish racial discrim ination altogether. T h e U nited States,
with restrictions on total im m igration such that net annual intake
is only 0.2 per cent or so of total population, can abolish racial
discrim ination in its admission categories and still find that annual
intake of non-European settlers is not so great as to produce rapid
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changes in the ethnic composition of her population. Australia,
having had an annual target relatively five times that of the
U nited States, is in a somewhat different position; abolition of
racial discrim ination could produce much more marked effects on
the ethnic composition of the population and give rise to more
social strain and ethnic hostility. Additionally, Australia is in a
more exposed geographical position than N orth America, at any
rate so far as Asia is concerned, and also has the com plication of a
relatively populous former dependent territory just to the north
inhabited almost entirely by non-Europeans. A ustralia’s present
relations with Papua New G uinea and, to a lesser extent with
Pacific Islands such as Fiji and the Solomons, have introduced a
somewhat new dimension into immigration policy.
A general assessment of all these relationships and trends, and
of the change in historic attitudes and fears that is still continuing,
comprises the last p art of the study. T he international relation
ships involved, particularly as Japan becomes more im portant
economically to both N orth America and Australasia, are basically
simple though sometimes complex in expression and practice. They
are, however, under constant pressure and change and it is not
always easy to predict the way they may balance out in the next
few decades. Suffice it to say that policies and attitudes, for the
four white countries of the Pacific considered in this work, are
now much nearer those of the 1830s than those of the 1890s or
1920s. T h e Great W hite Walls, in short have been allowed to
crumble away until only bits and pieces rem ain above the ground;
and even these may vanish quite soon. T h e foundations, however,
are still intact and in good condition, quite capable of bearing the
weight of rapid rebuilding should public opinion or world events
suddenly change.
W ith this brief outline, then, we can now return to the advent
of Indian, Chinese and Pacific Island labourers into Australia in
the 1830s and 1840s, and the great irruption of Chinese gold-diggers
into California, British Columbia, Australia and New Zealand in
the 1850s. First, however, it is necessary to give a clearer picture of
the somewhat tu rb u lent pioneering conditions into which these
early im migrants arrived.
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C hapter 2

1 T h e setting: Australia, New Zealand, B ritish Columbia, C alifornia

In the m id-nineteenth century British Columbia, California, New
Zealand and the Australian colonies were pioneering areas in an
early stage of development. In eastern Australia the colonies had
started life, under various names and with diverse degrees of
governm ent control, partly as strategic ports against French
colonisation b u t mainly as penal settlements to take the overflow
of B ritain ’s convict population—New South Wales in 1788, T as
m ania in 1803, Queensland in 1825, Victoria in 1835. F urther west
they began as free settlements for trade or land colonisation—the
N orthern T erritory in 1824, W estern Australia in 1829 (resorting
to convict labour, 1850-67), and South Australia in 1836. T h e main
centres of population were in the east, in 1821 totalling some 35,000
whites, of whom well over half had arrived as convicts. From the
mid-1820s there was m uch more encouragem ent of free settlem ent
(partly to provide labour for the rapidly expanding sheep industry)
and the use of public money to assist intending settlers with
passage costs. By 1851 the colonies totalled over 430,000 white
persons, fewer than 15 per cent of whom had arrived as convicts.1
T h e growth of free settlem ent inevitably produced a pro
longed agitation against convict transportation, partly on the
grounds it was dem oralising and inellicient and partly on the
grounds th at it stood in the way of self-government and dragged
down the status and wages of free labourers, for many convicts were
assigned as low-cost domestics and labourers to pastoralists, farmers,
officials and merchants. Despite the resistance of some pastoralists,
farmers and merchants, transportation ceased to the eastern
colonies in 1840 (Tasm ania in 1853), and occasional attem pts to
revive it called forth public protest and demonstrations. T he
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strength of anti-convict feeling, entangled as it was with hostility
to cheap labour, was a m ajor factor in A ustralian reaction to Asian
immigration. By the same token, the periodic attem pts of pastoralists, cotton growers and sugar planters to find a substitute for
convict labour kept the issue alive for most of the century.2
Alongside hostility to cheap convict labour was hostility to
cheap slave labour, and to anything resem bling it. T h e prolonged
campaign in B ritain 'to abolish slavery throughout the British
Em pire met at last with success in 1833, and left its marks on many
officials, missionaries, professionals and artisans then m igrating to
Australia. Any proposal to introduce coloured labour, unless clearly
and demonstrably free of all taint of slavery or semi-slavery, was
bound to arouse much antagonism both in B ritain and in the
colonies. Hence much of the suspicion aroused by early proposals
to introduce Indian and Chinese coolies.
Much the same phenom enon appeared in New Zealand,
especially among missionaries and others worried lest M aori natives
be forced into semi-slavery. As a white colony New Zealand began
a little later than Australia. Again, strategic desires to block
French colonisation were involved, but the strongest im petus came
from the British governm ent’s willingness to work w ith private
enterprise in sponsoring free colonies as an outlet for B ritain’s
‘surplus’ capital and labour; and from its desire to exercise some
control over individual traders, adventurers and escaped A ustralian
convicts who were upsetting missionary activities amongst the
Maoris. Settlements were established between 1840 and 1851 at
Auckland, W ellington, New Plym outh, Nelson, Otago and C anter
bury and, after somewhat uneasy beginnings, developed m ore
rapidly during the 1850s when the gold-rushes to Australia p ro 
duced an enormous dem and for foodstuffs that New Zealand
farmers and pastoralists were well placed to meet. By 1861 the
white population totalled nearly 100,000.
American or U pper California began colonial life somewhat
earlier, in the 1760s, when the Spanish government became alarm ed
that Russian and British exploration in the eastern Pacific m ight
produce settlements endangering Spanish Mexico. Governed from
the central town of Monterey the area developed slowly, at first as
a series of Rom an Catholic missions encouraging pastoral activities
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and then, after Mexico assumed direct responsibility in 1822 and
later secularised the missions, as a num ber of private ranches or
haciendas. Fur trading and other commercial activities by Russians,
British and Americans began in northern C alifornia in the early
nineteenth century, leading to the developm ent of trading centres
at San Francisco and elsewhere, and then to overland m igration
from the mid-west of the U nited States in the early 1840s. In 1848,
at the end of the American-Mexican war, the T reaty of G uadalupe
Hidalgo ceded U pper California to the U nited States.
N ine days before the T reaty a certain James M arshall discovered
gold near Coloma, on the American River, starting a rush that
brought thousands from all over the world to a region in northern
California about 300 miles long and 50-100 miles wide. T h e total
white and part-white population, in 1848 some 10,000 SpanishM exican-Indians and 1000 Europeans, rose dramatically, by 1850
reaching 100,000, by 1860 nearly 350,000 and by 1870 over 500,000.
In many ways, as Carey McW illiams and others point out,3
the gold-rush was somewhat unusual. Not only did it populate the
state almost overnight but it coincided with a revolution in
Atlantic and American transport and com m unication which enabled
folk of all degrees of wealth and status to take advantage of the
wild unsettled country, and of the newness and smallness of the
American adm inistration, to remove easily won gold w ithout
licence or royalty, and w ithout conflict with established proprietors,
except possibly those native Indians who were killed or driven
away. Moreover, in the absence of a well established system of
land ownership and adm inistration it forced the miners into
developing their own code. T h eir m ining rides, current until the
Federal law of 1873 and the gradual replacem ent of easy surface
m ining by expensive deep quartz m ining, based m ining rights on
discovery and use and emphasised the small mines claim system of
‘one m iner one claim ’. T h eir local code, even if enforced by unof
ficial courts, vigilance committees and lynch laws, stressed the right
of individual ‘sm all’ men collectively to m aintain order and decency
as they saw it and to protect their own interests by force. Finally
the rushes produced a strong sense of the dignity of labour: the
fact that wielding pick and shovel alongside each other were
agricultural labourers, hunters, m erchants, clerks, lawyers and
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artisans meant, as Bayard Taylor p u t it, that m ining had made
labour respectable in California.4
In these circumstances it is not surprising that California
decided so quickly and firmly the great issue that for so long
troubled the eastern states: the slave-labour system. Adm ittedly
arguments took place in Congress in the late 1840s as to whether
the Mason-Dixon Line should be extended west to divide California
into a free north and slave south, and continued in both W ashing
ton and California into the 1860s. T h e m ining population, however,
including those from the eastern slave states, decided the issue for
themselves: slavery, being inconsistent with the newly found dignity
of labour, was barred from m ining areas and, after the minerdom inated Convention of late 1849, from the whole territory. T his
lively realisation of the economic dangers of slavery, and the wide
spread determ ination to have none of it in California, were m ajor
factors in deciding C alifornian reaction to Asian immigrants. As
with the anti-convict men in Australia, most Californians would
tolerate no slave or semi-slave class com peting with the labour of
free men.
British Colum bia had an early history not unlike that of
California, though much less spectacular. O riginating in the early
nineteenth century as a fur-trading area for the Hudson Bay and
North-W est Companies, it grew with the efforts of D r M cLaughlin
(an energetic Director of the Hudson Bay Com pany’s activities on
Vancouver Island) in encouraging American settlers and with the
discovery of coal at Nanaim o in 1851. Population increased more
quickly following the discovery of gold in the Fraser River in 1858,
which attracted a num ber of miners from California and changed
Victoria town from a small trading post to a busy little commercial
port. Overland m igration from O ntario began in the early 1860s,
facilitated by the construction of the Cariboo road by the Royal
Engineers. T hough some miners later departed many new arrivals
remained to develop the colony; by 1881 the white population was
nearly 25,000.
British Columbia, as a British colony of nineteenth century
vintage, did not experience the turm oil of the slave issue. Never
theless, the large m igration from the American Pacific territories,
and the similarity of m ining conditions with those further south,
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led to m uch the same attitudes about the status of labour as in
California. T h e local inhabitants were as determ ined as anyone to
preserve their status against the threat of cheap labour, of what
ever kind or colour.
T his m ining attitude also entered the A ustralian colonies with
the discovery of gold in both New South Wales and Victoria in
1851. T h o u g h the population increase was not as dram atic as in
C alifornia—there being a larger white population already settled
and an existing practice of sponsored im m igration—it was neverthe
less substantial; the total in fact exceeded that involved in the rush
to California. In the decade 1851-61 im m igration totalled approxi
mately 601,0005 while the white population increased from some
185,000 to 325,000 in New South Wales, 75,000 to 530,000 in Vic
toria, and 433,000 to 1,130,000 in Australia as a whole.
T h e Australian diggings, though similar to the C alifornian in
their remoteness and wildness, and in their predom inantly male
cam ping life, were different in one im portant respect: there existed
well established governments and m ining laws requiring miners to
register claims and pay a licence fee of £1 or more a m onth;
enforcement lay with a Commissioner who was usually resident in
the gold-field and often assisted by police in the habit of inflicting
on those forgetting or mislaying their licences, as well as on the
real scally-wags, punishm ents such as chaining them to a log for
half a day. T he police tactics, plus the anger of unluckier miners
at having to pay licence fees, aroused much ill feeling, and
eventually produced demands for the abolition of licences, reform
of the police and universal m anhood suffrage. Finally dissatisfac
tion in the Ballarat gold-fields of Victoria led to an armed clash
between miners and police troops at Eureka in 1854, after which
many of the grievances were rectified in Victoria, 1855, and in New
South Wales, 1857. T h e im portant point here is that, in these dis
putes with the government and police, the miners developed a
spirit of camaraderie, a sense of group identification, and a readi
ness to use force when necessary; all ready to be directed against
miners such as the Chinese who chose to rem ain socially aloof and
politically uncom m itted in the struggle.
Gold-fever did not infect New Zealand until 1861, with dis
coveries in Otago and, later, in the West Coast region of the South
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Island an d the A u ck lan d region of the N o rth . T h e new fields at
once attracted persons from o th e r p arts of New Zealand, an d then
num bers of A u stralian a n d C alifo rn ian m iners w ho were finding
surface gold less easy to come by an d h a d n e ith e r the capital nor
inclin atio n to move in to expensive deep q u a rtz m ining. W ith in a
year the w hite p o p u la tio n of O tago rose from 12,000 to 30,000
while, over the decade 1861-71, the total w hite p o p u latio n rose
from nearly 100,000 to 256,000; th o u g h im m ig ratio n here was for
lan d settlem ent as well as m ining. T h ese New Zealand ‘rushes’
were n e ith e r as large n o r as spectacular as those in A ustralia or
C alifornia b u t they produced, in m u ted tones, the same sentim ents
and opinions; especially w ith the influx of diggers experienced in
Eureka an d o th er m in ers’ rights cam paigns.
If the problem s a n d opinions of gold-diggers were com m on to
the four areas u n d e r review, so too was a n o th e r aspect of the lab o u r
situ atio n . T h e 1830s an d 1840s were periods of great econom ic and
social unrest in m ost co untries of E urope, w ith fam ine, collapse of
various cottage and artisan industries, a n d m uch ‘ch artist’ or
‘lib e ra l’ ag itatio n for a d u lt suffrage, responsible governm ent, and
the like. M any of those m ig ratin g hoped to find or found new
w orlds w here established p ro p e rtie d classes were non-existent or
powerless, an d w here bosses covdd lie forced to give ‘d ecent’ wages,
hours and conditions of work. W h atev er successes or failures the
rick burners, m achine sm ashers an d o th e r dissident groups m ight
achieve in th e O ld W orld, the wage ea rn in g classes of the new
Pacific w orld quickly found th a t in general conditions of labour
scarcity they had considerable power, especially w hen organised to
w ithhold th e ir lab o u r. Indeed, some w riters suggest th a t labour
organisations were alm ost as old as the areas themselves, as instance
Lucille Eaves w hen saying, ‘one is tem p ted to believe th a t the
craftsm en m et each o th e r on the way to C alifornia and agreed to
u n ite ’.6 C ertainly the carpenters an d joiners of San Francisco
struck as early as 1849 (when em ployers refused to increase wages
from $10 to $16 a day), the sailors in 1850 and the shore workers
in 1853. In Sydney, one new spaper struck in 1829 w hile by the
1840s there were organisations of carp en ters and joiners, of
unem ployed m en, a n d occasionally of the w hole lab o u r force, as
w ith the successful p etitio n of 1840 against the penalties of the
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M asters a n d Servants Act. L a b o u r organisations were n ot m uch
later in the o th er A u stralian colonies, B ritish C olum bia, and New
Zealand. As m ost of these w age-earning groups were in strong
sym pathy w ith the m iners (m any of them h ad been digging th em 
selves) they quickly su p p o rted m in ers’ efforts to restrict or drive
o u t C hinese im m igrants.
T h u s, w hile the four areas h a d m uch in com m on, in o th er
ways they were very different, n o tab ly in governm ent. U n til
federation in 1901 the A u stralian colonies rem ained separate
political entities, responsible to W estm in ster for foreign and
im p erial affairs, b u t able to control m ost dom estic affairs th ro u g h
co n stitutio n s based on the New South W ales one of 1842 (a Legis
lative C ouncil w ith an elected m ajority) b u t m odified in the 1850s
u n d e r pow ers given them by the A u stralian C olonies G overnm ent
Act, 1850. (In general these later co n stitu tio n s were of B ritish type,
w ith Low er Houses o r Assemblies elected on a sm all property
qualificatio n or universal suffrage, an d U p p e r Houses or C ouncils
eith er n o m in a te d or else elected on a relatively high property
qualification.) Before 1850 the A u stralian colonies were greatly
influenced by the C olonial Office at W estm inster— hence the
im p o rtan ce of the reactions of L o rd G lenelg, L ord Grey, and James
S tephen to suggestions of in tro d u c in g coolies in to A ustralia in the
1830s an d 1840s— b u t by the tim e C hinese im m igrants arrived in
large num b ers in the 1850s they were com paratively free to in tro 
duce laws restrictin g coloured im m igration or d iscrim inating
against coloured residents, as long as these d id not too drastically
cut across B rita in ’s notio n s of h u m a n e b ehaviour, of pro p er rela
tions betw een the w hite an d coloured p arts of the em pire, an d of
the p ro p e r in te rp re ta tio n of treaties m ade w ith C hina, Japan or
o th er A sian countries (especially those co n tain in g clauses ab o u t
rights of m u tu a l trade). B ut it was th e colonial governm ents based
on Sydney, M elb o u rn e o r B risbane th a t h a d to act: local govern
m ents in th e counties or shires h ad no pow er to restrict im m igra
tion, contro l occupations, o r even d eterm in e th eir own electoral
procedure. M ining com m unities, or o th e r areas hostile to coloured
im m igration, h a d therefore to carry a m ajo rity in the two Houses
of the colonial p a rlia m e n t before o b ta in in g favourable laws.
New Z ealand was in m uch the same position. T h o u g h there
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the provincial governm ents (set u p by the C o n stitu tio n Act of
1852 an d based on the o rig in al centres of settlem ent) h ad m ore
pow er th a n did local governm ents in A ustralia, they also were
deb arred from legislating on m atters such as shipping, currency
or customs, and, m ore im p o rta n t to this story, on m atters relatin g
to the nativ e M aoris, the a d m in istra tio n of justice and m arriage,
and im m igration. T h is m ean t th a t w hen diggers in O tago or W estlan d reacted against C hinese m iners they h a d to carry the central
governm ent in d ista n t A u ck lan d before o b ta in in g favourable legis
lation. T h e situ a tio n im proved w hen central governm ent was
shifted to W ellin g to n , less th a n 500 miles away, and, though the
in terv en in g terrain was m o u n tain o u s, easily accessible by sea. Even
closer were the B a th u rst fields to Sydney, a b o u t 140 miles, and the
B allarat an d Bendigo fields to M elbourne, less th an 100; the terrain,
m oreover, was relatively low a n d easy for travel. U nrest in the
gold-fields, therefore, com m u n icated itself quickly to the legislative
centres w hich, in th e ir tu rn , did n o t feel the gold areas to be rem ote
an d u n im p o rta n t.
Very different was the situ atio n in B ritish C olum bia and C ali
fornia. From the m o m en t of h er entry to the U n ited States as a
territo ry in 1848 an d a fully fledged state in 1850, C alifornia was
b o u n d to the U n ite d States co n stitu tio n ; this gave the central
governm ent in W ash in g to n suprem e pow er over commerce,
im m igration, n atu ra lisa tio n an d foreign affairs and, after the
fo u rteen th am en d m en t of 1868 a n d the Civil R ights Act of 1870,
ord ain ed th a t A m erican-born residents, of w hatever colour, should
have fidl citizen rights a n d th a t even aliens should have equal
tre a tm e n t before the law. Likew ise British C olum bia, though it
retain ed the rig h t to decide w hich of its residents, C anadian-born
an d o ther, h ad the rig h t to vote, was subject to O tta w a ’s control
over im m ig ratio n a n d treaties once it en tered the C an ad ian federa
tion in 1871. M oreover b o th B ritish C o lu m b ia an d C alifornia were
a long way from th e ir F ederal capitals— over 2000 miles as the
crow flies, nearly o n e-th ird fo rm idable m o u n ta in ranges, and over
6000 m iles by sea via central A m erica, or 15,000 aro u n d Cape
H o rn . C o m m unications becam e easier w ith the telegraph an d the
railw ay (to San Francisco 1869 and V ancouver 1886), b u t it was
q u ite late in the century before the w eight of p o p u latio n in the
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east, and the law-makers there ensconced, began to take much
practical notice of the feelings and dem ands of their remote Pacific
compatriots. T rue, some easterners expressed anti-Chinese feelings
at an early date," but, except on the ‘coolie’ question, Federal
powers to restrict Chinese im m igration rem ained unused for
several decades. Refusal or slowness by Ottaw a or W ashington in
introducing laws restricting Chinese or Japanese immigration,
together with their fears of a ‘yellow’ invasion unforeseen and
unheeded by the east, simply aggravated the isolation and neglect
felt by Californians and British Columbians, so driving them more
and more to use what limited powers they had to make life for
unw anted Asian residents as difficult as possible, by passing dis
crim inatory laws about occupations, ownership of property, living
conditions and education. T hus this book places emphasis on dis
crim inatory legislation against Asian residents in California and
British C olum bia as distinct from the emphasis on laws restricting
the entry of intending Asian settlers in A ustralian and New
Zealand colonies.
If British Colum bia and California felt isolated and neglected
by their trans-m ountain brethren to the east, they often had feel
ings of comradely sympathy with their white counterparts in Aus
tralia and New Zealand; feelings initiated and strengthened by the
early developm ent of trans-Pacific trade and communications. Back
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, American
as well as British whalers and sealers roamed the South Pacific,
working in one m onth on the A ustralian and New Zealand coasts
and in another off the American; these made much use of Sydney
H arbour after 1788. Moreover, the early Australian settlements were
dependent on American traders for many of their food and liquor
supplies and, though the Navigation Acts interrupted these activi
ties for a time, they picked up again during the gold-rushes; Aus
tralians moved to California in 1849-50, Californians to Victoria in
the early 1850s, some of each going on to British C olum bia and
then back to New Zealand in the 1860s. Later other peoples con
tinued the movement. W anderers from the D alm atian Islands, for
instance, moved about the Pacific from the sugar areas of north
eastern Australia to the gum-diggings of northern New Zealand, to
the phosphate mines of Chile, then to the horticultural parts of the
37

The great lufiite walls are built
Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties in California, or to the fisheries
of San Diego and Seattle. Here and there settlements came into
being, m aking it easier for relatives and friends to move from one
settlem ent to another and back again.2*8
T his movement m eant that the white settler communities of
the Pacific early developed some interest in one another’s problems
and opinions. Certainly they knew what the others felt about the
Asian im m igration question and the various proposals for dealing
with it. T hus, A ustralians were looking at events in California in
the 1850s and 1870s, British Columbians and New Zealanders were
quoting the A ustralian experience in the 1860s, New Zealanders
well aware of C alifornian and A ustralian activities in the 1870s,
and so on. T hough the problem of coloured im m igration appeared
somewhat differently in the different circumstances of each area this
easy communication and exchange of views was an im portant
element in a common reaction.
Here then were the white settlers of the Pacific, in relatively
close touch with one another, of a similar ethnic, linguistic and
cultural background. T hough a num ber of pastoralists, farmers,
merchants, and industrialists were anxious for cheap labour, the
m ajority of settlers were determ ined to uphold their newly found
dignity and keep the settlem ent free from cheap labour—whether
convict, slave or semi-slave.

2 Coolies and kanakas in eastern Australia, 1836-54
T h e first move to im port cheap coloured labour came from eastern
Australia. T hough there had been earlier suggestions that Australia
develop its resources by tapping the vast reservoir of labour in
Asia—notably by Sir Joseph Banks in the 1780s and by Edward
Gibbon Wakefield from his London prison in the 1820s9—nothing
concrete had been done; just as nothing had been done about the
original suggestion that New South Wales be colonised by American
Loyalists with their Negro slaves, or that the first Governor send
ships to the nearby Pacific Islands to bring back native women for
the British convicts. In the late 1830s, however, a more definite
proposal appeared. At this time the convict system, under severe
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challenge, seemed doomed to an early demise while the inflow of
free labour, even with government assistance towards passage costs,
was not increasing fast enough to meet the dem ands of A ustralia’s
rapidly expanding wool-growing industry; in any case the wages
dem anded by such labourers were higher than many pastoralists,
then facing a fall in wool prices, felt they could profitably pay.
Finally the Australian Aborigines—strange, wild, nom adic and
scattered—offered little hope of providing indigenous labour of
the kind and quantity wanted; some pastoralists used them as barkcutters, sheep-washers, bullock-drivers and such, but only sporadi
cally, as most Aborigines found it difficult to settle to regular work,
or even work for a whole day, after being reared in centuries of
nomadic life.10
A form er Indian planter called John Mackay, then with trad
ing and pastoral interests in New South Wales, therefore proposed
that the colony follow the example of M auritius and im port Indian
coolies, preferably Dhangars or ‘hill-coolies’ from the plateau coun
try of western Bengal—a hardy industrious race of men, free from
the various religious castes in India.11 A Committee of the Legis
lative Council in 1837 were somewhat hesitant about the proposal
as they were very conscious of ‘the many objections that may be
raised as to the paganism, habits, colour, etc. etc. of these people,
and they would not be inclined to recommend their being intro
duced into this Colony, or at any rate that the public should bear
any part of the expense of their im portation, were not the dem and
for early relief so very urgent, and the present distress of the settlers
so great’.12 They therefore recommended a small experim ent of
300-500 hill-coolies whereby, in return for a passage bounty of £6
a head, pastoralists would provide passage costs both ways plus
food, clothing and accommodation, all for a fixed contract period
of six years.
Governm ent circles were even more dubious, as was the 1841
Committee on Im m igration, which recommended firmly against
such proposals on two grounds: first, that cheap coolie labour
(Indian coolies cost the pastoralist £20 a year against £50 a year
for European labourers) would inevitably pull down the level of
white wages, if not to the coolie level at least to a point mid-way
between; second, that it would destroy racial and social homogeneity
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in th a t it m ean t ‘establishing here in p e rp e tu ity a race of different
origin, colour an d hab its from the E u ro p ean an d necessarily doom ed
to occupy a station of in ferio rity . . . W h atever defects m ay be
chargeable u p o n the state of society here, it is at present so unm ixed
in its com position as to prom ise to supply m aterials for the fabrica
tion of a social and political state corresp o nding to th a t of the
country from w hich it derives its o rig in ’.13
W ith such views the C olonial Office at W estm inster, d u rin g
those years u n d e r anti-slavery evangelicals such as L ord G lenelg
and James Stephen, still fresh from th e ir 1833 victory in having
slavery abolished th ro u g h o u t the British E m pire, were in com plete
accord; G lenelg a d d in g th a t coolie la b o u r w ould bring ru ra l work
in the colony in to d isrep u te an d slow tip the flow of labourers he
was h o p in g to encourage from the distressed a g ricu ltu ral areas of
the U n ite d K ingdom .14 For his p a rt Jam es Stephen, now in the
in flu en tial position of p e rm a n e n t head of the C olonial Office, con
sistently opposed all such proposals; in 1841 he stated th a t Aus
tralia should be a la n d ‘w here the English race shall be spread from
sea to sea u n m ix ed w ith any low er caste. As we now regret the
folly of o u r ancestors in colonising N o rth A m erica from Africa, so
should o u r posterity have to censure 11s if we should colonise Aus
tralia from In d ia ’; likewise in 1843 he opposed the proposal to use
p u b lic funds to assist In d ia n coolies to New South W ales on the
grounds th a t they w ould ‘debase by th e ir in te rm ix tu re the noble
E uropean race . . . in tro d u ce caste w ith all its evils . . . b rin g with
them the id olatry a n d debasing h abits of th eir co u ntry . . . beat
dow n the wages of the poor la b o u rin g E uropeans . . . [and] cut
off the resource for m any of o u r own distressed peo p le’.15
O utside circles su p p o rted the g o vernm ent in this. Anti-slavery
m en attacked the proposal as an altern ativ e form of slavery that
w oidd curse A u stralia w ith the p e rm a n e n t problem of a racially
d istin ct su b o rd in ate m in o rity .16 A nti-convict m en saw it as a
ro u n d a b o u t way of rep lacin g cheap convict lab o u r; as instance the
rem ark of H enry Parkes th a t pastoralists have ‘been accustom ed to
having convicts toil for n o th in g an d they can n o t b rin g th eir m inds
to paying for th a t of the free m e n ’.17 W orking m en saw it as a
th re a t to th eir indep en d en ce a n d living standards; hence the 1843
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petition to the Governor by 4129 persons ‘principally of the work
ing classes’ denouncing the coolie scheme on the grounds that it
was an attem pt to lower the general level of wages, was ‘unjust to
those im migrants who have been induced to leave their Native
C ountry’ by representations about high wages, would discourage
further im m igration front Britain, would degenerate into slavery
because of the attitudes developed in employers by their use of
convicts, and would, by reducing wages generally, reduce the Aus
tralian m arket for British m anufacturers.18
Pastoralists and others argued hard against these views, form
ing a Coolie Association under the influential W illiam Charles
W entw orth to foster their cause. In particular they claimed that
coolies were not as adverse to pastoral work as Europeans, were
sober and honest, would become civilised and Christian in Aus
tralia, were quite capable of looking after their own interests and
preventing themselves being pushed down into conditions of
slavery; in any case they would be protected by written agreements.
T h e weight of public and official opinion, however, was too much
against them: the colonial government refused to make any official
approaches to the government of India, or to pay immigration
bounties to persons im porting coolies on their own account.19
Some pastoralists, however, were prepared to act on their own.
B ut they had only a short time in which to do so. Sugar planters
in M auritius and British G uiana, hitherto dependent on Negro
slave labour, quickly moved to replace em ancipated slaves with
Indian coolies (M auritius from 1834, from British G uiana 1838).
At first officials in England and India considered the contracts
reasonable in that planters promised to provide passage costs, food,
clothing and accommodation, and to return those wrho wished to
India after five years. Abuses in conditions of both transport and
work (hours of work lasting from sunrise to sunset seven days a
week, etc.), together with the deep suspicion held by anti-slavery
organisations, then led the im perial government to instruct India
to prohibit em igration until abuses were corrected and the experi
ments properly assessed. T he ban, imposed in 1839, wras lifted for
M auritius in 1842 and the West Indies in 1844, but only after the
sugar colonies agreed, first, to appoint a Protector of immigrants to
check conditions on the plantations and, second, to pay the
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expenses of officials in India who could supervise contracts and
transport conditions at ports of em barkation.20
Before the ban John Mackay and other A ustralians managed
to recruit a num ber of Dhangars via Calcutta, two ship-loads of
maybe nearly 300 going to New South Wales in 1837 (including
those northern districts later to become the colony of Queensland),
and then a few to South A ustralia and W estern A ustralia.21 More
than 1200 were ordered in 1838 but few arrived before the ban,22
the Glenmore Distillery m anaging to get forty of them .23 Later,
when W estm inster and India were ready to perm it controlled coolie
emigration, the colonial governments of Australia, though not
feeling sufficiently antagonistic to prohibit the private im portation
of coolies, were certainly not sufficiently in favour to make the
complicated arrangem ents India required, including the payment
of Protectors. Nevertheless, in 1844 in the midst of the 1842-5
depression, C aptain R obert Towns, a New South Wales magistrate,
ship-owner and pastoralist, introduced for himself and his friends
100 or so more Indians, this time as domestic servants in order to
avoid Indian regulations. D uring the acute labour shortage of
1853-4, when local labourers were rushing to the gold-diggings,
Towns sent four more ships to Calcutta and M adras but, finding
Indian regulations still inflexible, and the New South Wales govern
m ent still unw illing to make the necessary official arrangements,
sent them on to China.
Little is known of these hill-coolies arriving in Australia
1837-44, mainly because they were not sufficiently dissatisfied with
their contracts and conditions to provoke any public inquiry. Some
returned to In d ia after their five-year contracts, with small savings
of £5 or more each, b u t others stayed on as pastoral and general
labourers; a few, indeed, by 1854 had become independent farmers
or carriers.24 Those who stayed apparently mixed very little with
European-Australians, and interm arried not at all— the eight
known to have had wives with them by 1854 had brought them
from India.25 On the whole pastoralists and other employers were
satisfied with their work, describing them as ‘tractable and harm 
less’ and easier to manage than Chinese coolies, but unanim ous
that they were ‘clearly inferior to Europeans both as respects their
physical and m ental capacity; that is, they are unequal to such
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employments as require great personal strength or endurance, or
dem and the exercise of higher intellectual powers’.26
Somewhat different remarks were made about the few Eurasians
who arrived in New South Wales 1852-4. W illiam Burton, who
had moved from his judgship in Sydney to one in Madras, there
formed an East Indian Em igration Society partly to help
unem ployed or inadequately employed offspring of British fathers
and Indian mothers make a new life in Australia as shepherds,
servants and skilled tradesmen. He interested the Colonial Office
and persuaded the government in Sydney to set aside sufficient of
the colonial Land Fund to cover the passage costs of 200 Eurasians,
providing they were under twenty-five and included 100 females.27
Sixty arrived in 1852 (before arrangements were complete and there
fore with passage costs paid by a loan from the Em igration Society)
and another 101 in 1854, these latter being accompanied by twentyfive Eurasian compositors im ported by Henry Parkes at his own
expense to work in his printery; that is, 186 in all. A pparently they
were under contract for two to four years, starting at wages about
one-quarter that of European mechanics, but although some
trained carpenters, wheelrights and others found jobs easily the
others— some virtually schoolboys and others musicians and
teachers— had more trouble finding em ploym ent.28
In short, these Eurasians were badly selected to find im mediate
employment, so strengthening the hand of Browne, the Im m igra
tion Agent, who had been very lukewarm about the scheme on the
grounds that his contacts in India thought Eurasians lacked
‘energy, perseverance, and disregard for hardships’ and were ‘idle
and indolent in their habits . . . wanting in physical strength and
moral courage’.29 After a few m onths observation in Sydney he told
the Committee on Asiatic Labor, 1854, that ‘they have been
brought up to a state of idleness in their youth and they are not
fitted for any laborious employment from want of physical strength’.
Moreover, ‘having been educated in schools as a better class of
people in India, they are disappointed when they are placed on a
level with the working class in this Colony’.30 His views, and those
of Parkes as Chairm an, led the Com mittee to conclude that, though
the Eurasians were educated, intelligent and respectable, they were
‘from physical weakness and habits of effeminancy unsuited to the
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wants of the colony’, and th at no further public money be spent
on such m igration.31
Very little is known about the later history of these Eurasian
settlers, the first group of Asian race to migrate to Australia under
a government assisted passage scheme. Some may well have been
still in Sydney in the 1860s, p art of the small population of Indian
origin there recorded in the Census of 1861. In all, persons of
Indian race in New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland in
1861 totalled about 400 males and forty females, some fifty in
Sydney, thirty in M elbourne, 150 in the m ining districts and 200
or more scattered through the rural township and pastoral districts,
m ainly of New South Wales and south Queensland.32 These
represent the survivors of the coolie m igration of 1837-44, the
Eurasian m igration of 1852-4, and a num ber of later arrivals
attracted to the colonies as individuals by the gold-diggings and
the associated expansion of trade.
T h e next attem pt to im port cheap coloured labour came in
1847, after the severe economic recession of the early 1840s was over
and pastoralists were clam ouring for station hands. Benjamin Boyd,
a colourful banker, shipping merchant, pastoralist and whaler, who
had founded a whaling base at Twofold Bay on the far south of
the New South Wales coast and had successfully used Pacific
Islanders as members of his crews, decided to recruit island labour
for his sheep stations on the inland plains of the Riverina. His
ships left early in 1847, returning at various times with some 185
men and seven women from small Melanesian islands such as Uvea
and Lifu (Loyalty group), T an a and Aneityum (southern New
Hebrides), and the Polynesian island of R otum a (between Fiji and
the Ellice group); the men under agreement to work as shepherds,
labourers or seamen for five years at £1.6.0 a year with food, cloth
ing and bedding (white shepherds at that time were earning about
£25 a year).
T h e scheme won support from some pastoralists and merchants,
and also from a short-lived Sydney paper called Heads of the
People, which decided it was not only ‘a disposition of Providence
that the labour required by this vast continent should be taken
from the over-peopled islands’ but was also ‘the surest means of
Christianizing them ’ and for ever abolishing ‘the dreadful crimes
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of can nibalism an d in fa n tic id e ’.33 O thers were less enthusiastic,
accusing Boyd, if n o t of rem oving them by force (which some
th o u g h t he had), of deceiving islanders ‘sunk in a state of worse
th a n childish im becility’ an d q u ite u nable to u n d e rstan d em ploy
m en t agreem ents.34 T h e ru m o u rs a b o u t k id n a p p in g were dismissed
by an in q u iry by the A ttorney G eneral of New South W ales, though
p artially su b stan tiated by a naval in q u iry at R o tu m a in itia te d by
Sir G eorge Grey, G overnor of New Z ealand.35 T h e m atter of con
tract was settled by the Legislative C ouncil passing an am endm ent
to the colonial M asters and Servants Act, exclu d in g from the p ro 
visions of th a t Act ‘the N atives of any Savage o r uncivilized tribe
in h a b itin g any Islan d or C ountry in the Pacific O cean or else
w h ere’.36 T h e m a tte r of general policy was assessed by the C om m it
tee on Im m ig ratio n of 1847, rep o rtin g unfav o u rab ly on ‘a state of
things by w hich the boundless regions of the A u stralian continent,
capable of co n tain in g m illions of our fellow-subjects, may thus be
pre occupied by a sem i-barbarous or even savage race’.37
Boyd later stated th a t the am en d m en t to the M asters and
Servants Act h ad wrecked his project by allow ing the islanders to
pass beyond his p rotection an d control. The tru th seems to be that,
despite his instru ctio n s th a t they be sent th ro u g h the coastal m o u n 
tains to the w arm er in la n d plains, and th a t they be treated kindly
an d w ith o u t force, some islanders eith er stayed on the m o u n tain
stations suffering severely from the w inter cold, or could n o t get
accustom ed to the great stretches of p lateau a n d plain, and
re tu rn e d to T w o fo ld Bay asking lor tra n sp o rt hom e. By the end of
1847 Boyd had, according to the G overnor, rem oved m ost of them
from the colony a n d only sixty or so rem ain ed .38 In these circum 
stances no o th e r p astoralist felt tem pted to follow B oyd’s exam ple;
n o r did the G overnor feel any need to take special steps to im ple
m ent W estm in ster’s request th a t he ‘exercise a v igilant super
intendence over th e treatm en t of any N ative of these Islands who
m ay be b ro u g h t in to New South W ales, in o rd e r effectually to pre
vent . . . ap p ro ach to a condition of slavery’.39
T h e final a tte m p t to intro d u ce cheap coloured lab o u r at this
tim e was th a t of various planters and m erch an ts to divert to Aus
tralia some of th e C hinese coolies trickling u n d e r contract to M au ri
tius (1843), B ourbon Isle (1845), C u b a (1847), P eru (1849), the
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British West Indies (1852) and California (1854).40 T h e principal
port of recruitm ent was Amoy, in the Hokkien speech area of
Fukien province, though others em barked from the T eochui port
of Swatow and the new Cantonese port of Hongkong. T h e first
ship load arrived in Sydney from Amoy in 1848, at a time when
W estm inster was worrying about methods of recruitm ent in China
and conditions aboard the transports; the Governor in New South
Wales therefore received a despatch asking him to end the traffic
if possible, though no im perial or colonial laws against it in fact
existed.41 During the years 1849-52 a few more ship-loads arrived,
including eight organised by R obert dow ns with about 2500
coolies, some to work on the sheep stations of himself and col
leagues, some to act as wharf-labourers servicing his vessels, others
to work for companies such as the A ustralian A gricultural Com
pany and the Colonial Gold Company. Most were contracted for
five years at £12 a year, rising to £24 for good workers—nearly the
norm al wage for a white labourer or shepherd.42 T hough no
definite records exist apparently more than 3000 arrived during the
years 1848-52, including a few hundred recruited for Victoria and
South Australia, the m ajority from Amoy.43
Many coolies proved unsatisfactory to their employers, angry
that their unscrupulous com patriot brokers had misled them in the
first place and absconding, or forcing new contracts, when they
discovered they cotdd obtain higher wages elsewhere. Others, though
less submissive than Indian coolies, became com petent shepherds
and labourers. George Sandeman, for example, already noted for
his experiments with Indian labour at M oreton Bay, employed as
many as forty Chinese at a time, having 600 or more pass through
his hands by 1854. T h e A ustralian A gricultural Company, though
having trouble training them as shepherds, found them am enable
and useful as general labourers.44
As with the Indians and Pacific Islanders many colonists were
strongly opposed to the scheme. Andrew Shortrede, who had lived
in south China for some years and seen the coolie trade at that
end, concluded that the system of recruiting through Chinese
brokers resulted in practices of deceit and kidnapping than which
‘there is nothing worse in the slave trade’.45 W orking men and
others protested vigorously against the threat to white wages, and
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against the ‘growing insolence and grasping propensities of onr
lordly landed interest’ which had caused it.46 Others spoke of the
danger of novel oriental diseases and ‘disgusting vice’, a euphemism
for homosexual practices sometimes found in predom inantly male
m igrant communities.47 T h e Committee on Asiatic Labor, 1854,
which arose partly from H enry Parkes’s worry about disease and
lack of protection of coolie interests, concluded that the coolies
needed a Chinese-speaking protector to safeguard their interests
but found little evidence of vice and, though questioning witnesses
closely about poor sanitation and inadequate medical facilities on
vessels such as the General Palmer, little definite about infectious
diseases except those to be found on any unhygienic m igrant ship.
They made no recom m endation on the trade itself, certainly no
recom m endation that the trade be prohibited or, contrariwise, that
im porters be subsidised from public funds.48
Faced with all these conflicting opinions, government officials
were perhaps relieved when coolie im m igration decreased after
1852, partly because of a general decline of contract emigration
from C hina following riots and dem onstrations in Amoy in 1852,
and partly because of W estm inster’s temporary suspension of the
British Em igration Agency in Amoy in 1854. Moreover with the
increased flow of assisted British migrants, the likelihood of pastoralists continuing to im port Chinese coolies at their own expense
seemed slight.
L ittle is known yet of the fate of these predom inantly Hokkienspeaking coolies from southern China. Some undoubtedly returned
to C hina quite quickly, maybe even before the end of their original
five-year period, but some were still in Australia in the later fifties.
T h e New South Wales census of 1856 returned 1800 males and
eight females born in China, very few of whom coidd have been
of European origin at this early stage of Chinese-European contact.
Sydney contained 134, including coolies who had absconded there
from pastoral properties, some eventually to start m arket garden
ing, but also including a few early Chinese merchants. Over 500
were in areas soon to become the new colony of Queensland, relics
of those im ported by Towns, Sandeman and other M oreton Bay
pastoralists. A nother 500 were in New South Wales pastoral
districts, presumably still as shepherds, station-hands and cooks but
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nearly 100 were in rural towns and farm ing areas such as Parra
m atta, Liverpool, W ollongong, G oulburn, M aitland and Yass,
apparently as farm-hands, bush-clearers and m arket gardeners.
A nother 600 were in gold areas, probably not all as diggers, though
some of these may well have been Cantonese gold-diggers m igrating
later under the credit-ticket system as individuals. It is impossible
to say how many had moved south to Victoria, as the few early
Chinese there were soon overwhelmed by over 25,000 Chinese golddiggers; the 1857 census of Victoria, however, did return nearly
1500 Chinese in rural areas away from the diggings, as well as 350
in coastal towns, and some of these were apparently survivors of
the original coolie m igration.49
T h e 1861 censuses tell much the same story: 189 Chinese-born
persons in Sydney, 600 in the pastoral and farm ing areas of New
South Wales remote from new m ining developments, just over 500
in Queensland, m ainly in the southern pastoral and farm ing
districts. In other words, some Chinese coolies stayed in Australia
for at least ten years, some considerably longer. W hat is clear, how
ever, is that H okkien coolies from Amoy never founded the kind
of communities that Cantonese gold-diggers were to found, com
m unities where, when a Cantonese returned to China, he sometimes
sent a son or relative to replace him, so m aintaining a continuous
if restricted m igration to Australia. Hokkien coolies returned to
C hina or died w ithout replacement, or m arried into the white
population; which explains why in 1965 there were only fifty or so
Hokkien Chinese in eastern Australia, most of these arriving after
W orld W ar II. Teochiu coolies from Swatow may have done more;
there are about 300 Teochius now settled in eastern Australia and,
though most of these are recent arrivals, some may have connections
with the small Teochiu element in the original coolie im migration.
T h e Cantonese story is here quite different, but must await dis
cussion of the Cantonese gold-diggers now flocking in their
thousands to California and then to Australia.
At this point it is convenient to pause and take stock. T hough
the story has not progressed very far it is plain that, with Australia
at least, m any of the m ain elements in race relations are already
engaged. T h e first elem ent is economic: on the one hand the need
of pastoralists and others for more labourers than assisted migra48
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tion from Britain could supply; on the other the determ ination
of the working class, just shaking free from the com petition of
cheap convict labour, to prevent the im m igration of an alternative
form of cheap labour that m ight threaten their own wages and
living standards.
T h e second element is hum anitarian: the horror which many
British families, both in Britain and Australia, felt at the slave
system and slave trade, and their fear lest it reappear in another
form. Hence the concern in W estm inster and Sydney at the condi
tions of coolie contract and recruitm ent, and at the possibility of
Boyd’s taking Pacific Islanders against their will, and the deter
m ination of many not to perm it the establishm ent of a servile or
semi-servile class in Australia. Allied with this was a dislike of the
Indian caste system—whereby many families were kept perm anently
as ‘untouchables’, in the lowest strata of society, w ithout hope of
am elioration or interm ixture. Hence the reluctance of Stephen and
others to allow caste-organised Indians into eastern Australia and
the suggestion of Mackay that the D hangar hill-coolies, relatively
free of the caste system, be the ones to be recruited as coolies. Con
versely, there is already that hum anitarian feeling that the empty
lands of Australia should make some contribution of the ‘over
population’ problems of Asian and Oceanian countries; B urton’s
East Indian Em igration Society obviously felt this, as may have the
Editor of the Heads of the People when comm enting on ‘over
peopled’ Pacific islands and Boyd’s brilliant scheme to help them.
If hum anitarian horror of slavery has died away with the gradual
decline of slavery, hum anitarian feelings about A ustralia’s duty to
help overpopulated Pacific Islands still exist.50
T h e third element is religious: the feeling of so many Euro
peans of the day that Christianity was manifestly superior to any
other religion and that they should beware of allowing too many
‘pagans’ into Christian Australia; hence the remarks of the 1837 Com
m ittee on Im m igration. T h e editor of the Heads of the People may
have been sincere in thinking that Pacific Islanders coidd be converted
to Christianity and their fearsome habits of cannibalism and infanti
cide removed more easily in Australia than in the islands; but most
missionaries much preferred to work amongst pagans in their natural
state, unaffected by European am bitions and vices.
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T h e fo u rth elem ent is desire for social hom ogeneity: the con
viction th a t society operates best if it contains fam ilies an d groups
th a t are n o t too different from one an o th e r in history, attitudes,
values an d habits; hence the reactio n of Stephen to the 1836 coolie
proposal an d the fears of the 1841 C om m ittee ab o u t establishing
a ‘race of different origin, colour and h a b its’. In A u stralia’s case
this all p o in ted to B ritish hom ogeneity, as in the m o th er country,
and the im p o rtan ce of fashioning ‘a social and political state cor
responding to th a t of the country from w hich it derives its o rig in ’.
H ere in this 1841 R ep o rt are discernible signs of the in fa n t colony’s
a tte m p t to clarify its id en tity . C o n fro n ta tio n w ith A sian and
M elanesian im m igration, even if on a sm all scale, aided A ustralian
colonists in th eir unconscious search for an A u stralian fu tu re an d
identity. T h e full no tio n of an ‘in d e p e n d e n t A u stra lia n ’, as distinct
from th a t of a ‘tra n sp la n te d B rito n ’,51 came later after m uch
struggle, an d is still being w orked out. B ut this early contrast w ith
Indians, Eurasians, C hinese a n d O ceanic Negroes helped m ake it
clear to colonists w hat k in d of society they did n o t w ant: a m u lti
racial society q u ite unlike th a t of the m o th er country.
T h e fifth elem ent is p urely racial— a n tip ath y to persons of
different colour an d o th e r physical characteristics, an d to the
custom s an d values associated w ith them . T h is is obvious in such
rem arks as th a t of the 1837 C om m ittee on ‘co lo u r’, a n d in the
freq u en t talk a b o u t ‘in ferio r races’. B ut it is im p o rta n t th a t this
n o tio n of inferiority be p roperly understood. At this tim e it d id n ot
necessarily m ean th a t races, as purely physical categories, were
ran k ed in some im m u tab le biological hierarchy. R a th e r d id Britons
of the day tend to th in k of inferiority an d superiority in term s of
distance along the road to ‘civilisation’; then in terp reted as a com 
b in a tio n of the C h ristian religion an d social ethic, west E uropean
law an d order, B ritish in d u stria l skills an d living standards, and
E uropean p ioneering energy an d hardiness. I hese thoughts were
in the m ind of jam es Stephen, th a t strong C hristian Evangelical
and devoted B ritish com m on lawyer, w hen speaking of the ‘noble
E uropean race . . . u n m ix ed w ith any lower caste’, and in th at of
R o b e rt Lowe w hen attack in g Boyd’s M elanesian scheme on the
grounds th a t it, like slavery involved a ‘sup erior n a tio n against an
in ferio r o n e ’; w hich he then in te rp re te d as a n atio n ‘fu rth er
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advanced in civilization’ and superior in ‘its social system and
organization’.52 Even the remarks of pastoralists and industrialists
about coolie inferiority to European labour were in terms of
inferiority of physical capacity to carry heavy loads or spend long
hours clearing the bush, or of m ental capacity to understand
m echanical processes or undertake skilled work. T his is also true
of Browne’s remarks about the Eurasians quoted earlier.
W hether there lay embedded here feelings of innate racial
superiority is difficult to say. U ndoubtedly those speaking of coolie
inferiority paid little heed to the effects of history and background,
to the fact that European station-hands were among the stronger
and hardier of the colonial popidation and that, given adequate
time and diet, Asians might achieve the same level of hardiness and
m echanical skill. N or did Browne stop to consider very fully the
unsettled background of many Eurasian children and what
influence this had on their ‘indolence’ and ‘lack of m oral courage’.
But early colonial Australia was a tough society and employers and
officials had neither the time nor inclination to consider remote
causes or long-term remedial programs. Immigrants, whether
arriving from Britain, Europe, Asia or Melanesia, either arrived
reasonably fit for their designated tasks or else were no use and
should be discouraged from coming. Present capacity, not long
term potential, was the standard of judgm ent; and here many nonEuropean labourers were less suitable than trained BritishA ustralian workers.
In one respect, however, non-Europeans were considered
immediately, and w ithout training, m uch superior to Europeans—
in their capacity to do hard field labour in tropical areas. In the
light of the experience of British soldiers, m erchants and settlers in
tropical dependencies, and particularly of the failure of the experi
m ental settlements in the N orthern T erritory of Australia at Mel
ville Island (1842-9), Raffles Bay (1827-9) and Port Essington (183849), few persons of the day thought tropical Australia could be
colonised by a purely European population. So the 1837 Committee
concluded that ‘in the event of a settlem ent being formed to the
northw ard, where the heat of the clim ate m ight be too oppressive
for the European labourer, and where the culture of sugar, cotton,
colfee and tobacco m ight be prosecuted with advantage . . . the
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introduction of Indian labourers would be conducive to the general
benefit of the Colony’.53 Similarly the 1854 Com mittee on Asiatic
Labor thought Chinese and Indian coolies m ight be necessary in
the north since ‘the inter-tropical heat is too intense for the Euro
pean constitution’.54
Such opinions were not put to the test at this time. Adm ittedly
W estminster agreed, in an effort to save the Port Essington experi
m ent in 1843, to encourage Asian settlers in the North. But the
scheme aroused little interest amongst Malays or Chinese in South
east Asia and nothing eventuated. Australia had to wait until
Pacific island labourers entered tropical Queensland in the 1860s,
and Chinese labourers entered the N orthern T erritory in the
1870s, before testing the proposition that coloured persons would
be essential to northern developm ent.55
T he last race relations element visible in A ustralia at this time
is the scapegoat one, the tendency to project upon another people
—strange, feared and m istrusted— the blam e for weaknesses in one’s
own social system. Hence the references in the 1854 inquiry on
Asiatic Labor to dangerous diseases and disgusting vice; both were
present amongst the convict and free im migrants from B ritain and,
although regretted and criticised, were seldom regarded with the
same hostility as when attributed to the coolies.
Still absent from the story, however, are other im portant
elements in race relations, notably confrontation w ith large mem
bers of a conspicuously different people. Only three of Boyd’s
Melanesians came direct to Sydney, the rest were landed at Twofold
Bay and thence distributed over Boyd’s vast pastoral empire. Like
wise, some of the Indian and Chinese coolies were taken direct to
M oreton Bay, and other small ports remote from Sydney, and there
widely distributed. Labourers and mechanics in Sydney m ight pro
test when hearing of their arrival but—apart from the few Eura
sians—saw few Chinese or Indian labourers face to face. Lite
scattered body of European station and farm hands m ight have
taken some action, but were not organised at this time for any
effective protest; in any case many seemed quite happy to accept
their new position as overseers of coolie work. Direct confrontation
of any significance had to await the Cantonese gold-diggers; this
was now very near at hand.
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1 Cantonese gold-diggers: origins and background
T h e Cantonese part of Kw antung Province, broken by relatively
barren granite hills on the coast and by rugged sandstone ranges
further inland, has little more than 29 per cent of its terrain under
cultivation. T h e m ajority of its people, now about twenty-five m il
lion (excluding the four m illion or so in Hongkong) have always
been concentrated in the tropical lower valleys of the main rivers,
most of which drain into the Pearl River and its associated estuaries
south of C anton City. In practice, emigrants to America and Aus
tralasia, as well as to South-east Asia, have rarely come from any
where but the districts (administratively known as hsien) around
these estuaries; the more im portant appear in the endpaper map.
Sometimes these districts present considerable uniformity.
Inhabitants of the Sze Yap or Four Districts—H oiping (K’ai-p’ing),
Sunwei (Hsin-Hui), Toishan (T ’ai-shan), and Yanping (En-p’ing)—
often regard themselves as one unit, speak much the same version
of Cantonese and tend to keep together abroad. Likewise people
of the Sam Yap or T hree Districts—Namhoi (Nan-hai, Foshan),
Punyui (Pan-yu) and Shuntak (Shun-te) often speak of themselves
as one, use a dialect very sim ilar to that of C anton City (which is
geographically part of Punyui District), and form single societies
when overseas. Families from Chungshan (Hsiang-shan, formerly
Shekki) District are more distinct, as are those from the districts of
Tungkoon (Tung-kuan) and Kao-yao (Ko-yiu or Cow Yow or Chao
—C h’ing-Chou). Different again are old established families of the
two foreign ports: the Portugese port of Macao, settled in 1557 but
not officially carved out of C hungshan District until 1886; and the
British industrial port of Hongkong, progressively cut out of Pao-an
(Hsin-an) District in 1842, 1861 and 1898.
In the early nineteenth century most of the population was
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ru ral, engaged w ith the aid of a well d istrib u te d rain fall of 60
inches a year in intensively farm in g two rice crops and one dry crop
a year, tog eth er w ith fru it, vegetables an d m ulberries for silk
worms. A n u m b e r were skilled carpenters, m etal-w orkers, masons,
tailors and the like, or were engaged in local trade. A still sm aller
nu m b er, d raw n from larger an d w ealth ier lan d ed fam ilies and
resident in the larger a d m in istrativ e centres a n d m arket towns
(hsiang), provided the g overnm ent officials an d scholars. G row ing
in n u m b er an d im p o rtan ce were m erch an t fam ilies, and their
assistants a n d labourers, resident in the coastal ports.
All these, high an d low, were norm ally organised, to adopt
F reed m an ’s term inology, in a h ierarchy of elem entary fam ilies
(parents a n d children, called stem fam ilies if g ran d p aren ts were
also present), jo in t fam ilies (w here m arried brothers, w ith or w ith 
o u t parents, shared the same household), local lineages (corporate
groups of m ale relatives living in one settlem ent or cluster of settle
m ents), hig h er o rd er lineages (local lineages w hich, though living
some distance ap a rt, possessed a com m on ancestral hall or o th er
piece of lineage property), a n d clans (those, sh arin g the same sur
nam e, re p u te d to be descended from a com m on ancestor).1 At
times, especially w hen away from local organisations, clan ties were
im p o rta n t b u t lineage ties, related to some effective religious prac
tice an d use of property, m ean t m uch m ore. Even overseas, w hen
persons of the same clan felt m ore incentive for co-operation,
lineage ties were usually stronger, influencing w hich m em bers of
the lineage should em igrate an d to w hat ex ten t they should form
fam ily and lineage p artn ersh ip s in tire new land.
Ideally, p a tria rc h al au th o rity prevailed everywhere, sons
deferring to th eir fa th e r’s au th o rity , b ro th ers to th eir elder b ro ther,
these in tu rn to the senior m em bers of the lineage, and so rig h t up
to the em peror, th e fath er of the w hole C hinese people. In practice
things were som ew hat different. A dm ittedly there was m uch family
an d lineage co-operation, especially over ancestor w orship, educa
tion, m arriage m ak in g an d som etim es over a g ricu ltu ral and business
enterprise, m em bers of the fam ily or lineage at tim es w orking land
or business in com m on as a profit-sharing p artn ersh ip . T h e re were,
however, freq u en t tension an d conflict, especially w hen p o p u latio n
pressed heavily against lim ited local resources: brothers, though
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entitled to equal shares in the family property (save for the eldest
son’s extra share in relation to the ancestor cult)2 sometimes fought
hard to protect or enlarge their own interests; joint families strove
to enlarge their shares of lineage property and power; distantly
or unrelated lineages, especially when sharing villages with other
lineages, resorted to arms or geomancy to protect their land or seize
th at of others.3 Families or lineages losing the struggle found them 
selves handing over land to their rivals, perhaps being perm itted to
go on working it as semi-servile tenants, perhaps being forced to
move on and settle somewhere else.4
In this situation m arriage and children were exceedingly
im portant. W ealthy men, able to support several wives and
num erous children, were better placed to survive family struggles,
their sons eventually inheriting the claims of poorer relatives unable
to marry. Likewise lineages producing num erous offspring better
survived the rigours of disease, poverty and war. Moreover, rich
families and lineages, even when comparatively barren, could build
up num bers by adopting, provided the adopted son charged with con
tinuing the line of succession in the ancestor cidt was of the correct
agnatic and generation status.5 M ultiple m arriage was thus common
amongst wealthier families, the sons of the first or official wife being
entitled to a greater share of family property than other sons.6
M ultiple marriage could arise for other reasons. Since most
girls m arried, and since wives -were drawn from unrelated lineages
and eventually lost nearly all connection with their own families,
parents relied not on their daughters but on their sons’ wives for
domestic help as they grew older. Hence a father m ight insist that
the eldest son marry at an early age a young girl of their choice,
who could come and housekeep for them; the son m ight later, when
his parents were dead and he somewhat better off, find a girl more
to his liking and take her as his second wife.7
W hatever the motive for m arriage it was im portant that the
wife and children stay at home, to m inister to the parents, to
m aintain the property rights of that particular family unit, to keep
up num bers against lineage war. T his is one m ajor reason why
Chinese emigrants in the nineteenth century, unlike Indian and
Japanese, seldom took women with them. As Skinner says of
Chinese em igrating to T h ailan d before 1890: ‘lineage councils in
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the em igrant areas of south China never perm itted wives to
accompany their husbands abroad for fear of losing the family
entirely ’. 8 If women did go abroad they were likely to be young
girls abducted, or ‘sold’ by impoverished families, into prostitution;
hence the num erous reference to Chinese prostitutes in T hailand,
Australasia and America.
Little objection was made to young men emigrating. If they
were members of an impoverished or defeated lineage no one felt
moved to keep them. If they were members of more powerful, or
even struggling, families and lineages, their earnings abroad
returned home either as remittances or on periodic visits and were
valuable additions to the family’s ability to purchase land, survive
famine, erect ancestral halls for prestige reasons, and so on. They
might also assist the lineage to set up a lineage school, or send
talented youngsters to one of the official schools, so producing
government officials who could greatly further family interests and
add to its power and prestige .9 If the em igrant was m arried he
was encouraged to adopt a com m uting system, spending several
years abroad, then home for one or two years, then abroad again,
and so on, m aintaining his overseas earnings but raising up children
to continue his family’s interest at hom e . 10
Over against this family-lineage system existed three other
systems of social organisation and control. Central government
flowed from the Em peror down through officials controlling, in
descending order, provinces (sheng), prefectures (ju), departm ents
(chu), and districts or counties (hsien). T o these last were attached
various magistrates, m ilitary officers, directors of police, controllers
of education, and a whole range of soldiers, clerks, runners, and
the like, some stationed with the hsien magistrate in his district
headquarters, others situated in the m arket towns (hsiang). Pro
vided villagers paid taxes regularly these public servants had little
to do, disputes norm ally being settled by lineage or village coun
cils. At times the various offices became little more than public
sinecures, bought by members of wealthy lineages to gain official
protection and status . 11 Certainly the central government was, in
the nineteenth century, very much weaker than some decades
earlier, far too weak to pay m uch attention to emigration. It could
forbid it—as the M anchu dynasty did—but it could neither prevent
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it nor protect Chinese citizens in other countries; here being in
m arked contrast to the Japanese government and its use of consuls
and ambassadors to protect Japanese overseas.
T h e second system was that of unofficial local government, the
agreem ent (yeuk) between various local lineages and villages to
operate as one m arketing and defensive unit, sometimes setting up
m arket premises as a common estate with the purpose of im prov
ing their position against rival lineages and villages; these being
naturally excluded from the pact.1- W here one or two local lineages
dom inated a whole area, the local yeuk tended to embrace the
whole township area and be controlled by the dom inant clan. At
times these organisations worked with the central government, as
when organising m ilitia against the British attack on C anton in
1842. It is possible that these traditions of local alliance had much
to do with the organisation of Chinese abroad, members of dif
ferent lineages and societies appointing representatives to control
the affairs of a ‘C hinatow n’ or a Chinese ‘village’ on a gold-field.
T h e third system, probably connected closely with the second,
was the system of secret societies, or Tongs.13 Some were little more
than trading guilds or m utual benefit societies. Others were much
more political, such as the H ung society, and its associated W hite
Lotus society, which was founded as an ancient B uddhist organisa
tion, with elaborate ritual and ceremonial, and which took over
political activities in the seventeenth century when endeavouring
to over-throw the M anchu intruders and restore the Ming dynasty.
Such societies appeared amongst the Chinese in T hailand as early
as the seventeenth century and later spread to other Chinese settle
ments overseas. T h eir objectives abroad were to secure protection
and economic advantage for their members, including the pro
vision of adequate supplies of labour, to control opium smoking,
gam bling and prostitution, to arrange proper burial of members
and the eventual transport of their bones back to China for final
burial in the ancestral graveyard, and so on. In many places the
societies were organised along speech-group or district lines, though
sometimes rival societies bid for district loyalties, as in San F ran
cisco where three of the six Tongs claimed to represent m igrants
from the Sze Yap.14
T his work on trading guilds and societies brings us back to
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the complex m atter of Chinese traders and merchants. Officially
of low status, in Confucian terms well below that of landed gentry,
scholars and officials, they were nevertheless steadily growing in
importance. Originally centred on adm inistrative, m arket and coastal
trading towns— these last being usually sited some distance up river
as protection against storms and pirates— they increased in wealth
and power with the expansion of the Chinese junk trade to South
east Asia in the eighteenth century. C anton itself, as the one south
C hina port norm ally perm itted to receive foreign vessels, was also
a centre of Arab, Malay, Siamese and European shipping and
commerce. Later, with the opening of Hongkong as a British port
in 1842 and the declaration of Amoy, Canton, Foochow, Ningpo
and Shanghai as treaty ports for European trade in 1842 (and
Swatow 1858), and with the advent of square-rigged ships and then
steam-ships the smaller river ports declined in im portance as their
activities were transferred to the rapidly growing deep-sea ports.1"’
T his growth of overseas trade led to a rapid increase of
m erchant houses and their employees: clerks, accountants, artisans,
porters, dock-workers and the like, draw n originally from the agri
cultural villages and m arket towns nearby and constituting a pool
of potential m igrants capable of establishing trading businesses
abroad. It was this urban trading life in Kw antung and Fukien
provinces, particularly in the Cantonese area, that gave the south
coast of China its somewhat different character. It certainly helps
explain why this part of C hina was so m uch earlier in emigration
than elsewhere, and why there were m erchant houses and brokers
able to organise em igrant shipping and advance passage money to
peasant or urban labourers wishing to try their luck abroad. This
last became known as the ‘credit-ticket’ system: m erchants or brokers
advanced passage costs in exchange for an agreement requiring
the em igrant to work for a low fixed wage or to make regular
agreed repayments of both loan and interest; all this on the security
of the em igrant’s title to village land or of the persons of Iiis wife
and children. Only when the loan and interest were repaid could
the em igrant start sending his entire savings back to the family.
These merchants, however, were still Chinese, moved by kinoriented goals and motives. Families m aking their money in trade
could hire tutors so that their children could gain entry to the
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scholarly-official world or, if unable to win their way by m erit, be
bought official positions ; 16 or they could buy more ritual land for
the lineage or clan, build new ancestral halls, and generally add to
lineage prestige and power . 17 Moreover, if short of sons, they could
afford to adopt sons to help with their business enterprises and
take over the duties of furthering family interests; hence the prac
tice of some m erchants of adopting sons who could be sent abroad
to supervise trading expeditions or organise business posts over
seas. 18 Finally, the family-lineage system was that to which m er
chants naturally turned when organising perm anent establishments
abroad: the family partnership, the bringing out of younger rela
tives to work as ju n io r clerks, shop assistants or waiters, the inviting
of a son or nephew to come out and take over the business when
the founder wished finally to return to C hina and live his last days
at home. T h e same held for many of those establishing farms and
m arket gardens abroad.
It was the family lineage system, likewise, that provided so
many of the ‘headm en’ who organised early expeditions to the gold
fields. A m erchant in C anton who arranged to send fifty or more
labourers and artisans to the C alifornian or Victorian gold-fields,
and advanced their passage money, naturally wished to have some
reliable m an in charge of the party, both on the voyage and when
at work. If the party were all from one local area it m ight have its
own headm an; otherwise the m erchant m ight provide a m an of his
own. In any case, such parties needed a headm an or spokesman: the
patriarchal system of south C hina required some leadership abroad,
some person or persons who could take the place of the family and
lineage elders at home.
One thing all these persons had in common—farmer and
trader, headm an or labourer—was a consciousness that only a very
narrow m argin lay between them and disaster. As Skinner says:
‘the south Chinese peasant lived in a grimly M althusian setting
where thrift and industry were essential for survival . . . [He] had
every practical reason for frugality and thrift: consum ption had to
be lim ited in the present in hopes of assuring future survival;
enjoym ent had to be sacrificed for work . . . [But] his prim ary goal
was not individual salvation but lineage survival and advancement.
Protracted labor and extreme thrift were the means to these strongly
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sanctioned ends’.19 W hen to this historic thrift and industry is
added the incentive to pay back passage costs to the m erchant
broker as swiftly as possible, so freeing family property lodged as
surety, it is not surprising to see how quickly Chinese gold-diggers
obtained a reputation for hard work and very low living standards.
Against the m uch more happy-go-lucky European miner, with his
greater tendency to celebrate lucky finds in lavish outbreaks of
drinking and hospitality, to live hard for the day and hope cheer
fully and rashly for the future, this disciplined Chinese sobriety and
industry stood out in conspicuous and often unpopular contrast.
Here then lie the origins and character of Cantonese emigra
tion to the gold-fields; as, indeed, of south Chinese emigration
generally: the pressure of population in fertile river valleys occupy
ing only 20 per cent of the terrain; the ceaseless pressure to expand
the lineage or clan and force others into positions of subordination
or out into other areas; com petition between whole speech-groups,
especially when interm ingled, as were Hakkas and Cantonese or
Hakkas and T eochiu in western K w antung (tire conflict between
Hakkas and Cantonese in 1864-6 is said to have cost over 100,000
lives).20 On a larger scale were the anti-M anchu conflicts, sponsored
by the secret societies and occasionally erupting into civil war of
the m agnitude of the great T aiping rebellion 1848-65, and the less
drastic wars against Europeans such as the Opium war of 1838-42
and the second British-Chinese W ar 1856-8. All these were exceed
ingly disruptive of social order, underm ining central authority and
encouraging bandits and war-lords. As they coincided with the
rapid growth of Chinese and foreign shipping running relatively
cheap passages abroad, and with the business arrangem ents between
Chinese and European m erchants to foster the em igration of
Chinese coolies to plantation colonies, it is not surprising to find
num erous Cantonese able and willing to take advantage of gold
discoveries around the Pacific.

2 Cantonese in C alifornia, 1848-62
Ehe news that gold had been discovered in California early in
1848 reached H ongkong and C anton in the spring and aroused
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considerable interest; in subsequent months came news of further
discoveries and of the severe shortage of labour caused by largescale moves to the diggings. Chinese response, however, was slow
as m erchants were still concentrating on the coolie trade with
South America and the C aribbean while those who had drifted
into California earlier were too few to attract many others. Fewer
than fifty arrivals were reported by the spring of 1850.21 Later in
the year im m igration increased, now responding to the ravages of
the T aip in g rebellion and the willingness of m erchants to advance
passage money, organise em igrant parties, and make arrangements
with C alifornian business men. Nearly 1000 had arrived by the end
of 1850, another 6000 or more landed in 1851 and some 20,000 in
1852. T h e census of 1852 estimated there were some 25,000 in the
state—one tenth of the total population—working mainly in the
gold areas, but with an appreciable num ber in San Francisco
itself.22
T h e first reactions were mixed. Some were favourable, parti
cularly employers engaging them to replace labourers vanished to
the diggings. Others were neutral, as instance the San Francisco
paper, Daily Alta. Others were hostile, notably the miners who, as
part of a general campaign against Chileans, Mexicans, Australians
(some ex-convicts), Chinese and other digger groups felt to be
unsavoury, unsuitable or extracting gold simply to send it abroad,
persuaded the state legislature to pass a discrim inatory law in 1850
requiring all alien miners to take out a m ining licence at $20.00
a m onth.23 Because of technical difficulties this was repealed the
following year.
Increasing num bers in 1851 led to increased hostility first in
the m ining areas, where the Chinese were showing that by hard
work, long hours and low living costs they could not only keep
themselves alive but start paying off their passage debts, and second
in San Francisco, where 2000 or so Chinese residents entered the
laundry and restaurant business, by the spring of 1852 gaining
complete control over those occupations.24 Hostility came to a head
in M arch 1852 when Senator Tingley, representing employers
anxious to obtain a regular supply of labour, moved a Bill
to legalise contracts binding Chinese labourers for ten years
at fixed wages (at this time labour was so scarce miners could
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command $6.00 a day and general labourers $5.00). A similar
Bill passed the Assembly, both Bills arousing intense indig
nation, cries of ‘cheap coolie labour’, ‘serf labour’, ‘inferior
populations’, ‘degraded Asiatics’, ‘overwhelm ing num bers’ and
so on. T h e Bills were shelved or w ithdraw n in April and
replaced by an Act im posing a new tax of $3.00 a m onth on alien
miners (later raised to $4.00) and another Act requiring masters
of vessels to pay a fee of $5.00 for each alien passenger; this, as
far as Chinese were concerned, being idtim ately paid by the
m erchant financing the m igrant and added to the debt. T hough
these two Acts affected all aliens, Chinese im migrants produced a
very large proportion of the revenue.25
Soon afterwards, so soon that one historian considers the legis
lative debates and public reaction acted as a trigger,26 came a
series of moves to expel Chinese from m ining areas. A typical
example is that of miners at Columbia in T uolum ne County who,
in May 1852, passed resolutions which referred to the Tingley
debates, attacked the cheap-labour activities of ‘certain ship-owners,
capitalists and m erchants’, asserted that state and federal legisla
tures were incapable of taking adequate action, concluded that ‘it
is the duty of the miners to take the m atter into their own hands’,
and appointed a Vigilance Committee to ensure the exclusion of
all Asiatics from the mines.27 In the same m onth sim ilar actions
were taken at Rough and Ready, W ood’s Creek, Foster’s Bar,
M ormon Bar, Yuba River and other diggings. Despite these
forcible expulsions the Chinese remained digging, now frequently
concentrating in areas abandoned by w hite diggers as worked-out
or too difficult; others rem ained in the areas as cooks or launderers.
T hough this w ithdraw al from direct com petition reduced tension
somewhat,28 hostility often continued, w ith occasional outbreaks
of rioting; even as late as 1859 an anti-Chinese riot in Shasta
County required a special police expedition to subdue.29
T his hostility expressed itself in further legislation, now more
openly anti-Chinese. In 1855, after a m iners’ convention in Shasta
County had asserted that Chinese were usurping all placer diggings
and that bloodshed was inevitable, the State Assembly declared:
the American laborer claims the exclusive privilege and right of
occupying and working the immense placers of our State. . . . ft this
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class of foreigners are excluded from the mines, o u r own laboring
classes will be for a long series of years have the advantage of capitalists.
O u r laborers wish to keep u p the value of their toil to a fair standard
of co m petition amongst themselves, b u t you allow capitalists to im p ort
C hinese labor u p o n them , a n d the e q u ilib riu m is destroyed, capital is
tr iu m p h a n t, an d the lab o rin g p oor of America m ust subm it to the
u n h o ly sacrifice.30

A Committee then recom m ended that all those ineligible for
naturalisation be prohibited from m ining (under the U nited States
N aturalization Law of 1790 only ‘free white persons’ were eligible
for naturalisation and in California, though not always in the east
until a High C ourt decision in 1878 confirmed C alifornian opinion,
Asiatics were from the beginning regarded as non-white). T he
recom m endation was then changed, at the behest of merchants
engaged in the C hina trade and of m ining counties dependent on
licence fees for their income, to a renewal of the $4.00 m onthly tax
on alien miners, with a proviso exem pting all those eligible for
naturalisation and declaring their intention of becoming
naturalised, i.e. nearly all white miners.
Meanwhile anti-Chinese feeling had spread to San Francisco.
T h e m ining recession of 1854 brought to the town many miners
who had been engaged in anti-Chinese activities in the diggings
and who now found themselves com peting for jobs with Chinese
labourers in the city. They became associated with the local version
of the anti-alien Know-Nothing movement and under that
influence became so troublesome, particularly to the Chinese, that
a city Vigilance Committee became necessary in 1856. Partly as a
result of this agitation legislation was proposed in 1854 forbidding
Chinese to testify against whites. T his was dropped when the Chief
Justice (the notorious Hugh C. M urray, a member of the KnowN othing movement and described by the historian Bancroft as
‘immoral, venal and thoroughly corrupt’)31 decided that the existing
law declaring that ‘no Black, or M ulatto person, or Indian, shall be
allowed to give evidence in favor of, or against a white m an’
applied to Chinese as they were of the same M ongolian type as the
American In d ian ;32 this made it easy for white hooligans and
ne’er-do-wells to attack Chinese persons and property with
im punity.
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In 1855 the legislature went further with its restrictive entry
policy, making a passenger vessel or its agent responsible for pay
ing a $50.00 landing tax on each person ineligible for naturalisa
tion; the state court declared this unconstitutional, 1855, as
encroaching on the federal governm ent’s exclusive powers in m at
ters of commerce and im m igration. T h e legislature then in 1858
passed an Act prohibiting any Chinese or M ongolian from enter
ing the state, but this too the state court declared invalid (1862),
on the same grounds.33 (The original law of 1852, levying a $5.00
tax on every alien passenger was not challenged and voided till
1872.34)
T hough these laws restricting im m igration were declared
invalid, state laws discrim inating against Chinese residents
remained in force until challenged after the Fourteenth Am end
ment (1868) and Civil Rights Act (1870): first, the $4.00 a m onth
tax on miners not eligible for naturalisation; second, laws designed
to keep Chinese from fishing, begun in 1860 with a $4.00 m onthly
tax on Chinese fishermen and replaced after 1864 with a prohibi
tion against fishing by anyone incapable of becoming an elector of
the state (i.e. ineligible for naturalisation);35 third, a ‘police tax’
of $2.50 a m onth on every Chinese not already paying a licence
fee and not ‘usefully’ engaged in producing sugar, tea, coffee or
rice3ti—this 1862 law was designed to make things difficult not only
for Chinese in the laundry and restaurant business but also for
those moving into textiles, cabinet making, m arket and poultry
farming, domestic service and general labouring.37
So far we have been concentrating on C alifornia itself and
ignoring events and opinions elsewhere in the U.S.A. Some his
torians have criticised this approach, saying that the Chinese ques
tion as assessed by Mary Coolidge, Elmer Sandmeyer and others
has given far too much emphasis to California and not nearly
enough to those anti-Chinese opinions and sentiments in the
eastern states that had been slowly forming under the influence of
American merchants and seamen visiting China since 1785, of
American diplomats who had been trying to establish AmericanChinese relations since the end of the eighteenth century, of
American Protestant missionaries disgusted with Chinese pagan
customs and their own failure to make m uch impact on them, of
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newspaper attacks on C hina during and after the O pium W ar of
1840-2, and of the growing fears of anti-slavery groups in the east
that Chinese coolies were entering C alifornia under duress, or
under unreasonable contracts, and would soon become another
slave class.38
In a sense this criticism is valid, particularly in relation to the
Act of 1882. But the fact remains that in this first confrontation
period, despite Californian agitation for federal action, the only
thing done by easterners dom inating Congress was to pass in 1862
an Act (12 Stat 340) prohibiting U nited States vessels from partici
pating in the ‘coolie’ trade and requiring that each Chinese
im m igrant carry a docum ent from an American official at the port
of em barkation certifying that he was a voluntary m igrant in full
understanding of his contract, if any. But this was not designed to
help California so m uch as to appease anti-slavery forces in the
east and, to some degree, to em ulate the British anti-coolie legisla
tion of 1855 and earlier. T he Act certainly had m inim al effect in
California as the great bulk of Chinese immigrants were voluntary
arrivals under the credit-ticket system. In this sense California was
still w ithout any effective restrictions on im m igration, still angry
with a Congress in distant W ashington that could so neglect it,
and still forced to rely on its own powers to pass discriminatory
laws against unw anted intruders.
By the early 1860s, then, the Californian position was as fol
lows: a federal law prohibiting the ‘coolie’ trade existed but had
almost no effect; the more stringent state restrictive entry laws had
all been declared invalid but the m ilder one of 1852 requiring a
$5.00 landing fee was still in force; discrim inatory laws designed
to make life difficult for Chinese residents were in operation, in
the form of special taxes on all Chinese workers except those ‘use
fully’ engaged in producing sugar, coffee, tea and rice; a dis
crim inatory section of the constitution denied Chinese the oppor
tunity to become naturalised while a discrim inatory legal inter
pretation denied them the right to give evidence for or against
white settlers; illegal moves forcibly to expel Chinese miners from
the diggings had succeeded in various areas but had not prevented
the Chinese from working abandoned diggings, from operating in
better areas where white diggers were few and scattered, and from
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employing themselves for wages with large m ining companies.
Statistics of 1860 suggest that of the 35,000 Chinese then in the
state some 28,000 were in the fifteen principal m ining counties,
nearly 3000 were in San Francisco and the rest scattered in various
jobs through the state.39
How effective were these measures in discouraging Chinese
from staying in California, or new and former migrants from
entering? Statistics, based on those collected by the San Francisco
Customs House, at which port almost all Chinese landed, give the
following picture of Chinese arrivals 1852-70; earlier figures are
estimates based on other reports of arrivals.40
Chinese Arrivals in California 1849-70
50e

1849
1849 \
1850 I
1851
1852

6 000e
20 000

T o ta l

27 000

Census 1
1852
j

25 000°

950*

1861
1862
1863
1864
1865
1866
1867
1868
1869
1870

8 400
8 200
6 400
2 700
3 100
2 200
4 300
11 100
15 000
11 000

34 900

T o ta l

72 400

36 000

C ensus 1
1870
j
Loss (°)

1853
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1859
1860

4 300
16 100
3 300
4 800
5 900
5 400
3 200
7 300

T o ta l

50 300

C ensus 1
1860
I
Loss (e)

49 200
50 000

e = E stim ate. ‘Loss’ is an estim ate o b ta in e d by ad d in g intercensal
arrivals to the first census total, d e d u c tin g th e second census total and
fu rth e r d ed u ctin g estim ated deaths.

T h e sharp drop in im m igration in 1853 is clearly related to the
hostility displayed in 1852 in the m ining areas and the state legis
lature; num bers of Chinese expelled from the diggings returned
to C hina while m erchants in San Francisco warned their fellow
countrym en in C hina not to organise further m igration till events
were more propitious.41 After things quietened in 1853 immigra
tion recovered—hence the increased intake of 1854—b u t the 1854
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troubles in San Francisco and the m ining areas again affected the
im m igration of 1855-6. T he fall here, however, was due not only
to C alifornian hostility but to the m ining recession of 1854 and the
growing pull of the Victorian gold-fields; (Victoria received some
10,000 in 1854, 15,000 in 1855, and between 10,000 and 15,000 in
1856). Im m igration picked up again in the early 1860s, in a sense
provoking the fishing and police taxes. T h e im m igration decline
of the mid-1860s, however, was caused less by these than by the
upheavals of the Civil W ar (1861-5). Because of this decline, but
also because of the distractions of the Civil W ar, the labour
dem ands of the Union Pacific railway now cutting its way across
the Rocky M ountains and Sierra Nevada, and the gradual replace
m ent of small m ining by larger companies, white hostility quietened
down considerably. As in Australia it was a time of relative peace.
All through these years, however, Chinese re-migration was
considerable. No exact statistics exist but it is clear from a com
parison of im m igration and census statistics that the loss of Chinese
by deaths and departures was high: between 1848 and 1860 there
were approxim ately 77,000 Chinese arrivals but only 34,900 were
counted at the 1860 Census. Clearly the com bination of hostile out
breaks in California, and the desire of Chinese men periodically or
finally to retu rn to their villages, kept the Chinese population from
growing more rapidly. (On-migration to Oregon at this time was
slight, perhaps 3000 all told.) Moreover, there were few Americanborn Chinese to swell the local Chinese population. In this respect
California closely resembled Victoria and New South Wales, the
two m ain areas of Cantonese settlem ent across the Pacific.

3 Cantonese gold-diggers in Victoria, 1854-65
As the Chinese were slower than other peoples to respond to the
C alifornian gold discoveries so were they to respond to the Aus
tralian ones. Edward Hargraves, a New South Wales settler who
had left his family in Australia to join the rush to C alifornia in
1849, became convinced that there was gold in the back country
of New South Wales and returned there early in 1851 to find it. His
discoveries and methods drew men from nearby pastoral districts
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and Sydney in May, and from Victoria and South A ustralia in
June. T h en , from August onwards, came publication of more
spectacular discoveries in various parts of Victoria—Ballarat, M t
Alexander (Castlemaine), Bendigo (Sandhurst)—which reversed the
movement to New South Wales and caused many persons in Europe,
and some in America, to em bark for Australia, the first m ajor ship
loads arriving late in 1852.
T h ough the news had reached Hongkong by the beginning of
1852 only a few Chinese, perhaps 500 in all, em barked for Aus
tralia in th at year and the next.42 Indeed it was not till 1854, when
much of the initial splendour was over and m ining was becoming
a more difficult business, that Cantonese diggers arrived in any
num ber. Governm ent officials estim ated that nearly 3000 landed in
the first six months of 1854, a further 7000 by the end of the year,
and another 8000 or so by late June 1855; over 18,000 in all.43
T h is influx was as massive as that to C alifornia in the first
eighteen m onths of Chinese im m igration (15,000 or so from Decem
ber 1850 to June 1852) and evoked a similar response. Even in
June 1854, when there were only 3500 Chinese in Victoria, the
miners acted against them, in this case in the Bendigo fields where
some 2000 Chinese were digging in an area containing some 15,000
adult males in all.44 In the general context of slightly declining
gold yields, and of white diggers’ irritation that the Chinese were
using a lot of water and rewashing old areas, which diggers
regarded as their reserve areas if new finds petered out, antiChinese sentim ent grew rapidly. T h e trouble-seeking Dr James
W all (a Bendigo surgeon who was prom inent in the anti-licence
agitation and later developed a feud with local police) encouraged
that volatile, egalitarian, America-conscious, Scottish teacher,
digger and spiritualist, W illiam Cam pbell Denovan, to announce
that ‘a general and unanim ous uprising should take place in the
various gullies of Bendigo the 4th of July next ensuing, for the
purpose of driving the Chinese population off the Bendigo gold
fields’.45 T his choice of Am erica’s Independence Day, while in keep
ing with the anti-establishm ent feelings or C alifornian experience
of some of the miners (Denovan later used phrases from both the
Declaration of Independence and the Rights of M an when address
ing the Gold Fields Commission) was felt by American diggers to
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be an unsuitable form of celebration.46 They therefore had the
dem onstration postponed to 8 July, so giving the Gold Fields Com
missioner time to warn Denovan, obtain fifty police reinforcements
and prevent a disturbance. O ther forces working for peace were
the willingness of settlers at nearby Castlemaine to assist the police,
and the Commissioner’s promise to warn Chinese miners against
encroachm ent and waste of water.47 Denovan did, however, persuade
the postponed meeting to dem and restrictions on Chinese
im m igration.
Despite the ‘good sense of the com m unity’ which, using the
G overnor’s words, ‘suffocated the schemes of a few discontented and
factious individuals’, anti-Chinese feeling rem ained.48 T he Royal
Commissioners appointed to examine m iners’ grievances after the
Eureka troubles of December 1854 were so impressed with it, and
w ith the continual increase in Chinese numbers, that they recom
m ended a Californian-type landing tax to ‘check and dim inish this
influx’.49 Governor and Legislative Council agreed, not only
because of increased num bers but also because some feared an o u t
break of the kind of fighting seen recently in Java between Chinese
and Malays, and because they thought that Chinese merchants
advancing passage costs were indulging in ‘som ething very closely
approaching to traffic in slaves’.50 T he few voices raised against
restriction included those of Fellowes (conservative) and Snodgrass
and Forlonger (liberal pastoralists), who all thought the Chinese
were peaceful valuable colonists and that there was insufficient
evidence of political or social danger to justify action against them .51
W hen discussing modes of control some dem anded complete
exclusion but most favoured reduction of numbers, not only by
im plem enting the proposed entry tax but also by borrowing that
p art of the Passengers’ Act which, in the interests of health and
safety, restricted the num ber of passengers carried to a fixed pro
portion of ship’s tonnage.52 Herein lies the origin of the Act ‘to
make provision for certain im m igrants’ (No. 39 of June 1855) which
lim ited the landing of immigrants who were adult male natives of
China, or born of Chinese parents, to one for every 10 tons of
ship’s burthen, and imposed on all such persons, including those
arriving overland, an entry tax of £10. T h e Act further required
that the tax revenue be used to finance an adm inistrative machinery
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to supervise the Chinese and empowered the government, ii such
revenue were inadequate, to levy an additional poll tax on every
adult Chinese resident.
T he system of supervision was based on salaried Protectors
whose job it was to organise the Chinese into segregated ‘m ining
villages’, control hygiene and use of water, and settle petty domestic
disputes by reference to Chinese custom. H elping them were in ter
preters, at first Chinese, and a headm an for each m ining village
whose task was to keep the Protector inform ed of Chinese wishes
and opinions and to explain to Chinese miners what the Victorian
government required. Seven villages were set up in the Bendigo
area in 1855, and twelve in the B allarat area, and others elsewhere
later.53 T h e scheme not only reduced friction between Chinese and
Europeans b u t fitted in very well with the Chinese practice of
working in groups drawn from the same district, usually led by a
headm an appointed by the m erchant broker to supervise repay
ments of the passage loan. W hen inhabitants of different miningvillages derived from the same Chinese district there was much
movement to and fro, and a tendency to form general associations
for the m ajor Cantonese areas represented—the Sze Yap (Four
Districts), Sam Yap (Three Districts), and Clningshan—and for the
few Teochiu and Hokkien speakers present. An association for the
Sze Yap, the great m ajority, early set up a headquarters in M el
bourne (1854) and drew up rules designed to ensure peaceable
behaviour, regular repaym ent of passage loans, and avoidance of
actions that would offend European settlers and m iners.54
W hen reporting all this to W estm inster the Governor had in
m ind the Legislative C ouncil’s wonder whether the Act would
breach im perial law, and their determ ination to put V ictoria’s
interests before those of the Empire if it did so. He therefore argued
that the Act did not breach the commercial treaty of 1842 between
Britain and C hina as it neither prohibited Chinese from landing
nor denied them full liberty and protection; which, he pointed out,
was more than the government of China did for British m erchants
in Canton, Amoy or Shanghai. W ith this argum ent officials in W est
m inster agreed, one of them m inuting that the Chinese inflow was
formidable enough to necessitate the measure.55
In practice the system of Protectors and m ining villages worked
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quite well but the Act, as a means of restricting entry, failed dis
mally. Ship masters and owners simply re-routed their vessels to
Tw ofold Bay and other ports in southern New South Wales, or
more often to Guichen Bay (Robe) just over the Victorian border
in South Australia; many thousands arrived this way, 15,000 alone
from G uichen Bay in the first six m onths of 1857, and walked for
several weeks through the bush to the diggings. T h e new conserva
tive governm ent under Haines (formed under the Constitution Act
of 1856 whereby the Council became the upper House and a new
Assembly became a lower House) was moved less by the sufferings
of Chinese on the long m arch,56 and by Chinese petitions against
the Act, than by the anger of the M elbourne Cham ber of Commerce
that South Australian merchants should reap the profits of provid
ing Chinese overlanders with supplies, tools and transport. Late in
185557 they decided to repeal the Act as ineffective.
W hen the government adm itted it had no alternative pro
posals for control a storm of fury arose which completely drowned
all economic arguments for repeal; it also drowned the pleas of
Em bling (liberal non-conformist) that Anglo-Saxons show leniency
to a race weaker than themselves, especially as the Chinese had an
equal right to be in Australia and, with any encouragement, would
bring out wives and become perm anent colonists.58 Eventually the
governm ent was forced to negotiate with South Australia and New
South Wales for restricting the overland movement, and to heed
proposals for an additional residence tax.59 Popular feeling was
still further aroused by news of fighting between British and
Chinese at Canton, and by continued Chinese im m igration—some
said there were 60,000 in the colony, i.e. half the m ining popula
tion.60 (In June 1857 the true total was some 40,000 or one-sixth
the adidt male population.) Moreover, m ining conditions were
again difficult and serious clashes occurred, notably that near Ararat
when Chinese overlanders discovered the rich ‘Canton lode’ and
were forcibly driven away by white miners in May 1857.61 T he
Legislative Council therefore rejected the tonnage repeal measure
in June. Instead, they decided to follow that strange, passionate
anti-Catholic, anti-Celtic, anti-Californian son of an ex-convict,
John Pascoe Fawkner, who had worked his way up as farmer, pub
lican and newspaper-owner to become a member of the Legislative
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Council and Goldfields Commission. W hile serving on the Commis
sion, Fawkner had become very alarm ed at the scale of Chinese
im migration; and also impressed by a rem ark of a Chinese m erchant
from Canton city that the main body of immigrants, from the
Sze Yap, were undesirable ‘T arta rs’ whereas the m uch smaller n u m 
ber from the Sam Yap, near Canton city, were true Chinam en,
much fairer than the T artars and much less prone to gam bling and
other vices.62 T h e Council at last heeded Faw kner’s requests and
appointed a Select Com mittee under his leadership, to investigate
the whole m atter and frame legislation that ‘would effectually pre
vent the Gold Fields of Australia Felix from becoming the property
of the Em peror of China and of the M ongolian and T a rta r hordes
of Asia’.63
Before the Committee had progressed very far news reached
M elbourne of a clash between Chinese and Europeans at Daylesford
on the 23rd June 1857 and, more im portant, of the forcible expul
sion of 2000 Chinese miners at Buckland R iver in the Victorian
Alps by some 500 white miners. Flere the whites, with only two
policemen in the area, decided on something very like a Californian
Vigilance Committee, met on the symbolic 4 July, declaimed against
the ‘gross and beastly practices’ of the Chinese and of their ‘robbing
us of our gold fields’, and formed an Anti-Chinese Association to
move the Chinese ‘peaceably’ away. A hundred or so fiery and
excited men, however, decided on im mediate action and m arched
down the valley burning the Chinese tents and joss-house, m al
treating and robbing the fleeing owners, and throwing all the
bedding and gear in the river. Police reinforcements quickly restored
order and eventually persuaded the Chinese that it was safe to
return from hiding in the bush, but local juries acquitted all but
four of the white men arrested, on the grounds that the m iners’
feelings were understandable and that Chinese evidence and
Chinese interpreters were notoriously unreliable.64
These events, together with further vociferous petitions from
the gold-fields,65 compelled the government to hasten its steps and
introduce a Bill ‘to regulate the residence of Chinese population’
(No. 41 of November 1857). T his in effect required that all male
Chinese aliens, and sons of same over twelve years of age, resident
in Victoria should produce a receipt for their entry tax and pur72

The first confrontation, 1S36-71
chase an additional residence licence for £1 every two months.
Faw kner’s Select Committee, which in November brought in a
strong anti-Chinese report somewhat inconsistent with the cjuite
favourable evidence given by most witnesses,66 thought the Bill
would be ineffective through lack of penalties for non-payment; the
Committee, though it rejected Faw kner’s suggestion that persons of
‘the M ongolian breed or family’ be forbidden the gold-fields, there
fore decided to ask the government to insert clauses subjecting any
Chinese found without a licence or receipt to three months penal
servitude and putting on anyone accused of being a C hinam an the
onus of proving that he was not.67 T h e Haines government, how
ever, rejected these suggestions and contented itself with a clause
denying a Chinam an w ithout a licence power to take legal action
for recovery of land, m ining claims, property or damages—so giving
Europeans virtual im m unity when forcing unlicensed Chinese
m iners from their claims or when defaulting against unlicensed
Chinese merchants.
Nevertheless, the Act rem ained largely ineffective as only a few
hundred Chinese purchased licences.68 T h a t num bers did not
increase as rapidly as before was due partly to South A ustralia’s
willingness to pass a restrictive Act in 1857, which effectively stopped
im m igration through Guichen Bay; some 9000, however, entered
in 1858 from New South Wales—where the Council had rejected
a restrictive Bill—so raising the Chinese population of Victoria to
a peak of 42,000 or so.69 It was not till early 1859, after the change
of government had brought the democrats and Catholics into power
under O ’Shanassy, that a new Victorian Act (No. 80 of February
1859) was passed consolidating the 1855 and 1857 Acts and impos
ing heavy fines or im prisonm ent for non-payment of entry tax and
residence licence. By way of a sop O ’Shanassy reduced the resi
dence tax, and the entry tax for Chinese coming overland, to £4.
Despite Chinese petitions and protests the Act was rigidly enforced;
by early I860 some 4000 Chinese had been fined and 2000 im pri
soned for non-payment of fines.70
Partly because of this, partly because many had been long
enough in Australia to return home with substantial savings, and
partly because the expanding New South Wales gold-fields were
offering greater and unrestricted opportunities, num bers in Vic73
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toria started to decline. Nearly 10,000 returned to C hina 1857-9
(some with nearly £100) while another 10,000 or so moved north
to New South Wales, leaving some 25,000 in the colony at the
census of April 1861: 23,700 in the m ining areas, nearly 600 in
M elbourne, and the rest scattered through the pastoral areas. T h e
com bination of restrictions on num bers entering, plus discrim ina
tory taxation on Chinese residents, was at last taking effect.71
W hen num bers continued to decline after 1861 public fears
declined also. M ercantile and hum anitarian pressure for removal
of restrictions now had more chance of success and, using argu
ments of British traditions and the injustice of discrim ination,
obtained abolition of the residence tax in M arch 1862 (No. 132),
a two-year suspension of the entry tax in June 1863 (No. 270), and
final repeal of that and tonnage restriction in May 1865 (No. 259).
At this point debates were almost formal, though the old guard of
restrictionists, still led by Fawkner and the democrats, unsuccess
fully put up all the old argum ents when opposing suspension in
1863. It is noteworthy, however, that one discrim ination rem ained:
the clause introduced in 1862 as a sop to those opposing repeal
of the residence tax, that denied Chinese m iners the right to vote
for members of local M ining Boards. Having won their objective,
removal of restrictions affecting Chinese trade and shipping, mer
cantile interests were not prepared to fight white miners and their
representatives on the much more abstract issue of voting rights
for Chinese miners.

4 South A ustralian restrictions, 1857-61
In abolishing restrictions Victoria was slower than South Australia.
T h a t colony had fewer than fifty Chinese in the mid-1850s and was
somewhat frightened by the appearance of over 20,000 at Guichen
Bay in 1856-7, even though the various parties moved fairly quickly
on to the Victorian diggings. T h e fears of local farmers and pastoralists, aggravated by their 200-mile distance from the colonial
capital at Adelaide, were calmed by a special contingent of troops.
Some unease remained, however, both there and in Adelaide;
which goes far to explain South A ustralia’s willingness to heed Vic74
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toria’s request for restriction at a time when feeling between the
two colonies was exacerbated by friction over the M urray River
trade. T h e Chief Secretary, in moving a Bill virtually identical with
the Victorian restrictive Act of 1855, spoke of Chinese arriving in
‘such num bers as to affect alarm ingly the British and foreign pro
portions of the population . . . the irruptions of the Chinese
resembled that of the barbarians in the time of the Lower Empire
and when their num ber increased, as it must if their influx was not
to be checked, the mastery of the country might be attem pted by
them ’.72 T h e Bill passed both Houses with little discussion, except
an am endm ent in the Council applying restrictions to all Chinese
and n o t just male adults,73 and because law in November 1857 (No.
3 of 19/11/57).
By May 1861 business and hum anitarian interests in Adelaide
had changed their minds. G. M. W aterhouse, connected with both
the Wesleyan Mission and the M oonta copper mines, moved a
Repeal Bill in the Legislative Council, arguing that South Aus
tralia had been over-precipitately pushed into restriction by the
incom petent citizens of Victoria who had been envious of Chinese
industry and in desperate need of additional tax revenue; the
Chinese were now clearly seen to be sober, industrious and orderly,
were not anxious to come in vast numbers, and were being penalised
by a law that was contrary to the spirit of the Anglo-Chinese
treaties and a plain disgrace to the statute book. O ther business
and pastoral men in Council supported him, including Ayers and
Scott, the liberal-minded J. H. Solomon (favouring, as so many
Jewish businessmen have done, liberal treatm ent of m inority
groups), and the influential George Fife Angas who had brought
num erous German religious refugees to the colony; though he was
a little worried lest the Chinese obtain the vote and influence
parliam entary proceedings. T h e only voice in clear opposition was
that of Anthony Forster, an ultra-conservative businessman and
keen M ethodist, who often found occasion to take a non-conformist
line and this time singled out Chinese failure to bring out women
folk as reason for m aintaining restrictions against them .74
T h e Legislative Assembly was much more divided. Some busi
ness and professional men—Milne, Finniss and Blyth—favoured
repeal on the grounds that the Chinese were quiet and industrious
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and no worse than other immigrants. Strong opposition to repeal,
however, came from that strange, intensely religious sectarian
miller, W illiam Magarey, who represented a working class area
(West Torrens) and attacked the Chinese for being a crowd of
unhygienic, immoral, leprous liars and pilferers who would always
rem ain an unsatisfactory m inority, a ‘nation w ithin a natio n ’. He
received support from his close friend Santo, and also from McEllister, representing the working class area of Yatala, and from G rundy,
representing the small farmers of Barossa and congenitally opposed
to the policies of G. F. Angas, the dom inant landlord of that area.
McEllister described the Chinese as ‘filthy, diseased and useless’
while Grundy was fearful of being ‘overrun by hordes of ugly
moon-faced Chinese’.75
In the end the Bill was just carried—by the Speaker’s casting
vote—and by September 1861 South Australia was again w ithout
restriction or discrim ination.

5 Chinese gold-diggers in New South Wales, 1856-67
Events in New South Wales took a somewhat different course. T h e
elder colony, founded nearly fifty years before Victoria or South
Australia, had a longer established population, a more experienced
body of adm inistrators and councillors, and— forged in the furnace
of campaigns against convicts and autocratic governm ent—a longer
tradition of political m anoeuvring and public debate. Indeed,
some of the New South Wales legislators—Parkes, Cowper, R obert
son, M artin, W. Forster—were powerful speakers and fine minds,
capable of arguing the Chinese question with considerable subtlety
and clear appeal to basic principles of racial equality or national
homogeneity. Hence restrictive measures in New South Wales,
whether in fact inspired by m aterialist motives or not, gave much
less appearance of hasty ad hoc legislation than of policy decisions
reached by deliberate and considered appeal to basic principles.
Moreover, some men—as instance Deas Thom son, the Colonial
Secretary— had been grappling with the problem of Asian immigra
tion since the 1836 proposals to im port Indian labourers, and
could see matters in a longer and cooler perspective. Finally,
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Chinese immigration was slower and less intense in New South
Wales; whereas in Victoria the Chinese population grew from a
few hundred in 1853 to some 42,000 in 1858, about 15 per cent of
the male population, in New South Wales it increased from just
under 2000 (mainly coolies) in 1856 to a m axim um of 15,000 or
so in 1862, about 7 per cent of the male population.
Against this air of calm deliberation stood an element of
uncertainty arising, first, from the somewhat rapid succession of
governments (at this time based on ‘factions’ rather than parties)76
and, second, from the opposition of many older members of the
Legislative Council to measures initiated by the new ‘dem ocratic’,
and therefore ‘dangerous and unreliable’, Legislative Assembly. T he
exact relationship between Council and Assembly goes far to
explain the fate of anti-Chinese legislation at any given moment.
T h e first move against Chinese miners came when there were
still more Chinese coolies than miners, and before the creation
of the Assembly. W. C. W entw orth, continuing his role as staunch
British patriot on the one hand and leading m em ber of the labourhungry squattocracy on the other, introduced to the Council two
am endm ents to the Gold Fields M anagem ent Bill in 1852. T he
second, proposing that m iners’ licences be w ithheld from Chinese
until they proved themselves properly discharged from contract
with their original employer, was lost; other Councillors felt this
would simply encourage pastoralists to introduce yet more contract
Chinese and these could all abscond w ithout difficulty to the Vic
torian diggings. T h e second, introduced via the Select Committee,
proposed that New South Wales adopt the 1850 C alifornian prac
tice of discrim inating against all alien miners, in this case by
charging a double licence fee; this was passed, over the heads of
those crying ‘injustice’ and ‘unw orthy’, on the grounds that Cali
fornia had successfully used the device to slow down the intake of
undesirable aliens (including former-convict Australians) and that
numbers of aliens (including Californians with revolvers, bowie
knives and mob rule) had already proved a nuisance in Victoria
and should be discouraged from entering New South Wales.77
For some time things rem ained quiet, mainly because Chinese
miners preferred the richer fields of Victoria; by the census of
March 1856 there were fewer than 700 scattered through the gold
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areas, m ainly in the western and northern districts. In mid-1856
another 596 arrived by sea, nearly half moving north to the Rocky
River field near Armidale. W hite miners there reacted quickly. In
early September a turbulent band led by ‘C aptain x ’, a notorious
trouble-m aker recently arrived from Victoria, took advantage of
the presence of only two troopers to attack a group of Chinese,
w ounding a few so severely that they later died.78 W ith order
restored, and only 327 more Chinese arriving by sea, m atters
quietened down until late in 1857 when Cantonese refugees from
Buckland River came north to the newly discovered, and scantily
policed, Adelong fields in southern New South Wales. They were
‘very unceremoniously and expeditiously driven oft by the diggers,
who eschew the T a rta r com pany’ but the two Chinese already there
were left alone, although reputed to have the richest claims.79
A pparently the 300 white miners objected not to the few estab
lished Chinese but to the considerable influx of Victorian Chinese
into their own im properly explored and controlled area.
M eanwhile unrest continued at Rocky River and this, together
with the Adelong troubles and Victoria’s request for supplem entary
New South Wales legislation, led R. T . Jam ison, a pastoralist with
properties near Rocky River, to move in the new Legislative
Assembly a Bill m odelled on the Victorian Act of 1855. It received
some support from a few professional men and pastoralists but
was withdrawn when Jamison realised that influential members
such as R obert Campbell felt num bers were insufficient to w arrant
such measures, and that hum anitarian persons such as W. Forster
felt the Bill was not only quite unjust but arose from greatly
exaggerated stories of Chinese vice and crime.80
In 1858 Chinese im m igration sharply increased, and though
most moved overland to Victoria (about 9000 out of 12,000) those
rem aining were enough to cause considerable outcry. W hite miners
in the western field of Tam baroora, raising indignant voices against
the ‘leprous T artars’ wasting scarce water, stealing moveable gear
and encroaching on their claims, in March 1858 drove the ‘Celestials’
back to the main camps; they were there stopped by the SubCommissioner for the Gold Fields who, with a few troopers, ‘came
forward like a lion crying he would stand to be shot before he
would allow a C hinam an to be touched’.81
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T h e recently established government, under the liberal coali
tion of Cowper and Robertson, thereupon introduced another Bill
modelled on the Victorian Act but with an extra clause, apparently
based on Californian practice and the petitions of several miners,
denying Chinese the right of naturalisation. T his time the Bill
received support from the radical Deniehy, from Henry Parkes and
his paper The Empire, and from various pastoral, professional and
business members now impressed with the rapid increase of im mi
grants from ‘that swarming hive of the hum an race’ (E. C. Weekes)
and with the story that Chinese in Sarawak had ‘massacred all
before them ’ (G. MacLeay). Opposition came only from a few pastoralists appreciative of the Chinese as shepherds and servants (Hay,
Hodgson, Lee, Suttor) and from W. Forster, still arguing that the
Chinese were not arriving in overwhelming num bers but were an
industrious and civilised people who could go ‘hand in h an d ’ with
the Anglo-Saxons in developing the colony.82
Despite continued agitation in the gold-fields,83 and demands
for restriction by meetings of Sydney labourers and artisans,84 and
despite the nervousness of some members about growth of num bers
and the ill effects of interm arriage, a m ajority of the Legislative
Council decided to postpone the Assembly’s Bill until a Select
Com mittee of their own had investigated the m atter further. D oubt
less they were partly moved by hostility to the Assembly, especially
the latter’s attem pt to introduce an elected Council, but there was
a definite feeling amongst some professional members that stories
of Chinese vice and crime were greatly exaggerated (Dr Dickson)
and that the Bill transgressed natural law and British practice
(Wise, Thom pson).83
T h e Committee, having taken evidence on num bers arriving,
on the peaceful and law-abiding behaviour of the Chinese (and on
the initiation of violence by white miners), and on disease and
overcrowding of im m igrant ships, recommended compulsory vac
cination, stricter control over ship hygiene, regulations for the
control of Chinese in the gold areas on the lines of those prevail
ing in Victoria, and a modified Bill which would lighten penalties
against vessels illegally landing Chinese and restore Chinese eligi
bility for naturalisation; which means they did not advocate abolish
ing the clauses imposing a tonnage restriction and landing tax.86
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T h e government, however, decided against the C om m ittee’s altera
tions an d forced their original Bill to the vote. T he Council
majority, somewhat piqued at this and well aware of the Com mit
tee’s evidence, decided that the Chinese were as yet harmless and
that it was ‘inexpedient, im politic and in h u m an ’ to impose dis
crim inatory taxes on anyone. They rejected the unmodified Bill,
and hence the whole proposal for restriction.87
As a consequence Chinese continued to enter the Colony, 3022
by sea in 1859 and another 6958 in I860, together with another
10,000 or so overland from Victoria following the penal legisla
tion there of 1859, giving a total of some 17,500 im migrants since
the census count of 1800 early in 1856. As in C alifornia and Vic
toria, however, several hundred returned to C hina each year (over
1000 in 1860) leaving a recorded total of 12,988 at the census of
M arch 1861.
As in other m ining areas, some Chinese were Hakka, Hokkien
or T eochiu speakers, but the great m ajority were Cantonese.88
Unlike Victoria, however, there were relatively fewer Cantonese
from the Four Districts (Sze Yap) and relatively more from Chungshan and Kao Yao (Cow Yow) districts. But they behaved in much
the same way, some arriving under their own resources but most
in groups led by an agent appointed by the financier advancing the
passage money.89 Once in Australia they either stayed in these immi
grant groups or else joined persons of the same lineage or district
and, where leadership was unclear, themselves chose a headman or
spokesman. As the New South Wales gold-fields were much more
widespread than the Victorian (600 miles by 150 com pared with 250
miles by 120), and as the Chinese population was less than half that
of Victoria, district or other societies developed more slowly; though
the Sydney lodging houses catering for new arrivals, for those ‘in
town’ from the gold-fields, or for those carpenters, shoemakers and
tailors working for Sydney merchants and retailers, acted as small
social centres or rudim entary societies with sim ilar functions to
those in Victoria.
T h e great m ajority of Chinese, however, were out in the coun
try: at the 1861 census 169 were recorded in Sydney, 626 in pas
toral and farm ing areas (about 150 being in small country towns)
and 12,191 in m ining districts. T h e latter were very mobile, moving
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from field to field, or prospecting new country, w ith great rapidity.90
They travelled in gangs of 20-200, carrying their gear on bamboo
poles slung over the shoulder, neither walking nor running but
moving w ith a short trot timed to the swing of the load, their loose
shoes slapping against the soles of their feet or dragging along the
ground with a harsh grating noise that provided a continuous
accom panim ent to their high sing-song voices. For clothing they
wore full coloured trousers, loose jackets, pig-tails and large
um brella-like rattan hats sometimes six feet wide; even when adopt
ing A ustralian dress—digger’s hat and jacket, moleskin trousers
and heavy boots— their trot came down to ‘slow dragging pace’ that,
with their oriental features and pig-tails, still distinguished them
clearly from the European population.91
T h u s distinguished in appearance and language they were also
distinguished in mode of settling and mining. W hen on a gold
field they pitched tents, stacked w ith strange looking cooking
utensils on the outside and coloured prints on the inside, in orderly
‘villages’ well apart from the Europeans; larger villages contained
their own Chinese stores, butcheries, restaurants and occasionally
banks, often displaying posters carrying Chinese characters in bright
red and black. On the whole their m ining was co-operative on a
larger scale than European m ining— the large group as distinct
from small groups of diggers and ‘mates’. In particular they worked
together to dig long channels across the fiats, or around the sides
of hills, to bring water for washing out the gold.92
T h ough to Europeans the Chinese seemed similar in appearance
and behaviour, differences and hostility between the various
speech, district and lineage groups sometimes became obvious; as in
court proceedings when an interpreter speaking Cantonese could
not help with Hokkien or Teochiu,93 or in occasional pistol and
knife fights, such as those between Cantonese coming north from
Sydney and Victoria to Rocky River gold-field and some Hokkien
speakers moving there, probably former coolies from Amoy coming
to Rocky River from the nearby pastoral runs of northern New
South Wales and southern Queensland.94
Hygiene and health also forced themselves on European notice.
T hree cases of leprosy were reported on the western gold-field of
T u ro n in mid-1858,95 and many others rum oured elsewhere.96 Like81
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wise complaints of Chinese wasting scarce m ining water were
reinforced with furious assertions that Chinese were filling up dry
water-holes and channels with refuse, so increasing health hazards
and threatening future drinking and washing supplies.97
These differences and frictions, allied w ith racial prejudice
and steady increase of num bers, inevitably produced further acts
of hostility and discrim ination, and further moves for restriction.
In May 1860 John Lucas, a carpenter-builder of Sydney who had
spent some time prospecting and m ining and had identified him 
self with those white miners hostile to the Chinese, introduced to
the Assembly a restrictive Bill sim ilar to that of 1858; delayed by
procedural difficulties he had by October got no further than get
ting the Assembly to agree that a Bill was desirable. M eanwhile
numerous miners, including a few rogues and trouble-makers, dis
appointed with the prom ising Kiandra field opened late in 1859,
were moving 200 miles north to the newly discovered fields at
Burrangong near Young, notably that of Lam bing Flat. By Sep
tem ber 1860 Chinese were entering the area in num bers but, as at
T am baroora and Adelong, were soon driven away (500 in late
November) by white diggers annoyed at the delays to Lucas’s Bill
and willing to take advantage of the fact that the area had not yet
been proclaimed a gold-field or received a resident Commissioner
and troops. A few Chinese then returned, only to be driven away
again (December 12th), this time with more cruelty and forcible
removal of pig-tails. Again the Chinese returned, this time after
the arrival of a Commissioner, but again were driven off (1500 on
January 27th) when the unruly element realised the Commisisoner
had insufficient forces to intervene. After further unrest, and the
creation of a noisy and active M iners’ Protection League, adequate
police reinforcements arrived; also present, 5-9 M arch, was the
colonial Premier, Charles Cowper, who promised to introduce ade
quate controls, but only when order was restored and legitimate
Chinese claims recognised.
Meanwhile Lucas had been pushing his Bill again, finally
initiating a second reading during Cowper’s absence in M arch and
carrying it successfully through the Assembly in April, after
Cowper’s retu rn .98 Cowper then introduced his own attem pt to
control disturbances— the Gold Fields M anagem ent Am endm ent
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Bill—em powering the Executive to restrict alien miners, under
penalty of heavy fine, to certain gold-fields specified by proclam a
tion; this to keep Chinese, Germans, Americans and other alien
miners felt to be the active or passive cause of m ining unrest away
from gold-fields where their presence m ight cause trouble. (Cowper
himself was as concerned with the Germans, ‘notorious’ as leaders
in disturbances at Ballarat and Burrangong, as with the Chinese.99)
T h e debates on these Bills, and the later one in October, give a very
good picture of responsible colonial thinking at the time.
Almost unanim ous in their opposition to the Chinese were
persons of mining, artisan and small business background, in a sense
representing the m ining and working classes. 1 They claimed that
the Chinese influx was a ‘deep-laid’ scheme of pastoralists and others
to grow rich at the ‘expense of the industry of the working-classes’, 2
and virtually dem anded complete prohibition against further entry
on the grounds that the Chinese were ‘cruel’ and ‘dishonest’, were
guilty of ‘secret societies’ and ‘atrocites ’,3 spread leprosy and other
diseases, and were of a ‘different color’ and of ‘most immoral, filthy
and treacherous habits ’.4 T he m ain exception was Charles Kemp,
former carpenter and builder, who had been working his way up
as a publican, landowner, newspaper proprietor and company
director and argued, in the Council, that though the Chinese were
not altogether desirable as immigrants they showed no more vice
and barbarity than would Europeans in sim ilar circumstances; the
campaign against them was purely a ‘labor cry’ and quite hypo
critical . 5
Somewhat more subtle were the views of Henry Parkes, still
feeling his labouring and Chartist origins but now a prom inent
publicist and politician. He did not heatedly attack the Chinese
character or habits but regarded them as a ‘sober, steady industrious,
and powerful people’, the most populous in the world, who
‘cherished fondly the belief that eventually this country would be
theirs’; they constituted a large alien element in a small young
colony and, if perm itted further entry, would inevitably produce
‘future discord, anarchy and civil war’, or at least a separate slave
class; here he opposed Cowper’s attem pt to segregate the Chinese
into separate gold-fields lest this develop a perm anently separated
alien group .0 In m arked contrast were the views of W illiam Pid83
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dington, a bookseller, who strongly attacked the Bills on the grounds
that Chinese made good colonists and that their opponents were
highly prejudiced and hypocritical . 7
Those in the professional and official world were divided. Some,
m ainly Councillors suspicious of a hostile Assembly, attacked the
Lucas Bill for bad drafting and overhasty exaggeration of the
Chinese danger . 8 Others, the experienced Deas Thom son for
instance, opposed restriction on im m igration b u t favoured
Cowper’s proposals to separate Chinese from unruly Europeans in
the gold-fields.9 Yet others, m ainly in the Assembly, favoured
restriction either on grounds of Chinese filth and im morality or of
the Chinese underm ining the British character of the colony . 10
W illiam Redm an, a solicitor representing Queanbeyan, though
favouring restriction on further im m igration, strongly attacked all
moves to discrim inate against Chinese already in the colony, that is
Lucas’s discrim inatory licence fees and Cowper’s move to keep
Chinese oft selected gold-fields; this last a reward for ‘incipient
rebellion ’. 11
T h e larger pastoral, commercial and industrial men were even
more divided. Charles Cowper and John Robertson, prom inent
pastoralists, leaders in the earlier campaigns on transportation and
responsible government, and now heading a government heavily
involved in land reform, both strongly favoured strict controls:
Robertson was worried about political dangers, the nearness of
C hina and its vast population; Cowper, especially after his trip to
the gold-fields, was more concerned with reducing local unrest and
avoiding that ‘war’ that seemed natural when Europeans and
Chinese came together . 12 Here they were supported by colleagues
in both Assembly and Council, all arguing quietly and m oderately
for restrictions ; 13 except for W. Russell, who spoke strongly in the
Council about the dangers of Chinese vice, disease and dirtiness,
and deplored the possibility of a ‘m ongrel’ population arising from
the im m igration of an inferior people . 14
O ther pastoralists and business men opposed restriction, some
on the grounds of economic expediency— that the Chinese were
sober and industrious and made good servants, miners, stationhands or fishermen . 15 Others attacked restriction on grounds of
principle, Morris and O ’Brien asserting that the Chinese were not
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im moral and vicious b ut honest and peaceful, and that the cam
paigns against them arose entirely from the class prejudice of
labourers and miners and the disorderly behaviour of unruly ne’erdo-wells. Hay, Dickson and R otton went further, arguing that the
restrictions were a denial of natural justice, unworthy of any
civilised people and involved unfair retrospective measures against
Chinese already adm itted. W illiam Forster was m om entarily silent.10
In early May the balance of forces was such that while the
substantive parts of Cowper’s Bill were accepted by both Houses
the Lucas Restrictive Entry Bill was rejected outright by the C oun
cil.17 F urther troubles at once broke out in the gold-fields, a serious
clash taking place at Native Dog Creek on 22 May. This, with
other events drawing police elsewhere, reduced the force at Lam b
ing Flat from 300 to twenty, leaving the Commissioners there power
less to deal with m ajor outbreaks on 30 June and 14 July, when
mobs of up to 3000 miners, stirred up by the leaders of the Miners
Protection League, drove the Chinese into the bush, b u rn t their
tents and shops, destroyed their tools, stores and equipm ent and,
after the small police force had arrested a few ringleaders, attacked
the police so determ inedly that the latter withdrew over 30 miles
to Yass. It was not till 31 July, when a considerable detachm ent of
troops, sailors and artillery reached the Flat, that police authority
was restored, Chinese reinstated and culprits arrested; only one of
these was eventually convicted.18
In other gold-fields and in Sydney these disturbances had pro
found effects. T he Empire and other radical papers supported the
miners, as did num erous labourers, artisans and others who
organised dem onstrations and subm itted petitions to Parliam ent.
(These completely outweighed counter-petitions by Chinese for
damages and protection, though the government eventually
appointed W. Cam pbell to investigate claims and, on his report in
May 1862, paid £4000 damages to nearly 400 approved claim ants.19)
On 18 September Cowper introduced the Chinese Im m igrants
R egulation and Restriction Act (No. 3 of 22/11/61) which closely
followed the Victorian Act in controlling adult male Chinese by
restricting landing to one lor every ten tons ship burthen, requir
ing a £10 fee for entry by sea or land, and levying an annual resi-
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clence tax of £4; but it also denied naturalisation and, with it, the
franchise and ownership of real property.
T h e Assembly dealt quickly w ith the Bill, those formerly in
opposition now adm itting the need for controls since the popular
voice had spoken so clearly (Dickson, Morris), or keeping quiet
(O’Brien, R otton, Suitor), or expressing dissatisfaction by pointing
out technical flaws and prophesying failure in practice (Allen,
Forster, Hay, Piddington); in addition Hay and Redm an repeated
their dislike of discrim ination against Chinese legitimately resident
in New' South Wales, even if restrictions were placed on further
entry. After further attacks by the press on this last group the Bill
wras passed, September 25th, w'ith only three votes against and
several abstentions. In Council the opposition fought harder,
especially the lawyers Darvall and M anning and the former
carpenter Kemp. T he last tw'o were particularly hostile to the
clause denying naturalisation, on the grounds that it wras ‘contrary
to the comity of nations’ and involved treating the Chinese as an
inferior race.20 Darvall fought the whole basis of the Bill, challeng
ing stories of Chinese vice and uselessness, denying that num bers
were large enough to be dangerous, and pointing out that both
South Australia and Victoria wrere repealing or modifying their
restrictive law's. Others, while still dissatisfied, decided to accept the
arguments of governm ent and feelings of public: T he Bill wras
passed, October 23rd 1861, w ithout a division.
T h e most interesting opinions on this occasion were Forster’s.
W hen attacked by the press for opposing the Bill he made a long,
somewhat ironic, speech defending his stand, and incidentally
revealing his great erudition and wide literary, historical and
philosophical interests, including, it seems, an acquaintance with
D arw in’s recently published Origin of Species.21 He did not, he
told the Assembly, regard the Chinese as equal to the AngloSaxons, the latter being morally superior to all others, ‘the very
highest development, both physically and intellectually, of which
m anhood is capable’. It w7as the Anglo-Saxon duty to ‘spread itself
over the globe’ and ‘disseminate that civilization’, spreading them 
selves ‘amongst the barbarous nations of the earth and gradually
blotting them o u t’ as m odern plants blot out older, less progres
sive plants. ‘It is a law that wherever our race comes in contact with
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an “inferior” the latter m ust necessarily be exterm inated.’ T here
fore Anglo-Saxons in Australia need have no fear of being over
whelmed by Chinese immigrants b u t should welcome their labour
in developing the colony. T here was certainly no danger of am al
gam ation as ‘there is no chemical affinity between the two races’;
only a few degraded white women woidd ever co-habit with Chinese
men. B ut this natural law of exterm ination imposed a duty on the
superior race: to treat Chinese settlers with Christian consideration
and kindness while they were in course of disappearance. If the
Anglo-Saxons, driven by m om entary impulse, perpetrated ‘an act
of national injustice’ they woidd ‘bring down a certain retribution
on their heads and on the heads of their children’; not manifest,
perhaps, but in the habits and m anners of the people. Demoraliza
tion would then proceed not from the Chinese but from the AngloSaxons themselves. Hence his opposition both to restriction on
im m igration and unjust discrim ination against Chinese residents.
T h e Colonial Office in W estm inster took a somewhat different
viewr. W hile feeling that anti-Chinese legislation was ‘highly
objectionable in principle’ and most inopportune in practice (in
view of the recent Convention of Peking, 1860, guaranteeing reci
procity of rights for subjects of the British and Chinese Empire),
H er M ajesty’s government could not ‘shut their eyes to the excep
tional nature of Chinese im m igration and the vast moral evil which
accompanies it’: entire absence of women, the peculiar vices so
arising, paganism, and idolatrous habits. Could not the colony
encourage the im m igration of Chinese women? In the circumstances,
however, it was better to ‘prevent the arrival of the immigrants
than to discourage or harass them after they are arrived’; here
denial of naturalisation was ‘unnecessary and im politic’ and should
be reconsidered. N otw ithstanding this W estm inster woidd not dis
allow' the Act.22
T h e provisions of the Act were soon felt, Chinese merchants
in Sydney quickly inform ing contacts in C anton and Hongkong
and reducing their own requests for immigrants. Arrivals by sea
fell from 2574 in 1861 to 1030 in 1862 and thence to an average of
140 a year 1863-70. Departures, however, rem ained higher, averag
ing 1090 a year in 1861-2 and 730 a year in 1863-70. By 1871 the
census count was 7220, compared with the nearly 13,000 of 1861.
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M oreover, those rem ain in g co n cen trated less on m in in g : some
stayed n e a r the gold-fields as vegetable gardeners, supplying b o th
diggings an d country towns, usually w o rk in g th eir gardens in p a rt
nership w ith relatives or friends from the same district; a few m oved
to Lake M acquarie as successful fisherm en; others, notably those
w ho h ad started C hinese stores on the gold-fields, opened u p general
retail stores in various co u n try towns; yet others scattered as dom es
tic servants and cooks over the p asto ral and farm in g areas, or
stayed w ith th eir local groups a n d h ead m an , m oving ab o u t clear
ing the bush for new pastoral p ro p erties.23
T hese last, to gether w ith occasional gangs acting as ru ra l
freight train s,24 were the nearest the C antonese cam e to the great
C hinese la b o u r gangs engaged by A m erican railw ay com panies
(A ustralian rail developm ent, only 120 m iles laid by 1872, was m uch
slower th a n in the U n ite d States a n d stayed m ainly in the hands of
colonial governm ents who d id n o t readily risk p olitical tro u b le by
em ploying conspicuous gangs of the low-wage Chinese.) In 1871
there were 5765 C hinese in the gold-fields, 590 in pastoral and farm 
ing areas, 529 in the larger co u n try towns, and 336 in Sydney and
its suburbs, 7220 in all.
In sum, as the C antonese p o p u la tio n of New South W ales
decreased it becam e m ore w idespread an d less conspicuous. W ith this,
anti-C hinese feeling becam e less vocal a n d the term s ‘M o n g o lian ’ and
‘T a r ta r ’ drop p ed o u t of new spaper re p o rtin g ;25 in terracial conflict
declined, though on two occasions— at N ap o leo n ’s Reef near
B ath u rst in M arch 1866 a n d at A m erican Y ard diggings near G undagai in June 1868— C antonese m iners successfully resisted w hite
efforts to drive them away.26 M oreover, th eir value to the colony
becam e clearer, as witness the p e titio n of certain bankers, m erchants,
storekeepers an d tradesm en of the cities of Y oung an d Sydney in
D ecem ber 1863, asking the gov ern m en t to facilitate the re tu rn of
the Chinese to the alm ost deserted B u rran g o n g gold-fields and
revitalise the area’s stag n an t life.27
In this less heated atm osphere the o p p onents of anti-C hinese
legislation set to w ork for repeal. T h e y enlisted the su p p o rt of the
a rd e n t P resbyterian m issionary, social reform er a n d public
speaker, John D u n m o re Lang, w ho agreed to present a petitio n to
the Assembly in M arch 18 6 628 a n d a Bill rep ealin g the R estriction
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Act in August. W hen this just failed (eleven votes to eighteen)
Lang tried again next year, carrying the Repeal Act (No. 30 of
1867) with eleven votes in opposition in the Assembly and one in
the Council. Moreover the M artin-Parkes government, when intro
ducing a new Gold Fields Bill late in 1866, removed all clauses
discrim inating against alien gold-miners (No. 8 of 1866).
T here is no need to review in detail the arguments on these
Bills: they were almost identical with those put forward in 1858
and early 1861, before the great popular outcry and pressure of
mid 1861. ‘W orking class’ representatives again expressed strong
hostility to the ‘moral contagion’ and ‘degradation’ inevitable from
the entry of a leprous, obnoxious and inferior race brought out to
be slaves.20 Against them were Forster and Piddington, still strongly
objecting to laws that singled out the Chinese for special discrim ina
tion, now reinforced by Forlonger, a liberal pastoralist from Vic
toria who had opposed restrictions there, and by J. I). Lang; the
last asserted that he, like others, had voted for the 1861 restrictions
w7hen fearful of a great influx of Chinese sim ilar to those who had
comm itted atrocities in the Philippines, but that he had since met
many quiet peaceful Cantonese settlers and had himself m arried
to Chinese a num ber of British girls who told him later they had
better and more considerate husbands than many of their friends
with European husbands.30
T h e m ain swing in opinion came from Parkes, now heading the
government with M artin; he at first opposed repeal, with even
more stress on the im portance of keeping New South Wales a British
colony with a British character, but later relented on the grounds
the government coidd always reimpose restrictions if num bers
increased.31 Robertson, carrying with him a num ber of pastoralists
and business men, also changed his mind, adm itting that num bers
had not increased as he had feared and that the other colonies, all
w ithout restrictions, had not experienced any m arked increase in
im m igration.32 One im portant question, not followed up at the
time, came from R. Stewart when asking repealers wrhy they were so
sympathetic to the Chinese but so unsym pathetic to, or uninterested
in, the Australian Aborigines;33 the question rem ained virtually
unanswered u n til after W orld W ar II.
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1 Queensland, Tasm ania, W estern Australia, 1859-67
By late 1867, then, New South Wales had joined Victoria and South
Australia in removing all discrim inatory and restrictive laws against
Chinese immigrants. T asm ania and W estern Australia did not at
this time ever start the process; num bers were small and, though
occasional references were made to the undesirability of Chinese
immigration, nothing definite occurred.
Queensland was somewhat different. C onstituting the northern
districts of New South Wales un til separation in June 1859,
inhabitants of the M oreton Bay, Ipswich, D arling Downs and
M aryborough districts had been as m uch aware of the Chinese
problem as persons in other outlying parts of New South Wales;
more so, in fact, as Chinese coolies had been in these areas since
R obert Towns and others had introduced them in 1849 (see chap
ter 2, section 2 above). Awareness sharpened considerably when
residents of these districts were drawn into the Rocky River, H ang
ing Rock and other nearby gold-fields in the early 1850s and into
the anti-Chinese disturbances breaking out there in 1856. Others
tried their luck further south, in the gold-fields of Victoria and
southern New South Wales, so becoming involved in the Chinese
problem before settling in Queensland in the late 1850s. Moreover,
representatives of these districts sat in the New South Wales Legis
lative Assembly and Council before separation and were involved
in the debates on the Jamison and Cowper Bills of 1857-8; as
instance A rthur Hodgson, a squatter representing the Darling
Downs and later Prem ier of Queensland, who strongly opposed
Cowper’s Bill as it discrim inated against a people he had found
efficient and orderly as pastoral labourers.1 T hough urban elements
were relatively weaker in these northern districts than in New South
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Wales proper, it is not surprising to hear of anti-Chinese feeling in
Brisbane and Ipswich in the late 1850s.2
After separation such feelings dwindled somewhat, partly
because the new colony had no gold-fields in production. They
revived again in 1861-2 when the new colonial government issued
regulations, and later a statute, enabling pastoralists anti intending
cotton planters to im port coolie labour (see pp 3/26 chap. 7, sec
tion 1 below). T hen, in the m iddle of these arguments about
coolies, the local Courier announced that the Lord Lyndhurst had
arrived in M orton Bay on 8 June 1862 from Hongkong with 260
Chinese immigrants, th at ‘the disgusting filth are to be shot out at
Raff’s W harf, there to perm eate through the length and breadth of
Q ueensland’, and that a public m eeting was to be held forthw ith
to ‘avert this calam ity’.3
Some thousand persons attended the meeting, chaired by R. S.
W arry, m ember of the Legislative Assembly for East Moreton. After
remarks about the ‘refuse’ of the Chinese empire (Warry), the evils
of the wholesale introduction of a degraded alien race for purposes
of cheap labour (Brookes), and the futility of trying to ‘form a new
n atio n ’ if some people wished ‘on the foundations of the super
structure to throw a cartload of rubbish’ (Spence), the m eeting
drew up a petition that Parliam ent prevent the im m igration.4
In the Assembly R obert H erbert, who had arrived two years
before as secretary to Governor Bowen and had become Colonial
Secretary at the age of twenty-nine, argued that these Chinese were
not coolies, but ‘men of good position in their own country’ who
had paid their own passages and were only passing through Queens
land on their way to the New South Wales gold-fields. Some then
asserted that Q ueensland should support the restrictive policies of
other colonies (O’Sullivan, Challinor) but were outspoken by those
denying Queensland should ‘consult the interests of New South
W ales’, by those anxious that local traders should sell Chinese over
landers provisions on their way south (Taylor), and by liberalm inded persons arguing th at restriction was against the ‘spirit of our
laws’ (Jones).5 Similar argum ents appeared a few days later when
four members from the Brisbane-Ipswich area (Blakeney, Challinor,
Edmonstone, O ’Sullivan) moved a resolution for a tax on all Chinese
arrivals. After hearing H erbert say that he had written to New
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South Wales about it but that that colony thought the m atter of
too little consequence to reply, other members voted firmly against
it.2*6 As no further ship-loads arrived this ended all attem pts in
Queensland at this time to impose restrictions on Chinese
im migration.
T hough Queenslanders rejected proposals for restricting entry
they did not reject a proposal for discrim ination. Early in the first
Parliam ent Charles Lilley, later a leading politician and educa
tionist, asked the new governm ent to make naturalisation rapid and
easy so that Germans attracted to Q ueensland by offers of free land
could obtain title quickly instead of being held up by regulations
restricting alien ownership of real property. T h e government,
anxious to prom ote large-scale im migration, and closer settlem ent
of Queensland’s huge empty areas, readily supported most of
Lilley’s Aliens Bill of May 1861, but ‘doubted the propriety of
extending the same privileges to orientals such as Chinese or Malay
im m igrants’.7 Here H erbert and Bowen were not thinking that nonEuropeans could never be worthy of full citizenship as did New
South Wales legislators in 1858 and 1861, but that citizenship should
be confined to perm anent settlers; also they knew of W estm inster’s
dislike of Indian and Chinese labourers being encouraged to
emigrate with insufficient num bers of women. In Com mittee, there
fore, Eilley agreed to insert a clause (4) preventing the naturalisa
tion of any Asiatic or African alien unless he had resided for three
years in the colony and had his wife resident w ith him. This
curious clause, discrim inating against unm arried Asians or those
with wives in Asia, was retained in the consolidating legislation of
1867 and rem ained on the statute book until 1965. Otherwise
Queensland took no action to discrim inate against Asian settlers.

2 Cantonese gold-diggers in New Zealand, 1857-71
Events in New Zealand took a somewhat different course from
those in eastern Australia and California. T hough rewards for
gold discoveries were offered as early as 1852, resulting in a few
m inor finds, the first significant discovery was in 1857 in the rough
country near Nelson, in the north-west of South Island; this
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attracted a few hundred diggers early in the year and led the
central government to pass the Goldfields Act (1858), based largely
on Victoria’s law and with provisions for gold-fields commissioners
and police.8
In mid-1857 a rum our that some Victorian Chinese were on
the way aroused an im mediate reaction from townsfolk and miners,
some of whom had recently arrived from Victoria and were still
receiving Victorian newspapers with anti-Chinese articles. W ith
m uch talk of ‘Mongolian filth’ and of the ‘many abom inations’
practised by the Chinese, a Vigilantes Committee was formed in
August to prevent the Chinese landing; as one m em ber said, they
had no intention of abiding by English law with all its ‘crooked
and crabbed technicalities’ and would consider law and order only
after the ‘pestilent cloud of infamy and abom ination had ceased to
hang over our horizon’.9 In the event not a single Chinese arrived
and unrest gradually disappeared. T h e incident is im portant in
being one of the first recorded cases when anti-Asian agitation
sprang up, simply from fear and suspicion of what m ight be, and
w ithout a single Chinese present.
T h e first large New Zealand gold-rush occurred further south,
in Otago Province, when a reward offered by the provincial Coun
cil tempted Gabriel Read, a T asm anian settler with experience in
California and Victoria, to cross the Tasm an Sea and make m ajor
finds in the T uapeka district, May 1861. By August the town of
D unedin had lost most of its male population, by October 2000
miners a week were arriving from Victoria, and by mid-1862 the
gold-fields adm inistrative machinery was in operation, the police
being organised by a commissioner im ported from Victoria. Im m i
gration thereafter fluctuated with new finds, cold winters and dis
appointing claims; but by m id-1863 the gold-fields population
totalled some 24,000, about half from Victoria, and the provincial
government felt able to borrow money for roads and other public
works. Yields then declined, just as new finds were being made on
the West Coast areas of C anterbury Province; 7000 miners left
Otago in 1864 and more in 1865.10
In these somewhat gloomy conditions the Otago Provincial
Council had trouble repaying loans and was forced to retrench;
moreover many councillors were members of the Dunedin Cham93
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ber of Commerce and found themselves suffering from sudden
decline in business activity. In 1865, therefore, both Council and
Cham ber decided to examine the possibility of sponsoring an
im migration of Victorian Chinese gold-diggers and invited a Vic
torian m erchant—Ho Ah Mee— to D unedin in October to investi
gate the situation, particularly the effectiveness of the gold-fields
adm inistration in m aintaining law and order. Satisfied here, despite
protest meetings at T uapeka and M t Ida fields, he returned to Mel
bourne to send an advance party of twelve in February 1866. By
late 1867 there were 1270 Chinese, predom inantly Cantonese,
scattered through the Otago fields and, by late 1869, over 2000.11
As in California and Australia, the Cantonese preferred to work
and live in their own gangs and villages, often on diggings aban
doned by Europeans; which tended to reduce friction except when
the Europeans, discovering that ‘bonanzas’ elsewhere were short
lived or exaggerated, w anted to return to their holdings. Partly
because the rough broken terrain made it difficult to m uster large
gatherings at short notice as had been possible at Buckland River
and Lam bing Flat, but largely because of effective gold-fields
adm inistration, there were fewT outbreaks of open conflict. T here
were certainly no large-scale expulsions or clashes with police, such
as to make the provincial government at Dunedin, now benefiting
from increased economic activity, or the central parliam ent at W el
lington—at this time little more than meetings of provincial notables
anxious to leave m atters to the provinces wherever possible—feel
they need take notice of sporadic demands for restriction.
Nor was there m uch trouble elsewhere. Few Chinese at this
time went to the West Coast fields. One group landing there, at
Hokitika in February 1867, unexpectedly and innocently provoked
a sudden dem onstration on the wharf, a num ber of meetings
asserting that ‘when Chinam en come into a country it is time for
white men to leave it’, and memorials to the C anterbury govern
m ent against the ‘pernicious and injurious results arising from the
influx of a Chinese p o pulation’, notably their ‘proverbial thieving
propensities and well-known depravity’.12 T his party, as it hap
pened, were en route for Otago and, as few others even appeared
(only 200 or so by 1871), hostility gradually died away.
In Otago the situation became less easy with the economic
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recession of 1869-70, and less easy still in 1871 when Chinese im mi
gration suddenly increased—over 1000 arriving in July—and the
total Chinese population of the Otago-Southland fields reached
nearly 4000.13 Unrest amongst European miners increased, with
cries of Chinese im morality and disease and a speech by the Presi
dent of the Arrowtown M iners Association saying: ‘we are free
m en— they are slaves: we are Christians—they are heathens; we are
Britons— they are M ongolians’.14 At the same time there was much
agitation in Dunedin and Invercargill—in which many unemployed
participated—and several meetings of protest in July and August.
Despite this agitation the Provincial Council, controlled by
business men and others either well satisfied with the Chinese
economic contribution or opposed to discrim ination on principle,
refused to consider discrim inatory or restrictive measures; in fact,
when C. E. H aughton, the miners representative, moved that the
introduction of Chinese was detrim ental and should be restricted,
his opponents light-heartedly moved that the introduction of
lawyers and Scotsmen (Otago was a Scottish-Presbyterian colony)
was very detrim ental to the colony and should be reduced.15
H aughton thereupon raised the question in the central parliam ent
in W ellington in August, asking the government if it intended to
take action on the continued Chinese influx to Otago. Sir W illiam
Fox, a m erchant-barrister from Nelson, now leading the central
government, replied that although he had read bits about it in
newspapers he had heard nothing official from Otago and could
therefore do nothing. H aughton then asked the House of R epre
sentatives to refer the m atter to the Goldfields Committee, but
later agreed to a Select Committee, on the grounds that the Gold
fields Commitee had a very full program and m ight be biased as
it consisted largely of gold-fields interests.16
T h e Select Committee contained two m iners’ representatives,
H aughton and T . E. Shephard, but the other eleven were either
Otago business men (MacAndrew and Thom son), professional men
determ ined on an im partial inquiry (Fox, Fitzherbert), or persons
from provinces with no Chinese problem of their own. T he Com
m ittee made careful inquiries, contacting commissioners, police and
others in the fields, receiving petitions from the miners, and inter
viewing certain m erchants and officials, including one Chinese. T he
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m ajority decided unequivocally that the Chinese were industrious,
thrifty and orderly, were well adapted for m ining, domestic,
mechanical and agricultural work, were not dangerous in terms of
disease, morals and security, were unlikely to stay in numbers, and,
as they mined poor ground unlikely to pay a European, were not
depriving European miners of a livelihood. T h e House accepted
their recom m endation that no action be taken.17
As num bers did not, in fact, increase much beyond 4800 (1871),
and as many Chinese either returned to C hina or moved to m arket
gardening and laundries, m iner hostility in Otago gradually
dwindled away. Indeed, during the 1870s, both there and on the
west coast, there are instances of Europeans accepting Chinese
invitations to New Year celebrations or of aiding Chinese in
distress.18
In sum, though New Zealand miners often resented the
Chinese presence, and sometimes agitated against it, they did not
break out in conspicuous breaches of law and order, or m ount
political campaigns sufficient to move the provincial and central
governments to action. In contrast to California, Victoria and
New South Wales, New Zealand handled its Chinese digger prob
lem with dignity and restraint, and w ithout any legislation restrict
ing entry or discrim inating against those already resident.

3 Cantonese gold-diggers in British Columbia, 1858-71
W ith British Columbia we revert to the N orth American situation,
though here again many had been in Australia before coming to
the Rockies.19 How many of these were Chinese is unknown, though
it is clear that by 1860, not long after C alifornian Chinese began
to move north to the Fraser River gold-fields, other Chinese were
landing at Port Victoria on Vancouver Island from trans-Pacific
ships, many direct from C hina but some apparently from Australia.
By 1863 there were some 2500 Chinese, predom inantly Cantonese,
distributed through British Columbia, most m ining in the Cariboo
and other districts on or near the upper Fraser b u t others running
eating houses, laundries and shops in the townships, and a few
building up large commercial businesses on Vancouver island.20
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By 1871 they totalled about 3000, making up nearly 20 per cent of
the total non-Indian population.21
As in California first reactions were mixed. A correspondent,
apparently reflecting commercial opinion in the colony, inform ed
the London Times, 1860, that ‘the great hulk of the population is
very glad to see them coming into the country; fears for the result
are the phantom s of a few nervous and ill-informed persons’.22
Others were frightened by the num bers—in the Yale and some other
m ining areas Chinese outnum bered Europeans by 1860—while
white miners were soon accusing them of depravity and dishonesty,
and of avoiding m ining licence fees by working abandoned claims
and then telling officials that the ground was so unproductive they
could not pay the fees. But the enforcement of m ining regulations
(copied from Victoria) and the adm inistration of law and order in
the gold-fields under the vigorous Justice Begbie,23 seemed more
efficient in British Columbia than in California, Victoria and New
South Wales. Certainly there are no stories of wholesale expulsions
and violence and it is significant that travellers such as Cheadle,
while constantly commenting on m urders and robberies amongst
whites, made no m ention of violence between Europeans and
Chinese. Hence the Chinese address of loyalty to the Governor of
British Columbia in 1864 saying: ‘the Chinese are sincerely devoted
to Queen Victoria for the protection and even-handed justice of
His Excellency the former Governor, Sir James Douglas, so con
trary to the laws of California as applied to its Chinese population’.24
Ehe first definite proposals to discourage Chinese im m igration
came in 1864, with a move to impose a Californian-type m iners’
licence fee, specifically discrim inating against Chinese. M ining
interests were too weak to carry the proposals through the assembly,
though Chinese m erchants felt sufficiently worried to protest against
them and pray the government that ‘the policy of the people of
California will not prejudice you against us to our sorrow’.25 In
1864 there was more unrest on the upper Fraser when stories spread
that the Chinese had offered to work on the new m ountain roads
for low wages; hence the motion introduced by Dennes, one of the
elected representatives in the assembly, that the colony introduce a
Victorian-type poll tax. He won very little support, being the only
one to vote for it.
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T hough anti-Chinese sentim ent remained, and indeed increased
somewhat during the recession of 1866, it did not break out in
large-scale violence. T h e Cantonese, moreover, began to distribute
themselves more widely, in m arket gardening, domestic service,
laundering and commerce. W hen British C olum bia entered the
Canadian federation in 1871 there were no laws discrim inating
against Chinese residents and no restrictions on Chinese immigra
tion. Had local residents realised at the time that they were so
effectively transferring control of im m igration to distant unsym
pathetic O ttawa they m ight well have passed a law enabling the
British Columbian governm ent to impose regulations on Chinese
im migration, if it thought fit, before finally entering federation.
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Cantonese golcl-diggers: assessment
H aving reviewed the im pact of Chinese gold-diggers on the white
countries of the Pacific we can now assess the various elements in
this first great confrontation. T h e size and rapidity of the Chinese
influx is clearly im portant, especially in California and Victoria
(nearly 50,000 arrivals in California 1851-4 and some 45,000 in
Victoria 1854-8); there, despite num erous departures returning
home or moving on to other countries, the Chinese soon reached
15 per cent or so of the total male population. Likewise in British
Columbia, though numbers were smaller (about 5000 arrivals 185871) they rapidly became an im portant part of the non-Indian popu
lation, nearly 20 per cent in 1871. In South Australia the influx
was sudden and large—20,000 in 1856-7—though it did not give
rise to long-term settlem ent as most Chinese moved quickly on to
Victoria. In New South Wales the im m igration was smaller and
slower—20,000 or so 1856-71—reaching 7 per cent of the male
population; in New Zealand the 5000 or so Chinese arrivals never
made up more than 3.5 per cent of the non-Maori male population;
in Queensland, Tasm ania and W estern Australia num bers rarely
exceeded a few hundred. All in all, there is no doubt that these
proportions and rates of im m igration partly explain why California,
Victoria and South Australia reacted so quickly with restrictive
measures, why New South Wales took so m uch longer to impose
restrictions and why New Zealand, Queensland and other Aus
tralian colonies refrained from restriction altogether. British
Columbia was late in starting anti-Chinese agitation, partly because
of the slow growth of a perm anent European labouring popula
tion, b u t once started kept going with unflagging energy.
One of the forces converting awareness of rapid Chinese
num erical increase into campaigns for restriction was fear that
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Chinese would eventually swamp the new young states, or at least
encourage the Chinese Em pire to take some political interest; and
here white settlers were not thinking of the Chinese E m pire’s some
what flagging m ight at the time b u t of w hat the Em pire had been
in the days of Kubla Khan, or-m ore frightening still-of w hat the
Mongol Em pire had been under Genghis Khan. T h e fears of Fawkner in Victoria, and Chief Secretary Finniss in South A ustralia, w ith
their anxiety that A ustralian colonies m ight become the ‘property’
of the Em peror of C hina or be brought under the control of M on
golian and T a rta r hordes, were here probably quite genuine . 1
Political leaders in New South Wales were certainly convinced on
this point: Robertson argued that, though he had every sympathy
with Chinese w anting to leave their overcrowded country, he feared
both their ‘vast num bers’ and their nearness, only one week away
by steam er ; 2 Weekes was afraid that, w ithout restriction, the Chinese
population in Australia would soon outnum ber the British because
of the ‘proxim ity of that swarming hive of the hum an race’ and the
attractiveness of the A ustralian gold-fields; 3 Parkes concluded that
Chinese im migrants would quickly see that ‘they coidd change the
character of these colonies w ithout taking scarcely a drop from
the well’ of the population of C hina .4 Fears across the Pacific were
less acute b u t nevertheless present, as when Governor B urnett
asserted that ‘nothing is more probable than that C hina within
the next century will fully learn and use her mighty power ’, 5 and
when Governor Stanford stated that ‘Asia, with her numberless
millions, sends to our shores the dregs of her popidation . . . and
unless we do something early to check their im m igration the ques
tion, which of the two tides of im m igration m eeting upon the
shores of the Pacific shall be turned back, will be forced upon our
consideration when far more difficult than now of disposal ’.0 Later
British C olum bia also heard talk of measures necessary to ‘prevent
this Province being overrun with a Chinese p o pulation ’.7 Perhaps
because Chinese num bers and proportions were less in New Zealand
than elsewhere, fears of being overwhelmed were at this time
relatively quiescent.
A nother political fear was that the Chinese gold-diggers might
start behaving in America and Australasia as they were said to be
behaving in Java, Sarawak, Singapore and the Philippines; here
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critics were referring not only to fights between rival Chinese but
to trouble between Chinese and native Indo-Malays. T hough an
occasional voice claimed that the Chinese were driven to fighting
in self-defence against constant Indo-Malay attacks,8 most attributed
these outbreaks of violence to a Chinese habit of using force once
they were as strong and as num erous as their neighbours. Moreover,
it was not only anti-Chinese extremists who belaboured the point—
Fawkner in Victoria and Lucas in New South Wales1'—but also
persons who were usually quite restrained, such as the Governor
and Colonial Secretary of Victoria in the mid-1850s.10 T hough
such views seem less common in North America they were not
unim portant, especially when the Chinese organisations of San
Francisco showed no hesitation in using violence against their
own people.
T o tal numbers and the fears associated with them, while
im portant when assessing the reactions of the colony as a whole,
are much less relevant to the reactions of particular localities.
Adm ittedly in some places the Chinese rapidly became a large
element, as in Klameth, M ariposa and T rinity Counties, California,
where in the 1860s they were about one-third of the total popula
tion (in some sub-districts well over half); or at Smythe’s Creek,
Forest Creek, Mt A rarat and Buckland River gold-fields in Victoria
and at Braidwood, Carcoar, Mudgee and Tam baroora gold-fields in
New South Wales, where they were often a large majority. But
there is no apparent correlation between num bers or proportions
and local reaction. In some cases a m ajority of white miners
expelled a Chinese minority, as at Rocky River, or at Lam bing
Flat where 3000 white miners ousted about 1200 Chinese. In other
cases a m inority of white miners drove away a Chinese majority, as
at Buckland River when some 500 white miners expelled 1200
Chinese, or at Adelong where some 300 whites drove away about
1000 Chinese. Similar differences occurred, it seems, on the num erous
occasions when white miners, or their Vigilante Committees,
expelled Chinese from various Californian diggings (see chapter
3, section 2).
Some scholars are puzzled at this; apparently they feel the
pattern should be expulsion only when whites are in a m ajority.11
It seems clear, however, that mass violence and expulsion occurred
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only when gold-fields were badly underpoliced, so giving lawless
elements the chance to crystallise anti-Chinese sentim ents into
violent action; as at Buckland River, Adelong, Lam bing Flat and
many of the Californian diggings. Violence against the Chinese is
easier to understand after reading accounts of the robberies and
assaults by white rogues against more peaceable whites in u n d e r
policed districts, or the pleas of local commissioners for extra police
on the grounds that daylight robberies and assaults near govern
ment offices had led to the form ation of Vigilance Committees or
that ‘such is the rapid accession of bad characters from Victoria that
1 cannot answer for w hat turn crime may take’.12 T his all contrasts
with the quieter conditions of the relatively well policed gold-fields
in New Zealand and British Columbia.
T he next element in the confrontation is the clear and obvious
difference between the behaviour, customs, appearance and values
of Europeans and of Chinese in the gold-fields. At some points the
Chinese characteristics had, or cotdd easily have had, deleterious
effects on the white popidation: opium smoking, crowded living
quarters, unhygienic use of water supplies, occasional bearing of
leprosy, inability to com m unicate in English, use of strange and
unknown oaths in court proceedings; these were noticed and
criticised in all areas. O ther peculiarities had no direct effect on
the white population: diet, dress, pig-tails, concubines, joss-houses,
burial customs, gambling, segregation into separate villages. Yet
these also were disliked and criticised, partly because they presented
nonconform ist behaviour to Anglo-Saxons with little experience
of plural societies and with strong predelictions lor that particular
variety of the Christian m oral code current, if not always observed,
in m id-nineteenth century Europe.13
These cultural differences were, in a sense, more conspicuous
and im portant than economic differences. On the gold-fields—widely
scattered and with sections constantly coming into use or going out
of use—direct economic conflict between Chinese and Europeans
was relatively slight. By working abandoned ground, or moving to
new areas, the Chinese often managed to avoid economic com peti
tion in particular localities; this tended to occur only when m ining
elsewhere petered out and European miners returned to their
former claims. T hough anti-Chinese feeling undoubtedly increased
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at such times the more violent outbreaks, as at Buckland River
and Lam bing Flat, occurred w ithout much connection with
economic difficulties. Furtherm ore, the fact that Chinese golddiggers so clearly intended to return to China, though it super
ficially annoyed those desirous of perm anent settlers, also made
things somewhat different from the 1830s and 1840s when many
were thinking in terms of a perm anent coolie im migration. For
most of the 1850s and 1860s labour interests could argue only in
general terms about tire possible danger of cheap Chinese labour;
the occasions when European and Chinese labour were in direct
com petition for jobs, as in San Francisco in the 1854 recession, were
comparatively rare.
Fhe religious m otif is also less conspicuous than before. T he
evangelical enthusiasm of the 1830s and 1840s seems weaker in the
1850s and 1860s, certainly amongst those controlling colonial
affairs. A few were anxious to convert Buddhist-Confucian immi
grants to Christianity; in C alifornia the Rev. W illiam Speer and
others made some efforts,14 as did the Revs, [ohn D unm ore Lang
(Presbyterian) and W illiam Colley (Primitive Methodist) and
others in A ustralia;15 moreover a few politicians spoke of ‘our duty
to Christianize the Chinese’ or of the need to ‘infuse into our
benighted neighbors the blessings of that higher and purer civiliza
tio n ’.10 But the great m ajority referred to Chinese religious customs
in non-evangelical terms, simply as another incom patible difference
between Chinese and Europeans, another m ark on the score-sheet
against them. As a Sydney news correspondent asked: would the
‘introduction of bands of idolaters be beneficial to the people of a
Christian land?’.17 Or, as Horace Greeley asserted as early as 1854
in the New York Tribune, only ‘Christian races’ were welcome as
settlers and Californians should be congratulated on their readiness
to restrict this ‘flood of ignorant filthy idolators’.18
In like m anner, hum anitarian w arm th to the Chinese seems
less than before. One senses from speeches, articles and letters that
the tide of hum anitarian fervour, conspicuous in eastern Australia
in the 1830s when abolition of slavery was so near, ebbed somewhat
during the gold-rushes. Some traces undoubtedly exist, as in the
worry of some officials that the Chinese merchants operating the
credit-ticket system were— through their extortionate rates of
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interest, harsh contracts and deplorable ship-board conditions—
treating Chinese diggers m uch as slave-masters had treated African
slaves.19 Far more remarks, however, were directed to the general
and long-term dangers of a perm anent servile population, forced
into low-level jobs and underm ining the living standards of E uro
pean settlers. Hence the constant refrain of ‘slaves’, ‘serfs’, ‘servile
labour’ by spokesmen of the miners and wage-earners in all coun
tries;-0 also by statesmen such as Parkes, who were fearful that an
unrestricted influx would eventually turn into the slave system of the
southern states of America, with some inhabitants perm anently
denied freedom and equality.21 It was on this point that Parkes
disagreed with the whole notion of segregation and separate
Chinese villages, and with Cowper’s insistence that the gold-fields
legislation enable the Executive to keep Chinese, and other aliens,
on separate fields if it thought fit (see chapter 3, section 5).
Naturally, fears of a new slave class were particularly acute in
California and other parts of the U nited States, then moving
towards the civil war, and the theme is clear even in quiet New
Zealand.
In the earlier period, hum anitarian feelings against slavery
were associated with feelings of duty to help ‘backw ard’ peoples to
attain the blessings of western European civilisation. T hough this
thought is present in the gold-rush era it is somewhat quieter, partly
because citizens of the Chinese Empire, heirs of an ancient civilisa
tion and culture, were not thought of in quite the same way, even
if illiterate peasants, as African or Melanesian tribesmen; nor were
they coming as victims of white m en’s cupidity and of unreason
able labour contracts but on their own account, or on that of their
families or Chinese m erchant sponsors, intending to return with
local gold or, occasionally, to rem ain as prosperous merchants.
Those defending the Chinese rarely did so in terms of weak,
exploitable backward peoples; they usually argued that the Chinese
were peaceful, sober and industrious, and that restriction or dis
crim ination was a denial of natural justice and a clear breach of
British or American traditions and international agreements.
In one sense this m atter of principle, of natural justice and
British traditions, was a basic dividing line. Radicals and liberals
were fighting for universal suffrage and more democratic forms of
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government, for more equitable land laws, for control of police
powers, for the ending of transportation and contract labour: in
their eyes, opened wide by the D eclaration of Independence and
the Rights of Man, all men had certain inalienable social and
political rights. But these radicals and liberals often had very
restricted notions about ‘all m en’. Just as in contem porary Europe
many liberals and radicals, prom inent in the political outbreaks of
the 1830s and 1840s, allowed their liberalism to become distorted
by nationalism (German liberals claimed political rights for them 
selves but denied those rights to Polish and Czech m inorities within
the Germ an empire; H ungarian liberals claimed political rights
against the H apsburg m onarchy b u t denied those rights to Croats
and Slovaks) so the liberals and radicals of the white Pacific coun
tries claimed political rights for themselves but denied them to
Asians.
W illiam Campbell Denovan was one of the few forced to face
up to this contradiction, by W illiam W estgarth when chairing the
Victorian Gold Fields Commission 1854-5 (see chapter 3, section 3).
W hen asked to give his opinions on m iners’ grievances, with parti
cular reference to political representation, Denovan grandly
replied: ‘I hold that as all men are born with free and equal rights,
they are all entitled to the exercise and enjoym ent of those rights.’
W estgarth then rem inded him of his anti-Chinese sentiments say
ing, ‘your universal rights of m ankind are knocked on the head
im mediately’. Denovan replied, ‘I mean a civilized com m unity’, to
which W estgarth retorted, ‘W ho is to be the judge? Do not the
Chinese imagine they are highly civilized?’. Here Denovan could
do no more than appeal to his own cultural background and view
point saying, ‘I think the whole of European history, and the
history of parts of Asia, has shown us as to what is civilization.’22
T his m ental state, this confining of M an and his Rights to one’s
own nation or civilisation, was widespread. Relatively few were as
clear-headed as W estgarth, though he in fact favoured some restric
tion on numbers. Embling, with his somewhat unusual views on
things in general, and his assertion that the Chinese had as much
right to be in Australia as the British, was one of the few Vic
torians to think in terms of complete equality. J. H. Solomon, with
his liberal Jewish background, was one of the few in South Aus105
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tralia. In New South Wales this hum anitarian group were m ore
num erous—Piddington, Forster, Hay, Dickson, R otton and some
times the editors of the Sydney Morning Herald—b u t their views
suffered defeat in 1861, though they were on the w inning side,
temporarily, with repeal in 1867. In New Zealand and Q ueensland
the hum anitarian group, in alliance w ith strong business interests
and with only a working class labour opposition, rem ained
trium phant throughout.23 In California, the alliance of hum ani
tarian and business interests was successful only occasionally, as in
the R eport of the Select Com mittee of 1862, which comm ented
favourably on Chinese im m igrants and recommended against
further restriction; this suffered speedy eclipse in the Assembly and
further discrim inatory legislation followed.
Failure by radicals and liberals to see the Chinese as true hum an
beings is closely connected with increasing desire for social and
national homogeneity. T his desire, already clear in the 1830s and
1840s, quickened during the gold-rushes with the developm ent of
self-government and the appearance of large num bers of conspi
cuously different Chinese diggers. T alk of homogeneity, of the
refusal or incapacity of the Chinese to assimilate into the European
communities of the Pacific, became more common in California
and British Columbia, though not as widespread as in the 1870s.
In Australia, though m entioned by Griffith and others in Victoria,
and by Magarey in South Australia with his ‘nation w ithin a nation’,
it was strongest in New South Wales.24 M artin, advocating restric
tion in 1858, argued that the colony needed a population whose
members had similar language and ideas and who coidd under
stand constitutional government; the Chinese had no ideas in
common with the rest of the inhabitants ‘except the mere physical
anim al enjoym ent common to all m ankind’.23 For Parkes this issue
was param ount: the government had no right to perm it the irru p 
tion of tens of thousands of Chinese who would be an alien element
in a young country, an element that wotdd effectively prevent the
population from founding a British colony w ith a British
character.26
Two things in particular worried European settlers in this
issue. First, the Chinese came from an autocratic patriarchal society
and state and would take decades to understand democratic insti106
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tutions, if, indeed, they ever could. Second, the new countries above
all things needed development, and the im m igration of persons
prepared to stay perm anently: cjuite clearly most of the Chinese
gold-diggers did not intend this. T h e whole Cantonese family and
lineage system, with its insistence that young men going abroad to
work (except those belonging to defeated or decaying lineages)
should bring back their earnings and profits to help lineage power
and prestige, and that women and children should stay at home to
m aintain lineage strength and family claims to property, was at
this time set against the em igration of women and the foundation
of perm anent colonies abroad (see chapter 3, section 1 above). T hus
by 1870-1, twenty years after em igrating to California and fifteen
years after em igrating to Australia, Chinese totals were approxi
mately as shown in the table.

C ou n try

California
Victoria
S. Australia
N.S.W.
B. Columbia
New Zealand
Queensland

D a t e o f first C e n s u s
m a in arrival d a te

1851
1854
1856
1856
1858
1865
1849

1870
1871
1871
1871
1871
1871
1871

M ales

F em ales

T o ta l

44 711
17 826
197«
7 208
3 000«
2 641
3 303

4 566
31
3e
12
60e

49 277
17 857
200
7 220
3 060
2 641
3 305

—

2

e = Estimate.

T his failure to bring many women was not only a conspicuous
difference between Europeans and Chinese in the new states but
was seen by Europeans as a prime cause of Chinese ‘vice’ and
‘im m orality’. In 1860, in California, the 1700 or so Chinese females
were largely prostitutes sent out by m erchants associated with the
Chinese Tongs then growing in San Francisco; the girls, often
from broken or feeble lineages, contracted to work four to five years
as prostitutes in exchange for their steamer fare. T h e first largescale im portation was in 1854, when 600 arrived at once and
attracted rival gangs of Chinese men who eventually disembarked
the girls by force; later, a m arket was established in San Francisco
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w herein w om en were sold as p rostitutes, concubines or wives.27
In te rm a rriag e w ith w hite w om en was rare.
In A ustralasia, w ith so few C hinese w om en (perhaps because
the C hinatow ns of Sydney a n d M elbourne were so m uch sm aller
th a n th a t of San Francisco an d offered less scope for lu crativ e
pro stitu tio n ) E u ro p ean d e n u n c ia tio n was less against the p ro s titu 
tion of C hinese girls a n d m ore against the evils arising from the
scarcity of wom en. In V ictoria F aw kner an d his follow ers th u n d e re d
against ‘h o rrib le an d u n n a tu ra l crim es’, o r the association of C hinese
m en w ith the lowest class of w hite p ro stitu te .28 In New S outh
W ales an d Q ueensland m en saw the p roblem m ore clearly. O n one
side were those ap p alled by ‘u n n a tu ra l vice’, or dism ayed at E u ro 
pean girls ‘in duced to sacrifice them selves (in m arriag e or p ro stitu 
tion) for the sake of m oney’,29 o r annoyed a t the lack of colonising
spirit am ongst the C hinese; some of these w anted to encourage the
im m ig ratio n of w om en, as d id Jam ison w ith his proposal to wraive
the lan d in g tax if a C hinese b ro u g h t his wife w ith h im ,30 o r H erb ert
w ith the Q u eenslan d law confining n a tu ra lisa tio n to C hinese
accom panied by wives. O n the o th e r side were those fearful of a
C hinese p o p u la tio n — alien a n d servile— grow ing u p in A ustralia by
n a tu ra l increase; hence th e o pposition of R o b ertson an d Parkes to
the clause a d m ittin g C hinese females w ith o u t tax .31
In this arg u m en t W estm in ster sided w ith the form er group,
feeling th a t the social evils arising from shortage of females o u t
weighed the evils of an A u stralian -b o rn C hinese p o p u la tio n . T h o u g h
the restrictive laws of A u stralian colonies d id n o t p ro h ib it the
p erm an en t entry of C hinese w om en— as the C om m onw ealth reg u la
tions later d id — they d id n o t facilitate or encourage it, except
perhaps in Q ueensland w ith its d enial of n a tu ra lisa tio n to Chinese
w ith o u t wives. T h is co n trast betw een A u stralia an d the U n ited
K ingdom has co n tin u ed u n til q u ite recently, the restrictive legisla
tion of the U n ited K ingdom of the 1960s c u ttin g dow n the nu m b er
of males entering, b u t p e rm ittin g free en try of wives a n d children.
R elevant here are colonial views on interm arriag e. A few
persons such as J. D. L an g favoured an d p ro m o ted it, w hile gold
fields officials gave favourable opin io n s a b o u t m arriages between
C hinese m en and Scottish or Irish girls.32 O th ers b itterly opposed it,
on the grounds th a t in term arriag e w ould produce a degenerate
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hybrid stock. In Victoria Fawkner and the radical G rant thundered
against a ‘mongrel race’ while in New South Wales solicitor N orton
and others inveighed against the possibility of a mixed M ongolian
people, ‘a most hybrid and obnoxious type of the whole race’.33
Such fears, it seems, arose partly from m en’s inability to see
where persons of mixed descent would fit into society. Pure Chinese
they might dislike and wish to exclude, but these at least could be
p u t into a clear-cut and well understood category: mixed-bloods
were anomolies. But such fears also arose from racial antipathy,
from strengthening opinions about race distinctions and race
superiority. In the 1850s and 1860s the term ‘inferior race’ still had,
as in the 1840s, the sense of a people further back along the road
to m odern European civilisation. This seems to be its m eaning
when used by some Californians, as instance the San Francisco
Herald when suggesting that Mongolians, being an inferior race,
could not enjoy full social and political rights, or by H inton
H elper when aserting that Chinese, Negroes, Irish and other
inferior races of men were bound to become subordinate to the
Anglo-Americans;34 this is also the m eaning when used by Governor
Barkley and others in Victoria,35 and by M artin and others in New
South Wales.36 Even Lucas, with his ardent representation of
m iners’ interest in New South Wales and consequent hostility to
the Chinese, suggested that it was not the Chinese as such but their
‘im m oral’ and ‘unhygienic’ customs that offended him and led him
to speak of them as ‘inferior’; the ‘people of New South Wales did
not object to foreigners from other countries coming here (as their
habits were sim ilar to the British), nor would they object to C hina
men if they were the same as the rest of the hum an race’.37
W ith these older views, however, were glimpses of a true race
superiority doctrine—that some races were biologically superior to
others and wotdd suffer deterioration from biological interm ixture.
T h a t learned New South Wales barrister, Plunkett, showed signs of
this when attacking interm arriage between Europeans and Chinese
on the grounds that ‘only an inferior breed’ could result; while
Aaron, a Sydney H ealth Officer, described the Chinese as ‘an
inferior species of the genus hom o’.38 Forster’s likening the races
of man to varieties of plants— the more advanced destined to exter
m inate the more prim itive—was doubtless tinged with irony but
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reflects the same mode of thought. Such views, though less common
than the older view that ‘inferior’ equalled ‘uncivilised’, were
nevertheless sufficiently at large for the Sydney Morning Herald
to rem ark that ‘the rem ote danger of physical deterioration are
really too childish to be argued. It is quite a moot question as to
what type of the hum an race may challenge the highest attributes.
We all naturally prefer our ow n’.39
These opinions reflect the beginnings of m odern biological
discussion in Europe and America about M an and his nature:
whether the varieties or races of men had a separate or common
origin; whether, if of separate origin, some races were incapable of
rising to the same levels as others or, if of common origin, some
races had so degenerated or stayed behind that they had irretriev
ably lost all capacity for advance; w hether the advanced races had
reached the front by Divine Will, by accident, or some process such
as natural selection and the survival of the fittest. Im portant books
and articles by Charles Darwin and others appeared on these m atters
during the 1850s and 1860s and, though the real strength of the
biological superiority doctrine came later in the century, quickly
began to influence the thinkers and policy-makers of the white
lands of the Pacific.40 T h e dem ocrat Blair, in Victoria, could say
as early as 1857 that the doctrine of inferior races was well known
to all physiologists.41
T he chief argum ent in the Pacific countries was w hether
inferior races could be controlled and used by superior races or
whether the association would cause the superior race to degenerate;
this question was im portant whether one held that races were
unequal by origin or degeneracy, or whether one thought of
‘superior’ as biological capacity or level of civilisation. Most white
settlers, it seems, felt that interm ixture could cause degeneration.
Hence Governor Stanford’s remarks in California that ‘the presence
among us of num bers of degraded and distinct people must exercise
a deleterious effect upon the superior race’.42 Similarly in Victoria
Governor Barkly approved restrictive measures, to prevent ‘the great
moral detrim ent which the presence in large num bers of an inferior
race is sure sooner or later to bring with it’, while in New South
Wales the radical Deniehy asserted that too many Chinese would
give the colony a ‘barbarous aspect’.43 Very few openly took Forster’s
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line—th at the British m ight be so superior that they could not
become degenerated by contact with inferior peoples— though
pastoralists w anting Chinese labour took this line in practice. T he
general verdict was clear: most white settlers in Pacific countries
felt that they were unquestionably superior to the Chinese but
were not sufficiently sure of their superiority to perm it overmuch
contact.
On the question of race inferiority the views of Henry Parkes
are interesting and im portant, not least because they were incon
sistent. In the first debate of 1858 he contended that the Chinese
should be kept out, partly because they were ‘an inferior and
degraded race’; later he argued that they should be excluded
because they were a sober, industrious and powerful people who
woidd take over the colony and submerge the British.44 This con
trast, between arguments for excluding Asians on grounds of their
inferiority and arguments for excluding them on grounds of their
power and efficiency, continued in all white Pacific countries for
nearly a century, becoming of param ount im portance at the end of
the nineteenth century with the industrial and m ilitary rise of
Japan. It has ceased only in recent years, with the general decline
of doctrines of race inferiority.
Parkes was by no means the only one to be inconsistent. In
Victoria, D enovan’s inconsistent views on the Rights of M an have
already been noted. Others, as the sardonic Piddington joyfully
commented in New South Wales, combined attacks on the Chinese
for u n n atu ral vice with attem pts to stop them bringing in women,
and charges of infanticide with charges of having no women to
bear children.45 Yet others, indeed most, argued vehemently about
the dangers and degradation th at could follow Chinese im migration
but made no m ention of Kanakas, Africans or other Asians. T he
liberal pastoralist, Hay, a steady supporter of the Chinese, was
quick to point this out: if the Assembly was ‘determ ined to m ain
tain that purity of race so m uch insisted u pon’ then it should
confine admission and naturalisation to European Christians; yet it
was prepared to accept the admission and naturalisation of ‘any
of the South Sea islanders, or Negro races, however low in the scale
of hum anity and civilization. Why then should they refuse naturali
zation to a comparatively civilized and intelligent race?’.46
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Inconsistent thinking sometimes derives from an inefficient
mind: more often it arises from a feeling or conviction sufficiently
strong to seize on any or every argum ent that might justify or
support it, even if the argum ents are quite contradictory. A nother
symptom of the same condition may be constant exaggeration of
objectionable characteristics or behaviour. Those favouring restric
tion frequently exaggerated num bers, as when speaking of 30,000
Chinese coming to South Australia instead of 20,000, or 60,000
being in Victoria instead of 40,000, or 20,000 residing in New South
Wales instead of 10,000.47 T h e extent of leprosy, immorality,
slavery, violence, crime, and so on, also suffered exaggeration, as
was revealed by expert witnesses before various committees of
inquiry. In California the Joint Select Com mittee of the Legis
lature in 1862 found no evidence to support widespread stories of
Chinese slavery or coolieism.48 In Victoria, witnesses before the
Council’s Select Com mittee produced no evidence to support
charges that Chinese started interracial fighting, indulged in largescale robbery, lived in abnorm ally dirty conditions, and constantly
practised u n n atural vice; the evidence did, however, confirm wide
spread gambling, opium smoking and use of white prostitutes.49
(It is noticeable that under Fawkner’s chairm anship the Commit
tee’s Report still m ade m uch of Chinese crime and immorality.)
Likewise in New South Wales, the C ouncil’s Select Committee of
1858 spoke of Chinese peacefulness and blamed Europeans for inter
racial fighting, denied stories of anything objectionable about
Chinese burials, and asserted there was little unnatural vice of
contagious disease.50
Exaggeration on all these matters was one of the charges
levelled against anti-Chinese extremists by those looking at matters
more quietly and objectively: Forster rem arked in 1857 that bad
actions attributed to the Chinese in New South Wales were never
or rarely proved; Gordon and Forlonger severely criticised those
exaggerating Chinese crime and vice.51 It is noticeable, however,
that quieter voices dem anding accurate facts and figures were rarely
heeded unless anti-Chinese feelings were only slightly aroused, as
in New Zealand, or had died down, as in Victoria and New South
Wales at the time of repeal.
Connected with exaggeration and rum our is the ‘scapegoat’
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tendency, earlier at work in New South Wales with the coolies.
D uring the gold-rushes there was considerable unease at the extent
of crim e on the diggings, of banditry and bush-ranging in wilder
country, of dubious actions by local Vigilance groups; in fact at
the frequent inadequacy of law and order in California, Victoria
and New South Wales. It may well be that the persistent exaggera
tion of Chinese robbery and violence, the constant blam ing of
Chinese for interracial strife and fighting, derived in part from the
social need to find a scapegoat for inadequate law and order. Again,
the general unease at the prevalence of prostitution and hom o
sexuality on the diggings—where wives and families of any race
were relatively scarce—may partly explain the persistent tendency
to exaggerate hom osexuality amongst Chinese and to lift hands in
horror when Chinese were discovered with white prostitutes.
A nother symptom of irrational conviction and em otional think
ing is the easy use of invective and vituperation, of derogatory
catchwords and stereotypes. M ining, working class and small business
leaders are conspicuous here. In California it was white launderers
who launched attacks on their ‘elliptical-eyed long-tailed’ rivals
(1852) and white labourers who protested against oriental ‘pollution’
of the country (1870).52 In Victoria it was the Democrats who
attacked the ‘hordes of im m oral barbarians’ or spoke of their mixedblood children as being ‘more like orang-outangs than hum an
beings’.53 In South Australia it was those representing working
class or small farm ing constituencies who talked of ‘filthy and use
less subjects’ or of being ‘overrun by hordes of ugly moon-faced
Chinese’.54 In New South Wales it was the m ining and labour
leaders who called the Chinese immoral, filthy, obnoxious, and
treacherous, who feared ‘moral contagion’ from them worse than
that of ‘infected anim als’, who felt it ‘positively disgusting to com
pare Europeans and British subjects with M ongolian pagans’, as
the latter ‘poisoned our social anti political life’.55 In New Zealand
it was labour and m ining interests who spoke of ‘M ongolian filth’
and a ‘pestilent cloud of infamy and abom ination’.56 T h e radical
press, and petitions from gold-fields, contain sim ilar phrases and
expressions.
Why such persons felt impelled to use such language is as
m uch a problem for political psychologists today as it was for con113
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temporaries then; as instance the pained objections, to vituperative
language used of the Chinese, raised in the South A ustralian legis
latu re . 57 T h e consistent use of such language by m ining and work
ing class leaders, however, suggests that the explanation lies less in
the psychological m akeup of those concerned than in group back
ground and mores—habitual use of terms in vogue amongst con
stituents, desire to show their followers, by forceful picturesque
language, that leaders were fighting for group interests, and so on.
Political psychologists with interests in history could doubtless
clarify things here.
W ith other persons using vituperative language other explana
tions are necessary. First are those, of artisan or small business back
ground, who held some strong moral or religious conviction about
the basic evil of the Chinese: here one senses the O ld Testam ent
prophetic strain of denunciation against the Godless heathen, and
against those of the chosen people who had dealings with them.
W illiam Magarey in South Australia with his regular withdrawals
to m editate on the W ord of God and his lead in establishing the
Plym outh Brethren and Churches of Christ in Adelaide, inveighed
against the ‘immoral, leprous liars’, asking ‘what father of a family
woidd desire this place as a residence if they were to have hordes
of these Chinese settled here ’. 58 In Victoria, John Pascoe Fawkner,
with his unusual Protestant background conveyed much the same
atmosphere: from him the Council heard several powerful denun
ciations of the treacherous, perfidious blood-thirsty Chinese with
their horrible and u nnatural crimes, so deeply sunk in debauchery
and exercising so evil an influence . 59 Psychologists might well be
happy to avoid the prophetic analogy and apply to Magarey and
Fawkner some of the m odern psychological explanations of pre
judice, as instance that which attributes such authoritarian per
sonalities to dependent or broken childhood.
A nother group using invective and vituperation contains a few
well educated professional men, usually associated with the higher
official or wealthy business sections of society. John Plunkett, a
barrister who arrived in New South Wales to be Solicitor-General
and later Attorney-General, President of the Legislative Council
and Vice-Chancellor of Sydney University, supported anti-Chinese
measures on the grounds that his experience with Chinese miners
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and pastoral labourers when on circuit led him to believe they
were ‘the most ferocious and blood-thirsty race he had ever seen’;
he was strongly opposed to their increase and ‘the inferior breed’
that would result from interm ixture.60 James N orton, a solicitor
and LL.D., was afraid of the obnoxious hybrid results of inter
m arriage and derided the efforts of those ‘w andering among
Chinese savages and barbarians seeking to teach them ’.61 In Cali
fornia Justice Hugh C. M urray is another such case, with strong
anti-alien sentiments and approval of the Know-Nothing movement,
and com bining Chinese with American Indians as an inferior M on
golian species debarred from testifying for or against white residents.
Professional experience may well have encouraged anti-Chinese
sentiments but why these lawyers should use such emotionally
loaded phrases, or display such revulsion from interm arriage, is
beyond the scope of this book.
O ther persons favouring restrictions against the Chinese
expressed themselves more moderately. Again taking New South
Wales as illustration, M artin, Robertson, Cowper, Parkes and most
of their supporters expressed their opinions firmly, forcefully and
sometimes colourfully on the political dangers of a vast Chinese
im migration, on the im portance of m aintaining internal order and
on the British character of the colony. But their language was
moderate, an appeal to reason rather than an attem pt to stir up
emotions by exaggeration, stereotypes and invective. T he same
phenom enon is visible in other parts of Australasia and N orth
America.
At this time the more m oderate approach was stronger than
later in the century, when the Asiatic question had become such an
issue that demagogues were able to exploit it politically; that is,
play on popular prejudice and stir up feeling against the Chinese
for their own political benefit, though they themselves had no
strong personal conviction or sectional interest for doing so. In
the 1850s and 1860s demagogic exploitation of the Asiatic issue
was not strong. Adm ittedly there are possibilities of it in California.
W hen seeking re-election in 1852, Governor Bigler announced he
would introduce measures to ‘check this tide of Asiatic im migra
tion, and to prevent the exportation by them of the precious metals
which they dig up from our soil w ithout charge, and without
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assuming any of the obligations imposed upon citizens’, and w on . 02
Some historians argue Bigler had no strong views himself on the
Chinese question, was only stirring up the anti-alien anti-Asiatic
feelings of white labourers and miners for political gain, thus
bringing on organised antagonism to Chinese im m igration . 63 T here
is no firm evidence here; considering the rapid increase in Chinese
im m igration then starting, and the strong views of miners already
expressed against aliens, it is unlikely that anti-Chinese activities
and policies would have been long postponed. Similarly there is
no firm evidence to support the contention that two years later the
leaders of the Know-Nothing movement exploited anti-Chinese for
demagogic purposes; many members of this movement, with their
intense nativist and Protestant dislike of non-Anglo-Saxon im m i
grants, were apparently quite sincere in their opinions and policies.
More work, however, is needed on this issue on the lines pursued
by S. C. M iller for the eastern U nited States . 64
ln Australasia the situation was somewhat different. W ith new
constitutions, with the mechanisms of political manoeuvre still
being created or discovered, with the representatives of the miners
and labourers still a little unsure of their political role, the methods
and purposes of demagogic exploitation seemed obscure. Moreover
in New Zealand, with the balance swinging waywardly between
central and provincial governments, and w ith so few voters
interested in the scattered Chinese diggers of distant Otago Pro
vince, there was little political gain to be had. T here are no clear
signs that any Australasian politician or leader exploited the
Chinese issue for political purposes: rather does it seem that such
leaders spoke and acted as they genuinely felt in terms of their own
personal understanding and their class-sectional interests.
It is now possible to tackle the question of whether restrictive
im m igration policies originated solely as part of the class struggle,
as a battle between pastoralists, planters and business men seeking
cheap Asiatic labour, and labourers, artisans and small business men
determ ined to m aintain standards of living by excluding such
labour. A superficial glance at events m ight suggest this was so;
certainly Sandmeyer’s treatm ent of the Chinese question in Cali
fornia lays great stress on the cheap labour issue, while in Australia
several historians have argued that here lies the origin of the W hite
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A ustralia Policy.65 T h e evidence presented above, however, shows
that the story is far more complex than this, that economic interests
were only one element in a complicated situation which, like most
historical situations, can only be understood in terms of m ultiple
causation: hum anitarian and religious fears at a new kind of slavery
and slave trade; fears of being swamped politically and socially by
vast num bers of Chinese settlers; the struggles of new young coun
tries to find some identity and social homogeneity; antipathy to
strangers of such conspicuously different customs and culture;
worries about m aintaining law and order; fears about mixing with
peoples of a ‘lower’ civilisation or of ‘inferior’ biological stock; the
individual characters of sundry local leaders; the desire of Cantonese
themselves to come, not as cheap labour at the behest of white
capitalists, b u t to dig gold for themselves and their families. All
these elements are involved besides that of class interest, which is
why it is so difficult to apply any class division that makes sense. In
Victoria, for instance, only a handful opposed restriction in 1855—
a few conservative and liberal pastoralists—because the increase of
num bers seemed so great, and the problem so urgent, that most
concerned, including num erous pastoralists and business men, felt
restriction to be the only sensible thing. Likewise in South Aus
tralia, the sudden advent of num erous Chinese at Guichen Bay
led both Houses to adopt the restrictive measure of 1857, with no
debate on principle and only a few technical queries on adm inistra
tion. In New South Wales, with num bers increasing more slowly,
there was more time for basic discussion and for an opposition to
develop. Even here the division was not along class lines (chapter
3, section 5). Admittedly m ining and working class interests were,
excepting oddities such as Charles Kemp, united in favour of
restriction and discrim ination; but the professional, business and
pastoral interests were completely divided, many following R obert
son, Cowper and Parkes in urging restriction to m aintain order,
reduce the danger of Chinese political dom ination and foster the
British character of the colony.
T h e interesting point here is that the class-interest explanation
was being used at the time, by m ining and labour leaders who took
all the credit for the restrictive policy and accused others of being
part of a great plot to flood the colony with cheap labour. Forster
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and Parkes at once denied this. Forster asserted that though he
had pastoral interests he was not an employer of labour and had
nothing to gain from Chinese im m igration; his opposition to
restriction and discrim ination, he claimed, was purely on grounds
of principle, of hum anitarian dislike of discrim ination and injustice,
of fears that inequitable actions, even if done in tem porary panic,
would rebound on the heads of those responsible; or on the heads
of their descendants.06 Parkes went further, asserting that 'the lower
classes’ were more inclined to ‘make a jest’ of the Chinese than to
take them seriously and that the real opposition was coming from
the ‘thinking men of the colony, including men of wealth and
substance’.67 Parkes may have understated the feelings of those
Sydney labourers who attended meetings and signed petitions, let
alone the feelings of many miners, but he was certainly correct in
asserting that many leading professionals, pastoralists and business
men were ardent supporters of restriction. They may not have
argued their case with as much invective as representatives of the
working classes, but they were the persons who in the end drafted
the legislation and passed it through both Houses.08
T h e same issues were involved in California. Miners and
labourers were united against the Chinese but other groups were
m uch divided. O pposition to T ingley’s 1852 Bill perm itting coolie
contract labour was led by Phillip Roach, a well educated senator.
In one part of his m inority report Roach declared that free labour
was the basis of California society and should be protected against
cheap Asiatic labour: in another part he advocated cheap labour
for certain enterprises and Chinese labour for draining swamps
and cultivating tea, cotton, rice etc. He was quickly followed by
Senator Hubbs, with a Bill against involuntary servitude and con
tract labour in the mines. T h en Bigler, with his farmer-lawyer
background, launched his anti-Chinese campaign while two years
later came the Know-Nothing issue and then Judge M urray’s
famous decision. Likewise in the eastern states many of the leaders
of anti-Chinese opinion were men of professional and business
background.09
T h e last element in the situation, relations between local and
central government, or colonial and im perial government, was not,
except in California, as im portant at this time as it had been in
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New South Wales in the 1840s, and as it was to become later else
where. British C olum bia and New Zealand, having decided against
restriction or discrim ination, presented no problem to Westminster.
W ith the A ustralian colonies British governments realised that,
m uch as they disliked restriction and discrim ination against the
subjects of an Empire with which they were negotiating reciprocal
treaty arrangements, the scale of Chinese im m igration was suffi
ciently great to justify some control. Moreover, the controls imposed
did not place any brake on Chinese m erchants (except the landing
tax and poll tax which, though at a level affecting Chinese diggers,
were not high enough to deter m erchants)70 and it was the develop
m ent of trade with which Britain was most concerned. T h e controls
certainly did reduce the flow of Chinese diggers, with some loss of
profit to British passenger vessels; though some colonials felt this
wotdd lead W estm inster to disallow the colonial restrictions, the
British governm ent’s distaste for anything that smacked of slaveship conditions, or ship-board exploitation of coolie labour, here
cjuite comfortably overrode considerations of profit.71 In short, the
controls were not sufficiently objectionable from W estm inster’s
viewpoint to w arrant an unpleasant fight with the newly selfgoverning colonies. Hence the absence of any protest at the Vic
torian and South A ustralian Acts and the agreement to the New
South Wales Act, despite distaste for the clause denying Chinese
naturalisation.
T h e main trouble lay in California, growing steadily angrier
at court decisions declaring that C alifornian laws restricting
Chinese im m igration were invalid, as trespassing upon matters con
stitutionally reserved for the federal government, and at W ashing
to n ’s refusal to use its powers effectively on C alifornia’s behalf.
T rue, discrim inatory laws against Chinese residents—notably those
prohibiting Chinese from fishing, and taxing all resident Chinese
unless growing sugar, coffee, tea or rice—were in force till 1870 or
so. But these were manifestly incapable of reducing im m igration to
acceptable levels; as instance the 8000 a year intake over 1860-2, and
the 12,300 a year intake over 1868-70 after the civil war ended, and
the growth of the Chinese population of California from 25,000 in
1852 to 50,000 in 1871. In Australia effective restrictions on entry
were followed by a fall in im m igration to a hundred or two a year
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and a decline of the Chinese population from some 42,000 to 18,000
in Victoria over 1858-71, and from 13,000 to 7200 in New South
Wales over 1861-71. Californians, well aware of this were all the
more annoyed at the handicaps imposed on them by the federal
government and constitution.
So far as the restriction-discrim ination issue goes, it is clear
that locals preferred the more effective restriction on entry to the
less effective discrim ination on residents. California had no alter
native: it was discrim ination or nothing. T h e A ustralian colonies
used both restriction and discrim ination, this latter in the form of
a residence tax in Victoria and New South Wales, denial of the
right of Chinese miners to vote for m ining representatives in Vic
toria, and restrictions on naturalisation in New South Wales and
Queensland. Victoria had some reason for its residence tax in that
revenue went to finance the special system of Protectors and In ter
preters. New South Wales notionally set its tax money aside for
m aintaining Chinese paupers, lunatics and criminals, as though the
ordinary tax revenue could not deal with such matters. Indeed,
the colony’s approach to discrim ination was highly am bivalent, as
revealed by the naturalisation issue. Clearly some wished to follow
Californian precedent in denying naturalisation to Chinese but
thought it unfair incidentally to deny established Chinese m erchants
and farmers, as perpetual aliens, the right to own real property;
their reluctance was overcome, however, by their point-blank refusal
to conceive of a C hinam an associating with colonial leaders in Par
liament, and by their knowledge that if all Chinese miners became
naturalised and voted they coidd well return a Chinese m iners’
representative.72 Forster and others favouring Chinese naturalisa
tion had no such worries.
Such divisions of opinion and standpoint amongst white
settlers in the Pacific have emerged very clearly through this narra
tive and general assessment. T h e Chinese, on the other hand, have
usually appeared as a single class— the coloured im m igrant suffering
at the hands of the white majority. It is im portant to remember,
however, that this can be misleading, that the Chinese too were
divided. Cantonese, Hakka, Hokkien and Teochiu dialect groups
sometimes continued in the gold-fields their ancestral feuds and
conflicts: merchants, artisans and miners continued abroad the
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economic clashes of the hom eland. Likewise some Cantonese diggers
were as unpleasant and crim inal as were the blackguards and bush
rangers of white society. John Plunkett, though undoubtedly exag
gerating the extent and depravity of Chinese crime in New South
Wales, did not invent it all. In this sense Chinese immigrants were
m uch like any other immigrants: not universally virtuous or evil,
but ordinary hum an beings revealing a norm al range of faults and
virtues. Some Europeans, those who came to know the Chinese
well, saw this very clearly. Hence the understanding, and even
affection, which some officials and agents on the diggings had for
them; to say nothing of those Europeans ready to treat Cantonese
immigrants as individuals when in need of help in times of sick
ness or poverty, or ready to join in Chinese celebrations in the New
Year. John D unm ore Lang may justly have laid himself open to
laughter when it became known he had m arried the same C hina
man to several European girls in turn, and had not realised it, but
at least he was gradually getting to know the Chinese better during
the 1860s and could, with a clear conscience and genuine hum an
sympathy, change his m ind about restrictions and discrim inations
and successfully fight for their repeal.
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C hapter 6

1 Introduction, 1867-88
By the late 1860s, then, the position of the white countries of the
Pacific was as follows. Four colonies— British Columbia, Tasm ania,
W estern Australia and New Zealand—has resisted all moves officially
to restrict the entry of Chinese immigrants, or to discrim inate against
them after arrival. Two colonies—South Australia and New South
Wales—had introduced restrictive and discrim inatory laws but
subsequently abolished them. Tw o colonies had no restrictions on
entry—Victoria because she had abolished them in 1865 and Queens
land because she had never introduced them —but had retained
m inor discrim inatory laws. Victoria’s 1865 law retained the clause
denying Chinese m iners a vote for local M ining Boards, so ensuring
that in gold-fields with a large Chinese population white miners
kept control of local affairs. Q ueensland's Alien Act of 1861-7 pre
vented all Asian and African aliens from becoming naturalised
until they had three years’ residence and their wives with them;
as the Cantonese social system discouraged the em igration of
women in favour of the periodic return home of em igrant males,
this virtually denied naturalisation to all but a few.
In California attem pts to restrict Chinese im m igration had all
been voided by judicial decisions that state laws contravened the
federal governm ent’s constitutional control over commerce and
im m igration (except the 1852 law levying a $5 tax on alien pas
sengers, which was overlooked until challenged and voided in
1872) while discrim inatory taxes or restrictions on entry into cer
tain occupations, and judicial decisions denying Chinese the right
to give evidence in proceedings involving white men, were in force
from the mid-1850s until challenged under the fourteenth Am end
m ent and Civil Rights Act (1868, 70). As in Queensland, however,
restrictions on naturalisation rem ained, the U nited States law of
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1790 confining naturalisation to ‘lree white persons’ and C ali
fornians holding that this excluded Asians and Africans.
In general the mid- 1860s were easier times, partly because the
wider political climate was less hostile. Stories of Chinese belli
gerence in south-east Asia were less conspicuous, while war between
the Empire and western nations dem anding entry to Chinese
markets came to end with the surrender of Peking to British and
French forces in 1859. T h e Conventions then signed, by opening
further ports to western trade and giving reciprocal rights to
Chinese and British traders wishing to operate in each o th er’s
dominions, in general pleased colonial business men, both for
encouraging the appearance of Chinese m erchants willing to
stim ulate local commerce and the im plied right of entry, if wanted,
of themselves and their agents into C hina’s home market. American
merchants, w anting sim ilar rights, encouraged their government to
negotiate a prelim inary agreem ent in 1844, make a second agree
m ent (Reed Treaty) in 1858, and finally to conclude in 1868 the
Burlingham e Treaty. T his was negotiated during a period when
W ashington was again concerned with the basic rights of m an and
when anti-Chinese opinions in the eastern states were tem porarily
quiescent under a short-lived hope that America would be the
nation to lead the Chinese people into civilisation;1 hence the
clause asserting the ‘inalienable right of m an to change his home
and allegiance, and also the m utual advantage of the free m igra
tion . . . for purposes of curiosity, of trade or as perm anent resi
dents’ (article 5). All this, while conferring reciprocal trading and
m igration rights, did not confer autom atic naturalisation as article
7 specificially stated that ‘nothing herein contained shall be held
to confer naturalisation upon citizens of the U nited States in China,
nor upon the subjects of C hina in the U nited States’.2
T hough causing some rum blings these various agreements were
at first accepted by the general population, partly because Chinese
m erchants in Australasia and America rem ained few and partly
because the mid-1860s saw a lull in the m igration of Chinese
labourers. In New South Wales and Victoria, even after the aboli
tion of restrictions, Chinese arrivals rem ained low (700 a year to
Victoria 1865-70, 130 a year to New South Wales 1867-70) and, as
rem igration continued, resident num bers declined from 24,732 and
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12,988 in 1861 to 17,857 and 7220 in 1871. T hough im m igration
sometimes increased elsewhere, as in British Columbia, New Zealand
and Queensland, it was not on a scale sufficient to provoke policies
of restriction or discrim ination. In C alifornia m igration was higher
(3100 a year 1864-7) but this was well under the 8000 a year of
1860-3; in any case many disappeared inland to build the m ountain
sections of the Pacific railway while the attention of most antiChinese persons was temporarily diverted by the Civil W ar.3
T h e late 1860s and 1870s usher in a very different era,
characterised by a new wave of restrictive and discrim inatory laws,
until by the late 1880s Chinese im m igration was severely restricted
in all otir areas, and Chinese residents often drastically discrim inated
against. Moreover, attention was slowly turning to peoples other
than the Chinese, as they too began to emigrate and as feelings of
white superiority spread and hardened.

2 C alifornia and the U nited States, 1867-88
T h e first signs of renewed hostility appeared in California at the
end of the Civil W ar. W ith some increase in unem ploym ent, labour
groups became very concerned with the Chinese problem, noting
the rise in im m igration from 2200 in 1866, to 4300 in 1867, 11,100
in 1868, and 15,000 in 1869 (see p. 66 above). Attacking the rail
ways for using cheap coolie labour, mass meetings in 1867 castigated
‘every employer who substitutes Chinese labor for that of the
citizen’, and expressed fears that federal courts would declare
Chinese eligible for naturalisation.4 Certain trades felt Chinese
competition particularly keenly, notably the Knights of St Crispin,
an organisation of shoemakers widespread throughout the country.
A dditionally the completion of the Union Pacific Railway in 1869
not only p u t Chinese unabsorbed by other railways on to the general
labour m arket but made it easier for white labourers to move from
the east to compete in the still relatively high-wage C alifornian
market. Consequently protests m ounted apace, culm inating with
campaigns in mid-1870 against ‘servile labour’, ‘racial pollution’,
‘degradation of white women’, etc., with a ‘W orkingm en’s Con
vention’ in August 1870 aimed specifically at the overthrow of the
127

The great white walls are built
Burlinghame T reaty and the expulsion of ‘M ongolians’ from the
state, and with several mob attacks on Chinese areas, notably th at
in Los Angeles in 1871 when eighteen persons were killed, num erous
buildings b u rn t and much property looted.5 All this was reflected in
Californian politics, the earlier agitation helping to explain the
Democrats’ victory in September 1867, after seven years in the
political wildnerness.6
In the eastern states, too, anti-Chinese feeling became stronger,
particularly with the massacre in China of French missionaries and
Chinese Christians in 1869, the frequent harassm ent of foreign
traders and missionaries, and the apparent failure of the Burling
hame Treaty to bring much im provem ent for American interests.
T h e American press then passed through one of its most antiChinese phases, continually reporting Chinese atrocities and reach
ing a peak of indignation in 1874 when they heard Chinese mobs
were destroying railways and telegraphs recently built by western
companies.7
Additionally Chinese were now spreading over the Rockies,
becoming an apparent threat to working class interests in the east
and visible to many more of the population as an unassim ilated
group of strangers. T h e legislature of Tennessee in 1869 squashed
a plan of industrialists and planters to use Chinese labour in cotton
fields and factories but the arrival in 1870 of Chinese cobblers in
North Adams, Massachusetts (to break the power of the St Crispin
fraternity) and of Chinese launderers in Bellevue, New Jersey,
initiated a series of anti-Chinese dem onstrations supported by many
sections of society.8 Moreover, the press started to draw attention to
the steady growth of Chinatowns in New York, Boston and Phila
delphia, formed by the slow trickling eastwards of Chinese traders
and artisans.9
As a consequence of all this, politicians of both m ajor parties
began to realise that the Chinese issue was im portant in the east
as well as in the west; also that, in view of the delicately balanced
position of the parties, their stand one way or the other could
well decide their electoral fate. T h e first result was the refusal of
Congress to accept the 1870 proposals of Senators Sum ner and Turnbull to perm it the naturalisation of all non-white persons, includ
ing Chinese, though members were favourably disposed towards,
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and soon enacted, the naturalisation of Arabs and Negroes from
Africa.10 T h e second resnlt was that when, after a tem porary decline
to 7500 a year in 1871-2, Chinese im m igration to California rose to
more than 18,000 a year in 1873-6, Congress listened to C alifornian
dem ands for rectriction. First, it passed an Act (3/3/75) prohibiting
the im portation of women for purposes of prostitution, and increas
ing the penalties for im porting oriental labourers w ithout their
consent or understanding. Second, it agreed to send a joint commit
tee to California in 1876, which heard a little pro-Chinese evidence
from a few business men and ministers and much anti-Chinese
evidence from professional, commercial, artisan and unskilled labour
groups.11 Itself somewhat loaded with anti-Chinese members (a
num ber of more tolerant members became ill or withdrew) the
Com mittee found:
th at there was danger of the w hite population in California becoming
outnum bered by the Chinese; that they came here under contract, in
other words as coolies or a servile class; that they were subject to the
jurisdiction of organized companies which . . . had power of life and
death, which they exercised by assassination; that Chinese cheap labor
deprived white labor of employment, lowered wages, and kept white
im m igrants from coming to the state; that the Chinese were loathsome
in their habits, and the filth of their dwellings endangered the health
of the city; that they were vile in their morals, and spread prostitution,
gam bling and opium habits; that they did not assimilate w ith the
whites, and never could become an integral and homogeneous p art of
the p o p ulation .12

T h e Committee then recommended that the Burlingham e
T reaty be confined to trade and that Congress pass legislation pro
hibiting the im m igration of Chinese labourers and artisans, so ful
filling its duty to ‘the Pacific states and territories, which are suffer
ing under a terrible scourge, but are patiently waiting for relief
from Congress’.13
T h e dispute over the Presidential election of 1876, however,
diverted congressional attention from the Report. Feelings in Cali
fornia consequently m ounted, being expressed not only by Denis
Kearney and his bitterly anti-Chinese W orkingm en’s Party, but by
many other citizens; as evidence the convention of September 1878
to draft the second Californian constitution which, declaring that
‘the presence of foreigners ineligible to become citizens of the
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United States is declared to be dangerous to the well-being of the
State’, inserted articles forbidding public and private corporations
from employing any Chinese or M ongolian, empowering the legis
lature to impose conditions upon which ‘aliens otherwise dangerous
or detrim ental to the well-being or peace of the State’ could reside
within the state and be removed for failure to keep such conditions,
enabling the legislature to delegate to incorporated cities and towns
powers to remove Chinese from w ithin their boundaries or force
them to reside w ithin certain specified areas, and denying to
Chinese the power to vote and to own and inherit property.14
(W ithin a year all these measures had been declared invalid by
Federal Courts as being in breach of the B urlingham e T reaty and
the Fourteenth Amendment.)
In the east, too, press articles were now appearing about the
danger of the U nited States becoming overwhelmed by ‘the inevit
able tide of an illim itable sea’ and of the urgent need for restric
tion.15 In 1879, therefore, num bers of anti-Chinese congressmen
(mainly from the western and southern states though some from
the north-eastern) passed a Bill setting aside the m igration clause
of the Burlingham e T reaty and, borrowing an A ustralian concept,
lim iting the num ber of Chinese arriving by any one ship to fifteen.
President Hayes at once vetoed the Bill, on the grounds that it
infringed an existing treaty b u t later, to dam pen the blast of Cali
fornian fury, agreed to send a commission to C hina to re-negotiate
the Treaty. T h e Chinese commissioners proved unexpectedly tough,
agreeing to a complete prohibition of the m igration of criminals,
prostitutes and diseased persons but declining to accept prohibition
of artisan or labourer m igration, except perhaps to California,
on the grounds that other peoples entered the U nited States without
let or hindrance. T h e Americans eventually agreed to replace the
word ‘prohibit’ with the words ‘lim it’ or ‘suspend’, but insisted on
including artisans and miners in the general term ‘laborer’. T he new
T reaty came into force in November 1880, after which Congress
passed a Bill suspending the entry of Chinese ‘laborers’ for 20
years; subsequently reduced to 10 years when President A rthur
rejected the 20-year period as being too long for a ‘suspension’ and
hence a breach of T reaty.10
Though, on the surface, this first restrictive entry Act went a
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long way to meet their demands, many Californians were still dis
satisfied. T ru e the Act at once reduced im m igration from nearly
40.000 in 1882 to 8000 in 1883 and 300 in 1884.17 But the struggle
for restriction had taken some time— 15 years since its revival in
1867—and during that time nearly 200,000 Chinese arrivals had
passed through the San Francisco Customs House while the Chinese
population of the state had grown, despite considerable on-migra
tion to other western states and rem igration to China, from about
40.000 to 80,000. T his num ber, many felt, was too large and too
competitive; what they wanted was not just prevention of future
im m igration but expulsion of those already there.
M any Californians were also exceedingly angry at the fate of
their discrim inatory laws after the Fourteenth A m endm ent and the
Civil Rights Act (1868, 70), especially of those designed to protect
white artisans and labourers by discouraging Chinese from entering
specified occupations. They were even angrier when further attem pts
to protect white businesses suffered a like fate. T hus San Francisco
made three attem pts to protect white laundries, first by the 1873
ordinance imposing a heavy additional tax on laundries not using
horse-drawn vehicles (most Chinese laundries delivered by foot),
second by prohibiting laundries in certain areas unless sponsored
by twelve citizens (Chinese, unable to become citizens, had trouble
finding sponsors), third by an 1880 ordinance prohibiting laundries
in wooden buildings (where most Chinese laundries were); the
courts rejected all these as unreasonable, oppressive and in breach
of the Fourteenth Am endm ent and the Chinese-American Treaty.
A sim ilar fate met Acts prohibiting the employment of Mongolians
in public works and corporations. (A sim ilar Act of 1879 in Oregon
state, where Chinese were moving in numbers, was also declared
invalid.18)
Californians also resented the disallowance of laws they felt
were necessary to protect their health and mode of life against
dangerous or disagreeable Chinese habits. T hus San Francisco’s
Cubic Air ordinance of 1870, directed against the Chinese habit
of living close packed in tenem ent houses, prohibited the lease of
residential buildings with rooms giving less than 500 cubic feet of
air per person; the courts rejected this as ‘unjust discrim ination’.19
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ing theatrical performances between one and six in the m orning,
or any undue noise in connection with such theatres, apparently
rem ained unchallenged.20
W ith so many of their laws disallowed, and w ith W ashington
so slow to introduce restriction, some Californians became suf
ficiently bitter to introduce other kinds of discrim ination. San
Francisco’s famous Queue O rdinance of 1873, declaring th at every
convict should have his hair cut short, was designed to deal a blow
at Chinese ethnic pride by removing the pig-tails of all those con
victed of breach of even m inor city ordinances; the courts later
invalidated this as being ‘hostile and spiteful’ and in breach of the
Civil Rights Act.21 O ther laws survived longer, including those
keeping Chinese children from local schools (1870) and, when this
was voided, requiring separate schools for Chinese children (1880).22
Clearly Californians, and indeed by now most of the west
coast, were not in the mood meekly to accept the 1882 restrictive
Act as the answer to all their problems (by this time there were
about 10,000 Chinese in Oregon State and about 5000 in W ashing
ton, Nevada and Idaho). In any case, as a measure of restriction,
they thought it deficient. First, it was to operate for 10 years only.
Second, it did not cover all Chinese labourers— those arriving from
non-Chinese ports, for instance. T hird, it made no attem pt to stop
the Chinese system of commuter m igration, whereby men worked
abroad for a few years, returned home lor a year or so, then went
abroad to work again for a while; such persons claimed residence
in the United States though they m aintained their homes in China.
Fourth, westerners felt that the law was being adm inistered by soft
hearted officials and judges. Fifth, they suspected that some Chinese
coming in through the exempt categories—merchants, professional
men, officials, students, and tourists—were not genuine or were
entering on forged certificates. An am ending Congressional Act
(1884), blocking the entry of Chinese from ports outside C hina, and
persons of Chinese descent but of some other citizenship, did little
to appease them .23
Suspicious of the Act and of those adm inistering it, angry that
no attem pt was being made to expel Chinese residents, furious at
the disallowance of their local laws, some Americans in the western
states allowed their feelings to break out in the mid-1880s, at a time
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when economic conditions were bad and industrial unrest and
violence prevalent. In September 1885 a riot at Rock Springs,
Wyoming, killed more than twenty Chinese and started a series of
anti-Chinese outbreaks down the whole west coast. In W ashington
State, T acom a b u rn t its Chinese quarter while Seattle and Olympia
nearly destroyed theirs. In Oregon state, Portland, Oregon city
and other towns saw dem onstrations and violence. In California
over thirty m unicipalities and townships dem onstrated against their
Chinese residents, sometimes burning the buildings and expelling
the inhabitants.24 T hings quietened in 1886 but by then both W ash
ington and Peking had decided on further measures.
Peking moved first, offering strict control over Chinese emigra
tion and rem igration, ‘in order that Chinese laborers may gradually
be reduced in num bers and causes of dangers averted and lives
preserved’. W ashington responded and by M arch 1888 had reached
an agreem ent authorising suspensions of im m igration for 20 years,
with extensions, but giving $276,600 compensation for damage and
allowing the re-entry of Chinese labourers who had left a wife, child,
parent or $1000 in the U nited States. Secretary Bayard justified this
last on the grounds that ‘considerations of hum anity and justice
require these exceptions to be made, for no law should overlook
the ties of family, and the wages of labor are entitled to just
protection’.25
The Senate, however, was unsure that this agreement
adequately prevented com m uter m igration, so added a clause
expressly forbidding the return to the U nited States of former
m igrant labourers (except those with close relatives or $1000)
whether they held re-entry certificates under earlier Acts or not. As
it was an election year Congress then proceeded to anticipate
Chinese agreement to the proposed T reaty and passed a law
embodying all these provisions (September 1888). Peking, however,
queried various clauses, whereupon Congress passed another Bill
(the Scott Act) basically enforcing the desired provisions but w ith
out any reference to a Treaty. President Cleveland, when it became
clear that Peking woidd not give way and th at west coast feelings
were m ounting, eventually agreed (October 1888). Later Acts soon
followed, the most im portant being the Geary Act of 1892 which
continued existing law7s for another 10 years, denied Chinese bail
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in habeas corpus proceedings, fixed heavy penalties for false certi
ficates and, in a m anner reminiscent of Victoria and New South
Wales earlier, required all Chinese residents to carry certificates of
identity, with the onus of proof that lie was not a Chinese on the
individual and not the State. T hough various provisions of these
Acts were challenged as breach of Treaty, the Supreme C ourt con
sistently upheld them on the grounds that Acts of Congress over
rode Treaties.26 Eventually Peking recognised the inevitable and
in the T reaty of 1894 agreed to all the American legislation.
T hough in fact these Acts erected form idable barriers against
Chinese immigration, they did not satisfy those Californians
dem anding expulsion; indeed it was in 1891 that California passed
its most extreme law, later voided by the state supreme court, for
bidding any Chinese except an authorised government official to
enter the state. Eventually feelings subsided, especially when Cali
fornians saw that the Chinese population of the state was at last
declining; from some 80,000 in 1882, to 72,500 in 1890 and 45,800
in 1900. T his was largely due to the failure of the Chinese to bring
their wives while they had the chance (in 1890 the sex ratio was
some 2300 males for every one female) and the inability of labourers
visiting their wives in C hina to come back to California. T h e U nited
States, in short, had at long last imposed effective controls over
Chinese immigration, even though it had had to break T reaty
obligations to do so.

3 British Columbia and Canada, 1871-85
These developments in California had considerable influence in
British Columbia. Not only were some of the inhabitants Cali
fornian diggers who had come north in the late 1850s but occasional
new discoveries brought in more Americans, or Americanised Euro
peans, fresh with the anti-Chinese sentiments and slogans of Cali
fornia, Oregon and W ashington. Additionally, the continued
growth of Victoria town, finally selected as the colony’s capital,
and of Vancouver city as the deep-sea term inal of the Canadian
Pacific Railway (1885), brought about an increase in the urban
working class. At the same time the rapid developm ent of the
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N anaim o coal-fields north of Victoria greatly increased the num ber
of coal-miners. All these groups were very suspicious of possible
com petition from Chinese labourers, were m uch influenced by the
anti-Chinese campaigns of Kearney and other working class leaders
in California, and watched Chinese im migration with some care;
the W orking M en’s Protective Association, formed in 1879 and
strong enough to field two candidates by 1886, made Chinese
exclusion a m ajor plank in its platform and m aintained political
pressure right through the 1880s.27 In this they often received
support from certain radical politicians and journalists who were
anxious to increase the power of the new legislature as against the
provincial adm inistration; notably John Robson, the fiery editor
of the British Columbian and provincial representative for
Nanaimo, and Amor de Cosmos, editor of the British Colonist, and
later representative for Victoria in the federal parliam ent.28
In fact, the Chinese population of British C olum bia increased
relatively little during the 1870s. Arrivals averaged 500 a year over
1876-80,2!) but these were lean years economically and rem igration
rem ained high; in 1881 the Chinese population recorded in the
census was 4350, compared with an estimate of some 3000 in 1871,
that is, still just over 20 per cent of total non-Indian population.
It was not until the 1880s that net m igration showed substantial
increase, mainly owing to the dem and for coolie labour by the
Canadian Pacific Railway. Some 15,700 Chinese entered the colony
in 1881-4, the vanguard being two ship loads of 1000 each im ported
in 1881 by Andrew Onderdonk, a m ajor local contractor for the
railway.30
Nevertheless, it was during the 1870s that the anti-Chinese
campaign got up m omentum, partly because of stagnation in m ining
and developmental projects, and the resulting com petition between
white and Chinese labourers for scarce jobs. Soon after the antiChinese campaign in California, 1870-1, similar moves started in
British Columbia. John Robson asserted that Chinese were compet
ing with whites in the coal-mines and proposed that, in order to
encourage the departure of those already resident as well as to
discourage new arrivals, all Chinese residents should be required
to pay a poll tax of $50 a year (1872). Defeated here he then pro
posed that no Chinese be perm itted to work in provincial public
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works.31 Again defeated by m erchant-industrial interests, he then
moved (1872, 74) that all Chinese be denied the franchise, not only
adult male labourers and artisans otherwise eligible under the new
law introducing m anhood suffrage but also those Chinese m erchants
and property owners who already had the vote.32 As in A ustralia
earlier, fear of giving political rights to large num bers of ‘heathen
Chinese’ quite unused to dem ocratic procedures, led the legislature
this time to vote for the proposals.
In 1876 the provincial governm ent decided to support the
notion of restrictive entry and ask the federal government in O ttaw a
to take steps ‘to prevent this Province being overrun with a Chinese
population, to the injury of the settled population of the country’.33
Relations at this time between the two governments were very bad,
the province becoming increasingly angry at the slowness of the
federal adm inistration to start building the western end of the
railway, or to encourage other developm ental projects, and the
federal government growing increasingly annoyed at the im por
tunate demands of this newest and least populous C anadian pro
vince. Failing to persuade O ttaw a to introduce restriction, British
C olum bia turned to internal discrim ination. A move to tax all
persons wearing pig-tails was declared ultra vires by the Speaker
(1878) b u t the Chinese T ax Act (1878), imposing an annual poll
tax of $40 on every Chinese aged thirteen and over, was in force
until declared invalid by the Supreme C ourt of British Columbia;
on the grounds that it was ‘not intended to collect revenue but to
drive the Chinese from the country’, and thus a usurpation of the
federal power to control im m igration and a breach of the Treaty
of Peking.34
M eanwhile the province m aintained pressure on Ottawa. A
provincial committee (1879) reported that there were at least 6000
Chinese in the province arousing much local hostility by their
degraded moral and social conditions, their inability to assimilate,
and their competition as servile coolies; it again asked for a federal
poll tax. Petitions against the railway’s employm ent of Chinese
were also presented by indignant British Columbians in Ottawa.
T h e federal government, led by John MacDonald, realising that
W ashington had at least agreed to a federal committee for Cali
fornia (1876), and that there m ight be substance in provincial
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claims th at Anglo-Chinese treaties need not prevent restrictive laws
(as witness the restrictive laws of the A ustralian colonies), agreed to
appoint a federal Royal Commission. W hen however this reported
in 1879, agreeing in substance with British Colum bian views (the
m ajority of members were British Columbians), it so happened that
railway building was beginning, prosperity smiled again, dem and
for all kinds of labour increased, and anti-Chinese agitation tem
porarily dim inished.
Feeling surged up again during the recession of 1883-4,
especially when some recent Chinese arrivals sought employm ent
and charitable aid in Victoria city, and when the tougher element
of the local Tongs entered C hinatown ‘with intent to extort money
from the gam bling dens and houses of ill-fame and to endanger
the safety of the public’.35 T he provincial legislature and press, this
time able to quote the recent anti-Chinese legislation in the Aus
tralian colonies and the U nited States, and the substantial increase
of Chinese to an estimated 12,000, again tried to move Ottaw a
(1883). M acDonald, influenced more by the industrial-commercial
interests backing the Canadian Pacific Railway and by liberal views
somewhat more widespread in the eastern provinces, gave the simple
reply th at until the railway was complete the company needed
Chinese labour, and that thereafter it had to m aintain good rela
tions w ith the Chinese empire in order to develop trade between
the Chinese Em pire and N orth America.36
Again British C olum bia turned to internal discrim ination. T he
Chinese R egulation Act (1884) asserted that ‘the [Chinese] popula
tion so introduced are fast becoming superior in num ber to our
own race; are not disposed to be governed by our laws; are dis
similar in habits and occupation from our people; evade the pay
ments of taxes justly due to government; are governed by pestilential
habits; . . . habitually desecrate graveyards by the removal of bodies
therefrom ; and . . . are inclined to habits subversive of the comfort
and well-being of the com m unity’.37 It then imposed a poll tax of
510 a year on every Chinese aged thirteen and over, a fine of $50
on every Chinese im m igrant and a fixed licence fee for Chinese
miners at $15 a year as against $5 for others. T h e federal govern
m ent approved the Act but the courts later disallowed it as invasion
of federal im migration powers. Likewise the M unicipal Act of
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1885, giving local m unicipalities power to regulate laundries and
other businesses favoured by the Chinese, and to tax such enterprises
up to $150 a year, was declared invalid as invading the federal
monopoly of indirect taxation; this attem pt to empower local
governments to expel or restrict Chinese traders fared no better in
British Columbia than in California. T h e Land Act of 1884, p ro 
hibiting the sale of crown lands directly to Chinese, fared somewhat
better; the courts declared that the disposal of crown lands was a
m atter entirely for the provincial legislature.38
T his continuous pressure eventually led M acDonald to appoint
another federal commission (J. A. Chapleau, M r Justice Gray,
1884) which concluded that charges of Chinese crime and
im morality were greatly exaggerated and that Chinese labour had
been of great value to the Railway. They agreed, however, that the
Chinese were unassimilable and that they were gaining complete
control of certain industries and reducing wages therein; even ‘the
very best friends of the Chinese think that their im m igration should
be regulated’.39 As a result of their recommendations, and m ounting
British Colum bian anger, the federal Parliam ent passed a restric
tive Act with a distinctively Australian flavour: a restriction of one
Chinese im m igrant per 50 tons of ship’s burthen and a $50 poll
tax on each adult Chinese resident. In introducing it Chapleau
repeated the im portance of not dam aging C anada’s trade relations
with C hina and persuaded the House to reject the m uch severer
measures dem anded by British Columbia representatives (complete
exclusion or a poll tax of $100).40
T his Act of 1885 at once reduced Chinese im migration from
an average of more than 3000 a year (1881-5) to 700 a year (1886-9).
T h e effects were not, however, apparent for some time as the cessa
tion of railway building (1886) put many Chinese on to the local
labour market. T hough on-migration was m inim al (the 1891 census
showed only 200 or so Chinese in other C anadian provinces)
rem igration to China was substantial and numbers began to fall.
Of the 25,000 or more Chinese to be in the province during the
eighties (4350 already resident in 1881 and some 21,000 new arrivals
in 1881-90) fewer than 9000 were resident there in 1891,41 that is,
about 13 per cent of total non-Indian population. Anti-Chinese
feeling eventually quietened for a time (though there were
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occasional o u tb reak s of violence, as in V ancouver in 1887), n o t
becom ing a m a jo r p o litical issue u n til the 1890s w hen it is better
seen in the lig h t of large-scale Jap an ese im m ig ratio n and the general
cam paign against all orientals. In sum , th o u g h it was n o t nearly as
severe as the anti-C hinese laws of the late 1880s in the U n ited
States an d the A u stralian colonies, the 1885 Act d id close the doors
sufficiently to solve C a n a d a ’s C hinese p roblem for the tim e being.

4 C hinese life in N o rth A m erica
R estrictions on the entry of Chinese, then, were less severe in
C an ad a th a n in th e U n ited States, b u t in te rn a l controls and dis
crim in atio n were m uch the same. From strin g en t discrim inations,
and the stren u o u s efforts of state or m u n icip al governm ents to
im pose them , federal laws a n d co n stitu tio n s pro tected C hinese resi
dents in b o th countries. T h e m ain disabilities they suffered were,
first, d enial of the franchise (in B ritish C o lu m b ia by direct p ro 
h ib itio n a n d in th e U n ited States by in d irect d en ial via the federal
b a r against n atu ralisatio n ); th e ir p o litical position was therefore
very weak as local politicians h a d no need to consider th eir votes.
Second, b o th countries enforced certain m in o r d iscrim inations th at
som ehow escaped federal p ro tectio n of alien rights; C alifornian
recjuirem ents a b o u t segregated schooling an d m u n icip al control of
theatres or B ritish C olum bian refusal to allow C hinese to purchase
la n d d irect from the crown. T h ir d was the tim e-lag betw een p ro 
m ulgation of a discrim inatory law by the local g overnm ent an d its
in v alid atio n by the courts; d u rin g such interval, varying from
m onths to years, C hinese residents som etim es h ad to en d u re severe
inconvenience. Finally was th e freq u en t d iscrim in ation practised
outside the law: hospitals falsely tellin g sick C hinese they were full;
holiday resorts claim ing they were booked o u t; professional associa
tions q uietly refusing to register C hinese applican ts; and so on.42
Nevertheless, u n p leasan t as these discrim inations were, they d id n ot
by an d large p revent C hinese residents from follow ing th eir chosen
occupations, pu rch asin g lan d an d housing, a n d follow ing their
trad itio n a l way of life.
Flow, u n d e r all these conditions, did the C hinese com m unities
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function, and what kind of life did they embody? First, in the
Pacific states, the Chinese populations grew steadily d uring the
1870s and early 1880s but then, with the advent of restrictive entry
laws, began to fall slowly away; the net result being, over 1870-90,
an increase from 3000 to 9000 in British Columbia, 250 to 3300
in W ashington State, 3300 to 9500 in Oregon, and 49,000 to 72,500
in California. In contrast, in the m ountain states of Nevada, Utah,
Wyoming, Idaho and M ontana, there was a tem porary upsurge
during m ining and railway construction days, reaching in all a
peak of some 12,000 about 1880, and then a rapid decline. F urther
east, small Chinatowns appeared during the 1870s, by 1890 reaching
7000 in New York, nearly 2000 in Boston and Philadelphia, and
a few hundred elsewhere, including T oronto and M ontreal.
These populations were still overwhelmingly male as most
labourers, and merchants and professionals, continued the earlier
system of m aintaining homes in C hina and com m uting between the
two countries. From this came two im portant results. First, the
num ber of arrivals greatly exceeded the num ber of residents—
about 4 : 1 ; that is, the populations contained a large transitory ele
m ent with a small core of perm anent settlers. Second, the sex ratio
rem ained as heavily weighted against females as in the earlier
period—on average about twenty-five males for every female, a
little lower in San Francisco, Victoria and the larger cities and con
siderably higher in the m ining and railway construction areas.
Moreover, a large num ber of those women in America were still
prostitutes.
Fhe geographical and occupational distribution, however, was
changing steadily. W hereas in 1860 nearly 30,000 of the 35,000
C alifornian Chinese were in m ining counties only 20,000 were there
in 1870 and 1880, despite an increase of the Chinese population to
75,000. Moreover, even in these counties, only two-thirds were
actually mining, the rem ainder being labourers, cooks, servants,
gardeners, merchants, restauranteurs, or launderers.43 Outside the
m ining counties, other Chinese were employed as agricultural
labourers, fruit growers, m arket gardeners, timber-cutters, ditchdiggers, construction labourers, or domestic servants; their number
in California increased from some 2000 in I860 to 10,000 in 1880.
But the greatest shift was to the larger cities, from 5000 or so in
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I860 (2700 in San Francisco) to 40,000 or more in 1880 (22,000
in San Francisco). Flere they were either employed in textile fac
tories, distilleries, canneries, brick-works, cigar factories and private
homes, or else worked for Chinese launderers, shoemakers, carpen
ters, restaurateurs and in the num erous businesses, shops, gambling
houses and opium dens of Chinatow n.44 Similarly in Oregon and
W ashington state, miners declined in num ber as the Chinatowns
of Seattle, Tacom a, Portland and other cities developed.
In British C olum bia the m ining areas retained some attraction,
especially after the development of the Kootenay fields as a rich
source of gold, silver and copper. In 1870 there were some 2500
Chinese in the m ining areas and about the same in 1881 and 1891.
But whereas in 1870 they comprised 87 per cent of the Chinese
total by 1891 they were less than 30 per cent of the 9000 total; ol
the rest about 23 per cent were in Victoria City, some 30 per cent
in or near the adjacent cities of New W estm inster and Vancouver,
perhaps 10 per cent in the Nanaim o coal-fields and the rest scat
tered through the province.45 As in the states further south, they
were employed as railway workers, domestic servants, m arket
gardeners or factory workers, or else by the Chinese merchants,
launderers and restauranteurs of V ictoria’s Chinatown.
W hat kind of life prevailed in these various places? T he later
m ining and railway camps were very reminiscent of m ining camps
earlier. R etaining their blue cotton blouses, floppy trousers, broadbrim m ed hats and long black queues—surrendering only their
wooden shoes for American boots—Chinese miners and railwaymen packed themselves into small huts, with stools, tables, cooking
utensils and bunks all huddled together in an indescribable con
fusion and obscured by dense clouds of smoke.46 Similar conditions
prevailed in city Chinatowns, men packing themselves into tene
m ent buildings, sometimes sleeping in dormitories, on the floor,
like sardines tightly packed in a tin. Only domestic servants and
others living in white establishments, or well-to-do m erchant and
professional families, lived in less crowded conditions.
In both camp and city long hours of work seven days a week
were frequent, the burden lightened by the chatter of numerous
work-mates pressing about and the occasional sip of tea or small
forbidden pipe of tobacco. W hat little leisure there was went in
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conversation, gambling, opium smoking or an occasional visit to the
Chinese theatre or restaurant. In the more perm anent camps and
Chinatowns these, together with brothels and gam bling dens,
became im portant ethnic institutions, patronised by those on holi
day from rem oter places, on the move to a new job or on the way
to or from China. A nnual festivals provided a longer break, notably
the several days of New Year celebrations, providing both camp
and city with the continuous noise of fire-crackers and the excite
m ent of periodic processions.47
In all these activities, work and leisure, Chinese im m igrants
were u nder the supervision of their headmen, either the merchantcreditor (here using the term m erchant to include bankers,
accountants, factory owners, etc.) or his agent; his was the respon
sibility for providing daily labour for the railway gangs or m ining
teams and his the right of receiving the pay packet and extracting
what labourers owed him for passage costs and other fees before
handing out the rem ainder. Likewise, in the cities or rural areas
the shop proprietor, launderer or market gardener often acted as
headm an to his employees, deducting loan repaym ent before issuing
wages. W here the m erchant-creditor was, as was usual, a prom inent
m em ber of the lineage, clan or district society his authority received
powerful reinforcem ent from traditional Chinese values.
In a very real sense these merchant-creditors were substitutes
for the gentry and scholar-officials who controlled governmental
organisation in China. T h e latter, with high status at home and
unw illing to prejudice their future by em igrating against the wishes
of the M anchu government,48 rarely came to America, though some
times one or two accepted invitations to become presidents of m ajor
Chinese-American societies.49 But it took some time for the mer
chants, still quite low on the social scale by Confucian standards,
to justify their claims to power and organise a stable social system.
D uring the 1850s, when immigrants were beginning to form district
associations or companies under m erchant leadership (these usually
em bracing the lesser lineage and clan associations) there was much
hostility and fighting between members of the Sam Yap (Three
Districts), Sze Yap (Four Districts), Yeong Wo (Chungshan) and
Yan W o (Hakka) associations; sometimes these reached the level
of formal battles, with due notice given and ample time to make
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dragon banners and traditional weapons, and to practise traditional
m anoeuvres.50 Likewise there was considerable strife between groups
of Sze Yap m igrants when they, m uch the largest group in Cali
fornia, were splitting up, first in 1854 when many T oishan lineages
and clans broke away from the Sze Yap association to found the
Ning Yeong company, and later in 1862 when num bers of Lloiping,
T oishan and Sunwui lineages withdrew to form the Hop W o com
pany. W hat was left of the old Sze Yap company then took the
nam e of the Kong Chow company, so m aking six district associa
tions altogether.
In the mid-1860s the m erchant leaders, their position in their
own clans and district associations now more secure, realised they
would get fu rth er by co-operation. Fighting declined and a
co-ordinating body, C hung W all Kung Saw or Chinese Public
Association, known loosely as the ‘Six Com panies’, became
dom inant; for the rest of the century it controlled general relation
ships not only between the companies, and the lineage and clan
interests therein, b u t also between professional organisations or
guilds and between the Chinese population and white society. It
was the six companies that made representations to C alifornian
officials or arranged who should challenge Californian discrim ina
tory legislation before the courts.51 T h e only challenge to its
authority came from the more enterprising Chinese prostitutes—
who were not at first recognised by any district company and who
sometimes used American legal procedures to protect themselves
against Chinese m erchant control52—and from the secret societies.
These highly secret organisations, consisting of rebellious
individuals or factions who introduced the old Chinese secret
society system to America, challenged the companies’ control of
gambling, prostitution and opium smoking, and unhestitatingly
used ‘hatchet m en’ to enforce their policies. It is significant of the
new Chinese-America, however, that they also were led by merchantcreditors, some being quite im portant members of the district
companies.53
Eventually this system of companies, guilds and tongs spread all
over Chinese America, from San Francisco to New York and from
Victoria city to Los Angeles. W ith such a battery of societies sur
rounding them, all calling on traditional values and customs for
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loyalty and obedience, it is sm all w onder th a t even the m ost tra n si
tory Chinese found th eir lives organised a n d controlled. T ru e , the
com panies gave various benefits (m edical an d hospital services, ed u ca
tion, b u rial, re tu rn of bones to the ancestral tom b in C hina), p ro 
vided joss-houses a n d religious services, settled disputes or
ap p reh en d ed an d p u n ish ed thieves an d ro bbers.54 B u t they also
com pelled m em bership, exacted heavy p ay m ent for m ost services,
and rigorously enforced m ig ra n t loan agreem ents; th e ir p rin c ip a l
weapon being coercion, p rev en tio n of a m ig ra n t’s sailing to C h in a
u n til all debts were cleared (in this the com panies gained the
co-operation of A m erican, B ritish an d o th e r sh ip p in g lines), and
taking up bonds on fam ily la n d an d persons in C h in a should the
d eb to r vanish in to some rem ote p a rt of A m erica.55
T o u g h tho u g h the system was, it d id fit well w ith tra d itio n a l
Chinese values, provided leadership an d security in a strange lan d
an d society, a n d enabled m any C hinese to achieve th eir am b itio n
of re tu rn in g hom e w ith sufficient m oney to enhance the pow er an d
prestige of th eir own fam ilies or lineages (see ch ap ter 3, section
1 above). It did not, how ever, m ake for m uch m ix in g betw een
Chinese an d E uropeans in A m erica. M erchants m ixed for official
an d business purposes b u t th eir wives an d children, such as h ad
them in Am erica, usually dw elt in the fastnesses of C h in ato w n an d
had few contacts w ith non-C hinese. T h e ones w ho m ig h t have m ixed
m ore— young single m en w ho had jobs as cooks, dom estic servants
or gardeners on w hite p roperties in ru ra l places— were still u n d er
com pany control, at any rate u n til th eir debts were cleared; in any
case they enjoyed th eir visits to C hinatow n an d renew al there of
eth n ic friends an d activities. N evertheless it was here, an d am ongst
students an d professionals, th a t genuine social in te rm ix tu re and
in term arriag e occurred.56 A gainst the general background, however,
such events were rare. Chinese-A m erica in the w hole rem ained a
w orld apart, by in c lin a tio n of the C hinese as well as by discrim ina
tion on the p a rt of the E uropeans. T h e restrictive entry laws of the
1880s, in short, sim ply reduced the inflow of a people w ho n o t only
were unw an ted by the b u lk of society at the tim e b u t w ho them 
selves, at any rate the great m ajority, h ad th e ir hearts an d p erm an en t
hom es back in the fam ily-lineage country of the Pearl R iver D elta.
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1 T he A ustralian scene: the problem of the tropics
T hough formal Federation did not come until 1901 it is easier,
from the mid-1870s to the late 1880s, to treat the A ustralian colonies
all together. D uring these years, on some issues at all events, many
settlers were thinking as Australians rather than New South W elsh
men, Victorians or Queenslanders, and were building up institutions
and policies th at overrode colonial boundaries. T hus the 1880s
saw the transform ation of several local T rade Unions into
Australia-wide organisations (Amalgamated Miners Association,
Federated Seamen’s Union, Amalgamated Shearers’ Union, etc.)
and the regular calling of intercolonial T rade Union Congresses.
Likewise employers’ organisations formed a federal body in 1888,
the anti-Chinese leagues of the separate colonies began to work
together, and even colonial governments sent delegates to various
intercolonial conferences, and sometimes im plem ented the general
principles there agreed to. Four colonies indeed (Tasmania, Vic
toria, Queensland and W estern Australia) set up in 1885 a Federal
Council of Australasia, which passed laws on pearl fishing and
naturalisation and discussed many other common problems. M ore
over, though there was much disagreement on financial and other
matters, there was much intercolonial consultation, and sometimes
considerable agreement, on the three main issues relevant to this
story: Chinese immigration, the right of the colonies to determ ine
their own population composition, even in the face of im perial
objections, and the safeguarding of A ustralian interests in the
south-west Pacific against encroachments by the German, French
and Chinese Empires.
Queensland was the first to ask for Australia-wide support on
the Chinese question—when the im perial government queried parts
of her anti-Chinese legislation of 1876—and by 1888, when a special
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intercolonial conference drafted severe restrictions against Chinese
immigration, most colonies were agreed that the Chinese question
was of Australia-wide im portance and required reasonably uniform
treatment. T h e T rade U nion movement took even less tim e to
reach agreement; from the first intercolonial congress in 1879
onwards the movement came out strongly for virtual prohibition
of future Chinese im migration, or of any other labour th at they
feared employers coidd use to reduce wages and increase hours.
T h e wider problem of coloured labour in general was less
easy, involving differences of interest and viewpoint that were of
great underlying im portance all during the seventies and eighties.
Speaking generally there were three basic issues. First, th a t of
coloured specialists useful to one or more of the colonies for develop
m ental purposes, e.g. Afghan camel-drivers organising transport
in the arid zones of the interior, or Malay and Japanese divers
gaining pearls, pearl-shell and trepang fish (sea-slugs m uch in
dem and in China) from the Q ueensland coast north of Townsville
to the Western Australian coast as far south as Shark Bay. Second,
that of finding an unskilled or semi-skilled labour force to work
in areas or occupations thought to be beyond the European
physique, e.g. agricultural fieldwork in the tropics. T h ird , the
earlier issue of acquiring labour for work which Europeans could
physically manage but for which they were unavailable. These
issues were all much more acute in Queensland, W estern Australia
and South Australia (the last having acquired the N orthern T e r
ritory in 1863) than in south-eastern Australia: though geo
graphically so much larger and covering 85 per cent of
the continent, they were relatively backward economically, had
benefited much less from the population influx of the gold-rushes,
and were financially less able to sponsor large-scale immigration
from Europe; furtherm ore they contained most of the pearling and
arid regions where coloured specialists were useful; and finally they
were the only colonies with tropical areas (Queensland 359,000
square miles, South Australia 426,000, and W estern Australia
364,000). The views of many of their officials, farmers and business
men on the need for coloured labour, therefore, were often very
different from those of their colleagues in the south-east.
Conversely New South Wales and Victoria were being affected
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by quite another problem , namely, the shift of their Chinese popula
tions from rural to m etropolitan areas and away from m ining to
other occupations. In New South Wales the population of Chinese
residing in the m etropolitan area rose from 4.7 per cent (336) in
1871 to 26.3 per cent in 1891 (3465) while in Victoria it rose from
3.4 per cent (614) to 30.4 per cent (2585).1 Similarly, in New South
Wales the proportion of Chinese breadwinners engaged in m ining
fell from over 70 per cent (about 5700) in 1871 to less than 15 per
cent in 1891 (1947) and in Victoria from some 75 per cent (13,374)
to some 25 per cent (2181). T h e m ajor occupations favoured were
m arket gardening, pastoral and agricultural labouring, domestic
service and retail trading. A few became furniture-m akers and
launderers. (A sim ilar shift in occupations later became im portant
in Queensland.) O ther non-Europeans were few in New South
Wales and Victoria, by 1891 num bering a few hundred only.
T asm ania was in a somewhat different position. Containing
only a few Chinese in the 1860s, she attracted nearly a thousand
to the tin mines opened up in the 1870s, especially to those around
Briseis in the north-east. D uring the 1880s relatively few of these
drifted into H obart or Launceston, or changed their occupations.
O ther non-Europeans were also scarce, no more than 500 by 1891.
These differences in population num bers and developmental
possibilities became im portant relatively early. We may leave the
story of non-European specialists till a later chapter, but attem pts
to recruit non-European labour for undeveloped tropical and semitropical areas are inextricably linked with the story of Chinese
exclusion and require attention now.
Q ueensland was the first colony to move. Afire to justify their
recent independence from New South Wales (1859), both govern
ment and capitalists agreed that, though some more coolies might
be necessary to overcome labour shortages in the south and west,
it was manifest that rapid developm ent of the almost virgin centre
and north, as by cotton, sugar and other tropical or semi-tropical
crops, required ‘the introduction of coolies, a race habituated to
work at field labour under a tropical sun’.2 Governor Bowen and
Colonial Secretary Herbert, anxious to take advantage of the world
shortage of cotton arising from troubles in the U nited States,
hurriedly obtained Parliam entary agreem ent to them making
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regulations for adm itting Indian coolies (1861) and then, when
W estminster protested at such unseemly haste and unsatisfactory
proposals, drew up a Coolie Act and regulations sufficient to satisfy
both W estminster and India that Indian coolies would be properly
paid, cared for and protected.3 In d ia’s requirem ents, however,
included government financial guarantees and paym ent of Pro
tectors responsible direct to India; with British cotton interests
refusing to cover the whole cost, with its own financial resources
strained to assist British and European im m igration, and with
hostility to the whole scheme still simmering, the governm ent
eventually refused to meet these requirem ents and the scheme
lapsed. T h e Act and Regulations, however, rem ained in force.
Meanwhile, would-be planters were looking elsewhere. R obert
Towns, already noted for his part in introducing Indian and
Chinese coolies to pastoral properties near Brisbane in the 1840s
(pp. 42, 46 above), and who had since then developed consider
able plantation and sandalwood interests in nearby Pacific islands,
decided to follow Boyd’s earlier example and introduce island
labour to work his cotton plantation; at 10 shillings a m onth plus
keep and free return at the end of periods ranging from 6 m onths
to 3 years.4 Others quickly followed suit, including sugar planters
developing land on the central and northern coast and pastoralists
in the south and west looking for shepherds and servants. By
M arch 1868 the colony contained some 1500 islanders, over 600 in
the tropics, about 200 in central areas and the rem ainder in the
south and west; about half were in agriculture (m ainly cotton and
sugar), several hundred on pastoral properties, and a hundred or so
in the urban areas of the south as servants or discharged field
labourers seeking urban employm ent.5
Strenuous opposition, however, had been developing, not only
from those worried about competition from cheap labour on pas
toral properties but from missionary societies alleging fraudulent
m isrepresentation and forcible kidnapping of islanders by
unscrupulous recruiting agents or ‘black-birders’. T h e Presbyterian,
Melanesian and London Missionary Societies, together with the
Aborigines’ Protection Society and the British and Foreign AntiSlavery Society, exerted considerable pressure both in Brisbane and
Westminster; to which the Queensland governm ent responded by
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passing the Polynesian L abour Act o£ 1868 (No. 37) regulating
conditions of em ploym ent and repatriation, licensing recruiting
agents, registering islanders landed for labour and appointing
inspectors to police the system. T hough this Act, and subsequent
regulations issued under it (e.g. those of 1870 requiring the appoint
m ent of governm ent agents and lodgm ent of bonds by prospective
employers), did something to improve conditions in Queensland
itself, they did little to prevent continued abuses in the recruiting
process. Eventually the im perial government, troubled also by
sim ilar abuses in the sandalwood trade and in the growing sugar
industry of islands such as Fiji, felt compelled in 1872 to pass the
Pacific Islanders’ Protection Act, engaging naval vessels for police
work and commissioning courts for trying offenders.
T h e full story of this complex and sometimes tragic episode is
well covered by others.6 It is relevant here simply as a factor in
determ ining A ustralian attitudes to the employm ent of nonEuropean labour on the continent. Q ueensland attitudes in the
late 1860s are well summed up in the debates concerning the Poly
nesian Labour Act of 1868 and O ’Doherty’s attem pt to repeal it
in 1871-2. Those favouring island labour argued strongly that the
developm ent of tropical Q ueensland depended on it, as ‘cotton and
sugar could not be grown w ithout labour of [this] description’.7
T h e ir opponents argued that this was old-fashioned nonsense as
Europeans successfully worked in the semi-tropical climates of New
Orleans or Southern Europe, were doing quite well on some of the
Queensland plantations, and that ‘until it is distinctly proved that
field operations cannot be carried on in the northern districts by
white laborers they should not jum p to the conclusion that it was
necessary to im port black laborers’.8 Others, more under missionary
influence, raised the spectre of slavery, as instance the petition of
1869 rejoicing at B ritain’s earlier abolition of slavery and the
civilising influence of missionaries in the islands, and deprecating
the removal of so many islanders from that influence by this new
‘developm ent of the slave trade’.9 Yet others concentrated on the
alleged damage done to white labourers in the south and west,
particularly by pastoralists introducing ‘an inferior and uncivilized
race . . . to supplant British and European laborers’; this, they
added, raised the further question of the place of such persons in
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a democratic society, their introduction being ‘totally subversive
of the constitutional principles on which this colony has been
founded’, i.e. that all adult male settlers should eventually have
the vote and take part in the processes of governm ent.10
As W estminster, and to some extent the missionary societies,
had the strictly controlled m igration of Indian coolies to M auritius
and the Caribbean as their standard, they were more concerned
with control than prohibition. Planter interests were tints better
placed to win the battle and persuade O ’Doherty to w ithdraw his
m otion of repeal. Not unim portant in their victory, however, was
the argum ent that, for the present at all events, the northern p la n ta 
tions woidd collapse w ithout coloured labour and that if Pacific
islanders were prohibited planters woidd have no alternative b u t to
revert to the earlier precedent of recruiting Chinese. Thom pson,
Secretary for Public Lands, m entioned that Chinese m ight soon be
coming in considerable num bers and could be available for tropical
labour: ‘I am certainly more in favour of introducing the Poly
nesians than the Chinese who, I am sure, are always a disturbing
element in the country and cost it a great deal more . . . For my
part, I would rather have the untutored savage than the refuse of
the Chinese population’.11 Thom pson was here playing on the 1861
outburst against Chinese coolies (chapter 4, section 1), the growing
signs that Chinese gold-diggers were moving into Queensland from
New South Wales to compete with white diggers in the newly
discovered mines at Cape River, and the fact that some planters
were having difficulty in getting sufficient island labour and were
m aking inquiries about Chinese coolies.
W hatever the exact interplay of forces, Queensland for the
time kept the system of Pacific Island labour. By 1881 the colony
contained some 6000 male islanders and 100 females: over 3000
were in tropical districts, most on sugar plantations around Mackay;
2300 were in the sugar and agricultural districts of the central
coast, mainly near M aryborough and Bundaberg; only a few hun
dred were in the pastoral and agricultural districts of the south and
west, and another few hundred in the urbanised south-east in and
near Brisbane.12 Clearly by 1881 there was less tendency for
islanders to compete with white pastoral and urban labourers but
a much greater dependence of sugar production on their presence.
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T h eir num ber, however, did not stop all moves for other
coloured labourers, especially at times when islanders were difficult
or expensive to obtain. In 1874 some planters at Mackay formed
an Association for the Em ployment and Protection of Aborigines,
b u t most concluded th at these nomadic hunting peoples were too
averse to regular work, and not sufficiently robust, to make reliable
plantation workers. In the same year some representatives asked
the governm ent to im plem ent the Coolie Act of 1862 and im port
Indians; b u t again conditions imposed by India proved a m ajor
obstacle.13 T h e government agreed, however, to make inquiries
about Chinese coolies from Amoy, only to become very cool to the
scheme when it discovered that both British and Chinese govern
ments would insist th at such labour be supervised by agents paid
by the Queensland adm inistration. Some planters might well have
decided to act on their own if their hands had not been suddenly
tied by the 1875 outcry against the ‘invasion’ of Cantonese golddiggers and the consequent legislation restricting Chinese immigra
tion. Queensland planters, in short, rem ained heavily dependent on
Pacific Islanders.
South Australia tackled her tropical problem somewhat
differently. A cquiring her N orthern T erritory in 1863 on the
grounds that she could develop it by pastoral expansion from the
south, she ‘perpetrated an amazing volte face, and abandoned the
back door and financial safety for the ostentatious but risky gate
way to the Asiatic east, a gateway at which the British stations had
already failed’.14 Furtherm ore, though some early authorities
stressed that ‘proxim ity to the immense labour markets of the
East . . . removes one of the greatest obstacles to successful cultiva
tion (of cotton, sugar and the like)’,15 the Ayers government pro
ceeded on the assumption that the hum id coastal regions coidd be
developed by white yeomen farmers and labourers working on
relatively small blocks of land under a Wakefield system of land
colonisation. T en years later, after num erous casualties from tropical
diseases and the departure of num bers of families unable to tolerate
the hum idity of the ‘wet’ season, and after considerable financial
loss from inefficient planning and adm inistration, the distant
governments in Adelaide decided to follow Q ueensland’s example
and develop the T erritory by means of large plantations using
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coloured labour. T. Reynolds, Commissioner for Crown Lands and
Im m igration, 1872-3, having concluded that ‘in a climate truly
tropical, Europeans cannot give the same am ount of labour, nor
work long in the open air during many m onths’, made inquiries
about Asiatic labour in Ceylon, Singapore and the East Indies; he
finally recommended Javanese and Malays rather than Chinese
because, although less robust and persevering, they were m ore
docile and intelligent.16 Meanwhile other members of the govern
m ent were m aking inquiries about Indian coolies but, like Queens
land earlier, were somewhat daunted by all the conditions required
by the government of India.17
In the end the government decided upon Chinese from Singa
pore, not because any planters were organised for developm ent but
because, after the discovery of gold at Pine Creek in 1871, several
m ining companies had been formed in Adelaide and were
experiencing great difficulty in obtaining suitable white miners.
H aving assured itself that the companies would employ Chinese,
the government commissioned Captain Bloomfield Douglas, formerly
Resident in charge of the Territory, to obtain from Singapore 200
Chinese willing to stay for two years (before being repatriated at
government expense).18 Eventually 186 Chinese and ten Malays
arrived, in August 1874, most taking employment on the mines, a
few with private persons and the rest on public works. At the end
of two years only twenty-one wished to return to Singapore, the
rest preferring to work the gold-fields on their own account.19
At this point, when they were losing even more money to the
insatiable north, the now almost frantic governm ent in Adelaide
considered engaging creoles from M auritius, M ennonite refugees
from Russia, and agricultural labourers from Japan. These negotia
tions all came to naught, Japan firmly refusing to perm it emigra
tion, even at South Australian public expense, while she ‘had
colonizing schemes of her own’.20 Maybe the Japanese government
was, as Stephen Roberts suggests, then too concerned with the
Satsuma Rebellion to respond,21 but more likely is the fact that
Japan was heavily involved in plans for resettling Japanese agri
culturalists on its own island of Hokkaido. In any case, the Japanese
government had abolished its centuries old ban on em igration only
in 1866 (mainly for merchants, students and others capable of
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bringing back to Jap an the knowledge and techniques of the western
world) and had perm itted only one em igration of agriculturalists,
to Hawaii in 1868; this it had term inated very quickly on the
grounds that conditions on the H awaiian sugar plantations were
akin to slavery.22 It was not un til after 1885, when the government
perm itted large-scale em igration of agricultural labourers and
encouraged the great Japanese em igration companies to undertake
colonisation schemes as far afield as Brazil, that there was much
likelihood of official Japanese interest in the N orthern Territory.
H ad Japanese farmers indeed successfully established themselves
at the time the story of W hite A ustralia m ight have been very
different.
T h en , in 1877, there arrived the first substantial ship-load of
Cantonese gold-diggers, organised by Chinese m erchants who had
been sending miners to the Queensland diggings and were now
finding the trade blocked by recent restrictive laws. As in Queens
land this radically altered the coolie question. As in Queensland,
too, government policy had not gone unchallenged. Patrick Boyle
Coglin, member for Flinders, had been voicing the distaste of many
Adelaide labourers and small traders for coloured labour in the
north almost from the time the governm ent announced its intention
of spending public money on bringing Chinese from Singapore.
South Australians wanted British and Germ an immigrants, he
announced, and needed all available public funds to assist them
with the heavy passage costs from Europe to Australia; in any case
‘we w ant white faces, something more like the angelic-featurecl
people we meet from home, and not Chinese’.23 Distance, the
constant heavy drain on the Adelaide Treasury, the clam our of
persons with money invested in the T erritory so far w ithout return,
however, all combined with the widespread view that white persons
could not work well in the tropics to overwhelm Coglin and his
friends. T hough Cog!in’s views did not trium ph until some years
later he could derive some consolation from seeing how few
coloured labourers the governm ent’s policy actually attracted.
W estern Australia took quite another line. Desperately short
of labour in the 1840s— the population totalled less than 4500 after
20 years of existence— and unable to attract m uch of the British
stream setting to the eastern colonies, a few landowners im ported
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Indian and Chinese coolies in the late 1830s and 1840s, some with
government subsidy; the first census, 1848, showed some ninety
persons of Moslem or pagan faith.24 In 1849, however, the colony
persuaded the British government to introduce a modified convict
system for its special benefit—as much to obtain British finance for
convict-built roads and buildings as for cheap labour—and received
some 9700 convicts during the next two decades.
W hen convict transportation ceased in 1868 labour was still
very scarce, in southern districts as well as in the tropical and arid
areas, so a Select Com mittee on Im m igration recommended the
introduction of Chinese labourers from Singapore, if necessary with
government subsidy. Indian coolie im m igration was also investi
gated, but rejected on the grounds that the colony could not meet
the conditions imposed by India.25 In 1874 the Legislative Council
not only voted £1000 to subsidise the introduction of fifty or more
Chinese and Javanese but also passed the first of the Im ported
Labour Registry Acts (No. 9, July 1874); this was designed to safe
guard ‘the welfare of natives of India, China, Africa and of the
islands of the Indian and Pacific Oceans and Malayan Archipelago’,
who might be im ported into Western Australia or employed therein,
by requiring that vessels supply details of such labourers before
landing them and that employers produce such labourers for
inspection if requested. In 1878 the Council voted another £7000
to subsidise further im migration, and another £2000 in 1879. N um 
bers actually introduced, however, seem small; the 1881 count gave
only 181 Chinese and 110 Indo-Malayans (then called Malaccans)
though clearly there were also 500 or more Malays engaged in pearl
fishing.26 Occupations of the Chinese are obscure; apparently half
were engaged in fishing, agriculture or pastoral work in the
northern districts, about one-quarter in sim ilar work in the south
west and the rem ainder in various jobs in or near Perth.27
T hough numbers were small, government policy did not lack
its critics. Members representing working class districts (Marmion
and Higham of Frem antle, for example) raised the usual point that
Chinese or Malay labourers were ‘antagonistic to the introduction
of immigrants from B ritain’, 28 while residents of the south-western
agricultural areas argued that Chinese pastoral and farm hands
were often quite useless.29 Such voices, however, were overwhelmed
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by pastoralists and pearlers clam ouring for more Asiatic labour,
and by the widespread opinion that Chinese and other Asiatics
were very suitable for the colony, ‘more especially in the northern
portion of the colony where the climate was prejudicial to the
health and comfort of European labourers’.30 T his was the dom inant
view until workable gold was discovered, in the mid-1880s in the
Kimberley M ountains of the far north, and W estern Australia
seemed about to experience a great influx of Cantonese gold-diggers.
At th at point other considerations came to the fore.
Ehe position in Australia in the mid- 1870s, then, was that
Victoria and New South Wales were experiencing a gradual shift
of their Chinese populations from m ining to other occupations and
from ru ral to m etropolitan residence; Tasm ania had very few
Chinese, except in the newly discovered tin areas, and was not
particularly concerned; the three ‘tropical’ colonies were all im ple
m enting labour recruitm ent policies based on the assumption that,
cpiite apart from labour shortages in the south, any development
of sugar, cotton, rice, coffee, rubber and other tropical crops
required Asiatic, African or Pacific Island labour. All three had
investigated the possibility of Indian coolie m igration, and had
been repelled by the very strict conditions enforced by the govern
m ent of India. All three had thereupon turned to other supplies.
Queensland, with some 6000 Pacific Islanders, was doing best, both
in terms of recruitm ent and crop production. South Australia and
W estern Australia, with a few hundred Chinese and Malays from
Singapore and elsewhere in the Indo-Malay archipelago (some
introduced at governm ent expense), were progressing more slowly.
Ehe less am bitious plans of Western Australia, however, based
largely on the pastoral and pearl fishing industries, were achieving
better results than the more grandiose South Australian scheme of
turn in g the N orthern T erritory into a tropical garden almost
overnight.

2 Cantonese gold-diggers in the A ustralian tropics
Into this somewhat complicated scene swept the second wave of
Cantonese gold-diggers, Queensland first. T h e Cape River discoveries
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of 1867 brought about 1500 Cantonese north from New South
Wales and Victoria, increasing Q ueensland’s Chinese population
from just over 600 in January 1864, mainly scattered through the
rural areas, to more than 2600 in M arch 1868, nearly 1700 being
in m ining areas.31 A few more arrived 1868-71 with further dis
coveries in the Mt W yatt, Ravenswood, G ilbert and Etheridge
areas; by September 1871 the Chinese num bered some 3300, again
mostly in m ining areas. T h e big rush, however, began in 1875 to
the Palmer fields, located in the difficult m ountainous country
inland from Cairns and Cooktown. Gold had been discovered there
in 1872, attracted perhaps 5000 European miners in 1873, failed to
retain all but 2000 of them during the bad season of 1874, and
instead drew a num ber of Cantonese diggers quite prepared to
tackle fields Europeans had deserted as insufficiently productive. By
the end of 1874 nearly 1500 Chinese diggers, mostly from other
Queensland gold-fields, had moved on to the Palmer fields while
the first Palmer gold had reached Hongkong and Canton, inspiring
the credit-ticket merchants to start m igration operations via Cooktown. By May 1876 some 8000 Chinese ivere in the Palmer Region,
outnum bering Europeans at least 4 : l.32 At this point public
opinion forced the government into action.
On the whole relations between European and Chinese diggers
had been relatively good since the move north in 1867-8. In Novem
ber 1871 armed Chinese resisted an attem pt to evict them from the
Six Mile Diggings on the G ilbert field while a few weeks later, after
the death of a w4iite m iner nam ed Knox in a tavern brawl with
Chinese on the Cape River field, a band of white diggers burnt
down tbe publican’s shanty and all the Chinese tents and shelters.33
T he next few years, however, passed with little incident, mainly
because tbe Queensland governm ent had early set up efficient
machinery for policing the gold areas, and also because new gold
fields drew white miners rapidly from place to place leaving the
Chinese room to work by themselves. 'Ehe arrival of ship-loads of
Cantonese at Cooktown in 1875 produced some tension and threats
against Chinamen caught in the vicinity of white miners, as
instance the notice on a tree at Sandy Creek that ‘any Chinaman
found higher up this creek will be instantly seized and hanged
until he is dead’.34 But there was relatively little disorder, the main
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pressure of restriction coming from the south where the old antiChinese feelings of 1861-2, based on the earlier experiences of Vic
toria and New South Wales, quickly reasserted themselves.
As early as A pril 1875, soon after Cantonese began arriving in
num bers direct from China, H enry King, now M inister for Mines
and just as opposed to coloured labour as ever, moved that the
Legislative Assembly consider am ending the Gold Fields Act in
order to restrict the entry of Asiatic and African aliens; the
Assembly agreed b u t in the changes of government soon afterwards
took no further action. Next year, with Chinese still increasing
rapidly in num bers, the T h o rn government introduced the Gold
Fields A m endm ent Bill (August 1876) requiring Asiatic and African
aliens to stay away from new gold-fields for two years and to pay
m uch higher fees for m ining or trading on older fields (£3 a year
for a m iner’s licence and £10 a year for a trading licence, compared
with the general fees of 10 shillings and £4). T h e government, and
the pream ble of the Bill, stated that the objective was to make such
aliens contribute their proper share to the cost of supervising the
gold-fields (T horn asserted that in 1875 Chinese had contributed
£4500 by way of licence fees but had cost £16,000 in police protec
tion)35 but the whole colony knewr that the real objective was to
restrict the num ber of Chinese diggers entering the colony and to
keep them off new gold-fields until white miners had taken their
fill of the easier ore and moved on elsewhere. T he phrase ‘Asiatic
and African alien’ was used rather than ‘Chinese’, not so much
because there was any worry about coloured immigrants other than
Chinese b u t because this had been the phrase used in the Aliens
Act of 1861 (when restricting easy naturalisation to European aliens,
(see chapter 4, section 1, above) and had been accepted without
dem ur by W estminster.
T h e Legislative Council knocked out the two-year clause, as
the planter elem ent felt it would discourage unnecessarily a people
who m ight be useful in tropical agriculture, but perm itted a threeyear ban later, in 1878, when Chinese num bers had grown con
siderably.30 T h e Governor then referred the rem ainder of the Bill
to W estminster, on the grounds th at he and others felt that the
discrim inatory fee charges m ight be a breach of Anglo-Chinese
Treaties, th at the machinery clauses would in practice act not only
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against alien Chinese miners and traders but also against B ritish
Chinese and against alien Chinese on the gold-fields as servants or
m arket gardeners. W estm inster agreed with these objections and
disallowed the Bill in the form presented.
T h e m ajority of Queenslanders reacted with extreme indigna
tion against this ‘im perial m eddling’ in the internal affairs of a selfgoverning colony and appealed for support to the other colonies;
on the grounds that W estm inster had not blocked the New South
Wales law of 1861, though that was after the convention of Peking,
and that Queensland feared that ‘both our rights [of self-govern
ment] and our civilization may be compromised, and that our
social and political system may be im perilled if on any plea w hat
ever a Chinese im m igration is forced upon us against our wishes
and against our interests’.37 Victoria, under the radical Prem ier
Berry, supported Q ueensland to the hilt; New South Wales under
the m aturing but still somewhat unpredictable Henry Parkes,
replied that while it sympathised with Q ueensland’s predicam ent
it felt that W estm inster would react favourably to less aggressively
framed legislation; South Australia, then in the midst of seeking
Asiatic labour for the N orthern Territory, refused to comment until
she received more details about the nature of the discrim inations
proposed; Tasm ania merely acknowledged the letter; W estern
Australia, not then being a self-governing colony, had nothing to
contribute.
In mid-1877 a still grum bling Queensland government, feeling
somewhat aggrieved at the reaction of every other colony save Vic
toria, introduced a revised Bill. This left the discrim inatory fees as
before but safeguarded the rights of British Chinese, and Chinese
servants and m arket gardeners, and stated openly that one of its
objects was ‘to discourage the immigration of such aliens and their
employment in gold m ining’. T o make matters still more certain,
and to rem ind W estm inster of earlier legislation, the government
also introduced a Chinese Immigration R egulation Bill, repeating
earlier Victorian and New South Wales laws by charging an entry
tax of £10 a head and forbidding any vessel to arrive with more
than one Chinese im m igrant for every 10 tons of ship’s tonnage.
W ith colonial tempers inflamed against ‘im perial interference’, and
with another 10,000 Chinese now in the north (making some 17,000
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Chinese : 1500 whites) both Bills passed rapidly through Parlia
m ent.38 T his time W estm inster gave its approval.
It is im portant to understand the m ain issues in Queensland
at the time. O n the one hand planter and other interests set on
rapid developm ent of the north were glad to see the entry of a
people who, coming at no expense to themselves and with some
possibility of later leaving m ining for agriculture, seemed a valuable
addition to the ‘no rth ern portion of the colony where the climate
was such as to make it unfit for white m en’.39 T his was the group
who, with a few liberal-hum anitarians, strenuously denied allega
tions of Chinese degradation, vice and uselessness, and argued that
Chinese paid for their protection not only via licence fees but also
by customs duties and purchase of A ustralian goods; they also
pointedly asked why ‘Asiatic and African aliens should be treated
differently from all other aliens’ so breaking basic principles of
international law and equity.40
On the other hand were professional, industrial and small-trade
Liberals, led by Samuel Griffith, John Douglas and George Thorn,
who were now developing strong opinions against all coloured
labour, Pacific islanders included. W ith them were various pastoralists and industrialists genuinely concerned about the rapid
influx of Cantonese miners; by mid-1877 there were far more in
Queensland than there were in New South Wales in 1861 when
th at colony introduced its restrictive laws (17,000 : 12,000). T hough
various working class leaders raised at meetings and in the press
the m atter of cheap labour com petition, this in fact was not a m ajor
issue and was effectively m entioned only once in the legislature.41
N or were Chinese degradation, vice and disease m ajor issues, though
sometimes used in debate. Nor was the slavery issue at all im portant,
though with missionary and other groups currently railing against
the ‘slave-trade’ in Pacific islanders it was bound to be mentioned.
But with Cantonese miners roam ing freely about the north, with
almost no contact w ith European employers, traditional arguments
against slavery were replaced with half-hearted talk about Chinese
im migrants being too m uch under the control of headmen and
secret societies, and in that sense ‘slaves’ to ‘brutal Chinese masters’.42
T h e decisive factor undoubtedly was the rapidity of the Chinese
‘invasion’—about 17,000 in two and a half years—and its arousal
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of four quite distinct fears. First was the fear that the Chinese
im perial giant was at last stirring its sluggish limbs, was about to
adopt the im perial expansionist policies of the leading European
nations, and had designs on the remote and sparsely populated areas
of northern Queensland. As C. S. Mein said when introducing the
Gold Fields Am endm ent Bill to the Council in 1876: ‘unless Parlia
m ent is prepared to hand over to the Em peror of C hina the whole
of our N orthern T erritory it must do something at once’,43 or as
W. H. Bailey said when castigating those trying to base an antiChinese campaign on the highly dubious grounds of Chinese
degradation and disease, ‘the plain fact is that we are in fear of a
Chinese invasion and we may as well say so at once’.44
Second was the fear that, even if the British Navy kept
the new Chinese gunboats away, large concentrations of Chinese
wotdd raise problems similar to those experienced by parts of South
east Asia where the Chinese had virtually taken over, as in Singa
pore, or been severely restricted to prevent them doing so, as in
Java and the Philippines, ‘As we are bou n d ’, rem arked John Doug
las after m entioning these places, ‘to resist the invasion of a foreign
hostile power so we are bound to resist the invasion of foreigners
who, whilst not coming with any hostile object, may arrive in such
num bers as in the course of a few years to form a preponderating
portion of our people’.45 At this time, in the large but sparsely
settled area of Queensland north of Townsville, there were
approxim ately 18,000 white males, some being children, compared
w ith nearly 1000 adidt male Pacific islanders and some 18,000
Chinese, with the last still arriving by the ship load.
T h ird was the fear of a C alifornian situation where, though
the Chinese were in a clear minority, they had given rise to a
difficult social problem and much race antagonism. By 1877 Queens
land politicians were reading and quoting from the Joint Congres
sional Committee R eport on the Chinese in C alifornia,46 from
American writers such as H epw orth Dixon {The Mongolian
Invasion),47 and from American leaders such as George Seward,
U nited States M inister to China, who had openly stated how glad
and relieved he was that the ‘Chinese stream ’ was now setting
towards Queensland.48 Fourth, and closely related, was fear of
social disorder, of uncontrollable clashes between Chinese and
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E u ro p ean m iners, such as the B uck lan d R iver an d L am b in g F lat
riots earlier in V ictoria an d N ew South W ales. As C. S. M ein p u t
it: ‘the h ab its of the races are so opposed to one an o th er th a t a
collision m ig h t take place at any m om en t if a large arm ed force
is n o t m a in ta in e d in the gold-fields to p rev en t it’.49
T h ese assessments a n d arg u m en ts carried the day, b u t it is
im p o rta n t to see how the opin io n s of those concerned w ith tropical
developm en t affected the form of restriction. D ouglas and o th er
liberals were at this tim e seeking to com prom ise on the Pacific
Islan d er p roblem , by c o n tin u in g to allow th e ir entry for the tim e
being yet m ak in g sure they d id n o t have the general ru n of the
colony (so co m p etin g witli w hite labourers an d tradesm en) b u t
were confined to areas of tropical or sub-tropical agriculture; hence
his refusal, after becom ing P rem ier in M arch 1877, to g ran t licences
to im p o rt o r transfer islanders except for such em ploym ent.30 T h is
control of occupations an d residence, by g overnm ent control of
im m igratio n perm its, later becam e a m a jo r elem ent in b o th Aus
tralian an d A m erican ad m in istrativ e m achinery. A t this tim e its
im portance lies in revealing the a ttitu d e th a t d iscrim ination of this
kind was n o t only a q u ite legitim ate an d reasonable co n d itio n to
im pose on coloured la b o u r b u t was the only co n d itio n on w hich
certain lib eral an d w orking class groups were p rep ared to adm it
such la b o u r to the colony. T h e sam e a ttitu d e lay b eh in d the 1876
and 1878 moves to keep C hinese diggers off new gold-fields for at
least several years b u t to im pose no restrictio n on them should they
wish to enter, as was hoped, o th e r occupations in the tropics (in this
case, thou g h , was an added desire to prescribe definite areas for
alien m iners, as in New South W ales in 1861, in o rd er to reduce the
danger of collision betw een eth n ic groups). H ere p lanters w atched
w ith great in terest the ex p erim en t of J o h n Spiller w hen he engaged
forty Chinese, recently arrived in C ooktow n as p a rt of the C antonese
gold-rush, to help w ith his sugar harvest at M ackay in N ovem ber
1875; he an d they were som ew hat disgusted w ith the ‘laziness’ of
these C hinese,51 th o u g h it seems m ore likely th a t the C hinese felt
th a t islan d er wages were too low and th a t they cotdd do b e tte r in
the gold-fields. T h o u g h this p a rtic u la r ex p erim en t lasted only two
m onths p lan ters hoped for b e tte r results, w hich largely explains
why the g o vernm ent’s first a tte m p t at control, in 1876, was n o t a
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restriction on im m igration in general b u t simply on entry to the
gold-fields. Only when W estm inster queried this did the colony
introduce general restrictions on entry.
In the event the Queensland restrictions proved effective in
reducing the num bers of Cantonese; only 500 arrived between late
1877 and 1881 while clause 7 of the Im m igration Act, refunding
the £10 entry tax to Chinese leaving Q ueensland w ithin five years
without any record of crime or current debt, encouraged more to
leave than might otherwise have done. Moreover the gold areas of
the N orthern T erritory were by now offering a rival attraction. By
April 1881 the Chinese population had dw indled to 11,200 males
and 29 females.
In the N orthern T erritory of South Australia, the 150 or so
Singapore Chinese rem aining from the recruitm ent of 1874 were
mostly at Pine Creek, working alluvial gold on their own account
during the wet season and coming in for public works employment
at Darwin during the dry. By late 1876 the Canton-Hongkong
m erchants had become interested, rum ours had reached Darwin of
a massive im m igration, and in December ninety-five diggers arrived
from Hongkong announcing that if they were successful others
would follow.52 F urther im m igration occurred in 1878 and by
April 1879 there were some 3400 Chinese and thirty Malays in the
T erritory, compared with 460 whites, a ratio of 8 : 1. Gold was,
however, less plentiful and easy than in Queensland and there the
m igration stopped; indeed some returned to China leaving only
2770 in August 1879. Nevertheless, this was sufficient to alarm some
of the few white residents, and to annoy them when they saw
Chinese on public works relief during the dry season. A dditionally
some Chinese took up m arket gardening—which pleased many as
it gave the little colony much needed fresh vegetables—but others
em ulated their com patriots in South-east Asia and set up as
merchants and shopkeepers; which intensely annoyed the few white
storekeepers. Indignation meetings became common, cries for a
£20 entry tax were raised, and also talk of copying Q ueensland’s
gold-field laws.
On the whole the government in Adelaide did not feel that
3000 Chinese posed any strategic clanger and contented itself with
restricting the employm ent of Chinese on government contracts.53
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M oreover, to ensure th a t C hinese residents were c o n trib u tin g
ad eq u ately to local revenue, it im posed custom s du ties on various
com m odities enjoyed by th e Chinese. Basically the g overnm ent was
very relieved to see some grow th of p o p u la tio n an d activity, and
h o p ed to d iv ert C hinese m iners in to its schemes of large-scale
p lan tatio n s. It certainly h a d no in te n tio n as yet of im posing
restrictions on th e ir entry.

3 T h e seam en’s strike (1878-9) an d its a fte rm a th
M eanw hile im p o rta n t events h a d been tak in g place in the eastern
colonies. In 1873 the C lunes m ines, o p e ra tin g in V ictoria near
B allarat, h a d tried to use C hinese m iners to break the resistance of
E u ro p ean m iners to changes in shift-w ork; the m iners successfully
co u n tered this by attack in g the carriages conveying the C hinese
a n d tu rn in g them an d th e ir frig h ten ed inm ates away.54 T h e n , at a
tim e w hen w orking class an d sm all-trade interests were becom ing
m ore conscious of the g ra d u a l shift of C hinese from ru ra l to m et
ro p o lita n residence, a n d of possible com p etitio n in u rb a n occupa
tions, cam e the great S eam en’s SLrike of 1878-9. T h is arose from
moves by the A u stralasian Steam N avig atio n C om pany (a New
South W ales enterp rise d eveloping considerable trade w ith New
Zealand, New C aledonia an d Fiji as well as along the New South
W ales and Q ueensland coasts, in clu d in g m ail subsidies from both
these colonies) to co u n teract com petition from alien lines by sub
stitu tin g C hinese firem en for E u ro p ean — £2.75 com pared w ith £6
a m onth. T h e Seam en’s U n io n , now covering V ictoria, New South
W ales an d Q ueensland, w ent on strike in N ovem ber 1878, enlisted
the su p p o rt of o th e r unions, received m oral an d financial backing
from public m eetings an d some m id d le class groups in all the east
ern colonies, and eventually w on the su p p o rt of John Douglas and
his L iberal gov ern m en t in Q ueensland. W h en th at governm ent,
then in the m idst of im posing fu rth e r restrictions on the em ploy
m ent of Pacific islanders, decided to m ake its m ail subsidy condi
tional on w hite crews only, the C om pany ca p itu la te d an d agreed to
phase o u t its C hinese over the n e x t th ree an d a h alf years.55
T h e strike n o t only b ro u g h t to a head m uch w orking class
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unrest with the wiiole Chinese question b u t also gave great im petus
later in 1879 to the Intercolonial T rade Union Congress, which
unanim ously condemned any further im portation of Chinese
workers and called for the im position of a heavy poll tax on Chinese
already resident. Embryonic working class political groups— the
Political Reform Association of New South Wales, for instance,
which already had ‘stringent restrictions’ against Chinese in its
platform 56—were also active during the strike, organising public
meetings both to support strikers and to dem and heavy restrictions,
as ‘the im m igration of these mean and cringing aliens is fraught with
injury to the operative classes, and to the welfare of the country’.57
Anti-Chinese Leagues, largely working class and small-trades in
origin, also made their appearance. T h a t of Victoria dem anded ‘the
restriction or, if found necessary, the complete prohibition of
im m igration of Chinese to this colony, [and] absolute discontinuance
of trade and traffic with those already here’;58 that of South Aus
tralia, organised support for the strike, backed up radical politicians
such as W illiam Magarey and Patrick Coglin, and attacked the
Morgan government for allowing the contractors building the Pt
Augusta railway to use a fewr Chinese labourers;59 that of Queens
land strongly backed the strikers and made preparations for its
moves to appeal to the people of South Australia against continued
Chinese im m igration via Darwin.
It so happened that in December 1878 there occurred another
rearrangem ent of the political forces in New South Wales, bringing
to office a coalition of the factions led by Henry Parkes and John
Robertson. These had both supported the colony’s anti-Chinese
legislation of 1861 and, in all the political excitement surrounding
the strike, and in view of a slight increase of Chinese arrivals, felt
it advisable in January 1879 to introduce a Bill reviving the earlier
restrictions, with an additional clause applying such restrictions to
Chinese seamen employed on colonial vessels. Parkes carried the
Bill through the Assembly (28 : 15) but Robertson could gain only
four supporters in the Council; the rem ainder felt that the employ
m ent of Chinese on ships trading in the Pacific had little to do
with the im m igration of Chinese into the colony, or the behaviour
of those already resident in it, so threw the Bill out in 1879. In
Victoria the radical Berry m ight well have made sim ilar moves but
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was heavily embroiled in a bitter constitutional struggle with the
Legislative Council, and a trip to B ritain in connection with it.
In Queensland the Douglas government was replaced by the
more planter-oriented M cllw raith ministry (21/1/79)—and in any
case still bad the restrictions of 1877—while in South Australia
the M organ government decided that the 300 or so Chinese in the
south required no special action and that the north could not afford
to discourage Chinese im m igration as yet. Nevertheless both govern
ments felt that, though their northern territories required more
coloured labour, it would be inexpedient at this time too openly
to encourage the recruitm ent of Chinese coolies; additionally, for
political reasons, M cllw raith felt obliged to confirm Douglas’
restrictions on Pacific Island labour in the Polynesian Labourers
Act (No. 17 of 1880). Both governments therefore reopened negotia
tions w ith India, Queensland, on the basis of its Coolie Act of 1862
and South Australia on the basis of a special enabling Act of 1879
(reserved for W estm inster and repassed in altered form in 1882).
Again both negotiations foundered on In d ia’s insistence that the
A ustralian governments pay the salaries of agents and protectors
directly responsible to India. W estern Australia rem ained little
moved by all these events, quietly continuing to adm it and recruit
small num bers of Chinese, Malays and other Asians, mainly through
its Im ported Labour Registry Act.
W ith the settlem ent of the strike feelings quietened down for
a time, only to rise again in New South Wales in 1880 when it
became known that net im m igration of Chinese was increasing:
1875, -584; 1876, -244; 1877, +394; 1878, +925; 1879, +1422; 1880,
+2075; 1881, +3536.f,° In May 1880, following a large public m eet
ing at the G uild Hall, a deputation waited upon Henry Parkes,
stressing the dangers of vice, depravity and race antagonism, com
plaining that Chinese ‘num bers were increasing so rapidly that they
would be able soon to defy the law’ and ‘absorb all the means by
which Europeans derived a livelihood’, hoping the government
would take no notice of T reaties between B ritain and China, and
asking for combined action by all the colonies.01 Parkes refused to
adm it th at the Chinese were the sole repositories of vice (especially
when it had been B ritain that had forced opium upon them), or
th at they could be dismissed as a semi-savage race when they
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possessed a great and ancient civilisation, licit agreed that there
was race incom patibility, that num bers were increasing too rapidly,
and that the problem was an Australia-wide m atter that should be
solved by uniform legislation.62 He contacted the other colonies
accordingly, including New Zealand, asked them to discuss various
defence and trade issues as well, and rejected all moves for New
South Wales restriction until the intercolonial conference had met
at the end of the year.63
In Victoria, also, anti-Chinese persons were watching the net
m igration statistics. T hough there was clearly a m arked long-term
fall in the colony’s Chinese population as miners and others either
died, moved to another colony or returned to their villages in the
C anton delta (1861, 24,732; 1871, 17,826; 1881, 11,959), there was a
slight increase in net m igration in the late seventies (1873, -254;
1874, -145; 1875, +222; 1876, +108; 1877, +239; 1878, +515; 1879,
+616; 1880, +733; 1881, +696). This, plus the clam our of certain
tradesmen alleging unfair Chinese com petition, led the Assembly
in September 1880 to approve the reintroduction of restrictions but
to leave discussion of the exact form until after the conference. A
move to deprive alien Chinese of the right to vote in m unicipal
and parliam entary elections—a privilege then perm itted aliens
generally—was also postponed.
In South Australia 1880 saw the revival of anti-Chinese feeling
in a somewhat different form. Robert Shapland’s book T he Chinese
Question: In Yelloiu Agony, attacking the 300 odd Chinese in
South Australia proper, especially those in Hindley St, Adelaide,
aroused some attention, as did a small outbreak of violence in the
suburb of Norwood where larrikins smashed num bers of Chinese
windows.64 More attention was given to an increase of Chinese
num bers in the N orthern T erritory (from 2700 in m id-1879 to more
than 4000 in mid-1880) and to an appeal from the anti-Chinese
Association of Queensland, published in the Register, 29/3/80,
querying the value of Chinese in the north: ‘a rush of Chinese
invariably overwhelms, disheartens and drives valuable colonists
away . . . like a swarm of locusts laying bare and withering all
before them ’; the tropical parts of Australia are under the trust
of Queensland and South Australia, ‘entrusted to us by our British
fellow countrym en to hold for them and not for the Chinese’. J. C.
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Bray, lawyer m ember for the working class electorate of East
Adelaide, decided to force a Queensland-type restrictive measure
on the government and obtained the support of the Assembly,
including that of some of the Ministers, who claimed amidst ribald
disbelief th at they had been thinking of doing this themselves for
some time.65 T h e Legislative Council, however, followed H. Scott
in castigating those attem pting to enlarge 300 Chinese in the south
into a national danger and asking why, if the N orthern Territory
was m arked out for European settlement, there were only 400
whites there after twenty years of strenuous government and private
investm ent.66 After H ogarth, another member interested in northern
developm ent, had praised the contribution being made by the
Cantonese to the Territory, and had said that he was all ‘for
encouraging anybody to come there who can do something with it,
no m atter if their skins are white, yellow or, for that m atter,
green’,67 the Council threw the Bill out.
T h e government then took the m atter over officially by in tro 
ducing a Queensland-type restrictive Bill for the T erritory alone,
arguing that num bers there were still increasing and that some
Councillors m ight reconsider restriction if the south, with its paltry
300 Chinese, were left out of the issue. Faint hope. T h e Council,
this time led by Baker, stated its belief that the Chinese were doing
more for the T erritory than white ‘loafers’ and ‘quasi-miners’ who
did little except lounge about the public houses abusing the Chinese
at work. Baker, finishing his speech by quoting one T erritory
opinion that the governm ent woidd do better to put a £50 entry tax
on useless white loungers and grum blers rather than on the Chinese,
‘our best colonists’, carried a not unw illing Council against the Bill,
12:3. M organ, the Prem ier, with M ann the governm ent leader in
the Council, thereupon went to M elbourne to draw inspiration and
help from Henry Parkes and his intercolonial conference.

4 The Australasian Intercolonial Conference, December 1880 to
January 1881
In practice the conference was somewhat divided on the Chinese
question. In between discussions on customs duties, federation and
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naval defence, it m anaged to reach agreement on four general pro
positions: that Britain should follow America’s example and
renegotiate its T reaty with C hina; that Chinese im m igration to
Australasia should be controlled; th at this control should be u n i
form, based on a £10 entry tax plus tonnage restriction; that exem p
tion should be made for crews, British subjects and Chinese
residents of the colonies returning after temporary trips to China.
T h en came disagreement. T h e New South Wales and Victorian
representatives wanted a unanim ous resolution that ‘the introduc
tion of Chinese into any colony of Australia or New Zealand is
undesirable’ whereas Q ueensland and South Australia, m indful of
their tropical norths, and Tasm ania, m indful of its developing tin
mines, insisted that the resolution be am ended to read, ‘the in tro 
duction of Chinese in large num bers’; which explains why New
South Wales and Victoria, while agreeing with Q ueensland’s £10
entry tax, pushed hard for a tonnage restriction of 100 tons whereas
the others were content with som ething nearer the 10 tons of the
Queensland Act. Furtherm ore, though delegates may have discussed
various kinds of internal discrim ination—denial of naturalisation,
of the franchise, of free movement, of free choice of occupations—
they made no statem ent of principle except on the desirability of
preventing free movement of Chinese across the continent by impos
ing the £10 entry tax on Chinese crossing colonial boundaries over
land. Finally, during the Conference, G raham Berry, Victorian
Prem ier and delegate, heard about W estern A ustralia’s continued
efforts to recruit Chinese and, despite the explanation of M r justice
Wrensfordesley (the W estern Australian delegate) that only fifty
Chinese were involved, compared with the annual intake of 2000
into New South Wales and nearly 1000 into Victoria, insisted that
the Conference protest strongly to W estm inster about this disrup
tive action of its wayward crown colony.08
T h e protest, conveying the impression of much greater
unanim ity than in fact existed, and of much greater willingness to
submerge local colonial interests in a common policy than soon
proved to be the case, nevertheless pointed out to W estm inster that:
In all the six Colonies a strong feeling prevails in opposition to the
unrestricted introduction of Chinese, this opposition arising principally
from a desire to preserve and perpetuate the British type in the various
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popu lation s. In several of the Colonies strin g en t measures have been
passed at different times to restrict the influx of Chinese im m igrants
even at their own expense . . . [At] the present C onference . . . a resolu
tion has b een agreed to “r e c o m m e n d in g u n ifo rm legislation on the
p a rt of all the Colonies to restrict the influx of C hinese” . . . If W estern
Australia persists in her policy it c a n n o t fail to en g en d er am on g the
people of the o th er Colonies a sense of pu b lic injury a n d of resent
m e n t . . . At a time w hen a disposition is grow ing u p in the Colonies
to draw more closely together the ties of political relationship, it is a
m a tte r for deep regret th a t the smallest Colony of the g rou p should
take a course so calculated to cut her off from p o p u la r sympathy and
to isolate h er in her colonizing progress [T h e six Colonies here included
N ew Z ealand a n d excluded W estern A ustralia ] . 69

H earing the full story from M r Justice Wrensfordesly, and that
his explanation to delegates had been virtually disregarded, W estern
Australians took considerable umbrage. T h e Australian asserted
that the Conference docum ent was ‘a piece of im pertinence
unparalleled in political affairs . . . a petty piece of busy-bodyism
towards the internal affairs of W estern A ustralia’ by those im pudent
easterners, Parkes and Berry. T h e legislature later approved a
memorial of protest and explanation to W estminster, to which even
M arm ion (the m em ber for Frem antle consistently opposing Chinese
im migration) agreed on the grounds that such high-handed inter
ference from the eastern colonies was a more serious m atter than
the im m igration of a handful of Chinese at public expense.70
Shadows of the separation movement of the tw entieth century were
casting tentative fingers ahead.
Delegates to the Conference returned home rejuvenated, weary,
bored or annoyed and reported to their respective governments.
Western Australia, of course, did nothing, except later in 1882
slightly alter the Im ported L abour Registry Act, and that m ainly
to ensure a higher standard of coolie physique and health.71 T he
M cllw raith government in Queensland, busy with its Indian coolie
negotiations and quite content with its two existing Chinese Acts,
likewise did nothing. In Tasm ania, the Attorney-General intro
duced a Queensland-type Bill, saying that though there w7ere few7
Chinese in the colony at present it m ight perhaps be w7ise both to
guard against the future and to ensure that ‘we should not be the
only colony open to them ’. T he T reasurer supported him, with the
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somewhat unexpected argum ent that the new Bill proposed for
New South Wales was ‘almost inhum an in some of its provisions’
and might divert Chinese to Tasm ania; in any case the Assembly
could make the relatively m ild Tasm anian proposals still more m ild
if it so wished. T his somewhat half-hearted introduction encouraged
the Assembly to heed those who claimed that the Chinese were
industrious, sober, law-abiding and useful, that their opponents
revealed little but irrational prejudice, and that Tasm ania could
easily introduce restrictive measures should it ever receive definite
proof that the Chinese were in fact injuring the Tasm anian popu
lation. T he Assembly thereupon threw the Bill out w ithout
division.72
In South Australia, the election of April 1881 had not only
revealed m uch anti-Chinese feeling but had increased the standing
of J. C. Bray, who had introduced the abortive Bill of 1880 and
was to become prem ier while the new Bill was still under discussion
in late June. T h e nearly defunct Morgan government introduced
a restrictive Bill on the general lines agreed to at the intercolonial
conference—b u t choosing a tonnage lim it of 50 tons as a reasonable
compromise between the 10 tons of Q ueensland and the 100 tons
wanted by N.S.W. and Victoria—and basetl its case on the clear
wishes of the electors, the need to avoid the troubles of California
and the danger of smallpox, leprosy and other ‘loathsome diseases’
apparently introduced to Sydney and M elbourne by recent Chinese
arrivals.73 J. L. Parsons, who was to be Resident at Darwin during
the 1888 crisis, revealed his views at this time in a speech praising
the Chinese virtues and civilisation but strongly supporting the
proposed restrictions lest there develop severe race conflict: ‘I fear
the Chinese as a race, chiefly because of their enormous num bers’
and the way in which they were taking control of Java, CochinChina and B urm a.74
Such arguments, however, left Scott, Baker and others in the
Council still quite unmoved. They did not this time oppose restric
tions in the south (after all, Baker magnanimously adm itted, it was
natural that southern workers should feel strongly about living
standards and that the colony should safeguard its original ideal
of an Anglo-Saxon yeomanry) but they deplored all ‘the blind
hatred’ displayed against the Chinese people, all the false repre170
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sentations about their im m orality and uselessness, and all sugges
tions th at an Upper House should defer to the wayward whims of
electors— here looking h ard at F. C. Buik, who had taken a strong
anti-Chinese line at the recent elections and was ‘certain that the
pronounced views I hold on the subject have placed me in the
position I now occupy’.75 Declaring that the N orthern Territory
woidd collapse w ithout the Chinese, that all talk of it being ‘flooded
w ith Celestials’ was sheer nonsense when num bers were declining
(actually from 4350 in December 1880 to 3690 in August 1881), and
that disease could be controlled by adequate quarantine, they
insisted on inserting a clause which exempted the T erritory from
the restrictions, on reducing the 50 ton limit to 10 tons, and on
lightening penalties against shipping companies breaking the
regulations.76 Despite considerable objection by the Assembly they
rem ained quite inflexible and eventually forced Bray reluctantly to
accept their m odifications;77 which m eant fixing a boundary between
the N orthern T erritory and South Australia proper (eventually
designated as a line 1000 miles north of Adelaide) across which
Chinese could pass southwards only if they paid the £10 entry tax.
In Victoria there was naturally less talk of the danger of China
invading the empty north, and also less stress on growth of num 
bers, but more emphasis on cheap labour competition, disease, vice
and racial homogeneity. In fact, despite all the outcry made by
T rad e Unions and Anti-Chinese Associations two years earlier, little
concrete evidence was produced that Chinese moving to M elbourne
were taking many jobs wanted by Europeans; the case was simply
taken as proved and m entioned in general terms only, or else in
terms of what was happening in San Francisco.78 Disease received
more attention, especially the forty odd cases of smallpox that had
followed the arrival of a diseased Chinese seaman in 1868, and also
the later rum ours of leprosy in New South Wales.79 More eloquent
speeches were on race incom patibility, as that of W. Campbell
asserting that ‘the Chinese are objectionable physically [and] I
believe that their presence here in large num bers would cause a
degeneration in the race from which we have sprung; the Caucasian
type exists here in its purity, and to have it mixed with what we
must call an inferior race would be im politic and unstatesm anlike’.80
Against this weight of public and parliam entary opinion a
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few m em bers of the u p p e r H ouse, less d e p e n d en t on radical a n d
w orking class votes, d ared to express a few lib era l-h u m a n ita ria n
opinions: th a t the C hinese p o p u la tio n w ould u n d o u b ted ly c o n tin u e
its long-term fall w ith o u t recourse to restrictions; th a t C hinese
settlers d id useful w ork as m ark et gardeners and fisherm en; th a t
C hinese vices were grossly exaggerated by p reju d iced persons w ho
ignored equally b ad vices am ongst the w hite p o p u la tio n .81 It was
to no avail. T h e ir only real victory, against tire overlan d er clause,
was rejected by the Assembly an d th e Bill becam e law su b stan tially
as intro d u ced , i.e. £10 en try tax, 100 tons restriction, exem ptions for
officials, crews, B ritish subjects an d re tu rn in g residents.82
In New South W ales the issue was m ore com plex. Parkes’s new
Bill n o t only ad o p ted the £10 entry tax a n d 100 tons restrictio n b u t
also co ntained two clauses n o t ad o p ted by the in tercolonial con
ference: a clause im posing exceptionally heavy an d aw kw ard q u a ra n 
tine restrictions against ships c o n ta in in g Chinese, an d a clause p ro 
h ib itin g any C hinese alien from h o ld in g real property. T hese
clauses gave an o p en in g to persons w ho d isapproved of w orking
class and sm all-trader hostility to the C hinese b u t who, in view of
the clarity a n d fervour of such hostility, felt u n ab le to come o ut
too strongly against the general p rin cip le of restriction. T h ey also
gave g reater scope to the lib eral-h u m an itarian s, w ho at this tim e
inclu d ed n o t only the ageing F orster, S u tto r and P id d in g to n b u t
also de Salis, D arley a n d Stew art.
Parkes based his case on his 1861 points: the need for b u ild in g
a hom ogeneous B ritish-type n atio n ; the d an ger presented to the
sm all B ritish-A ustralian colonies by the adm ission of settlers from
such a vast p o p u la tio n so close to the n o rth ; the real risk of social
disorders if u n p o p u la r im m igrants co n tin u ed to arrive. B ut he also
stressed the C hinese origin of sm allpox an d leprosy, the danger of
C hinese com petition w ith the A u stralian w orking class, an d the
im po rtan ce of avoiding the troubles experienced by the C alifornians.
H e concluded w ith an earlier p o in t, this tim e using the D uke of
N ew castle’s 1861 phrase th a t it was b e tte r ‘to prevent the arrival
of the im m igrants th an to discourage o r harass them after they are
arriv e d ’; unless, he argued, ‘you are p rep ared to p erm it these people
to come am ongst us, to in te rm a rry w ith your children, to perm it
them to have the sam e rights an d privileges as you possess to the
172

T he gates close against the Chinese, 1871-88
full measure of citizenship, then . . . you are simply supporting
them in coming here in order to establish a degraded class . . . an
eternal curse to the country’.83
T he m ajority of the Assembly readily supported his general
thesis. Most working class and many other representatives echoed
public opinion by expanding on ‘the insidious invasion steadily
underm ining our industries’,84 on the dangers of sm allpox and
leprosy,85 and on the squalor, vice and immorality of the Chinese
communities of both Sydney and San Francisco.86 T he opposition,
both political and liberal-hum anitarian, argued that the long-term
trend in num bers was down (actually 14,000 in 1859 to 10,000 in
1881),87 that as many Chinese worked at European wages they were
not undercutting white labourers,88 that the Chinese were not the
only carriers of smallpox,89 and that there were white areas of
Sydney just as vice-ridden and squalid as the Chinese areas.90 In
any case, they concluded, Parkes was guilty of grave deception and
inconsistency: first, why not be completely open about restriction
instead of using a highly discrim inatory and roundabout quaran
tine clause as a m ajor weapon to prevent im m igration (which Parkes
eventually adm itted was w hat lie intended);91 second, if the Chinese
were as bad for the colony as he alleged, why let in those whose
sponsors who could pay the £10 entry tax, so condoning vice for
filthy lucre;92 third, if he was genuine in not wishing to ‘harass’
Chinese already resident in the colony why prevent them, and them
only out of all aliens, from owning real property.
On this last point Parkes emerged somewhat battered for, when
one of his supporters said the clause did not really handicap the
Chinese as they coidd become naturalised and then obtain real
property, Parkes im plied that his government fully intended to
discriminate against Chinese residents by refusing all future Chinese
applications for naturalisation.93 In the end Parkes’s opponents in
the upper House gave way on the entry tax which at first they
rejected—but forced him to drop the discrim inatory clauses on
quarantine and real property.
This then was the outcome of A ustralia’s first real effort to
develop a common policy towards Chinese im migration: no restric
tions at all in Tasm ania, W estern Australia or the N orthern T erri
tory (i.e. in most of the tropical north); relatively m ild restrictions
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in Queensland and South Australia proper; severer restrictions in
New South Wales and Victoria. These last quickly took effect,
reducing net m igration in New South Wales from 3536 in 1881 to
123 in 1882 and in Victoria from 696 to -371; eventually, as
Chinese became used to the system, net m igration rose again a
little, averaging 1200 a year in New South Wales in 1885-6 and 350
in Victoria. Im m igration elsewhere rem ained comparatively steady,
the Chinese popidation for some years fluctuating around the
10,000 mark in Queensland, 4000 in the N orthern T erritory and
1000 in Tasm ania. In short, with some 10,000 in New South Wales
and 11,000 in Victoria, the Chinese population of the whole con
tinent was less than 40,000 all told, com pared with that of 80,000
in California alone.

5 Internal discrim ination: the right to vote
T hough some A ustralian colonists liked to think they were abiding
by B ritain’s injunction not to ‘harass’ Chinese im m igrants—and on
the whole approved of themselves in so thinking—they were never
theless beginning to feel their way towards discrim inatory policies.
The first general issue was that of Chinese participation in local
and parliam entary government. Victoria, when repealing its restric
tive laws in 1865 had retained the clause denying Chinese miners
the right to vote for local m ining boards; to stop such boards
becoming dom inated by the num erically superior Chinese. In the
late 1870s, however, certain politicians found to their indignation
that some Chinese were enrolled as voters in their electorates,
prim arily because all ratepayers were entitled to vote in local
government elections and electoral officials had become accustomed
to using ratepayers lists as the electoral roll for parliam ent.94
W hile not objecting to other alien ratepayers having a vote, the
thought of Chinese residents influencing the elections was too
much; moreover, they were well aware that British C olum bia had
been perm itted to pass its 1874 law denying the franchise to all
Chinese residents in the colony. In m id-1880 Quick, m em ber for
the m ining area of Sandhurst (which then contained a thousand
or more Chinese miners) introduced a Chinese Voters Bill; but he
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1. Illustrated Sydney News, 12 June 1880. Reproduced with the permission of
the National Library of Australia.
Chinese life in Sydney (1. New arrivals at Circular Quay. 2. Chair-making in
George Street. 3. Gardening at Botany. 4. Chinese vegetable sellers. 5. Police
raid on a Chinese gambling den in Goulburn Street.)

2. Queensland blacks attacking Chinese diggers on the Gilbert River. An undated
clipping from the Illustrated Sydney News of the 1870s. Reproduced with the
permission of the National Library of Australia.

3. Disturbances at Clunes, Victoria—miners resisting the introduction of Chinese
labour. Illustrated Tasmanian News, no. 11, January 1864. Reproduced with the
permission of the National Library of Australia.
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and his supporters later agreed to let the Bill lapse provided a
clause was inserted in the new Chinese Im m igrants Bill preventing
alien Chinese from voting at all elections—m ining board, local
governm ent and parliam entary .95
T h e argum ents for restricting the vote were: that the Chinese
did not exercise an independent political judgm ent but voted as
their headm en told them ; 96 that some Chinese headm en sold the
votes under their control ; 97 that these headm en organised fraudu
lent voting by arranging for Chinese who had already voted to walk
straight out of the polling booth, change their coats and hats, and
come back to vote for a Chinese absent in China or elsewhere .98
T he m ajor argum ent, however, was that the Chinese, by nature or
upbringing, were quite incapable of understanding democratic
procedures and should, unlike other aliens, be denied all part in
the law-making process. As John Woods, m ember for Stawell,
summed it up:
the Chinaman knows nothing about Caucasian civilization or the laws
of a country like this. In fact, a Chinaman is a mere dumb animal . . .
and never could be anything else. It would be less objectionable to
drive a flock of sheep to the poll than to allow Chinamen to vote. The
sheep at all events would be harmless. To claim for Chinamen the right
to have a voice in the making of the law of this country was a mon
strous absurdity . . . and they should be deprived of the power of
voting at municipal elections. . ."

O pponents of the clause claimed that Chinese were not the
only ones to vote for profit or under orders (here casting side
glances at the Irish Catholics); that the liberals and radicals were
simply afraid of legitimate Chinese votes going against them because
of their anti-Chinese policies (a fear which could lead to the dis
enfranchisement of other groups); that the clause was in clear
breach of the principle that Chinese residents should receive equal
treatm ent with other aliens . 1 As W rixon, m em ber for Portland,
summed it up: the clause ‘is opposed to the idea of the constitu
tion’, which sets itself firmly against the notion that ‘any portion
of the com m unity—Chinese or other—should have no voice in the
m aking of the laws by which they are governed. T h a t would be
simply m aking the inhabitants of a particular race serfs’.2
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These few voices received scant hearing; the Legislative C oun
cil, in fact, accepted clause 14 w ithout debate. W estm inster m ade
no real objection, partly because of the precedent of the Victorian
m ining boards and of the British Colum bian law of 1874, and partly
because there was no breach of Treaty; British traders in C hina
were likewise denied any share in the Chinese political system.
In New South Wales the issue was raised by Abbott, m em ber
for G unnedah, who asked for a special clause in the Chinese
Restriction Act preventing any Chinese residents, British or alien,
from becoming a m ember of Parliam ent, an elector, or a ju ro r.3
This, however, was part of the move to prevent Chinese from own
ing real property and faded out with the failure of the m ain clause.
In South Australia and Queensland the question arose as part
of the whole problem of the status of coloured labour in the tropics.
In mid-1882 the Bray governm ent in Adelaide decided to tidy up
the Indian Im m igration Act, to make clear its readiness to meet
all In d ia’s requirem ents on control and protection, and had high
hopes of at last getting Indian coolies for the proposed sugar planta
tions near Darwin. At the same time, when revising the C onstitu
tion Act to increase the num ber of electorates, it found itself
confronted with a strong dem and that the few hundred white
persons in the N orthern T erritory receive a vote, either in a
separate electorate or as part of a southern electorate. Having
accepted this last proposition the government suddenly realised
that the few hundred white votes m ight be eclipsed by the votes of
thousands of British Indians and naturalised Chinese, so stated
quite bluntly that it did ‘not intend to allow the Asiatics in the
T erritory to vote but to confine the voting power to British subjects
[i.e. British ethnics] and naturalized subjects of European or
American b irth ’.4
Again the argum ent raged. Liberal hum anitarians claimed that
several respectable naturalised Chinese m erchants voted with the
same sense of responsibility as other good colonists;5 that it was
‘un-English’ to deny the the few Chinese who would ever become
naturalised in the T erritory their right ‘to have a vote in making
the laws [they were] expected to obey’;0 that once a person was
naturalised he was entitled to all the privileges of the C onstitu
tion.7 C ountering these were claims th at headmen woidd swing or
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sell the Chinese vote; that Chinese voters m ight ‘fill the House
with yellow m en’ and that, even if only one were eleeted, there
would be no advantage in ‘having such a member except that we
m ight be taught to speak pigeon English or Clung C hong’.8 In the
Council R. C. Baker, still ardently pressing for plantations operated
by coloured labour, made the position of himself and his friends
quite clear: ‘the sooner we recognize that the N orthern T erritory is
too tropical to be a European settlem ent and m ust be populated
by Chinese Coolies and Malays, to whom I would not give represen
tation, the better’.9 His group, in short, were thinking much as the
Queensland planters were thinking—of great tropical plantations
controlled by a white planter class and worked by less privileged
coolies.
In the end, the possibility of the few hundred white votes being
overwhelmed by the votes of thousands of Indians and Chinese
was too m uch for both Houses; hence clause 8 of the Constitution
Act F u rth er A m endm ent Act (No. 278 of 1882) which stated that
‘no person brought into the N orthern T erritory of the province of
South A ustralia under the provisions of the Indian Im m igration
Act, 1882, shall be qualified to vote in the election of members to
serve in the Parliam ent of the said province, and no person resid
ing in such N orthern T erritory shall be qualified to vote unless he
be a natural-born subject of H er Majesty, or a naturalised subject
of H er Majesty of European nationality or a citizen of the U nited
States of America naturalised as a subject of H er Majesty’.
Queensland regarded m atters somewhat differently. Already
protected against mass naturalisation of Chinese by the 1861-7
Aliens Act (confining naturalisation of Asiatic or African aliens to
persons resident in the colony for at least three years and with a
wife residing with them—see chapter 4, section 1) the colony was
more concerned with Pacific Islanders, and with any British coolies
arriving as a result of M cllw raith’s negotiations with India. As it
happened, M cllw raith lost the 1883 election to Samuel Griffith
before he coidd get Parliam ent to consider the new Indian agree
m ent and Griffith at once stopped negotiations; he failed, however,
to persuade the upper House to repeal the Coolie Act of 1862 until
1886. Furtherm ore, in 1884 Griffith introduced revised regulations
for Pacific islanders, making yet more clear that new labour would
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be strictly confined to areas of tropical agriculture and, indeed,
dispensed with altogether should he succeed in his efforts to pro
mote small-scale sugar farms worked by white labour. W ith all this
in train there seemed little possibility of either Indian coolies
arriving in num bers and dem anding a vote, or of Chinese and
Pacific islanders becoming naturalised in sufficient num bers to
influence elections. Nevertheless the government felt it advisable
to insert in the Elections Act (13 of 1885) a clause prohibiting the
enrolm ent of any ‘aboriginal native of Australia, India, C hina or
the South Sea Islands . . . except in respect of a freehold qualifica
tion’. M ore experienced than South A ustralians with the am bitions
and customs of coloured labour in the tropics, the Griffith govern
m ent felt this to be sufficient safeguard against mass coloured vot
ing; and yet not a complete denial of liberal principles in that it
perm itted a few—those who established themselves sufficiently
perm anently and solidly to purchase real estate—to have a voice in
m aking the laws by which they were governed. T hough Griffith
had no wish for the Europeans of Queensland to am algamate with
the Chinese or any other non-European people in the colony—and
openly said so10—he was on this issue a m uch more consistent and
straight-thinking liberal than Parkes in New South Wales, Berry
in Victoria or Downer and Bray in South Australia. His proposals
passed both Houses with almost no debate.
In W estern Australia and Tasm ania there was no move to
restrict the voting capacity of the small non-European populations.
Nor were there, anywhere in Australia, serious moves to discriminate
against Chinese residents in other ways, except in keeping them
off new m ining areas. T o some extent this was regarded as part
and parcel of im m igration control, especially in South Australia
and W estern Australia, and for those colonies is better discussed
in that context. In Queensland, however, there entered a more
discrim inatory note, partly because the M cllw raith group, though
oriented to the interests of planters and business men anxious for
coloured labour in tropical regions, realised that their m ain hope
of wresting and keeping power from the Douglas-Griffith factions
lay in being on good terms with those who controlled im portant
sections of the northern voters, notably John M urtagh Macrossan.
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T his colourful personage had been a digger in southern gold
fields for many years, moved n orth to the Q ueensland fields in the
late 1860s, became organiser of the Ravenswood M iners’ Associa
tion, achieved fame in 1871 by publicly thrashing an unpopular
Goldfields W arden, entered politics in 1874 as member for Kennedy
and then Townsville, and thereafter skilfully organised the northern
electorates on M cllw raith’s behalf.11 Partly because of his own
digger background, and partly because he knew how strongly many
northern diggers, labourers and tradesmen felt about it, he rarely
ceased to take an anti-Chinese line. In this he had considerable suc
cess. T h e M cllw raith government, in which he held several cabinet
posts, was quite prepared to discrim inate against the Chinese pro
vided Macrossan did not interfere too m uch with its Kanaka and
Indian coolie policy. T h e Griffith government was quite ready to
listen to him, partly because many of its members sympathised with
his anti-Chinese views and partly because they did not w ant to
let any m em ber of the opposition tau n t them for dilatoriness in
protecting the Q ueensland working class against cheap Chinese
competition.
H aving played no small part in passing the anti-Chinese Acts
of 1877, Macrossan became M inister for Mines and W orks under
M cllw raith in 1879 and in 1882 carried the M ineral Lands Act
(No. 8); this consolidated legislation relating to all m ineral areas
except gold-fields, restricted the practice of converting m ineral
leases into freehold, and prevented Asiatic and African aliens from
obtaining a m ining licence or m ineral lease, and from conducting
a business in any m ineral area. Macrossan’s argum ent here was
that it would be ‘going too far to prevent Chinam en from m ining
on goldfields seeing that they are in the colony, and came into it,
for that purpose. But this is cpiite a new description of m ining
(tin, copper, etc.) and we have a perfect right to exclude them
entirely. . . I think it is better to keep such aliens out altogether
instead of waiting till there are two or three thousand of them on
the m ineral lands of the colony and then finding that they are a
nuisance and objectionable’.12 T o this no one in either House
objected, Griffith simply draw ing attention to the fact th at the
colony was moving beyond the stage of discouraging Chinese to
the stage of absolute prohibition.13 N or did the Im perial govern179
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m ent protest; having conceded discrim ination against Chinese
aliens in 1877 it saw nothing new about the later proposals.
Later, in 1886 when the Griffith governm ent introduced the
Gold Fields Homestead Leases Act to enable gold-miners to take
up homestead leases in gold-field areas (some of which covered
thousands of square miles and had gold in scattered patches only),
Macrossan objected that there was no clause prohibiting Chinese
from obtaining such leases: ‘I know they have got the right now
but when we alter the law let us deprive them of that right as we
have deprived them of other rights’.6
*14* He then persuaded the
government to insert phrases forbidding Asian and African aliens
applying for homestead leases, taking out mortgages on such leases
and buying such leases from Europeans: ‘there are many whites on
the goldfields who would be m ean enough to take up a homestead
lease and transfer it to a C hinam an for the sake of a few pounds’.13
Both Houses again agreed w ithout dem ur. In other words
Queensland was cpiite ready not only to prevent Chinese from
voting but also to prevent them living and working in m ineral
areas. This, together with earlier regulations confining Pacific
Islanders to tropical agriculture, was the precedent for Queens
lan d ’s far ranging discrim inatory legislation of later years.

6 Moves to fu rther restrictions, 1884-7
T hough the campaign to prevent further Chinese im m igration
quietened somewhat after the 1881 restrictions the anti-Chinese
movement kept going. In particular the intercolonial T rade Union
Conferences of 1884 and 1886, and the Sydney Labor Conference
of 1885, passed strong resolutions in favour of complete prohibi
tion. Events, too, were catching up with the less restrictive colonies,
in the end leading them to further action.
T h e first colony to move was Queensland, now noticing the
very rapid shift of its Chinese population from the dying m ining
areas; compared with some 10,000 there in 1877 there were only
6000 in 1881 and 1000 in 1891.16 Though some returned to China
others stayed in N orth Queensland and opened up, as leaseholders
or assistants, num erous m arket gardens, sugar and maize farms, and
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banana plantations; by 1881 nearly 2000 were so engaged and by
1891 some 4000. Others moved into domestic service—nearly 700
by 1891— while others opened boarding houses, general stores and
greengroceries; about 1000 in all by 1891. Relatively few entered
the general labour m arket— about 600 during the 1880s—while
less than 200 were station-hands, some of these being survivors of
the Chinese station-hands of pre-gold days.17 Only a few hundred
moved down into the more industrialised south-eastern corner
around Brisbane and Ipswich—250 or so in Brisbane by 1891 and
perhaps 500 more in neighbouring areas. Only a fraction were in
laundries and furniture-m aking (thirty and sixteen by 1891).
These shifts involved little com petition with white labourers,
though they did mean some com petition with stores and green
groceries. This, however, was enough for anti-Chinese groups to
seize on as reason for further restrictions; their views were made
very clear in the 1883 elections. Furtherm ore, this successful transi
tion from m ining to agriculture began to attract new arrivals, spon
sored not only by the credit-ticket merchants of C anton and Hong
kong but also by Chinese farmers in the colony who, m indful of
lineage duties and needing extra labour, were not only anxious to
bring out relatives but also able to pay their fares and entry tax.
As a result, though the long-term trend continued downwards as
many Chinese returned home (11,229 in 1881 to 10,463 in 1886),
there was some increase in certain years, notably 1300 in 1883.
T h e Griffith government, even more determ ined to remove
coloured labour from the tropics, and preparing itself for its 1885
ban against future recruitm ent of Pacific Islanders and 1886 repeal
of the Coolie Act, decided in 1884 to deal very firmly with the
m atter of Chinese im m igration by raising the tonnage lim it from
10 to 50 tons and the entry tax from £10 to £20. Many attacked
the new restrictions as too mild, not only those traditionally in
favour of complete exclusion (e.g. Macrossan and Ferguson) but
also some planters who stated, both in debate and petitions, that
‘a large perm anent settlem ent of Chinese on this coast would be
pregnant with the greatest danger to the whole of A ustralia’;18
these were at once accused of taking a strong anti-Chinese line in
the hopes of strengthening their case for more Indians and
islanders,19 which was certainly true of some of the planters who
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were later to support the separation movement as a means of freeing
N orth Queensland from southern control, so making it easier for
them to introduce more coloured labour.20 Griffith felt the Bill was
reasonable, rejected Macrossan’s move for a 200 ton restriction b u t
agreed to increase the entry tax to £30. Despite a last-ditch stand by
a commercial group fearful of losing some of their China trade, and
by a group of planters taking the traditional line that Chinese were
useful as tropical labourers and that anyone who said ‘whites could
or should be allowed to go and labour in these lands . . . was weak
in the intellect or worse’,21 the Bill became law in March 1884 (No.
13) and at once slowed the annual intake. Anti-Chinese groups now
felt freer to concentrate on their chief rem aining concern— the
possibility of an overland movement from Darwin through country
too difficult to be effectively policed.
F urther west the crown colony of W estern Australia also
adopted an anti-Chinese policy. Num bers had been increasing
slowly, under the Im ported Labour Registry Act and through the
pearling industry, in 1885 reaching perhaps 500 all told. In that
year, however, news reached Perth of gold discoveries in the Kim 
berley m ountains to the far north, and a gold-field was officially
proclaimed in 1886. T h e Governm ent at once decided to follow
Q ueensland’s example by passing one law to keep Chinese oft newly
discovered gold-fields, for five years, and another to restrict Chinese
im m igration by an entry tax of £10 and a tonnage restriction of
50 tons.22 T h e Goldfields Act borrowed the Queensland terminology
and was worded to exclude all ‘Asiatic and African aliens’ but,
although there had been general talk that ‘our goldfields should be
reserved for Europeans’, it was clear that, as in Queensland, most
colonists were worrying very little about Malays, Indians or
Africans and were concentrating almost entirely on keeping out
‘Chinam en or M ongolians’.23
'Fliese two laws did not, in fact, represent any basic change in
W estern Australian attitudes. T h e government was still concerned
with northern developm ent—including pastoral expansion, pearl
ing and tropical agriculture—and therefore exempted from the
Im m igration Restriction Act any Chinese coolies brought in under
the Im ported Labour Registry Act. But it was determ ined to avoid
any massive influx of Cantonese gold-diggers, arguing that though
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the Chinese were valuable as m arket gardeners, servants, publicworks labourers, agricultural labourers and the like, they were
‘most objectionable as m iners’ and it was ‘highly necessary in
the interests of peace and tranquility that Chinese be kept from
our goldfields’;24 particularly as there were already fears of trouble
between the few Chinese and Europeans in the Kimberleys.25
Moreover the Kimberleys was ‘the nearest place in W estern Aus
tralia to C hina’ and at the m om ent contained fewer than 1000
souls.26 As in Queensland, another m ajor concern was how to
police the long remote border w ith South A ustralia’s N orthern T e r
ritory. In the event the restrictions were effective, not only in the
Kimberleys b u t in preventing a Cantonese influx to the richer
gold-fields proclaimed soon afterwards at Pilbara and Yilgairn
(1888). By A pril 1891 there were still fewer than 1000 Chinese in
the colony, and fewer than 100 in the gold-fields.
In South Australia anti-Chinese moves also continued. A part
from the 1884 protest at Port Adelaide, when the government
allowed Chinese seamen for a time to crew a N orthern T erritory
vessel,27 discontent in the south arose mainly from the feeling that
southerners were subsidising the T erritory too m uch and that
Chinese residents there should contribute more to finances; hence
the stream of parliam entary questions about the efficiency of pro
cedures for collecting m ining licence fees and the moves to increase
duties.28 In the T erritory itself the small white population kept
com plaining about Chinese com petition, disease and squalor,29 but
made definite moves for a £30 entry tax only in 1886, when current
alluvial diggings showed some decline, local unem ploym ent
increased, and the contractors for the Darwin-Pine Creek railway
announced their intention of em ploying some Asiatics. T h e Downer
government thereupon introduced two new Bills, one to remove
the clause exem pting the N orthern T erritory from the 1881 Im m i
gration Restriction Act and the other, like those of Queensland
and W estern Australia, to keep Chinese miners off newly discovered
gold-fields; again the Queensland phrase, ‘Asiatic and African
alien’, was used. T h e Legislative Council refused the restriction
move—on precisely the same grounds as in 1881—but agreed to
the bar on new gold-fields. Even this, however, was passed only with
the casting vote of the President, and after the three-year bar was
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reduced to two years; the o pposition claim ed th a t tire C hinese
were the only useful an d w orthw hile residents of the T e rrito ry and
th a t ‘if we let [them ] com e in to the colony at all we should not
prevent them from g ettin g a living’.30 T h e o p p o sitio n ’s distaste for
some of the T e rrito ry ’s w hite colonists was ap p a re n tly reinforced
by the hostility these colonists displayed at D arw in against the Rev.
T o m W a rd ’s efforts to sta rt a n ig h t school for Chinese, on the
grounds th a t educated C hinese w ould th en su p p la n t E u ro p ean
clerks and professional m en .31
At the tim e n e ith e r Bill was really necessary. C hinese nu m b ers
were still flu ctu atin g a ro u n d the 4000 m ark an d showed no signs
of m arked increase. N o r were there any signs of new gold dis
coveries. In fact, the g o vernm ent was legislating to show its sym pathy
w ith w orking class an d sm all-trade electors, its desire to m eet the
wishes of n eig h b o u rin g colonies, an d its wish to gu ard against a
hyp o th etical future.
N ext year (A ugust 1887) the D ow ner g o vernm ent m ade an o th e r
effort, this tim e reinforced by a p erceptible increase in the net
m igration of C hinese to the T errito ry , 1500 in th e previous twelve
m onths, Ram say, govern m en t leader in the U p p er House, d id his
best to m ake his case ap peal to the tra d itio n a l o pinions of n o rth e rn
developers. H aving m en tio n ed the wishes of n eig h b o u rin g colonies,
and the dan g er of allow ing num erous non-B ritish persons to ‘over
r u n ’ the n o rth , he asserted th a t the C hinese preferred to be th eir
ow n m asters as gold-diggers and traders an d c o n trib u te d very little
to tropical ag ricu ltu re; In d ia n coolies w ould, in fact, do th at m uch
better. T h e old g uard, again led by Scott and Baker, rem ained
cpiite unm oved: th e few th o u san d C hinese in the T e rrito ry not
only presented no strategic d anger b u t were the only persons doing
an y th in g to develop this expensive o u tp o st of S outh A ustralia; they
h ad proved th eir value as tropical farm ers in th eir indispensable
m ark et gardens an d as labourers on some E u ro p ean controlled p ro 
perties; the w hole anti-C hinese cam paign stem m ed from a few
discon ten ted shopkeepers an d a few w hite lab ourers w ho h ad shown
th e ir incapacity to a d a p t properly to life an d w ork in the tropics.
A gain they rejected the Bill, 14:6.32
In T asm an ia the g overnm ent was m ore successful in persuading
the U p p e r H ouse to accept restrictions, th o u gh only by one vote.
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In fact the num ber of Chinese tin miners had increased very little
since 1881— from 750 to perhaps 1000—and there was little increase
in num bers elsewhere, from 100 or so to 200. But anti-Chinese
moves on the m ainland, the growing strength of the T rade Union
Movement, and increasing talk of vice, disease and race miscegena
tion, at last led the government, somewhat reluctantly in 1887, to
heed the requests of other colonies and im plem ent restrictive
legislation based on the Victorian law of 1881. Though a few mem
bers took a strong racist line,33 many expressed deep regret at the
necessity for restriction; in fact the Premier, Philip Oakley Fysh,
so regretted th at Tasm ania could no longer be hospitable to
brethren from foreign lands, especially brethren so frugal and
thrifty and so valuable to the m ining industry, that he was asked
point-blank whether he really wanted the Bill or not.34 Some mem
bers felt very resentful at those ‘wind-bags of T rade U nionists’,
who were quite unnecessarily provoking hostility against the few
representatives in Tasm ania of a ‘plodding industrious race’,35
while others defended Chinese behaviour as m uch better than that
of the ‘European larrikans’ who caused so much trouble;36 these
saw no reason why Tasm ania should be forced into surrendering its
status as ‘the only liberal colony in A ustralia’, on this issue at
all events.37
In the end, talk of smallpox on the m ainland carried the
Assembly and pleas for uniform ity with other colonies just carried
the Council. T h e Assembly, however, insisted on modifying the
Victorian law by exem pting Chinese females from restriction. After
considerable debate on vice and im morality the m ajority felt that,
for reasons of morality and norm al family life, Chinese residents
should be free to introduce their wives w ithout im pedim ent.38
W ith T asm ania’s somewhat reluctant addition to the ranks of
the restrictionists in 1887, a barrier against the Chinese now com
pletely encircled Australia. In New South Wales, Victoria and T as
mania it was comparitively high—a tonnage restriction of 100 tons
in addition to an entry tax of £10. In Q ueensland and W estern
Australia tonnage restrictions were lighter (50 tons) b u t special
barriers existed against entry to gold-fields, while the Queensland
entry tax was £30. In South Australia barriers were lowest; in the
south a tonnage restriction of 10 tons and entry tax of £10 but pro185
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h ib itio n against en try to new gold-fields; in the n o rth sim ply
p ro h ib itio n against en try to new gold-fields. W ith this som ew hat
uneven set of restrictions tlae c o n tin e n t lay uneasily w aiting for the
nex t episode. T h is was n o t long in com ing; in fact it h ad already
begun before T a s m a n ia ’s restrictive Act was p roclaim ed in O ctober
1887.

7 T h e A u stralasian crisis of 1888
It is unnecessary to e n te r in d etail in to the highly com plicated an d
som ew hat b ew ildering events of 1888, especially as parts of the
story are well covered by M yra W illard . Some sh o rt chronological
in tro d u ctio n , how ever, is essential if the central issues are to be
clearly understood. T h e story starts back in 1887 w hen Chinese
Com m issioners, a p p o in te d by the E m peror to rep o rt on conditions
am ongst C hinese em igrants to th e Spanish, D utch, B ritish an d
A m erican colonies or states of th e Pacific and In d ia n Oceans,
visited various parts of A u stralia in April-Alay a n d soon afterw ards
pu b lish ed th eir findings: th a t the tre a tm e n t received by Chinese
was m uch less severe in A u stralia th a n in Java, the P h ilippines or
C alifornia, b u t th a t the en try tax was a d iscrim inatory m easure
directed against C hinese only and, insofar as it affected Chinese
m erchants and others, was a clear breach of Anglo-Chinese treaties.
T h is re p o rt n o t only annoyed A u stralians b u t em barrassed the
B ritish governm ent, eventually lead in g it to ask the colonies for
fidl details of ex ceptional laws o r practices relatin g to Chinese
im m igrants (Jan u ary 1888).39 It also stim u lated some colonies,
no tab ly N ew South W ales, in to th in k in g th a t the best solution
m ig h t be to persuade W estm in ster to n egotiate new treaties w ith
C hina.
M eanw hile in mid-1887 V ictorians h a d becam e aware, as had
C alifornians a little earlier, th a t m any C hinese were n o t at all
h esitan t a b o u t evading th e provisions of w h at they th o u g h t were
u n reaso n ab le discrim inatory laws: in fact V ictorian officials h ad
tig h ten ed u p the issue and use of n atu ra lisatio n papers as early
as 1885, on the gro u n d s th a t some papers were carried or posted
overseas an d used by o th e r C hinese to e n te r the colony illegally.40
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T his also annoyed Australians and led to searching inquiries in
several colonies. Additionally, though the long-term trend for the
continent continued downwards, there occurred a noticeable
increase in Chinese net m igration during 1887, especially in New
South Wales, Victoria and the N orthern Territory; this once more
aroused fears of a great Chinese influx. Finally, Australians were
well aware of American moves to erect further barriers against
Chinese im m igration and became quite alarm ed at the prospect of
the Chinese tide being diverted to Australia.
These events coincided with and contributed to an increase in
strength of anti-Chinese sentiments and activities. T his was very
clear in Victoria in 1887 and early 1888. T h e Anti-Chinese League
of 1879-81 was revived by the U nited F urniture T rade Society, won
support from many other Unions, organised num erous meetings in
suburbs and country towns, and sent deputations to Parliam ent in
July and August 1887: its whole objective was to convince every
voter and m em ber th at Chinese were socially undesirable and
economically dangerous, that all further im m igration should be
prohibited, that Chinese residents should pay an annual residence
tax of £20, that no further Chinese should be naturalised, and that
any naturalised Chinese leaving the colony, even for a short trip,
should at once lose his citizenship.41 T he League received consider
able support from the A ustralian Natives Association, a combined
benevolent and political association for professional men, business
men and small farmers; this had branches in many suburbs and
country towns, most of whom wished to keep the A ustralian con
tinent free for a predom inantly Anglo-Saxon race and society, and
for other Europeans willing and able to conform to British-Australian ways. A nother staunch ally was T he Age, now as earlier
serving as an organ for trade union opinion; it published article
after article on the social and economic dangers of even small-scale
Chinese im m igration, on the terrible lesson of California, on the
nearness of the vast Chinese population.42
Similar activities were also occurring in New South Wales and
Queensland where, as in Victoria, working class feelings had been
exacerbated by the economic recession of 1886-8. T h e Sydney
Bulletin, which had been taking an anti-Chinese line as early as
1880, decided to launch a full-scale campaign in 1886 and keep it
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going u n til Chinese im m igration was virtually stopped; it had
considerable influence on the working classes, being read not only
in the capital cities but in smaller country and coastal towns scat
tered about the continent.43 In Q ueensland W illiam Lane, a
dedicated radical with socialist ideals and great eloquence, later to
leave Australia in an attem pt to found a U topian socialist colony
in Paraguay, started his journal T he Boorncrang in 1887 and at
once took the line that Chinese im m igration presented twro
enormous perils to the young Australia: destruction of the working
class by cheap coloured labour im ported by monopolistic capital,
and eventual race dom ination of European settlers by the Chinese.
His influence on the developing Labor movement was considerable
and his stimulus to the Anti-Chinese League im portant.44 T h e
latter became so active that John Potts, one of its leaders, visited
Adelaide in November 1887 to address meetings organised by the
local Trades and Labor Council, and generally to stir up the Ade
laide populace against Chinese im m igration into the N orthern
Territory.45
In reality the Australia-wide im m igration, checked by restric
tive regulations, was nothing like as large as that of the 1850s or
1870s; net im m igration in New South Wales rose only from 1200
in 1886 to 1660 in 1887 and in Victoria from 600 to 1150. In the
T erritory it was somewhat greater, a net gain of about 2000 for
1887, compared with 500 or so for 1886;46 the m ain attractions here
were the willingness of those building the Darwin-Pine Creek ra il
way to employ up to 3000 or so Chinese and the rum our that rubies
had been discovered in the interior (ruby-fields, of course, were free
of the restrictions imposed on new gold-fields). Added to these were
stories that a syndicate of Hongkong m erchants was planning to
invest capital and labour in the m ineral and railway developm ent
of the Territory, and the more tangible arrival of 1000 more
m igrants during January 1888, some in vessels containing smallpox
and which therefore had to enter quarantine.47
At this point several persons either lost all patience or panicked.
V. L. Solomon, a former m iner and now the very anti-Chinese editor
of the Northern Territory Times, decided to force the hand of the
Legislative Council in Adelaide by appealing to the other colonies—
hence his tour of eastern Australia early in 1888. J. L. Parsons, now
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Resident in charge at Darwin, became very alarmed about the
smallpox and kept cabling Adelaide about im posing blanket
quarantine restrictions on all vessels from infected Asian ports,
instead of relying upon inspecting and quarantining individual
ships; he also became convinced th at no less than 500 Chinese rubyminers were about to disappear into the interior and from there
spread all over the continent.48 T h e new Playford-Kingston govern
m ent (the Downer government had been defeated in the elections
of M arch 1887) supported him on quarantine but felt he was unduly
alarmist about the ruby-miners (in fact no Chinese came south to
the ruby areas); they therefore instructed him in M arch to impose
twenty-one days quarantine on vessels from specific parts of Asia,
and to discourage further ship-loads from leaving Hongkong by
announcing publicly that the governm ent intended, subject to
parliam entary approval, to extend the £10 entry tax to the T e r
ritory.49 Additionally, having received protests from other colonies,
the government moved for a special inter-colonial conference
in June.
T h e announcem ent of an im pending entry tax decided creditticket m erchants in Canton and Hongkong to suspend activities
while the new quarantine arrangem ents led some ships to by-pass
Darwin and come direct to disembark their few Chinese passengers
destined for southern colonies. T h e s.s. Afghan duly arrived in
M elbourne early in May but was found to contain forty-eight
persons w ith fraudulent naturalisation papers and therefore subject
to heavy fine. W hen the Gillies-Deakin government in M elbourne
agreed to forgo prosecution, if the captain left w ithout landing
passengers legitimately entitled to land, the ship sailed on to Sydney,
arriving in mid-May well heralded and amidst enormous public
clamour and dem onstration. Parkes, embarrassed by the arrival of
three other vessels with Chinese im m igrants (nearly 600 all told,
perhaps half of whom were destined for New South Wales) decided
to set the existing law aside, to refuse landing permission to Chinese
who were bona fide returning residents or w ithin the existing
regulations, and to introduce a new law which would both
indemnify his government against legal proceedings and raise the
tonnage restriction from 100 to 300 tons and the entry tax from £10
to £100. He rushed the Bill through the Assembly on 16th May
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1888 b u t failed to persuade the Council to do likewise; this body
insisted on giving the Bill proper consideration, which lasted till
early July and thus through the time of the intercolonial
conference.
T h e Conference, lasting from 12-14 June, rem ained closed to
the press and published very little discussion. Delegates, however,
manifestly discussed several basic issues and, after cabling W est
minster, reached certain definite conclusions: that traditional
Chinese im m igration should be virtually prohibited; that B ritain
should negotiate a new Treaty, along the lines of that being
negotiated by the U nited States, whereby all Chinese should be
denied entry except certain exem pt groups such as crews, officials,
merchants, students and tourists; that, to facilitate such negotia
tions, A ustralian colonial laws should not only contain a general
power to make exemptions by proclam ation (the South A ustralian
delegates here had in m ind exemptions for tropical labour also)
b u t should abandon the entry tax so distasteful to C hina and rely
solely on a heavy tonnage restriction, say 500 tons; that it was
undesirable for Chinese populations already massed in certain
parts of Australia to move to other parts of the continent unless
the colonies concerned agreed and that, in the absence of an entry
tax, control should be by treating unauthorised intercolonial move
ments as m isdemeanours punishable by im prisonm ent a n d /o r
deportation; that the 1881 principle of exem pting British subjects
from restrictions should be abandoned, on the grounds that Chinese
from Hongkong or Singapore were as much ‘Chinese’ as those from
m ainland China; that colonial legislation should be uniform and
that Deakin of Victoria, Kingston of South Australia and Macrossan
of Queensland should draft a Bill em bodying all these conclusions.50
Besides om itting British Chinese from those specifically exempted,
the draft Bill also om itted Chinese residents returning after short
trips to C hina or elsewhere; apparently some delegates felt as
strongly about this as did the Anti-Chinese Leagues, and as did
some U nited States Senators, and decided to prevent commuter
m igration by denying free right of re-entry.
Certain delegates did not agree. Philip Oakley Fysh, Premier
and delegate for Tasm ania, attacked the draft Bill for ignoring the
rights of naturalised Chinese tem porarily absent from a colony and,
190

TH E H EA TH EN C H INEE IN

BR ITISH C O LU M BIA

“W hy you send me offee?"
(The Love of the World or the Lover of Mankind):
“Because you can't or won't ‘assimilate' with us".
H e a t h e n C h i n e e : “What is datee?"
A m or de C o sm o s : “You won't drink whiskey, and talk politics and vote
like us".

H
A

eathen

m or

de

C h in e e :
C osm os

fr o m

Canadian Illustrated News,

a p r il

26, 1879.

In 1879 Amor de Cosmos supported in the House of Commons a petition
signed by 1,500 residents of British Columbia requesting the prohibition of
Chinese labour in railway work.
4. Reproduced with permission from British Columbia: a history, by Margaret
A. Ormsby and published by Macmillan, Toronto.

5. Chinese doctor and retinue off to the diggings. Illustrated Australian News,
22 January 1879. Reproduced with the permission of the National Library of
Australia.

6. Landing Chinese at Cooktown, Australia. Illustrated Australian News, 9 July
1877. Reproduced with the permission of the National Library of Australia.

The gates close against the Chinese, 1871-88
indeed, the rights of B ritish Chinese generally; clearly he regarded
this, as had Parkes until persuaded otherwise by Gillies,51 as a
dangerous assault on the doctrine that all subjects of H er Majesty
had rig h t of free entry to any of H er Majesty’s dominions. More
over, he was very aggrieved that both conference and Bill took no
notice of the point the T asm anian Assembly had discussed so care
fully a few m onths earlier, namely, the im portance of allowing free
entry of wives so th at Chinese residents could live a norm al family
life. In general he felt that existing legislation was quite adequate
and th at the proposed Bill completely disregarded those ‘climatic
characteristics of the northern territories of Queensland, South
A ustralia and W estern Australia (so) unsuitable to European
labo u r’.52 On retu rn in g to T asm ania he made no attem pt to change
the existing law, which rem ained untouched u ntil 1898 and proved
quite adequate in controlling intake; num bers in fact fell quite
sharply from 1891-1901, from 939 to 484.
M alcolm Fraser, Colonial Secretary and delegate for W estern
Australia, refused to do more than watch proceedings but on his
retu rn to P erth stated that, considering there were fewer than
40,000 Chinese in the whole continent (less than 1 per cent of the
total population) he felt that all the agitation in the eastern
colonies was ‘somewhat prem ature’ and that existing controls were
adequate.53 A year later, however, he changed his m ind and, in
the interests of colonial uniform ity, introduced a Bill abolishing
the entry tax and im posing a 500 tonnage restriction on all Chinese
entering the colony except those exempted by the Act itself or by
proclam ation. Here the Bill followed South A ustralian precedent
in modifying the intercolonial Bill by exem pting returning resi
dents, and also by im posing a line (£20) as alternative to im prison
m ent for unauthorised overland movement. It also specifically
exempted British subjects, apparently because W estern Australia, as
a crown colony, felt somewhat uneasy about denying entry to other
subjects of H er Majesty.
In debate S. Burt, representing northern pastoral and agri
cultural interests, insisted that the Bill specifically exempt Chinese
introduced under the Im ported Labour Registry Act, so that this
small but im portant supply of labour to the northern regions should
be protected by statute and not at the mercy of adm inistrative
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proclam ation.54 As a result, partly under the provisions of the
Registry Act, Chinese num bers rose slowly b u t steadily to reach
900 by 1891 (two-thirds being in northern and central areas) and
to top the 1000 m ark soon afterwards.
In South Australia, Scott, Baker and their friends were less
successfid than B urt in having a clause inserted specifically exem pt
ing tropical areas, or at least exem pting Chinese im ported for
tropical developm ent.55 T his was not because the m ajority of South
Australian parliam entarians had changed their minds about the
unsuitability of white labour in tropical areas, though in fact a
growing num ber were beginning to do so, perhaps under the
influence of Griffith and the Q ueensland Liberals.56 T h e m ajority
still favoured Asiatic labour but for three reasons did not feel that
a clause specifically exem pting Chinese in the N orthern T erritory
was necessary. First, there were still some who disliked the indepen
dent habits of the Chinese and preferred to make stronger efforts
to obtain ‘more docile, cheaper’ Indian coolies for plantation work;57
these wotdd not be affected by the restrictive Acts. Second, it was
clear that between January 1887 and M arch 1888 the Chinese
population of the T erritory had increased from 4000 to 7000 or so,
and that there were therefore plenty of Chinese available; or would
be when the railway was finished and nearly 3000 Chinese came on
to the general labour market. T h ird , government leaders stressed
that should a labour shortage occur they could use the general
power of exemption to adm it as many Chinese labourers as
required; though Scott was not completely convinced that any
government woidd be brave enough to stand up to the T rade
Unions in the south and the small b u t vociferous groups of whites
in the north, some of his friends were persuaded.58
At long last, then, severe restrictions came into force against
the entry of Chinese into the Territory. W hen the railway was
complete, and harder times overtook gold-mining, many returned
to C hina without bothering to obtain certificates entitling them to
re-enter South Australia. By April 1891 num bers had fallen to
3600 and by 1901 to 3100. T hough the small white community—
only just over 1000 in 1891—had plenty of grievances remaining,
their m ajor worry was allayed.
T hough the government won the battle to extend restrictive
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entry laws to the T erritory it lost on several other im portant issues.
First, Playford and Kingston had scarcely arrived back from the
Conference when their government suffered ferocious attack, not
just on the draft Bill itself, but on its emergency proclam ation in
M arch re q u arantine and the im pending entry tax; such actions
w ithout any parliam entary sanction, claimed opponents such as
Downer, were symptoms of panic and had set dangerous precedents
for Gillies in Victoria and Parkes in New South Wales in their
completely illegal setting aside of statutory provisions by adm inistra
tive decree.59 Second, Playford and Kingston quickly realised they
had little hope of obtaining agreement to certain provisions of the
intercolonial Bill, notably that which placed established Chinese
residents returning from short trips abroad under the same restric
tions as newcomers, and that which treated all unauthorised inter
colonial movement as a m isdem eanour punishable by im prison
m ent or deportation; even if it involved a Chinese living just beyond
the South A ustralian border, in an area miles away from anyone
with power to authorise entry, wanting to visit nearby friends just
inside the border. T h e Bill introduced soon afterwards, therefore,
made special exemption for Chinese residents both British and
alien, and substituted a small fine (£10) for im prisonm ent if con
victed of unauthorised movement; the Council here insisted on
adding a right of appeal.
On other m atters the government carried both Houses, despite
some vague m urm urings that Tasm ania m ight be right in its stand
on easy entry for wives and children and on the sanctity of British
citizenship.60 T h e whole process, however, took from 28 June to
8 December, 1888 and although other colonies followed the South
Australian discussion with interest—especially on the N orthern
T erritory and intercolonial movement issues— they decided to
introduce their own Bills w ithout aw aiting the final outcome in
Adelaide.
Queensland had just seen an election which put the M cllw raith
government back in office. T h e voice of the electors, however, was
so definite on the need for Chinese exclusion—allied as it was with
some violence against Chinese shops and the expulsion of Chinese
miners from one or two gold-fields61— that, cpiite apart from the pre
sence in Cabinet of the perennially anti-Chinese John Macrossan,
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M cllw raith’s group again decided that a strong anti-Chinese
line now m ight make things easier for them later if they wished
to encourage other forms of coloured labour; indeed, there were
already moves afoot to introduce Japanese cane workers to the
n o rth .62 T h e tropical labour issue, therefore, scarcely emerged and
both parties were quite unanim ous, somewhat to their surprise and
gratification, in swiftly pasing a Bill modelled closely on the in ter
colonial draft. T h e two principal modifications were on South
A ustralian lines but less liberal: the specific exem ption of Chinese
born in Queensland and an alternative of £50 fine for unauthorised
overland movement; here Queenslanders were still determ ined to
keep the Darwin Chinese away from their northern areas.63
T h e Queensland Bill, however, contained such severe penalties
(e.g. im prisonm ent without option for the m aster of a vessel even
accidentally infringing the law) that the Governor reserved it for
W estminster. It eventually received royal assent but only after
Queensland agreed to modify the penalties, which it eventually
did in 1890.64 W estm inster had long ago adm itted the colonies’
right to determ ine the composition of their own populations: it
had certainly not yet surrendered its power to block colonial laws
interfering so drastically with international and British shipping.
T h e Victorian government, having waited to see what other
colonies would do, and surviving some trenchant criticism of its
high-handed and ‘panicky’ actions over the A fghan,65 passed its
restrictive Act even more quickly than Queensland. Gillies intro
duced the Bill, following very closely that agreed to by the inter
colonial conference, and defeated all attem pts to make special
exem ption for wives and children and for returning Chinese
residents,66 he did agree, however, to introduce a heavy fine as
alternative to im prisonm ent for unauthorised overland movement
(£50). T h e upper House was more sensitive and introduced clauses
exem pting women, children and Chinese naturalised in Australia.67
After conference with the Assembly it gave way on the wives clause
(having been told that leading Chinese in Australia did not want it)
but insisted on exem pting at least Chinese naturalised in the
colony and on having the m ilder South Australian fine (£10) against
unauthorised overland movement.68 On the m ain issue, virtual
prohibition of further Chinese im m igration, almost everyone was
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agreed. Indeed, w ith public opinion as it was, it would have been
difficult to disagree.
In New South Wales the position was m uch more complex, and
here we retu rn to the great public outcry and dem onstrations
surrounding the arrival of the Afghan in May 1888, to Parkes’s
precipitate action in preventing the disem barkation of Chinese
entitled to land by existing statute, and to his attem pt to rush
through a Bill indem nifying his government and im posing much
more severe restrictions. T he atmosphere of the time, excitable
and verging on violence, is reflected in the Bill and the debates.
T h e opposition attacked the government for losing their heads
over the arrival of a paltry two or three hundred Chinese (some
of whom were returning residents), for unjust high-handed
arrogance, and for not having taken adequate steps until the last
m inute.69 Governm ent supporters retorted that the Afghan Chinese
were b u t the forerunners of thousands more on their way and that
citizens m ust think of themselves ‘in a state of siege, with a foe in
front of us’;70 at the very least these Chinese constituted a ‘gangrene
in the body politic’, an insidious ‘poison’, and that Parkes was
justified in declaiming to the Assembly: ‘I cast to the wind your
permits of exemption. I care nothing about your cobweb of tech
nical law; I am obeying a law far superior to any law which issued
these permits, namely, the law of the preservation of society in New
South W ales’.71 W ith vehemence as m uch as argum ent Parkes got
his Bill through the Assembly in one day, and later survived a
m otion of censure brought not only by persons genuinely upset at
the treatm ent given the Chinese but also by political opponents
such as George Dibbs; the latter, as C hairm an of the Australasian
Steam Navigation Company, had done his best to obtain Chinese
crews for his ships in 1878 but was now attacking Parkes for not
introducing a harsher Bill.72
T h e im portant point of Parkes’s Bill lay not only in its lifting
the tonnage restriction from 100 tons to 300, and the entry tax
from £10 to £100, b u t in its other provisions and general philosophy.
In the weeks before the crisis Parkes had been corresponding with
the British government about the Chinese Commissioner’s com plaint
that the New South Wales entry tax was a breach of Anglo-Chinese
treaties. Very well, he in effort retorted, we will deal w ith the
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Chinese in New South Wales exactly as the government of C hina
deals with British subjects in China, w ith all the restraints on resi
dence, movement and occupation imposed on them there: then let
the government of B ritain and C hina see which country had been
the more liberal; then let them see where the ‘harassing’ really
lay. Hence a great array of clauses w hich amongst other things
enabled the government to set aside certain areas of Sydney, New
castle and other towns where Chinese could reside, with their
families and establishments, for the purpose of carrying on m ercan
tile pursuits w ithout molestation or restraint (cl. 11); prohibited
any Chinese from residing or travelling elsewhere in the colony
without a special perm it (cl. 12); prohibited any Chinese arriving
in New South Wales after the Act from engaging in any m ining
pursuit whatever (gold, silver or any other) w ithout express
authority from the M inister for Mines (cl. 13); raised the m ining
licence fee for Chinese already resident from 10 shillings to £10 a
year (cl. 16); prohibited any further naturalisation of Chinese in
New South Wales on any ground whatever (cl. 3); and withdrew all
privileges enjoyed by Chinese residents once they left the colony,
whether naturalised or not (cl. 3). T h e Bill graciously exem pted
from these restrictions, and from the tonnage and entry tax pro
visions, official representatives of the governm ent of C hina (cl. 14),
crews engaged upon their proper business (cl. 15), Chinese genuinely
naturalised in New South Wales, an d —in deference to G reat
B ritain—any Chinese possessing British nationality by birth
(cl. 19). ‘So th a t’, concluded Parkes, ‘exactly what is done to us in
C hina we do to Chinese in Australia, except that we do it with a
more liberal h an d ’.73
T his ‘tit for tat’ approach was accepted by the Assembly almost
w ithout dem ur b ut was almost entirely rejected by the upper House,
which refused to be stampeded and insisted on considering the
ramifications of each clause. It knocked out the clauses imposing
restraints on residence, movement and occupations, except the
restraint on m ining now so common in other colonies, and insisted
that established Chinese residents, and Chinese naturalised in New
South Wales, should not lose their privileges if leaving the colony
only temporarily; it also insisted that established residents should
not have to pay discrim inatory licence fees. It did not, however,
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delete the clause prohibiting further naturalisation; there had been
trouble enough over fraudulent papers and, as the government
assured those disturbed by this discrim inatory provision, respect
able Chinese could be naturalised at any time by Private Act of
P arliam ent.74 Some members of the Council objected to the
pream ble— ‘to provide for the protection of the colony of New
South Wales from the disturbances and national dangers which
may arise from the influx of Chinese under restrictions’—as con
veying the quite erroneous impression that the working classes had
been on the verge of insurrection; but Parkes insisted that these
words were essential to any Act called upon to deal with grave
emergency and to indemnify the governm ent against challenge for
its actions in such emergency. He agreed, however, to the Council’s
other deletions—even though these wrecked his ‘tit for tat’ philo
sophy—and the Bill became law on 11 July, 1888.75
At one point the Bill nearly foundered altogether in the Coun
cil. W hen they heard the prelim inary results of the intercolonial
conference (13 June) some members wanted to drop Parkes’s
emergency Bill and introduce the one then being drafted by the
conference.76 W ith an indem nity clause involved, and with no
definite assurance that the conference Bill would be accepted by
other colonies, the government persuaded the Council to continue;
at the same time Parkes rejected a request from W estm inster that,
in the interests of the proposed Anglo-Chinese Treaty, he drop the
heavy £100 entry tax. Parkes promised the intercolonial conference,
however, that although he could not hold back the current Bill he
would introduce the conference Bill as soon as two other colonies
had adopted its basic principles. In December 1888 both South
Australia and Victoria joined Q ueensland in passing their restric
tive Acts, and so provided the necessary conditions. Parkes, however,
failed to keep his promise and retained the old law.
From 1888-9 on, then, Australia had virtually uniform and
almost prohibitive laws against Chinese im migration in Queens
land, Victoria, South Australia and the N orthern Territory, an
almost prohibitive law of another kind in New South Wales, and
a m ilder law in Tasm ania. T h e A ustralian colonies, in short, were
in much the same position as the U nited States, except that little
came of B ritain’s negotiations with C hina for a new Treaty. As
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the Chinese com m uting system continued, many returning per
m anently to China, the Chinese population of A ustralia continued
its steady decline— from 38,500 in 1881 to 35,800 in 1891 and 29,600
in 1901.
T h e other im portant decision made at the 1888 Conference
concerned naturalisation; though no full record of the proceedings
is available it is plain that the m ajority of delegates agreed to pre
vent any more Chinese residents acquiring British citizenship in
their colonies, either by legislative prohibition or by using the
discretionary power to grant or refuse naturalisation held by the
Governor-in-Council under the relevant Aliens or N aturalisation
Acts.77 In accordance w ith this decision New South Wales kept
clause 3, prohibiting further naturalisation, in its 1888 Chinese
Restriction Act, while the Victorian and South A ustralian govern
ments simply rejected all further Chinese applications for n atu rali
sation. Philip Fysh, as part of his general distaste of the Conference
proceedings, refused outright to take such steps in T asm ania and
was later joined by the Queensland government, which refused
naturalisation applications until 1891 but then once more started
to grant a few each year; both these colonies continued to naturalise
resident Chinese until prevented by the Federal N aturalization Act
of 1903. W estern Australia continued to naturalise Chinese while
still on crown colony status but, after acquiring self-government
in 1890, switched to the Victorian and South A ustralian practice.78
T h e m ajority of Australian colonies, in short, were quite clear that
they not only did not w ant further Chinese im m igration but also
did not intend to adm it any more Chinese residents to ftdl m em ber
ship of the body politic.
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1 New Zealand, 1872-81
At this time New Zealand considered itself closely linked to the
A ustralian colonies, sending representatives to various intercolonial
conferences, associating itself w ith protests to Britain against the
expansion of France and Germany in the south-west Pacific, pressing
Britain to allow the Australasian colonies to make special trading
agreements w ith each other, and basing its anti-Chinese legislation
on that of Q ueensland and Victoria. Furtherm ore, events in the
Australian colonies often had profound influence in New Zealand,
especially as num erous A ustralian residents entered the colony
during the gold rushes of the 1860s and the developm ental boom
of the 1870s;1 some of these were influential persons, such as R ichard
Seddon, later to become a leading radical politician and then
Premier. Nevertheless, it is proper to treat New Zealand separately.
Though tem pted by moves to Australasian federation the colony
eventually refused to adopt the Federal Council of Australasia Act,
1885, and retained its own initiative on all im portant matters.
In addition to geographical distance, there were several basic
factors keeping Australia and New Zealand distinct in circumstance
and policy. First, the Maori population, relatively more num erous
and powerful than the A ustralian Aborigines, gave such good
account of themselves during the wars of the 1860s and early 1870s
that they won widespread respect and direct representation in both
houses of Parliam ent; the wars themselves became a m ajor factor in
colonial politics and a vast drain on resources.2 Second, though the
Australasian colonies generally experienced considerable economic
growth during the 1870s, the New Zealand boom, largely initiated
and m aintained by the active public works and im m igration policy
of the Colonial Treasurer, Julius Vogel, lasted only till 1879: while
development in Australia continued un til 1890, with occasional set199

The great white walls are built
backs and New Zealand suffered a prolonged depression for most
of the 1880s, culm inating in 1888 with a net emigration, m ainly to
Australia. T h ird , though the provinces saw their very considerable
powers drastically reduced in 1875-6,8 they nevertheless rem ained
influential as centres of regional loyalties and interests; for the
most part very different from the more highly centralised Aus
tralian colonies.
T h e liberal era of New Zealand’s nineteenth century Chinese
history, confirmed by the 1871 Parliam entary decision to reject all
legislative restriction and discrim ination (chapter 4, section 2), con
tinued with an attem pt to harness Chinese coolie labour to Vogel’s
public works scheme. Difficulty in obtaining labourers for railway
construction in 1872 led the central government to ask the pro
vinces whether they would agree to lim ited num bers of industrious,
frugal and orderly Chinese working on railways in their territory;
to which the northern provinces in part agreed but the southern
definitely disagreed, either because their railways were almost com
plete or because anti-Chinese sentim ent was still strong, notably in
Otago. In the end im m igration from Britain and Scandinavia
remedied the labour shortage and the Chinese proposals lapsed.4
Despite this lack of official encouragement Chinese immigra
tion continued, though at a relatively low level: a net gain of 2000
or more during the boom years 1873-5; a net loss of some 200 during
1876-7; a net gain of 700 or so in 1878. Many of these newcomers,
together with some of the earlier Otago diggers, went to the West
Coast gold areas, but some joined the small colonies now building
up in cities such as D unedin, Christchurch, W ellington and Auck
land.5 These urban groups provoked little outcry, even during the
sporadic outbursts of unem ploym ent in Dunedin and Christchurch
1876-7; nor was there widespread and active hostility against the
3500 or so in the Otago gold fields or against the 1500 or more on
the West Coast diggings, even though the gold production of both
areas was continuing slowly and steadily to decline.6
It was, however, from W estland that there came the first
rum blings of a substantial anti-Chinese political movement. A
num ber of radically m inded settlers, who had im bibed anti-Chinese
sentiments on the Victorian and New South Wales gold-fields and
then moved to the W estland diggings as miners, shopkeepers or
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agents (notably R ichard Reeves and R ichard Seddon, both of whom
were then in Parliam ent) decided in 1878 that the West Coast had
quite enough Chinese and should act against further immigration.
Reeves, having discovered that Attorney-General R obert Stout was
opposed to restriction, decided to force his hand by moving that the
House of Representatives resolve that further Chinese im migration
be prohibited; on the grounds that the Chinese in California,
Hawaii, Queensland and Victoria had ‘completely dem oralized’
local com m unities with their disease, vice and secret societies, had
driven num erous labourers and tradesmen out of business by their
cheap labour, were on the verge of causing ‘frightful bloodshed and
loss of life’, and generally constituted a ‘yellow agony’ which New
Zealand should at all costs avoid." He received solid support from
J. P. Joyce, who represented Otago miners and objected to ‘degrad
ing our race’ by adm itting ‘these anim als’, these specimens of ‘an
effete race which m ight very well be left to die o u t’.8 O ther m ining
representatives did not agree, however, while landed and com
mercial groups saw no more reason to discourage the Chinese than
they had earlier, especially as num bers were increasing very slowly.
Reeves eventually withdrew his m otion, on the understanding the
governm ent woidd consider the m atter.
Reeves had, in fact, chosen his time well. Members of the
‘Continuous M inistry’, a shifting com bination of established landed
and commercial interests which were almost continually in office
from the early 1870s until 1891, had shown their dislike of restric
tion in 1871. But 1877 had seen their tem porary defeat by Sir
George Grey, the famous former governor who had supervised the
M aori Wars and the developm ental and constitutional problems of
the 1840s and 1860s and had now returned to New' Zealand as a
private settler; an awkward volcanic m ixture of idealist and man
of action, Grey could now im plem ent some of his radical notions
and chose his ‘L iberal’ ministry from a larger pack of radical young
‘greyhounds’.9 Reeves knew' that some ministers, including Stout,
felt anti-Chinese legislation to be quite unnecessary; but he was
really appealing to Grey himself, and Grey’s almost religious devo
tion to the ideal of making New Zealand a great centre of AngloSaxon civilisation in the South-west Pacific.
Grey rose nobly to the lure, deciding to introduce in the 1879
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session a Bill m odelled closely on that of Q ueensland’s Act of 1877
(tonnage restriction of 10 tons and entry tax of £10). T hough his
government was defeated during 1879, the restored Continuous
M inistry decided to let the Bill go forward to a first reading, with
a supporting m em orandum from Grey. T hey also agreed to add to
the Queensland Act a clause suspending operation of the restric
tions until the Chinese population reached 5000, i.e. about 1 per
cent of the white population.
In his m em orandum Grey set forth m uch the same opinions he
was later to express when supporting the restrictive Bills of 1880,
1881 and 1888. These all boiled down to several interrelated propo
sitions: the extension of civilisation throughout the Pacific region,
with its great variety of barbarous and semi-barbarous peoples,
would be long and difficult; the process would require a centre
from which the Anglo-Saxon race could gradually spread its rule,
its faith, its laws and its language; this would eventually bring into
existence a prosperity and contentm ent such as no former age of the
world had known; in the m eantim e it was vital to protect such a
centre against being overborne or interfered w ith by peoples of
inferior civilisation; the U nited States, with its Negro problem in
the south and Asiatic problem in the west, gave a glimpse of the
strife that could arise if coloured persons were allowed to mix
with Europeans; moreover, large-scale m ixture between whites and
others resulted in a population of ‘mean whites’, a m ixed race that
could never become a great nation; Australia could never be a pure
and effective centre for civilisation as its vast tropical north would
inevitably be developed by Malays, Chinese and other coloured
peoples, and this doomed it to be a battlefield between a large
coloured population and a small European population; as New
Zealand was the only country in the Pacific where such a centre
could be developed the whole future of the Pacific depended on
New Zealand preserving a European type Anglo-Saxon population;
it thus behoved Parliam ent to introduce restrictions against Chinese
immigration and to pay far more attention to the business of hum an
breeding-stock, as the future of any young nation hinged on this.10
Grey modified his views substantially only once. In 1881, with
his interest in breeding stock, he became intrigued by the sugges
tion that Chinese should be so restricted that they never exceeded
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1 per cent of the total population: ‘I will suggest to the govern
m ent that they should add to the Bill a clause providing for a full
trial of their plan for breeding a superior race in this country, and
th at funds should be set apart for the purpose of introducing here
specimens of every coloured nation to the exact extent of one per
cent in each case on our present popidation. It is a statesmanlike
and philosophical idea’.11
In the event the 1879 Bill never received a second reading
being ‘slaughtered’, so the radicals claimed, along w ith many other
‘innocent’ liberal measures form ulated by the short-lived Grey
governm ent.12 In any case the new government was more concerned
with the onset of depression than with worrying about a small
Chinese im m igration which in 1879 showed every sign of becoming
a net loss. T his was not good enough for the radicals, now being
affected by the developing Australian campaign for restriction and
the general unrest provoked by serious economic recession. T his
time it was W illiam Hutchison, radical m em ber for W ellington
city, who tried to force the governm ent’s hand by introducing into
the House of Representatives a private m em ber’s Bill prohibiting
all further Chinese im migration, with a £10 fine to be levied on an
offending vessel for every Chinese landing.
Hutchison argued much the same case as had Reeves in 1878,
and was strongly supported by Reeves, Grey and Seddon. T he last
had been elected in 1879 and became most indignant when the
Chinese were likened to the Irish and Jews. T his he warmly
insisted, was ‘an insult to every Irishm an in the colony’ for ‘there is
about the same distinction between a European and a Chinam an
as that between a Chinam an and a monkey. . . . I think the C hina
man is inferior in every way, shape or form and I hope that such
an inferiority will never be tolerated here’.13
T he one new note in the restrictionist case sounded from
H utchison himself, who attem pted to spike anti-restrictionist guns
by tackling the question of basic principle. ‘As an abstract proposi
tion it m ight be conceded that hum an beings had a right to locate
themselves wherever they pleased on G od’s earth’, b u t in practice
this was absurd. ‘It is not . . . . a ride of hum an action to carry out
large propositions with inexorable logic’, as witness the refusal of
countries to adm it immigrants with loathsome diseases.14
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His opponents were not impressed. T h e liberal-hum anitarian
group could not understand why H utchison, ‘who professed to be
a L iberal’, should ‘so far forget the traditions that ought to cling
to him ’ as to introduce such illiberal and unnecessary proposals;15
he was simply treating the Chinese to the barbaric principles of
which he accused the Chinese Em pire though, in fact, the Chinese
were an ancient, orderly and civilised people with no more viceridden, immoral and diseased persons than European peoples.16
Moreover, if the British claimed Australasia by right of discovery
the Chinese had some right in the area— ‘the right of being in the
neighbourhood’.17 T h e more pragm atic group felt that, with num 
bers practically stationary and with no evidence of serious crime or
violence, the m atter could well be deferred until clearly necessary;
in any case the government was in touch with the A ustralian
colonies about joint action and wrould prefer to legislate in con
junction with them. T hree West Coast representatives opposed the
Bill (Trim ble, Reid and Gisborne), charging Reeves and Seddon
with grossly exaggerating Chinese vice, disease and crime in the
area and with om itting to m ention obvious Chinese virtues; Reid,
indeed, claimed that many miners got on very well with Chinese
diggers and that the Europeans who were most hostile to the
Chinese were they who had least to do w ith them .18 A Maori
representative, T e Wheoro, added that the Bill seemed somewhat
hard on the Chinese and that the M aori had little fault to find with
Chinese settlers.
In the end, though Hutchison just m anaged to carry the
second-reading (13:12), he agreed not to press the Bill provided the
government continued to negotiate with other colonies about joint
action.19
New Zealand wTas represented at the intercolonial conference
(Sydney— January 1881) by Thom as Dick, an Otago settler and
official who was variously Colonial Secretary, M inister for Justice
and M inister for Education. He agreed to the letter of protest to
W estm inster about W estern A ustralia’s Chinese policy but sided
with representatives from Queensland, South A ustralia and T as
m ania in favouring the relatively m ild Q ueensland restrictions
rather than the severer measures dem anded by New South Wales
and Victoria. After his return the Governm ent decided to revive
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the Queensland-type Bill of 1879, being moved by a small increase
in Chinese net m igration (from -100 in 1880 to +600 in 1881), by
the deepening of the depression, by the strengthening of antiChinese sentim ents amongst tradesmen and labourers, and by the
near approach of elections. T he Bill not only contained all the
Queensland provisions (tonnage restriction of 10 tons, £10 entry
tax, refund of tax to Chinese leaving w ithin three years, exemption
of Chinese residents) but also the 1879 provision suspending restric
tions until the Chinese population of New Zealand reached 5000;
it then being about 4600.
T his time the arguments and groupings were slightly different.'20
T h e pragmatic element argued that, although num bers were still
small, conditions were sufficiently different from those of 1880 to
w arrant action and that they thought W estminster, having accepted
Q ueensland’s Bill in 1877, wotdd probably accept this one also.21
Grey and W hitaker strongly argued the case for m aintaining the
superior Anglo-Saxon civilisation against that ‘partial civilization
which has lasted 3,000 years w ithout ostensible progress’, asserting
that, should W estm inster object, the basic principle should be
forced through ‘even at the price of separation from the Old
C ountry’.22 M ining, working class and radical representatives
stressed disease, vice and cheap labour, Hutchison firmly dismissing
any need to defer to Britain: ‘supposing 200 Chinese were to land
in England every second day, would the people stand it?’ No,
Parliam ent woidd pass a restrictive Act w ithin a week.23
Against the Bill were various landed and business interests,
blam ing the whole thing on working class agitation (Fulton, Murray,
T urnbull). T his time they received little concrete support from
leading liberal-hum anitarians: both Sir W illiam Fox and Dr Wallis
felt the Bill broke both the British tradition of welcoming anyone
who wanted a place of refuge and the hum anitarian principle that
all men were equal, no m atter what their colour or race m ight be;
nevertheless they agreed reluctantly to support this ‘hum iliating’
restrictive measure.24 As a result the House not only passed the
restrictions but allowed the radicals to strike out the suspension
and refund clauses; it rejected however, though only just (24:23),
Hutchison’s attem pt to raise the tonnage restriction from 10 tons
to 50 tons.
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In the Legislative Council business and hum anitarian interests
fought m uch harder against this ‘inhum an and barbarous m easure’.25
Holmes of Otago asserted that the Bill was simply continuing the
systematic wrong done by Europeans to the Chinese in the past,
especially by the British governm ent when using force to make
C hina accept the infam ous opium trade; on that occasion the
Chinese Em peror showed how m uch more civilised he was than the
British wdien he said ‘nothing will induce me to derive a revenue
from the vice and misery of my people’.20 Colonel Brett, from the
predom inantly English settlem ent of Canterbury, upheld Christian
principles of equality and castigated the radicals for attacking
Chinese vice, illiteracy and disease and deliberately ignoring the
same things amongst Britons; ‘is there’, he asked, ‘a dirtier breed
on the face of the earth than Scotchmen and Irishm en.’27 Others
attacked working class agitation.
T his time, however, the pragm atic element turned away from
its earlier pro-Chinese views and agreed with the restrained and
careful case for restriction p u t by the Attorney-General, F.
W hitaker: that tension already existed between Chinese and E uro
pean in New Zealand; that restrictions were necessary to avoid the
kind of violence evident in California; that though the Chinese
did not start the brawls it was their presence which precipitated
them .28 Some went further, stressing the political dangers of allow
ing too many into the country: the Chinese ‘are like the sands upon
the sea-shore’ and New Zealand should not allow itself to be
‘swamped by an immense influx’, no m atter how sober and indus
trious.29 Moreover, the Chinese Em pire was now awakening so
quickly from its long sleep that, should Chinese im migrants become
a substantial element in New Zealand, ‘those who come after will
have to settle with C hina itself, which will be one of the greatest
Powers on earth’.30
A pparently because he thought he would not get the Bill
through Council w ithout some concessions, W hitaker at first sug
gested restoring the suspension and refund clauses. But he found
so m uch support, albeit somewhat sorrowful, that he let the Bill ride
as it was and managed to carry the second reading 13:10. Indeed,
when Dr Pollen later made an effort to restore the suspension
clause— this time specifying 2 per cent (about 10,000 rather than
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the earlier 5000 or 1 per cent) the Council voted emphatically against
it, 14:7. So disappeared one im portant feature of the Bill th at had
come through from the 1879 proposals; i.e. an early attem pt to
relate alien im m igration to total population via some kind of quota
or proportionate limit, thus reflecting the feeling that a popula
tion could assimilate, or at least accommodate, a small proportion
of persons of completely different race and culture, and that ju d i
cious adjustm ent of this proportionate limit was a more hum ane
m ethod of controlling im m igration than complete exclusion or
fixed arbitrary restrictions.
In the event W estm inster ratified the Bill w ithout dem ur—
being based on A ustralian precedent it raised no new im perial
issues. Its effect on Chinese im migration, however, is debatable.
New m igration dropped from +600 or so in 1881 to some -200 a
year, 1882-4; but 1881 had been m uch higher than 1878-80 and it
is difficult to separate out the effects of restrictions from those of
depression and of changes within the Chinese im m igrant com
m unities. Nevertheless, the fall gave satisfaction to radical politi
cians, though some rem ained convinced the Act was far too gentle.
T h e restrictions were, in fact, relatively gentle, being based on
the Queensland Act of 1877 and not on the severer laws being intro
duced at the time into New South Wales and Victoria, and soon
afterwards into Queensland and W estern Australia. T hough not
as gentle as Tasm ania, New Zealand was m aintaining her reputa
tion for reasonable hum anitarianism .

2 Internal discrim ination in New Zealand
Likewise moves to prevent Chinese settlers from becoming
naturalised or casting votes were less belligerent in New Zealand
than in Victoria and New South Wales. T he issue arose in 1882,
when the government introduced a supplem entary Aliens Bill to
remove an unforeseen difficulty in the Aliens Act of 1880, whereby
native-born children of aliens could not become naturalised. Those
interested in the plight of various Scandinavian and Germ an settlers,
many of whom had come to the colony under Vogel’s im m igration
program of the 1870s and were now in trouble because of the
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depression, took the opportunity to persuade the governm ent to
insert an additional clause reducing the £1 naturalisation fee of the
1880 Act to five shillings. At this point Vincent Pyke, who had
come to the Otago gold-fields from Victoria, had explored the West
Coast gold areas and become secretary for the Otago Gold-fields
Departm ent, and was now representative for the m ining electorate
of Dunstan, moved a proviso that the concessions of the Bill be
denied to persons of the Chinese race; and carried it w ithout
debate.31
In the Legislative Council, however, liberal-hum anitarians
thought it disgraceful that children of, say, a Chinese father and
Irish m other could not become naturalised; and that Chinese aliens
becoming naturalised under the 1880 law should be singled out as
the only persons required to pay £1. They knocked the proviso
out.32 Back in the lower House the government decided to uphold
the proviso, on the grounds that ‘we should . . . not adm it members
of the Chinese race to the privileges which were granted to other
naturalized subjects’.33 T his received strong support from certain
m ining representatives who argued, as had recently been argued
in Victoria and contemporaneously in South Australia, th at Chinese
were ‘serfs in the truest sense of the word’, were under the com
m and of their headmen, and were susceptible to bribes by ‘moneyed
m en’ willing to corrupt the voting system.34
R ichard Seddon, however, was ready to drop the proviso, not
only because he felt that few Chinese ever bothered to become
naturalised and that it was pointless to make a fuss about their
fees, and even more about their New Zealand born children, but
also because his radicalism was at this time more hum ane than
that of many others. W hile strongly set against Chinese im m igra
tion he did not relish discrim ination against those already adm itted
for settlement. Even when working hard in 1888 for virtual pro
hibition of Chinese im migration, he fought against moves to remove
Chinese names from voting lists and asked for an inquiry into
reports that police had used unnecessary brutality in breaking up a
Chinese card-game: Chinese in New Zealand, he insisted, ‘ought to
have the same personal freedom as people of other nations’.35 It
was not till some years later that he swung over to full-scale dis
crim ination.
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Despite Seddon’s intervention the proviso was restored, on the
grounds that the 1881 Chinese Im m igrants Act showed that New
Zealand intended to treat Chinese ‘exceptionally’ and that there
was some danger of adding ‘to the voting power a large num ber of
persons ignorant of European habits of thought’.36 Again the
m ajority of Councillors disagreed, arguing that the proviso did not
touch the 1880 Act whereby Chinese could become naturalised, but
was simply an ‘illiberal, un-English’, petty and spiteful attem pt to
make life uncom fortable for certain settlers of Chinese race. In the
end, however, the Council agreed to retain the discrim inatory £1
fee if the Assembly agreed to cut out the discrim ination against
native-born children. Hence the clause of the 1882 Aliens Act
lim iting discrim ination to paym ent of fees.
A nother attem pt to introduce Australian-type discrim ination—
excluding Chinese from gold-fields— failed to get far. Here it is
unclear whether those sponsoring it were intim idated by the hos
tility of the liberal-hum anitarians,37 or put off by Seddon’s refusal
to support it, or fearful that such a measure would speed up the
steady move of Chinese from the gold-fields to the cities, some to
compete with under-employed Europeans. At all events, the two
radicals introducing the Bill (T urnbull and Daniels) eventually
let the m atter drop.

3 New Zealand becomes somewhat firmer, 1882-9
D uring the mid-1880s, though depression conditions worsened and
Chinese net m igration showed a small surplus (just over 100 for
1885-6), the anti-Chinese movement rem ained comparatively
quiescent. Sir George Grey made a half-hearted attem pt in 1886 to
place restrictions on all coloured labourers entering the colony, but
did not push it further than a first reading. T h e report of the
Chinese Commissioners in May 1887, however, together with sub
sequent inquiries by the British government and anti-Chinese
agitation in Australia, stirred up the restrictionists to further
activity. In O ctober/N ovem ber Reeves asked the government to
do what was being suggested in Australia, namely, raise the entry
tax, prevent the retu rn of Chinese residents tem porarily absent
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from the colony, and refuse all further Chinese applications for
naturalisation; to which Atkinson, the Premier, replied that he
would investigate allegations of Chinese fraudulently entering on
someone else’s naturalisation certificate and, if num bers increased,
would definitely consider additional restrictions in order to ‘protect
[the colony’s] civilization against the civilization, if I may call it
so, of the Chinese’.38 In December Seddon was pressing the govern
m ent on Chinese num bers, on Chinese hygiene, and on allegations
that young girls were frequenting the Chinese quarter of W elling
ton for immoral purposes.39 At the same time Atkinson was corres
ponding with A ustralian Premiers about fraud, quarantine and the
desirability of an intercolonial conference.
N othing definite was done, however, until the Afghan was
prevented from landing Chinese in M elbourne, starting rum ours
early in May that hundreds of Chinese rejected in Australia were
transhipping for New Zealand, the first ship being the Te Ana
due to arrive at Invercargill in the far south about the sixth of
May; all this in the depths of the depression in a year when so
many settlers were leaving the colony that total net m igration was
-9000. A meeting of Invercargill citizens at once appointed a
Vigilante Committee, armed them with guns to resist a Chinese
landing, and p u t them on a special train for the landing place at
Bluff; the train also carried special police hastily sworn in to m ain
tain law and order and, if necessary, to read the R iot Act. T he
ninety-four Chinese aboard the T e Ana did not, in fact, try to
land, so received no more than wharfsicle abuse before sailing on to
Dunedin, here again to be greeted by ‘a working-class and larrikin
elem ent’ gathered at the port. After nineteen Chinese had landed
inconspicuously by night the rest went on to Greymouth, on the
West Coast, where they landed w ithout interference.40
T h e Bluff incident of 6 May 1888 stirred the Continuous
M inistry into im mediate action. On 11 May, five days before
Parkes moved his drastic Bill in New South Wales, Atkinson
announced the introduction of a new Bill based on the Victorian
Act of 1881 (100 tons restriction) and that he intended to enforce
quarantine and health regulations very strictly, ask W estm inster lor
a new T reaty with China, and send a representative to the Sydney
Conference in June.41
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T h e new Bill drew criticism from two quite different direc
tions. O n the one side were those attacking the Bill for being too
mild. First were Seddon and his radical friends, expressing dissatis
faction with the 100-ton restriction and £10 entry tax of Victoria’s
1881 Act as they knew many Victorians were now pressing for much
heavier restrictions.42 Second were those who discovered that, in
contrast to New Zealand’s 1881 Act (which, save for Chinese resi
dents of the colony, enforced the restrictions on all persons of
Chinese race, both British and alien) the Victorian Act exempted
all British subjects from restriction; several members at once became
worried about a great influx of Chinese from Hongkong and Singa
pore, then rum oured to total some 300,000.43 T h ird were those
w anting restrictions on Chinese freedom to enter certain occupa
tions, notably m ining.44 Many of these three groups, however, were
gratified to see the Victorian clause which prohibited unnaturalised
Chinese from voting in local and colonial elections.
On the other side were the traditional liberal-hum anitarians
and well entrenched pastoralists and business men. Some asserted
th at as the Chinese population of New Zealand had not been
increasing the Bill was a quite unnecessary ‘pandering to popular
clam our’, a weak surrender to ‘a very small m inority of the work
ing classes’, to a ‘portion of the population whose opinion is
scarcely entitled to consideration’.45 (Officially Chinese numbers
had declined from 5000 to 4500 over 1881-6 but had increased by
100 or so in 1887; Seddon countered this num erical argum ent by
claim ing that Chinese were ‘too cunning’ to declare themselves at
censuses and that num bers were in fact rapidly increasing.46) Others
accused the governm ent of being stampeded by events in Aus
tralia, particularly by the actions of Parkes in New South Wales;
as Richm ond of Nelson p u t it, economic depression is a time ‘when
men lose their heads’ and are affected by ‘agitations em anating
from elsewhere’, when ‘a screaming Prem ier in one of the Aus
tralian colonies is heard, and rouses sympathy, and perhaps creates
insanity through the g roup’.47 Yet others charged the restrictionists
with again exaggerating Chinese vice and disease, with again com
pletely ignoring the virtues of Chinese settlers and the contribution
they had made as m arket gardeners, miners, domestic servants and
merchants, and the value they could have as a labour force for
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textile m anufacturing.48 A Maori view was expressed by H irini
Taiw hanga when saying that he did not want New Zealand to be
overrun by Chinese but that he had not been able to get labour
for his silver mine for fourteen years and would like a few Chinese
miners.
C om plicating these diverse opinions and interests was a con
flict between those w anting new restrictions as soon as possible
and those w anting to defer action un til tire intercolonial con
ference in Sydney in June, either because they preferred a uniform
Australasian action or because they suspected most A ustralian
colonies would subsequently introduce m uch heavier restrictions
than those of Victoria in 1881. Here the radicals, notably Seddon,
were well and truly torn. On the one hand they did not want to
let an essentially upper class government appear as the champions
of the working class, as the ones most energetic and speedy in m eet
ing proletarian clam our for im m ediate action: on the other hand
they did not want to agree to restrictions which a m onth later,
after the conference, would seem m uch too mild. Hence Seddon’s
swinging between attem pts to defer m atters till after the conference
and attacks on the governm ent for its dilatory handling of the Bill.49
A nother complication was Dr Pollen’s attem pt to resurrect the quota
notion of 1879-81, this time proposing a lim it of 1 per cent of total
population before restrictions started to operate.50
T h e Bill, as it finally emerged for presentation to Westminster,
was a curious compromise between these diverse forces. In the lower
House the government eventually agreed to remove the clause
exem pting British Chinese, and to press W estm inster to negotiate
a new T reaty with C hina on the lines of the proposed U nited
States-China T reaty.51 But it m anaged to block Seddon’s attem pt
on the one hand to strike out the clauses discrim inating against
Chinese voters and, on the other hand, to raise the tonnage restric
tions from 100 to 200 tons. Id le Legislative Council, however, where
seats were less dependent on public opinion, saw the liberalhum anitarians and establishm ent less ready to rush into heavy
restrictions. They finally agreed (16:9) to accept the 100 tons clause
b u t struck out the clauses discrim inating against Chinese voters,
reinserted a clause exem pting British Chinese from restriction,
added clauses exem pting crews of Chinese men-of-war and Chinese
212

T h e gates close against the Chinese, 1871-88
im m igrants already on the way to New Zealand, and lim ited the
operation of the restrictions to one year.
By the time these amendm ents were considered in the lower
House, the intercolonial conference was over and the New Zealand
representative, R. Oliver, though he missed the ship and did not
arrive in Sydney u n til two days after the conference finished, had
collected and transm itted the draft intercolonial bill and diverse
A ustralian opinions about it. T h e House of Representatives, rein
forced by unanim ous Australian opinion against British Chinese,
insisted on applying restrictions to them, on the grounds that
‘persons of the Chinese race . . . although natural-born British
subjects, have all the characteristics which render them undesirable
citizens in a European com m unity’.52 They further insisted on
re-inserting the clauses denying Chinese voting rights, arguing that
‘Chinese modes of thought and life are so unlike those of a Euro
pean population th at they do not understand the institutions of
the country, and are likely to introduce into our local elections an
incongruous and, therefore, a disturbing elem ent’.53 T hough some
would dearly like to have adopted the 500 tons restriction of the
conference draft bill they decided, to avoid giving the Council a
chance of becoming even more ‘obstinate’, to leave the figure at
100 tons.54 For the same reason, it seems, they accepted the Coun
cil's other amendments.
T h e Legislative Council rem ained cpiite adam ant: no subject
of H er Majesty should be deprived of the rights and privileges of
a British subject unless proved to be a scoundrel, and no person
should be denied a vote where such denial breached the funda
m ental principle of ‘no taxation w ithout representation’. (The
Council, having overlooked the 1881 Act’s failure to exem pt British
subjects, were now trying to undo the damage; Dr Pollen also made
an unsuccessful attem pt to have the discrim inatory provisions of
the Aliens Act re-examined.55) Several stormy meetings of represen
tatives of both Houses failed to produce agreement. Eventually,
near the end of the session, when Dr Pollen and several other antirestrictionists in the Council had gone home, the government
organised a m eeting which at last reached an acceptable compro
mise: the Council agreed to stop fighting for the rights of all British
subjects provided Chinese naturalised in New Zealand were exempt
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from restrictions when travelling and provided Chinese residents
had the same voting rights as others. T h e Council later agreed,
though only by 16:10, to extend the Act beyond the one-year
period.56
In this curious and complicated fashion New Zealand
eventually lurched into a new set of restrictions on Chinese im m i
gration. Clearly, anti-restrictionist forces were stronger than in any
other Australasian colony except Tasm ania, and were able to put
the brakes quite firmly on those proposing the heavy tonnage
restrictions favoured on the A ustralian m ainland. In the event their
judgm ent about the need or otherwise of heavy restrictions proved
correct: after the Act Chinese arrivals dropped sharply, net m igra
tion running at a deficit of a hundred or more a year until 1894
and the census count of Chinese falling from 4542 in 1886 to 4444
in 1891 and 3869 in 1896. T hough economic conditions may have
kept many potential settlers away, it was clear that in the prevail
ing circumstances the relatively m ild New Zealand Act was as
capable as the m ild Tasm anian Act in preventing the great influx
of Chinese so much talked about during the Afghan panic in 1888.
It is interesting to specidate on the reasons for this similarity
between T asm ania and New Zealand, both colonies then having
almost identical restrictions. G reater isolation, less industrialisation
and fewer members of the working class, relatively small Chinese
populations, and other factors were all involved. Suffice it to say
that, in this era of closing gates firmly against Chinese m igration
about the ‘white Pacific’, it was the two island colonies of Aus
tralasia, and the far distant dom inion of Canada, which closed
the gates least firmly.
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Chinese life in Australasia
As in N orth America, the 1870s and 1880s saw the 40,000 or so
Chinese of Australasia in a state of transition. Though most had
arrived to work in the gold-fields, the num ber of miners steadily
decreased until by the early 1890s there were only 10,000 or so left:
some 2500 in New Zealand; about 2000 in New South Wales, Vic
toria and the N orthern T erritory; 1000 or fewer in Queensland;
about 500 in Tasm ania, these m ining tin rather than gold; and a
thin scatter in South Australia and W estern Australia (see T able
appended). T h ough a few were employed by companies engaged
in deep mining, most worked as they had in the 1850s and 1860s,
in small gangs on alluvial fields deserted or untouched by white
miners. Some were still in the wilds, in tents or huts, supplied
w ith Chinese food and clothes by tem porary stores or travelling
hawkers and traders. Others were based on well established ‘villages’
or ‘camps’ in the larger m ining districts, as at Ballarat, Bendigo or
Beechworth in Victoria where the officially organised ‘m ining vil
lages’ of the 1850s survived, after the regulations themselves lapsed,
to become the homes not only of miners but also of Cantonese
m arket gardeners, rural labourers, shearers, skilled tradesmen,
hawkers, storekeepers and the like.1
O ther ‘camps’ catered more for rural workers, as instance those
at Albury, Wagga, N arrandera, Hay and Deniliquin (all in or near
the Riverina of New South Wales); in the 1880s these contained
100-300 adult men each, most employed as agricultural and pastoral
labourers, or m arket gardeners, with attendant num bers of store
keepers, fruiterers, cooks and shop assistants.2 T h e camp at Darwin
(Palmerston) likewise consisted m ainly of m arket gardeners, store
keepers and assistants, but also contained bootmakers, tailors and
hairdressers catering to the European as well as Chinese popula215
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tion. Smaller colonies of Cantonese located themselves near other
country towns, as m arket gardeners or agricultural labourers, or on
sugar and rice farms in northern Q ueensland and the N orthern
Territory.
O ther Chinese were more remote. Some worked on pastoral
properties or in country hotels as station-hands, cooks and domestic
servants; Coghlan later estimated that in 1891 half the cooks in the
country hotels of Australia were Chinese and one-quarter of the
cooks in private homesteads.3 Others were out in gangs clearing
scrub, ring-barking tim ber and digging dams, working in m obile
gangs of anything up to 500 under the control of headmen engaged
by Chinese ru ral entrepreneurs such as W ong Gooey of Narrandera or Jimmy Ah Kew of W ahgunyah.4 In all there were, in the
late 1880s and early 1890s and excluding miners, between 20,000
and 25,000 Chinese scattered through rural Australasia from the
tropical north to the m uch colder areas of Tasm ania and Otago
(see T able appended and also various colonial censuses).
A steadily increasing num ber were living in m etropolitan areas,
either on the fringe as m arket gardeners supplying suburban needs
as well as the city fruit and vegetable markets, or in better class
suburbia if successful m erchants, or else in the city ‘C hinatowns’
as storekeepers, shop assistants, petty traders, skilled tradesmen
(notably cabinet-makers), labourers and servants. By 1890 between
8000 and 9000 Chinese were in m etropolitan Australasia, here
including Auckland, C anterbury and D unedin as well as W elling
ton (see T able appended).
In all areas—m etropolitan, other urban and rural—there were
at the end of the 1880s about 10,000 miners, 10,000 m arket
gardeners, 1000 pastoral workers, 4000 agricultural labourers, 3000
general labourers, 3500 domestic and hotel workers, about 150
larger merchants, 2000 storekeepers and lesser traders, 1000 hawkers,
750 greengrocers, 2000 clerks and assistants, 1000 cabinet-makers,
150 or so launderers, 1000 other workers.
As in N orth America, this population rem ained over
whelmingly male, fewer than 400 full-blood females being recorded
in 1891, i.e. fewer than 1 in 100. Most of these were children, so
leaving, apart from the occasional Chinese prostitute, only 150 or so
Chinese wives, mainly those of wealthier m erchants in m etropolitan
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towns. T h u s the Rev. W illiam Young, on his visit to the Chinese
country camps of Victoria, found that amongst the 10,000 or more
Chinese males living there in 1868 only ten of the nearly 5000
m arried men had their wives with them; likewise the New South
Wales R eport of 1883 (Inspector B rennan and Q uong T art) found
only one Chinese wife amongst the 800 Chinese living in the coun
try camps of the Riverina.5 Later, the 1891 Royal Commission on
Chinese G am bling in Sydney found that few of the smaller traders
and shopkeepers, and fewer of the assistants, labourers and m arket
gardeners, had their wives with them. It was well established
merchants, such as Way Kee and Ah Wall, or formerly prosperous
m erchants such as Way Shong, that had paid the poll tax and
brought their wives for long-term settlem ent.0
Some single Chinese m arried European girls. In addition to
the occasional wealthy trader m arrying an English girl (Quong
T art, for instance), or those on isolated stations and farms m arry
ing an Irish or Scottish domestic servant, there were a num ber who
had met European girls in city Chinatowns or country camps.
W illiam Young found nearly forty such wives in the m ining camps
he visited in 1868, the Brennan and T a rt inquiry found thirty-six
in the R iverina camps in 1883, and the Royal Commission found
a num ber in Sydney’s Chinatowns in 1891. Some, perhaps half,
were ‘decent’ women who took pride in their homes, looked after
their husbands and kept their children away from the seamier side
of camp life. Others, often former prostitutes, made their husband’s
lives miserable with fighting, promiscuity, alcohol or opium.
O ther Chinese lived with European women on a de facto
basis, some practising the old Cantonese custom of taking a second
or third woman when dissatisfied with the first, but others m arry
ing the girl when the relationship became stable.7 European
investigations of these relationships, sometimes undertaken in
response to public outcry that Chinese men seduced innocent Euro
pean girls or lured them into the camps for purposes of prostitu
tion, generally concluded that the women had been either unhappy
prostitutes, or else white girls leaving European homes because of
cruelty or seduction, who had found shelter w ith some kindly and
lonely Chinese.8 O ther European women, usually prostitutes long
before entering the Chinese quarter, rem ained professional prosti217
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tutes, plying their trade not only with Chinese but with the periodic
invasions of shearers and miners, if a country camp, and regular
inflow of sailors if a city Chinatown. Some indeed had regular
beats, working in Chinatow n for much of the time but visiting
country camps at shearing time.9
T h e fruit of these various unions were, by 1890, about 2500
mixed-blood children, some growing up to marry ‘white’ and
become slowly absorbed into the European population: others to
marry Chinese and become part of the Australasian Chinese com
m unity.10
Some Chinese managed to save enough to commute regularly
to C hina—occasional statistics of Chinese residents re-entering Aus
tralia give glimpses of this. T h e Victorian statistics for 1886, for
instance, though they may, because of fraud, exaggerate the num 
bers of naturalised Chinese re-entering the colony, suggest that well
over half the 1100 Chinese arrivals of that year were returning
residents.11 T his fits with biographical inform ation available about
carpenters and m arket gardeners who in the space of twenty years
or so in Australia made anything up to seven visits back to China,
each visit lasting between one and two years.12 Nevertheless, though
such voyages enabled Cantonese men to fulfil their filial duty of
marrying, begetting children, taking part in family councils and
sharing in the appropriate rituals before the family shrine, they
did little to ease the long periods in Australasia away from norm al
family life.
In terms of substitute activities there was little that was con
structive. T h e Chinese theatre never seems to have found the same
vitality in Australasia as in California, perhaps because of fewer
num bers and the absence of any Chinatown com parable to that of
San Francisco; this provided not only the core audience but acted
as a base from which the theatre could tour country areas. T he
principal substitutes, apart from European women, were gambling
and opium establishments, providing the traditional games of fantan and pak-ah-pu (a kind of lottery) or hours of w ithdraw al into
drugged forgetfulness. T h e 1891 Royal Commission concluded that
the three small Chinatowns of Sydney contained over eighty
gam bling houses and dens and that 700 of the 3500 Chinese there
living subsisted wholly or in part on gambling. M uch the same
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picture emerges from inquiries at the Chinese camps of Wagga
and N arrandera.13
T h o ug h gam bling may have sent some Chinese broke it pro
vided num erous others with a pastime little different in kind from
the horse-racing, two-up and other games of chance so popidar
am ong Europeans. O pium was different. T h e Royal Commission
concluded th at an occasional trader, a few cabinet-makers, many
m arket gardeners and European prostitutes, and all the professional
gamblers, regularly smoked opium —often at 3 shillings a day—so
rendering themselves both broke and broken. Leading Chinese
m erchants, such as Q uong T a rt in Sydney and Kong Meng in Mel
bourne, conducted campaigns against the trade, pleading for strict
laws against the im port of opium and strict enforcement of such
laws by customs officers and police.14
Despite this addiction to gam bling and opium by some of their
num ber, the Chinese population of Australasia remained relatively
peaceful and law-abiding. Various reports and committtees testified
to this, pointing to police records showing that Chinese convictions
for serious crime were relatively much less than European con
victions.15 T his law-abiding tendency stemmed partly from the
continuing strength of traditional Chinese values and customs,
notably the control exercised by headmen and local societies. By
the 1880s the societies were well entrenched. In Victoria, where
nearly 90 per cent of Chinese came from the Sze Yap (the Four
Districts south of C anton city) and only a few from the Sam Yap
(the T hree Districts around Canton) or from Chungshan and other
Cantonese districts, and still fewer from the Teochiu and Hokkien
speaking districts further north, the Sze Yap societies were well
established and pow erful.16 T hough dom inated by the two majority
districts—T oishan and Sunwei— they acted at this time for most
Sze Yap persons, providing help in illness and unemployment,
assisting elderly Chinese wishing to return to their native villages,
arranging for the bones of deceased Chinese to be returned for
burial in the ancestral tombs, building joss-houses in the main
Chinese areas of Victoria, organising social and boarding facilities.
They also encouraged members to avoid conflict with other Aus
tralians, to obey A ustralian law and to settle disputes within the
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community; the Kong Chew society, in fact, became known as the
principal body for arbitrating between those in dispute.17
In New South Wales the Chinese population, while still over
whelmingly Cantonese (jnst a handful of the old Teochiu and
Hokkien coolie groups survived), were more evenly balanced be
tween Cantonese areas of emigration. T hough exact statistics are not
available it appears th at relative percentages were approximately:
Chungshan 40; Kao Yao 24; T ungkoon 20; Sze Yap 10 (mainly
Toishan and Sunwei); Sam Yap 3; non-Cantonese areas 2.
A dditionally there were a few settlers from the H akka villages of
K w antung (Canton Province), perhaps 1 per cent in all.18 Each
of these communities had its own society, the most powerful being
the two Chungshan societies (Bow On T ong and C hung Fue Tong)
and the principal T ungkoon society (Koon Yee Tong).19
As in Victoria these societies concerned themselves mainly with
social and charitable activities but the Ki Tong, run jointly by lead
ing merchants, made its m ain business the settling of disputes before
m atters reached A ustralian courts. New South Wales also possessed
another kind of society, the Loon Yee Tong, run jointly by certain
im migrants from Chungshan and T ungkoon to protect gamblers,
cover their legal costs and threaten or assault any Chinese liable to
endanger the gam bling business.20 It apparently split asunder in
1889 and in any case would probably, after the investigations of the
Royal Commission, have come to an end before m uch longer.
In Queensland, Chungshan persons were in the great majority
b u t were so scattered through the country towns and diggings that
they apparently used the local society more for organising chari
table works, and for returning bones to China, than for social
purposes. In New Zealand, the next largest Chinese population in
Australasia, im migrants came from the Sze Yap, the Sam Yap
(mainly from Nam hoi and Punyiu), and Chungshan and Tungkoon.
In the m ain urban settlements these eventually settled down into
three m ain associations: the Sze Yap society, the Poon Fa society
(Sam Yap) and the T u n g Sang society (Chungshan and T ung
koon).21
As in America these societies were usually run by the well-todo merchants. Way Kee, for instance, the leader of the Tungkoon
com m unity in New South Wales, had been a Sydney m erchant since
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the 1860s, and treasurer of the Koon Yee d ong, and by 1891 was
a very wealthy man. M any T ungkoon settlers were m arket gardeners
on the fringe of Sydney or in the country, or had small country
stores or petty shops in Sydney Chinatown; Way Kee often acted
as their banker and agent. Kao Yao settlers in New South Wales
were likewise largely scattered as m arket gardeners; many had their
affairs in the hands of the Choy family, later organised as W ar
H ing 8c Coy. C hungshan settlers, more widely scattered through the
occupational and geographical structure of the colony, had several
leading merchants, notably T in W ar and On Yik Lee; the latter
founding a firm which still survives. O ther communities had sim ilar
leaders.22
Some of these leaders exercised peculiar positions of power, in
that they also had some entree to the British-Australian establish
ment. Q uong T art, in Sydney, originally arrived with his uncle at
the Braidwood gold-fields at the age of nine (1859), was semi-adopted
by the principal British business man in the area and from him
acquired a valuable gold claim, developed a profitable m ining
operation em ploying 200 Chinese and Europeans, built a local
school and church, became a patron of cricket and horse-racing
and an expert singer of Scottish songs, and left Braidwood in 1874
to establish a tea and silk business in Sydney. He visited his m other
in China (causing m uch amazement there by his insistence on wear
ing European clothes and rejecting any Chinese girl for wife),
returned to Sydney eventually to m arry a Liverpool girl called
M argaret Scarlett, and rem ained a leader of the Chinese m erchant
class in Sydney and a prom inent figure in charitable affairs, both
Chinese and Australian. Q uong T a rt was highly regarded by the
Clung Em peror and, in the absence of any consular representative,
did much official business for the Chinese government; eventually
he received the O rder of M andarin of the Blue B utton (4th class)
and was welcomed with ceremony and guards of honour on another
visit to C hina in 1891. He was also a persona grata with Sydney’s
establishment, served on the Commission of Inquiry into Chinese
camps in 1883, was a powerful m ediator in the Afghan troubles of
1888, served on the Royal Commission on Chinese Gam bling in
1891, and was heard w ith respect, if not agreement, during the an ti
alien moves of the mid-1890s.23
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Similarly, some of the prosperous m erchants of M elbourne’s
C hinatown in Little Bourke Street had feet in both worlds. Louis
Ah Money, a builder who arrived about 1853, and Lowe Kong
Meng, a tea m erchant arriving about 1854, held powerful positions
in their respective societies, led the joss-house ceremonies, exer
cised judicial functions in various Chinese guilds, looked after the
business affairs of num erous compatriots and had considerable
influence over the passenger trade with China. T h e em peror
rewarded Lowe Kong M eng’s services to the A ustralian Chinese
by m aking him a M andarin of the Blue Button. But he was also
influential in M elbourne business circles, being a m ajor share
holder and director (with Louis Ah Mouey) of the Commercial
Bank, a shareholder in various m ining enterprises and a participant
in various trading enterprises in Hongkong. He was called to
assist various Committees (he gave evidence as early as the Legisla
tive C ouncil’s Committee on Chinese Im m igration in 1857), wrote
a booklet, with Louis Ah Mouey and the Rev. Cheok Hong Cheong,
on the Chinese issue in Australia at the time of the Seamen’s Strike
1878-9,24 and helped in the negotiations over the Afghaxi affair
in 1888.25
In South Australia, Way Lee fulfilled much the same role, as
did various leading Chinese m erchants and business men elsewhere
in Australasia.
In short, the Chinese-Australasian communities, like the
Chinese communities in America and South-east Asia, were finding
in the leading m erchants some substitute for the Chinese gentry
and scholar-officials. T ru e there were Chinese of some education
in Australasia, acting as doctors, interpreters and schoolmasters for
those w anting to learn English. But they were not of scholar-gentry
origin; at least two investigated by the Royal Commission of 1891
were bankrupt storekeepers and m arket gardeners who had adopted
interpreting and teaching as more profitable activities.20
T h o u g h influential, these m erchant leaders were no more able
to m aintain perm anent and complete peace in Australasia than
were the gentry and officials in China. Occasional fighting still
occurred between the various lineages and district communities—
as at B allarat between the S/e Yap, the Chungshan and other
groups, and between the ‘strong-arm’ elements associated with
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com m unity gam bling houses in Sydney.27 Indeed, it is almost
comical to see the efforts of members of one community to attribute
gam bling and opium entirely to persons from other districts. One
bright gentlem an—describing himself as a convert from Wesleyanism to the Salvation Army—went so far as to accuse Q uong T a rt
of having ‘relatives’ who ran all the gam bling in Sydney simply
because, it eventually emerged, Q uong T a rt had come from the
same district as some of the num erous Chinese gamblers; Quong
T a rt retorted by showing that witness came from the same district
as one of Sydney’s best known opium smokers.28 Nevertheless, the
general picture is one of peacefulness and orderliness, often in
contrast, so police and others said, to the ‘larrickinism ’ displayed
by some Europeans.
Besides respect for lineage and district leaders, another tradi
tional Chinese element was becoming well established in A ustral
asia— looking after and co-operating with other members of the
family and lineage (see chapter 3, section 1). This was the period
when successful business men were sponsoring younger relatives,
eventually to bring them into partnership and succession, as did
Way Kee with his grandson Ah Walt. It was also the period when
gold-diggers from the same lineage or district left the gold-fields
and went into partnership to lease land for m arket gardening.
Adm ittedly there were large m arket gardening entrepreneurs, such
Chen Ah T eak who during the 1880s owned or leased more than
half-a-dozen gardens in different parts of outer Sydney, engaged a
headm an to recruit a team of gardeners for each garden, and paid
each headm an £50 a year and each gardener £40 a year, plus three
meals a day costing 10 shillings a week.29 But others formed inde
pendent partnerships, including many of the num erous Ko Yiu
gardeners who later extended their activities by opening vegetable
stalls in the City Markets; for example, W ar Lee & Coy, a m arket
garden at Botany had a shop at 215 Thom as Street and for many
years operated as a partnership am ong six friends from Shueking
near Kao Yao.30 T h e Royal Commission calculated that after six
m onths hard work on new ground the partners could get their first
returns and thereafter save £50-60 each a year. T o do so, however,
required long hours of careful gardening, taking off only Sunday
and two hours on Saturday, but otherwise working from dawn till
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dusk every day.31 Moreover, as British observers pointed out, the
Chinese brought a measure of skill from their intensive farm ing
background, and on this count alone worked more efficiently than
most European gardeners.32
W hile gardeners, miners and city workers—carpenters and the
like— all lived cheaply they certainly did not live below a reasonable
level of sustenance, at any rate while employed: three meals a day
with pork, fish, rice, cabbage, other vegetables and tea, w ith poultry
and liqueurs on Sunday.33 T h eir level of hygiene, however, was not
high, even setting aside the gardeners’ traditional practice of ferti
lising vegetables with hum an dung and urine.34 Not only Euro
peans noted the crowded living quarters and fierce hum an odour,
the District Council of Darwin going so far as to place the Chinese
camp on the north-east of the town as the wind norm ally blew in
that direction.35 Chinese observers such as Quong T a rt agreed that
the country camps were often smelly from neglected water-closets
and that cooks in city cook-shops sometimes prepared meals in the
backyards alongside the open privy.30 They also commented on the
Chinese tendency to overcrowding and antipathy to ventilation. In
city tenements and country camps bunks were stacked around the
bed-rooms, sometimes double, with six to eight persons crammed
into a space adequate, in European eyes, for no more than two;
likewise the cook-shop at Wagga contained num erous wooden
shelves for visiting miners and shearers, on which visits twenty men
occupied space for five.37
Perhaps generations of living in such conditions had hardened
Cantonese to the health hazards involved; certainly there are
relatively few references to outbreaks of dysentery or sim ilar diseases.
Observers concentrated on smallpox and leprosy. U ndoubtedly a few
cases of smallpox slipped by the quarantine arrangements, while
W illiam Young found a num ber of lepers in the Victorian m ining
villages in 1868 and Q uong T a rt a num ber in the New South Wales
camps in the 1880s.38 Others refer to their occasional appearance
outback.39 Quong T art, indeed, inspired a campaign to return
twenty-one Chinese lepers to their Cantonese villages in 1896.40
W hile in Australia, the lepers were usually cared for, as were other
such Chinese, by the district societies; in general the traditional
quarantine arrangem ents were such that the disease spread little
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in Australia and hardly touched the European population; in the
long ru n it spread very m uch more amongst the Aborigines.
W ith their savings, if not dissipated in gam bling and opium,
the Cantonese of Australasia paid their dues to their district society,
saved their passage costs for com m uting trips home, and invested
what was left in family and lineage causes in the village of origin.
This, together with their failure to bring out womenfolk, constantly
fed the accusation th at they wanted no perm anent part in the
developm ent of A ustralia but wanted simply to exploit its resources
and retu rn home. T h e European members of the 1891 Royal Com
mission often assumed this in their questions and it was left for
Quong T a rt to draw out from the witnesses the fact that quite a
num ber of Chinese had been in Australia for many years and that
a few at least had perm anent establishments and families.41 T he
district societies also at times supported local A ustralian charities.
Nevertheless, the impression remains: that Chinese Australasia,
like Chinese America, was a sojourner society, in that sense like
British India. W hile it had a core of perm anent settlers well
involved w ith colonial business and affairs, it was basically part of
C hina tem porarily overseas, reared unshakably in the values of a
family-lineage dom inated society, eyes set firmly on eventual return
to the sacred ancestral graves and halls of the little villages and
towns of origin scattered through the em igrant districts of
Kwantung.
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T h e closing gates: assessment
W ith this brief glimpse of Chinese life in Australasia we can now
review this second great confrontation between Europeans and
Chinese in the Pacific, a confrontation which emerged from the
more tolerant years of the mid-1860s and came to an end in the
late 1880s with virtual prohibition of all Chinese settlement. A
m ajor force in bringing about this prohibition, on the surface at
least, was tire determ ined and persistent efforts of leaders of the
skilled and unskilled working classes, and of various small inde
pendent trades and businesses, not only to prevent further Chinese
im m igration but to force out most of those already present; on the
grounds that cheap Chinese labour and skill presented a very
real and dangerous threat to the wages, profits and living standards
of European labourers and tradesmen. As the 1877 M anifest of
Denis Kearney and the California W orkingm en’s Party asserted:
‘We have made no secret of our intentions. W e make none. Before
you and before the world we declare that the Chinam an m ust leave
our shores. We declare that white men, and women, and boys and
girls, cannot live as the people of the great republic should and
compete with the single Chinese coolie in the labour m arket’.1 Or,
to take an A ustralian example, as an 1878 meeting of ‘workingclass’ persons at Newtown, Sydney, heard when protesting against
the decision of the Australian Steam Navigation Company to employ
cheap Chinese seamen on its coastal ships: the Chinese ‘live on the
smell of a rag, few of them have wrives or families to support, and
they have cut down wages to a miserable pittance’.2
Unquestionably, this working class clam our against cheap
Chinese labour was influential, forcing some politicians, particularly
at election time, reluctantly to toe the anti-Chinese line and support
proposals for restrictive and discrim inative legislation.3 It does not,
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however, ex p lain the w hole story. I n the first place, w orking class
ag itatio n was sp read far w ider th a n the areas of C hinese settlem ent.
In the U n ite d States it was n o t only in the w estern coastal states,
where m ore th a n 80 per cent of the C hinese were (88,000 of 105,500
in 1880), th a t w orking class hostility was b itte r an d determ ined. In
the east, after A. C. C am eron in 1869 h ad lau n ch ed in the W o rk
in g m en ’s A dvocate his cam paign to ‘destroy th e M o ngolian b lig h t’,
n um erous la b o u r leaders becam e o utspokenly anti-C hinese; even
N egro delegates to the C olored State L ab o r C o n v ention in B alti
more, 1869, passed a resolution th a t C hinese be excluded from the
co untry.4 N o r were the radicals any less extrem e: the In te rn a tio n a l
W o rk in g m e n ’s Association, having in 1872 called for ‘com plete
po litical a n d social eq u ality for all, w ith o u t d istinction of sex,
creed, color or c o n d itio n ’, n ex t year passed a resolution su p p o rtin g
the w estern d em an d for coolie exclusion.5 S im ilarly in A ustralia
w orking class leaders in areas of slight C hinese settlem ent—South
A ustralia, for instance, w ith its 300 to 400 C hinese— were as
d en u n ciato ry as those in M elb o u rn e o r Sydney w here the C hinese
n u m b ered several thousand. In short, the nation-w ide lab o u r m ove
m ents of the U n ited States and A u stralia h ad by the eighties
definitely decided to a d o p t the anti-C hinese views an d policies of
those of th e ir m em bers w ho lived n e a r C hinese concentrations, and
to d em an d u n ifo rm legislation in all states an d colonies, w hether
w orking class fam ilies were suffering from C hinese com petition
or not.
In the second place, it is n o t at all clear th a t Chinese com
petitio n was a reality, a t any rate on an y th in g like the scale w ork
ing class leaders claim ed. In a few trades an d industries, this m ight
have been so. O n A u stralian coastal sh ip p in g it was the Seam en’s
Strike of 1878-9 th a t stopped the C om pany c o n tin u in g w ith its
plans to recru it C hinese crews. In Sydney an d M elbourne C hinese
fu rn itu re-m ak in g firms, em ploying 700 or so cabinet-m akers all
told, h ad a b o u t o n e-q u arter of the fu rn itu re trade and presented a
com petitive th re a t to E u ro p ean carp en ters an d firms d u rin g the
re c u rre n t recessions in the b u ild in g tra d e .6 In San Francisco, some
of the 20,000 o r m ore in h a b ita n ts of C h in ato w n engaged in cigar
m aking, carp en terin g , shoem aking an d lau n d erin g , may have cut
in to the wages an d profits of w hite San Franciscans com peting in
227

The great xvhite walls are built
those industries. In various parts of rural Australasia and N orth
America Chinese shopkeepers did compete, often successfully, with
European proprietors.7 B ut the great m ajority competed relatively
little with European labourers and tradesmen. Many of those in
Chinatown were m erchants trading w ith China, or involved in
establishments catering almost exclusively for the Chinese them 
selves—gambling and opium dens, restaurants, clothing and food
stores, and so on. Many others were in m arket gardening, ra il
road building, agricultural and pastoral labour, domestic service
and the like, and these were not jobs for which Europeans showed
marked affection. In fact, observers such as Coghlan in Australia,
and the Daily Alta in California, felt that the Chinese were per
forming essential tasks and that many industries would suffer
severely if they were w ithdraw n as there were so few Europeans
able and willing to replace them .8
T h e m atter may be put another way. Between 1870 and 1890
total popidation, excluding Indians, Maoris and Aborigines,
increased from some 560,000 to 1,200,000 in California; from
900.000 to 1,700,000 in the A ustralian colonies; from 295,000 to
670.000 in New Zealand; and from 35,000 to 95,000 in British
Columbia; that is, from about 1.8 to 3.7 millions, or an increase
of 2 m illion odd, m uch of it by adifft immigration. Over the same
period the Chinese population of these areas increased by 44,000
from some 86,000 to 130,000. T hough economic developm ent was
by no means smooth and easy the fact remains that a m illion or
more white adidts were absorbed into the various economies with
much less fuss and bother than were the 44,000 Chinese. Sometimes
there was agitation against Irish, German, and even English and
Scottish immigrants, and their depressing effect on wages,9 but
the agitation was petty compared with that against the Chinese.
Yet compared with the threat to wages presented by hundreds of
thousands of European im migrants, and by natural increase,
Chinese im m igration held very little danger.
T here may, in a few occupations, have been a real economic
case for controlling the im m igration of Chinese, to stop a great
avalanche into particular industries and the dismissal of Europeans
engaged therein. Taken by and large, however, there was little
economic case for prohibiting all further immigration, and no case
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at all for reducing num bers of Chinese resident in the country by
refusing to readm it persons visiting their homes in C hina or by
im posing such heavy taxes and other disabilities that most Chinese
woidd have to leave, which is what the various working class move
ments were dem anding. T he great threat to the working class, the
terrible capitalist plot to lower wages by introducing hundreds of
thousands of cheap Chinese labourers, so dwelt—indeed almost
ran ted and raved—upon by working class leaders in N orth America
and Australasia, in retrospect seems somewhat unreal, except in
the sense that had there been no controls at all there may eventually
have been in some places a real threat to wages and living standards.
But, as New Zealand showed, the relatively m ild restrictions of
1881—or even no restrictions at all, as in Tasm ania and the
N orthern T eritory before 1887-8—were usually quite adequate to
keep im m igration within tolerable limits.
T h e one country where it might be argued that Chinese im mi
gration had a widespread depreciating influence on wages was
British C olum bia—with the Chinese at 20 per cent or more of the
total non-Indian population. But, as W oodsworth suggests, in
rem ote British Columbia European labour was so scarce that it not
only commanded far higher wages than in the east but could not
fill anything like all the jobs vacant, notably m arket gardening and
domestic service. T h e Chinese fdlecl many of these vacancies and
pulled some wages down to a level which, although often still
higher than in the east, was less astronomical than before. T here
is no evidence that, except for brief periods of recession as in 1884,
the Chinese were seriously affecting the general living standards of
the working class, or bringing them below the level of those of
European labourers across the Rockies where Chinese competition
did not exist.10*
In the third place, it is plain that the working classes were
not the only ones involved: prom inent persons in the professions,
industry, commerce and agriculture were, as in the earlier period,
* The view expressed here, that the existing danger of cheap Chinese
labour to living standards was greatly exaggerated, runs counter to the older
view of many historians and politicians in both America and Australasia. One
of the last defences of this older view was in the articles by Carlotta Kellaway
and K. C. Dallas in the Australian Quarterly’s debate on the origins of the
White Australia Policy.1!
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equally comm itted to the anti-Chinese cause. Notable here are men
such as Alfred Deakin in Victoria, with all his professional and
business colleagues in the A ustralian Natives Association, or G rif
fith and Macrossan in Queensland, or Grey, H all and Atkinson in
New Zealand, or Playford, Downer and D r Magarey in South
Australia, or Parkes and Robertson in New South Wales, these
last two being old campaigners from the 1850s. T o sound names
such as these is almost like calling up the ‘establishm ent’ of the
colonies, or at any rate a goodly and respected slice thereof. In
California prom inent farmers such as Henry Larkin, m inisters
of religion such as I. S. Kalloch, and num erous professional and
business men, took a strong anti-Chinese stand, some as extrem e as
any working class leader.12 In the eastern states, professional men
such as D r A rthur Stout, conservative politicians such as H oratio
Seymour and James Blaine, and even the m ild-m annered poet
W illiam Cullen Bryant, also took a strong exclusionist line.13 In
British Columbia all but a few die-hard entrepreneurs, anxious for
cheap labour, identified themselves with the campaign to force
O ttawa to pass legislation restricting Chinese im m igration; indeed,
in the mid- 1880s it was a legislature composed largely of merchants,
lawyers, industrialists and landed proprietors, who had done well
in the days of railway developm ent and were now regarding them 
selves as the provincial establishm ent and voting conservative in
federal elections, that put through the procession of anti-Chinese
laws. Robson, proposer of so many discrim inatory measures, was as
much part of this establishm ent as anyone else.14
Against this formidable array of working and middle class
opinions, interests and feelings, those favouring Chinese im m igra
tion—or, at any rate, opposed to the drastic prohibitions dem anded
by the anti-Chinese lobbies—were far less successful than in the
1850s and 1860s. T h en they had not only thwarted anti-Chinese
forces in W ashington, Ottawa, Queensland, Tasm ania and New
Zealand, but had succeeded in repealing restrictive legislation in
South Australia, Victoria and New South Wales. Now they could
do no more than occasionally convert dem ands for complete exclu
sion, and even expulsion, into relatively mild restrictions—as in
Canada, New Zealand and T asm ania—or block some of the fiercer
attem pts at discrim ination. Why were they so m uch less successful
230

The gates close against the Chinese, 1871-88
than before? T h eir composition was much the same: Chinese
m erchants pleading on behalf of their compatriots; white merchants
with interests in the China trade and in passenger shipping to and
from the O rient; industrialists, graziers and farmers anxious for
labour in places or occupations undersupplied by Europeans,
especially in tropical areas; liberal-hum anitarians dismayed by what
they felt was gross and malicious exaggeration of so-called Chinese
vices, by moves to deny British or American justice’ to an inoffen
sive people, by the whole trend to treat the Chinese as a sub-human
species unworthy of possessing the political rights and freedoms so
hardly won by Europeans at home and overseas.
In vain were the pleas of the Chinese leaders of the Six Com
panies in San Francisco, the petitions of Chinese merchants in
Adelaide, the quiet good sense of Q uong T a rt in Sydney, the
pam phlets or articles of men such as Lowe Kong Meng in Mel
bourne, appealing to C hristian tolerance and British justice and
stressing that Chinese had been reared in the Confucian doctrines
of obedience, order and benevolence: these were either completely
ignored or else did no more than persuade local politicians to avoid
some of the extrem er forms of discrim ination.15 Likewise the cries
of dismay by those fearful that restrictive legislation would reduce
trade with C hina were dismissed by their opponents as a ‘mere
bagatelle’,10 or as a shameful placing of money before life,17 or as a
disgraceful effort to keep public subsidies coming to shipping com
panies.18 Exceptions were perhaps Canada, where John MacDonald
in Ottawa delayed action against Chinese im m igration lest this inter
fere with C anada’s infant trade across the Pacific, and South Aus
tralia where some members of the Legislative Council still had
hopes of turning Darwin into a great trading post and, for this
and other reasons, kept blocking restrictive legislation till 1888.19
T h e ‘tropical labour’ cry took longer to silence. Indeed it was
not really silenced but simply diverted. In Queensland the tropical
planters and developers were finally quietened with promises of
interim continuation of Pacific Island labour and attem pts to obtain
Indian coolies; in W estern Australia they were satisfied with the
exemption from restriction of all Chinese entering under the terms
of the Im ported L abour Registry Acts; in the N orthern T erritory
of South Australia they were partially placated by talk of Indian
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coolies and by the governm ent’s promise to use the exemption
clause of the 1888 Restriction Act to allow Chinese labourers to
enter the T erritory if developm ental needs justified it. Though
opponents of the Chinese sometimes argued that Europeans could
manage fieldwork in the tropics as well as any Asiatic, the time was
not ripe for pressing this doctrine too far; another ten years were
needed to convince many tropical developers that their economic
am bitions could be realised w ithin the framework of a ‘W hite
A ustralia’.
Finally, the liberal hum anitarians were overwhelmed, even
though by this time they had some support from that small section
of the working class, represented in New South Wales by The
Radical, which was taking an anarchist egalitarian line supporting
both European and Chinese workers, as equals, against capitalist
exploitation.20 Sometimes the liberal-hum anitarians took a religious
line, asserting that Christianity taught the ‘brotherhood’ of the
hum an race, that the Earth is the L ord’s and th at all men are
created alike in His image, that there should be no barriers against
‘the free circulation of people on G od’s E arth ’, and that restrictive
legislation was tantam ount to ‘libelling’ the C reator.21 T heir
opponents simply replied that such talk was ‘sentim ental clap
trap ’;22 that no Christian principle allowed ‘the unrestricted invasion
of one country by the barbarians of another, or even by the civilized
members of another state’,23 that ‘my position as a Christian and a
citizen does not prevent me from desiring that we should, as it
were, put a stone wall around Australia and keep out such a
degraded and debased race’.24 T h e most succinct exchange here
was in Adelaide when ]. Fisher opposed restrictions on the ground
that ‘God made of one blood all nations to dwell together on the
face of the earth’: Ramsay at once retorted that the Bible said
nothing about all nations having to ‘dwell together’ or encroach
on one anothers’ territory.25 Others conceded the correctness of the
hum anitarian argum ent but lam ented that ‘the world has not come
to that stage of perfection where a universal brotherhood prevails’,26
or else sadly concluded that the ‘hum iliating’ restrictions proposed
deserved support because if Chinese m igrated they would be
educated in wickedness and do untold harm to missionary work
on their return to C hina.27
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Appeal to basic hum an justice was equally unsuccessful. If the
liberal-hum anitarians asserted that it was ludicrously unjust for
Anglo-Saxon powers to force their way into a reluctant C hina yet
not allow Chinese to enter their own domains,28 opponents replied
that Im perial C hina did not perm it the entry of European labourers
or farmers, imposed stringent controls on the movement and activi
ties of European m erchants and missionaries, and had so little con
sideration for them th at it allowed its people to insult and even
m urder them ;29 lienee the ‘tit for ta t’ approach of Parkes’s 1880
Bill and the fury in the U nited States at the T ientsin massacre of
missionaries, the m urder of ship-wrecked sailors, and the frequent
harassment of foreigners visiting C hina.30 If the liberal-hum ani
tarians argued th at it was outrageously unfair for the Anglo-Saxons
to have taken American Indian, M aori or Aboriginal land by force,
yet deny the Chinese any right of peaceful entry,31 their opponents
either ignored the point or else replied that the original native
peoples would never have allowed Europeans to land had they
known the outcome, and that there was no reason for Anglo-Saxons
to be equally foolish and short-sighted in setting aside the basic
‘law of self-preservation’.32 If the liberal-hum anitarians argued that
restrictive laws broke the British (or American) tradition of pro
viding a refuge for those in need— ‘in the Old Country we have
held out open arms to any one as a place of refuge’33— their
opponents at once retorted that if as many Chinese were to land in
England as were landing daily in the A ustralian or New Zealand
colonies the British people would dem and, and get, restrictive legis
lation immediately.34 If liberal-hum anitarians claimed that restric
tions on entry, restrictions on naturalisation and restrictions on
voting were unjust in that they broke such basic rights as ‘no
taxation w ithout representation’, or ‘those affected by the law have
the right to be heard in its m aking’,35 they were told that the
Chinese did not understand such rights, or any other kind of demo
cratic right, but simply did as their headmen told them.
A nother line of argum ent was that restrictive laws quite
wrongly and unfairly discrim inated between the Chinese and other
alien immigrants: it was disgraceful, asserted some, that representa
tives of an ancient and great civilisation, such as the Chinese,
should be treated differently from other peoples, many of whom
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were much less civilised.36 T h e reply came back at once that E uro
pean aliens m ixed w ith British (or Americans) whereas Chinese
did not,37 and that applying restrictive or discrim inatory laws
against Europeans would ‘irritate a valuable portion of the colonists
whom the legislature had invited to come here’.38 If the argum ent
was p u t in terms of C hina’s having more right to be in Australasia
than Europeans as this was C hina’s part of the world,39 the reply
came back that China had made no use of the long centuries before
the British arrived, and that once the British had arrived the
colonists autom atically won the universal ‘right to say what shall
be the com ponent parts of the nation in the future’.40 Or as T hynne
put it in Queensland: ‘every country has control of its own affairs
and the power, if it chooses, to exclude from its limits any foreigners;
that power is inherent even in the very existence of nationality’.41
T his particular argum ent has, in effect, been consistenly used by
America, Canada, Australia and New Zealand as their final ‘irrefut
able’ defence against outside criticism of their im m igration policies.
Why was it that these hum anitarian, economic and ethnic
forces defending Chinese im m igration should, after a largely success
ful attack on restriction and discrim ination during the 1860s, and
a partly successful rear-guard action during the 1870s and early
1880s, have found by 1888 their argum ents ignored or derided and
their policies suffer severe defeat? In the earlier period the scale
and rapidity of the Chinese influx, with the speedy, visible and dis
concerting alteration to the customary hum an environm ent, had
been im portant; in some places it was im portant in the second con
frontation also. In Queensland the 17,000 Chinese entering the
northern gold-fields from 1874 onwards by 1877 outnum bered not
only the white population of the fields but also that of the whole
of N orth Queensland; in fact it made up nearly 10 per cent of the
colony’s total population and the speed with which it appeared
was undoubtedly a m ajor element in Q ueensland’s somewhat fiery
reaction. In British Colum bia the increase from some 3000 Chinese
in 1871 to an estimated 12,000 in 1883 (i.e. from about 22 to 35
per cent of the total non-Indian population) goes far to explain
the bitter anti-Chinese agitation in that colony all through the
1870s and 1880s. In the N orthern T erritory of South Australia the
growth of the Chinese population, from 200 or so in 1877 to 3500
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in 1879 and 7000 in 1888 drove the few hundred white settlers nearly
frantic and explains their persistent campaign for restriction. In
New South Wales the inflow between 1877 and 1881, which lifted
the Chinese population from 7200 in 1871 to 10,200 in 1881,
prom pted the agitation of the early 1880s; likewise the renewed
im m igration of 1886-7, which lifted the Chinese population to more
than 13,000, had som ething to do with the anti-Chinese outburst
of 1887-8. In California, much of the bitterness against the Chinese
stemmed directly from the continuance of substantial Chinese
im m igration u n til 1882, and the growth of the Chinese population
from 40,000 in 1871 to 80,000 in 1882. In both New South Wales
and California, though, these increases were insufficient to m aintain
the Chinese proportion of total population: in New South Wales
it fell from 3.7 per cent in 1861 to 1.45 per cent in 1871, 1.4 per cent
in 1881 and 1.2 per cent in 1891; in California it fell less rapidly,
from 9.0 per cent in 1860 to 8.8 per cent in 1870, 8.7 per cent in
1880 and 8.6 per cent in 1882.
Elsewhere, the connection between num bers and campaigns for
restriction is less clear-cut. Admittedly, in Victoria there was a
connection between the anti-Chinese campaigns of 1881 and 1888
and the slight increase in net m igration that had occurred in the
m onths before; but the effect on the size of total Chinese popula
tion was practically nil and failed to reverse the long-term trend
downwards, both in terms of absolute num bers and proportionate
strength (from 24,700 or 4.6 per cent in 1861 to 17,800 or 2.4 per
cent in 1871, 12,000 or 1.4 per cent in 1881 and 8400 or 0.75 per
cent in 1891). In New Zealand the Chinese im m igration was patchy
and slight, and changes in total Chinese population— from 4800
in 1871 (1.7 per cent) to 5000 in 1881 (1.1 per cent) and 4500 in 1891
(0.7 per cent)— seem little associated with campaigns against Chinese
im m igration. In South Australia, W estern A ustralian and T as
mania, the Chinese populations remained small, less than 1000, yet
anti-Chinese agitation was appreciable in the first but very slight
in the last two. Clearly forces other than reaction to numbers were
heavily involved.
One force operating in certain areas, a force associated with
rapidity and size of influx, was fear of m ilitary or peaceful invasion.
In Australasia there were oft-expressed fears of the ‘awakening’
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Chinese Empire,42 of C hina’s fighting ability and program of bu ild 
ing warships.43 T his fear, however, emerged in different ways. Some
said th at as C hina was a great power ‘we cannot afford to provoke
the hostility of such a country’ by restrictive entry laws; the time
would come when C hina woidd take reprisals.44 Or, to use the
words of Sir John Downer in South Australia, a young nation, such
as any of the A ustralian colonies, ‘should not make its relation
with a powerful nation at its doors so unfriendly that in future
times we m ight have cause for bitter regret’.45 Others drew quite
opposite conclusions— that restrictive entry laws were essential to
stop C hina obtaining ‘a strong foothold [because], well-armed and
well-officered, the Chinese would possess a power that would be
practically unlim ited’;46 or, as W aterhouse in New Zealand p u t it,
the Australasian colonies should beware lest Chinese settlers act
like Hengist and Horsa during the Germanic invasions of ancient
Britain; if a Chinese interest were allowed to develop in Australasia
‘those who come after will have to settle with C hina itself, which
will be one of the greatest powers on earth ’.47 W aterhouse later
changed his tack and in 1888 said New Zealand should not u n i
laterally introduce heavier restrictions but should await a new
Treaty, lest C hina be angry.48 Some, Henry Parkes for instance, felt
that the signs pointed to C hina’s deliberately planning a settlem ent
in a remote part of tropical A ustralia though others, M cllw raith
in Queensland for one, who had been fearful of this in the early
1880s, by 1888 were convinced that C hina had no such plans and
was actually discouraging em igration.49
Others dismissed fear of Chinese invasion as ‘a m ere bogey’,50
either because the Chinese Em pire woidd not worry about the fate
of a few thousand of its 450 millions, or because G reat Britain
would soon stop any attem pt at invasion, or because the AngloSaxons were so superior to the Chinese that an attem pted invasion
would be defeated with ease.51 A more balanced line was that taken
by W . Forrest in Q ueensland; he advocated restrictive legislation
to control im m igration but also held that, as C hina was so near and
its num bers so dangerously great, Queenslanders should refrain
from their unnecessary and exaggerated anti-Chinese remarks—
‘C hina is not a power to be despised; very far from it’.52 In sum,
it seems that, while m any Australasians felt that a Chinese invasion
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was rem ote they also felt it was possible and that as little excuse
as possible should be given for it to happen.
In N orth America, with no sparsely settled tropical areas close
to Asia, and w ith a growing confidence in domestic m ilitary power,
there was m uch less talk of C hina’s political and m ilitary m ight.
But there was m uch talk of surreptitious ‘invasion’, of the gradual
overrunning of California, and the new American way of life
therein, by a ‘fu rth er influx of the M ongolian horde’.53 As the editor
of the Marin Journal expressed it: ‘We have won this glorious
land inch by inch from the red m an in vain; we have beaten back
the legions of George the T h ird for nothing; we have suppressed
rebellion and m aintained the integrity of our country for no good
purpose whatsoever, if we are now to surrender it to a horde of
Chinese’.54 Some easterners were equally worried, speaking of the
‘Asiatic invasion’, of the ‘inevitable tide of an illim itable sea’, of
100 m illion Chinese in the U nited States by 1900.55 British C olum 
bians, with the Chinese m aking up more than 20 per cent of the
non-Indian population, not unnaturally emphasised this particular
point when pleading with Ottawa lor measures ‘to prevent this
province being overrun with a Chinese population’.
Australasians were equally emphatic, claiming that Chinese
im m igration ‘really is an invasion’ which should be stopped forth
w ith;50 that Chinese would swarm in like locusts;57 that w ithout
restriction European labour woidd be swamped by the ‘pent up
torrent of hum anity in C hina’;58 that, though num bers m ight now
appear to be relatively small and the Chinese unoffending, ‘the
moment they became a m ajority in any locality, or arrive in any
great numbers . . . . they act on the aggressive’.59 Here Australasians
had Singapore and parts of Malaya very m uch in mind.
In all this, as in other ways, the Australasian colonies were
much influenced by events in California. T here the im m igration
of the 1870s and 1880s held the Chinese population to a slow
proportionate decline 9.0 to 8.6 per cent), i.e. just over one-twelfth
of total population, com parable in strength and almost as visible
as the Negro population over the Rockies. T hough a net m igration
not quite sufficient to m aintain relative strength can hardly be
called an ‘invasion’, it was nevertheless enough to keep the Chinese
prom inently before C alifornian eyes, to make it seem that despite
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all their protests to W ashington and attem pts at discrim ination
they were m aking no headway at all against their ‘yellow agony’.
In Australasia, however, the strength of the Chinese population,
relatively slight in the 1870s (except in Q ueensland at 9.3 per cent
in 1877, and in the N orthern Territory), declined still further d u r
ing the 1880s u ntil by the crisis of 1888 it was only about 2.5 per
cent in Queensland, 2.0 per cent in W estern Australia, about 1 per
cent in New South Wales, Victoria and New Zealand, and almost
unnoticeable in South Australia and Tasm ania. T alk of an ongoing
‘invasion’, of the overthrow of the British-Australasian way of life,
was as manifestly unrealistic as was talk of widespread underm ining
of wages and living standards.
In fact, what the Australasian colonies were doing was to
harken to the clam our in N orth America and transfer holus bolus
the argum ents used there to the somewhat different conditions of
the South-western Pacific; or else to hold up the ‘terrible condi
tion’ of California as an example of what at all costs they must
themselves avoid. Hence the constant references by Parkes, Deakin,
Griffith, Playford, Reeves and num erous working class leaders to
events in N orth America, the constant quotation of American
books and articles, and the frequent reference by Australasian
T rad e Union leaders to the utterances of Denis Kearney and other
labour leaders across the Pacific.00 Particularly popular were the
R eport of the Jo in t Congressional Committee of 1876,01 the book
Lights and Shades of California describing C hinatow n in San
Francisco,62 maps of C hinatown to show the kind of Chinese ethnic
concentration that should at all costs be avoided in Australasia,63
Bayard T aylor’s works on India, C hina and Japan,64 Hepworth
D ixon’s Mongolian Invasion , 65 and various choice extracts from
C alifornian papers, such as that used by Ramsay in South Australia
in 1880 when asserting that it was quite impossible to tell when
Chinese were m isleading a European as their yellow skins hid their
blushes when they lied.66 In New Zealand, R. H. J. Reeves went
so far as to word his 1878 resolution in favour of restricting Chinese
im migration: ‘that taking into consideration the alarm ing position
of the U nited States of America and the A ustralian colonies through
the large influx of Chinese, and the probable influx of Chinese into
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this colony, this House is of the opinion that im mediate legisla
tion should take place’.67
T his elevation of a tiny m inority into a massive invasion,
except in the N orthern T erritory (where the Chinese m ajority had
the warm approval of a substantial segment of the South Aus
tralian establishment), indicates that there was much more to the
Chinese question than large-scale influx or threat of one. O pponents
of the invasion were quick to point this out. In New South Wales
Fitzpatrick, while personally disliking Chinese and refusing to
employ them, nevertheless could not believe that the small num 
bers of Chinese then entering constituted a m ajor threat.68 De
Salis likewise refused to be carried away by the ‘self-preservation’
argum ent, pointed to the long-term decline in the Chinese popula
tion, and concluded that an adequate control would be to keep
the Chinese at one-fiftieth (2.0 per cent) of the total population
of the colony—which, as it was about 1.4 per cent at the time,
m eant letting it increase by half and then grow slowly with total
population increase.69 T his form of quota restriction, while also
advocated in New Zealand and later suggested in America, was
rarely m entioned in Australia; in fact it is only in recent years
that it has emerged again in discussions on immigration.
In other colonies those defending the Chinese were also quick
to point out how much the ‘peaceful invasion’ thesis exaggerated
the real situation, especially where, as in Victoria and New Zealand,
census counts showed the Chinese population to be either static or
decreasing outright.70 So too did Scott, Baker and other tropical
developers in South Australia.71
In California, too, amid all the noise and the shouting a quiet
sober voice occasionally lifted itself, as that of Senator M orton
when writing his m inority report of the Jo in t Congressional Com
mittee:
I am strongly of the o p in io n that, b u t for the presence of the Chinese,
C alifornia would n o t now have more th an one-half or two-thirds of her
present p op ulation : th at Chinese lab o r has o p en ed up m any avenues
and new industries for white labor, m ad e m an y kinds of business pos
sible, a n d laid the foun d atio n s of m a n u f a c tu r in g interests th at bid fair
to rise to enorm ous proportions; th at the presence of the Chinese, h o ld 
ing o u t the prospect for labor at reasonable rates, in du ced the transfer
of large am ounts of capital a n d im m igration to California, an d of large
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numbers of business and enterprising men, thus making California the
most inviting field for immigrants from every class of society, including
laboring men; and, lastly, that the laboring men of California have
ample employment, and are better paid, than in almost any other part
of the country .72

M orton, as an em inent elder statesman, was heard w ith respect,
but his views that Chinese im m igration, so far from constituting
an invasion had actually been responsible for introducing a far
greater num ber of white labourers, were soon overborne.
Also overborne were those defending the Chinese against the
barrage of complaints about disease, vice, crim inality and low
cunning. Of all cries these were, perhaps, most often heard, from
the California W orkingm en’s Convention of 1870 through to the
Geary Act of 1892 and, in Australasia, from the Q ueensland panic
of the 1870s to the restrictive Acts of 1888. In the U nited States
the medical profession was becoming both deeply interested in
the racial aspects of disease and highly conscious of dirt as an enemy
to communal health; the influx of southern Europeans and Asiatics,
from backgrounds ignorant of m odern hygiene and im m une to their
own diseases, posed, they claimed, a real threat to American health
and well-being. Dr A rthur Stout produced a long book entitled
Chinese Immigration and the Physiological Causes of the Decay of
a Nation (1862); D r M arion Sims broadcast his opinions on the
Chinese origins of syphilis (1876); Dr C. C. O ’Donnell received close
attention when accusing Chinese lepers in San Francisco of pub
licly haunting street corners (1872): these opinions anti-Chinese
leaders gladly translated into popular cries about ‘filth’ and ‘fright
ful and nameless diseases and contagions’, about ‘a m ultitude bear
ing pestilence in their garments and reeking with filth and decay’.73
H ealth officials in San Francisco were also inclined to hyperbole,
asserting that in C hinatown ‘the most absolute squalidness and
misery meets one at every tu rn ’, that Chinese disregarded ‘our sani
tary laws, concealed and are concealing their cases of small-pox’,
that ‘this laboratory of infection—situated in the very heart of our
city, distilling its poison by day and by night, and sending it forth
to contam inate the atm osphere of the streets and houses of a popu
lous, wealthy and intelligent com m unity—is perm itted to exist, is
a disgrace to the civilization of the age’.74 T hough there was some
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foundation for these remarks (see chapter 6, section 4 above) they
exaggerated and distorted the true situation, neglecting to note that
deaths from epidem ic disease were relatively low in C hinatown and
that m uch of the squalor and filth arose from the failure of the
local authorities to compel the white landlords of Chinatown to
put their decrepit b u t profitable properties in order, as were land
lords in all other parts of the city.75
In Australasia the same cries arose, part echoing American cries
and p art arising from observations of Australasian Chinatowns,
m ining camps and m arket gardens. Political leaders made relatively
little use of hostile medical opinion: they either made highly
generalised remarks about ‘filth’, ‘loathsome diseases’ and the
Chinese ‘h ab it’ of introducing ‘every disease that hum an flesh is
heir to’,76 or else made very specific references to unhygienic living
conditions and to smallpox and leprosy. T here was no doubt that
all these existed in Australasia and there is one view that hostile
white reaction was quite justified, that restrictions on immigration
were largely an effort to isolate the Australasian new world from
the diseases of the east.77
W hat the anti-Chinese groups paid scant attention to were
assertions that much of the attack was exaggerated, that China was
not the only country with smallpox and leprosy (in fact it had less
than some), that not all outbreaks of smallpox in Australasia could
be blam ed on Chinese immigrants, and that some Europeans lived
in equally unhygienic conditions of filth and overcrowding; in short,
that w hat was needed was not restrictions on Chinese im m igration
but adequate quarantine of all ships from areas of epidemic risk,
proper inspections by local health authorities of all dirty unhygienic
living areas, and proper care or repatriation of lepers, wherever
they came from. T h ough some of these remarks were heeded by
governm ent—the q u arantine regulations imposed in the N orthern
T erritory in 1888 affected all passengers and crews from Asia and
not just the Chinese— they were usually ignored. Unquestionably
though, this continual outcry about health and disease did influence
many persons to approve anti-Chinese legislation, notably in T as
m ania where a somewhat reluctant lower House eventually agreed
to restrictive legislation in 1887.78
Equally loud were cries against Chinese vice, special emphasis
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being given to gambling, opium smoking and the seduction of white
women into prostitution. Again there appeared highly generalised
assertions, as that of a San Francisco health officer reporting that,
in Chinatown ‘vice in all its hideousness is on every h an d ’,79 or
reports in various American newspapers and ladies’ magazines of
the horrors of opium smoking, polygamy and infanticide,80 or talk
of Chinese men attending Sunday School in order to debauch their
white female teachers or drug them into marriage,81 or editorials
speaking of ‘a popidation befoided with all the social vices’ and of
‘the beastliness, the filth, squalor, leprosy, venereal diseases; the law
lessness, perjury and violence; the corruption of youth and the
injury to the laboring classes th at make the Chinese quarter of San
Francisco a huge festering ulcer which is eating into the morals of
the country’.82 Here again voices protesting that all this was gross
exaggeration were rarely heeded, though sometimes they were
heard (some witnesses before the 1876 Congressional Com mittee
of Enquiry testified that drunkenness was almost unknown amongst
the Chinese, that police records showed crime and vice to be no
greater amongst Chinese than amongst whites, that prostitution and
seduction were no worse in the Chinese areas than elsewhere).83
Similarly in British C olum bia there was much outcry against
vice and disease,84 with only an occasional voice of m oderation, such
as th at of the Federal Commission of 1884 which found charges of
Chinese crime and vice to be greatly exaggerated.85
In Australasia events followed the same path. Meetings and
deputations clamoured against Chinese ‘sanctuaries . . . reeking
with their abom ination’, turning Australasia into ‘a sink of Chinese
depravity’;86 the Bulletin published horrifying stories of machiavel
lian Chinese storekeepers and degraded white women running
brothels and opium dens for the debauchm ent and fleecing of
innocent young whites;87 social historians asserted that ‘leprousy,
filth, opium-smoking and unm entionable vices have made a portion
of the Chinese a moral and physical pest’;88 working class leaders
affirmed th at ‘every Chinese quarter and camp is the centre of
debauchery, gambling and opium-smoking, places where foolish
anim al-m inded European girls are tempted and enslaved’.89 Poli
ticians debating the pros and cons of restrictive legislation quickly
adopted this mode of thought and expression: their ‘accum ulated
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dark and hideous vices’;90 their ‘horrible dens and infamous
houses’;91 their ‘indulgence in what is not to be m entioned in a
civilized country’;92 their habits of biting Europeans to death;93
their inability to refrain from crime as they were so often reared as
river pirates;94 their custom of luring fourteen-year old girls into
their dens and setting them on a path of drug-addiction and pro
stitution.93 In short, as Cameron summed it up in Sydney in 1880:
‘there is about the im m orality of Chinam en a distinct and peculiar
character which is more loathsome in a tenfold degree than the
character of the Europeans’ iniquities’.96
As in America, against this clam our the quieter voices defend
ing the Chinese were seldom heard. In vain did W alsh in Queens
land say he had once sat on a committee to examine working class
conditions in Sydney and knew first-hand that A ustralian slums
were just as bad as Chinese, adding that when Europeans com m itted
brutality little was said but that ‘if the Chinese commit an offence it
is m ade known throughout the length and breadth of the lan d ’97 In
vain did liberals such as Rooke in Tasm ania assert that the Chinese
had not proved obnoxious and did not behave nearly as badly as
many European larrikins.98 In South Australia, Scott and others in
the Legislative Council were able to delay restrictions longer, though
it was probably their case for tropical developm ent which delayed
things rather than their reminders that white prostitutes in C hina
town were prostitutes long before moving there, and that the
evidence of Europeans who had lived amongst the Chinese showed
how false were most attacks on Chinese m orality and virtue.99
Unquestionably there was opium smoking and gam bling in
Chinese camps and quarters but not on such a degrading scale as
most people apparently thought. N or did the evidence, when
soberly collected and analysed, support the view that young white
girls were lured into Chinatown, debauched and prostituted; in
fact, most evidence indicated that white women living with Chinese
were either professional prostitutes or else the waifs, strays and
rejects of white society, who found kindliness and com panionship
amongst the lonely Cantonese (see chapter 9 above). Likewise, the
police and court evidence suggested that the crime rate amongst
Chinese was noticeably less than amongst Europeans and that
alcoholism and sim ilar social offences were almost entirely absent.
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T he main question, then, still remains: at a time when Chinese
im migration and population growth in N orth America and A ustral
asia was far less than that of Europeans, when their threat to wages
and living-standards was relatively slight, when their connection
with disease, vice and crime was in general no greater, if as great,
than that of Europeans, why should so many Europeans conduct
such a long fierce struggle for Chinese exclusion? Fear of Chinese
im perial power gives some of the answer in parts of Australasia but
does not help with events elsewhere, notably in the U nited States.
In that country the anti-slavery issue is perhaps more relevant.
T he emergence of the U nited States from the Civil W ar in 1865,
outwardly united though battered and torn within, saw num erous
persons still very worked up about slavery and, w ith local Negroes
liberated, ready to turn their attention to slavery elsewhere. In
spite of repeated assurances that Chinese im m igrants were free
men, and that American officials were carefully im plem enting the
1862 federal law requiring them to certify at ports of em barkation
that each m igrant was em barking voluntarily and in full under
standing of his contract, many Americans never lost their suspicion
that Chinese im m igration constituted a new form of slave labour.
First, Chinese were always called ‘coolies’ and associated with gangs
of semi-servile labourers.1 Second, reports of ill-treatm ent of Chinese
coolie recruits in central and southern America, especially Peru,
received considerable prom inence and m uch comparison with slave
conditions.2 T h ird, some publicists made much of the credit-ticket
passage conditions whereby, if a Chinese in America failed to repay
his debt, his wife and children could be put in bondage in C hina.3
Fourth, it became noised abroad that some if not all Chinese women
coming to America were girls who had been sold by impoverished
families into prostitution and were kept by their employers in con
ditions of virtual slavery. Fifth, many Americans seized upon the
sensational but quite unreliable remarks of the corrupt and ignorant
American Consul in Hongkong, 1). H. Bailey (1871-9), about coolies
and slavery in China.4
In the light of all this, various prom inent persons in the
eastern states rem ained very concerned about ‘Chinese coolie
slavery’ and felt the only way to stop it was to restrict immigration.
Hence President G ran t’s statem ent in 1874 that ‘the great propor244
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tion of the Chinese im migrants who come to our shores do not
come voluntarily, to make their homes with us and their labor
productive of general prosperity, but come under contracts with
headmen who own them almost absolutely. In a worse form does
this apply to Chinese women’.5 Unquestionably this coolie-slavery
interpretation, though consistently denied by those knowledgable
of the credit-ticket system, was largely responsible for swinging
easterners to support the western call for restriction. In British
Colum bia the slavery issue was less acute as that colony had neither
slavery nor a large Negro population— the m ain references to slavery
were either echoes of C alifornian opinion or highly generalised
statements about the power of the local tongs.
In Australasia the slavery issue expressed itself somewhat dif
ferently. O n the one hand, though slavery had never officially
existed in these distant colonies, the question had early appeared
in connection with cheap convict labour and attem pts from the
mid-1830s onwards to replace it by cheap Indian coolies or Pacific
Islanders. O n the other hand, the Im perial and Indian Parliam ents
officially approved schemes for taking Indian coolies for plantation
work elsewhere, provided that the labourers were themselves willing
to go, that shipping, living and working conditions were properly
supervised, that men could take their families with them, and that
free retu rn passages to India were guaranteed T h e association so
closely draw n in many American minds during the 1870s and 1880s
between slaves and coolies was not nearly so closely drawn in Aus
tralasia, where so many persons had previously had first-hand
acquaintance with the coolie trade in India, M auritius, the C arib
bean and elsewhere in the British Empire, or knew full well that
the failure of all A ustralian attem pts to im port Indian coolies lay
in the inability of colonial governments to meet the strict require
ments for coolie welfare dem anded by the government of India.
Certainly, during the 1870s and 1880s there was relatively little talk
in Australasia of ‘coolie slavery’: what talk there was mainly con
cerned Pacific Island labourers in N orth Queensland. Adm ittedly
there were occasional references to Chinese im migrants being ‘virtual
slaves’ to their headm en or to their secret societies—sometimes as
quotations from American works—but speakers almost seemed to be
saying this for som ething to say, or as part of a set routine; they
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did not get nearly so worked up about it as about invasion, disease,
vice and living standards.6
H esitation about pressing the slavery argum ent was, then, more
obvious in Australasia than in North America. A nother factor here
may have been that most Chinese in Australasia had originally
come as miners, and not as cheap railroad labourers, and if not still
in m ining were predom inantly in m arket gardening and other
agricultural work, in domestic service or in trade (see chapter 9);
they were often and manifestly achieving a measure of economic
success and sometimes entrepreneurial independence. One m ight
talk about slave-labour in the Chinese furniture factories of Sydney
and M elbourne, or tell horrifying tales about the power of head
men and secret societies, but it was difficult to associate the m ajority
of Australasian Chinese with the common picture of slaves as a
gang of toiling cotton-pickers or sugar-cane cutters, labouring under
the cruel whips of brutal overseers. Even in California, though
there was enough emotion left over from the Civil W ar to make
charges of slavery politically useful (though not as m uch as in
the east) there was much less sting in them than in charges of
disease, vice and cheap labour.
T h e anti-slavery issue, then, does not in terms of basic issues
take us far. Is there more help to lie found in notions of race
superiority? Certainly during the 1870s and 1880s notions of racial
differences deriving from de Gobineau, Darwin and others, though
m aking little scientific advance except perhaps in terms of anthro
pometry, were now becoming more widely known. T he Popular
Science Monthly in 1882 asserted that social characteristics were
as ‘fundam ental and im m utable as are the physical characteristics
of races’ and that it would be nonsense to expect the Chinese to
adjust to American institutions any better than the Negro or
Indian.7 T he daily press ran the same theme: the Chinese, as
Asiatics, ‘are cunning, treacherous, and vicious, possessing no con
ception of American civilization’; ‘one of the debased races of the
earth ’;8 ‘grovelling semi-barbarians’.9 Local Californians, of course,
were well to the fore here, as instance Frank Pixley giving evidence
to the 1876 Congressional Committee: ‘ Ehe Chinese are inferior to
any race God ever made . . . I think there are none so low . . . I
believe that the Chinese have no souls to save, and if they have,
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they are not w orth the saving’.10 T h e remarks of Congressmen,
from both east and west, often carry the same note.
In Australasia the same theme appears. Some claimed that the
Chinese were so m uch lower on the life-scale that they were mere
beasts; ‘grovelling anim als’ or ‘dum b anim als’ whose entry would
pull down the standards of the colonies.11 As J. P. Joyce of Otago,
New Zealand, p u t it: ‘if we adm it these animals, for I can call them
nothing else, into the colony we would be degrading our race . . .
[We should] not allow the introduction into this young nation of
a very low type of hum anity. I look upon the Chinese as an effete
race which m ight very well be left to die out . . . otherwise there
will come a time when the superior race, in obedience to the first
law of natu re—self preservation—will be compelled to wage against
them a war of exterm ination’.12 Similarly the Shearer’s Record in
Australia claimed (15 August 1888) that ‘a congregation of Euro
peans num bering a thousand persons and embracing representa
tives of every class and creed, assembled on one of the Hobson Bay
piers, and looking at the cargo of immigrants from the “Flowery
L an d ”, would regard their appearance on deck much in tire same
light as they would a similar detachm ent of a certain kind of
anim al which youngsters exhibit a partiality for in the Zoological
G ardens’.13
Others would not go as far as categorising the Chinese as
animals. Seddon conceded that on the scale of life the Chinese
lay mid-way between a European and a monkey, and so virtually
did Sir George Grey. Others simply spoke of them as a congenitally
lower kind of hum an with a hereditary incapacity for higher
development: ‘they are in as unfortunate a position as people are
unfortunate who are born paralysed, with hereditary diseases, or
who are m aim ed’.14 Yet others held that they were ecjual in capacity
w ith Europeans but of such a different kind that interm ixture
would be degrading to both races in m uch the same way that mix
ing a first-class beef strain with a first-class dairy strain would
produce off-spring less advanced as beef or dairy cattle than the
pure lines. Dr Cam pbell put this point to the Legislative Council
of South Australia in 1880 when saying that the Chinese ‘are not an
inferior race’ but are quite different; ‘the line that separates the
Anglo-Saxon from the M ongolian is deep and unalterable’.15
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W hichever opinion was held the result was much the same: the
m aintenance of high standards amongst the Anglo-Saxon race
occupying Australasia m eant preventing degradation arising from
m ixture with the Chinese. T h e only persons Australasia could
adm it with safety were persons of the ‘Caucasian race’, preferably
‘pure blooded Anglo-Saxons’.10 Some Australians were almost upset
that they felt obliged to accept this conclusion, and hastened to add
that they did not mean to challenge the C reator’s decision to put
Chinese on the earth: on the contrary, ‘T h e Almighty has created
the Chinese, as well as the European, with certain wise ends . . . it
shows what a favoured people we are and we ought to preserve
our nation from contam ination’.17
Against this view of the hereditary inequalities, of the unbridgable differences, amongst the races of m ankind the liberal-hum ani
tarians launched attack after attack. Some appealed to Christian
tradition— that God created all men in his image and that in Christ
was neither Jew nor Gentile, slaveman nor freeman. Others attacked
allegedly ‘D arw inian’ views of race differences saying that if the
Darwinian theory were true then the Chinese were clearly superior
to the Anglo-Saxons as they had greater capacity to survive in tough
conditions.18 Others attacked the ‘inferiority’ view as plainly con
flicting with the evidence that C hina had a much older civilisation
than had Europe, that close acquaintance with ‘reputable Chinese’
showed them to be very sim ilar to reputable Europeans,19 that ‘the
Chinese are a race that will yet take a leading place among the
peoples of the world’, and certainly, if inferior, could not have
survived the conditions in which they had in fact survived,20 and
that ‘under the cry about inferior races 1 have known the grossest
injustice to be done to millions and millions of people . . . kept
in absolute slavery, deprived of every privilege belonging to hum an
beings’.21
Back from their opponents came cries of Chinese vice and
criminality, with liberal quotations from writers such as Bret
H arte—‘for ways that are dark and tricks that are vain, the heathen
Chinee is peculiar’22—or else categorical denials that the Chinese
cotdd be compared with Europeans, or equated with Italians and
Germans. As the Irishm an O ’C onnor p u t it: ‘to compare the land
which gave us a Caesar, and which still preserves the greatest cul248
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ture— and the land (Germany) from whose veins the best blood
of England is draw n—with an emaciated degraded race like the
Chinese is going too far ’.23 Or, as another Irishm an remarked
‘when a moral cancer makes its appearance in our midst, when we
find a horde of savages invading the colony to demoralize our
society, the Im perial Governm ent will disregard our efforts to
check and cure the evil . .
we m ust ourselves stop the
Chinese entering as ‘they cannot mingle with the rest of the
population ’.24
As in the earlier period the sticking point for many persons
with these opinions was their horror of interm arriage and the
degenerate ‘m ongrel’ offspring that they feared would result. In
New South Wales Fletcher wanted to punish any European woman
who dared m arry a C hinam an while Salomons warned the popu
lace that if the Chinese ‘should join in undesirable union with our
people, whether lawful or unlawful, the mongrel breed which
springs from such a union, is to my mind, less desirable than the
original Chinese labourers ’.25 In South Australia J. H. Howe
asserted that ‘so far as commingling their blood with ours is con
cerned I woidd personally rather see my children in their graves’, 26
while in T asm ania Moore claimed that ‘the children of Chinese
and E uropean parents have all the vices of both without having
the virtues of eith er ’.27 This was one of W illiam L ane’s objections
to Chinese im m igration; he frequently spoke disparagingly, almost
fearfully, of a ‘piebald’ population .28
T hough many voices were lifted against Chinese ‘inferiority’
only a few hardy souls ever attem pted to defend mixed marriages.
In Adelaide Rees claimed that interm arriage was good, that one
Chinese-Irish m arriage had resulted in a very beautiful girl ,29
while in New' Zealand f. C. Brown claimed that ‘children of mixed
Chinese and European parentage compared favourably with other
children, both as regards appearance and intelligence ’.30 In T as
mania Coote spoke of cases where a European girl m arried to a
Chinese was getting on well: she was ‘only a servant’ and had she
m arried a European working m an would probably have been
regularly beaten .31 These views, however, received scant attention,
most simply accepting w ithout m uch query the undesirability and
dangers of a ‘discoloured population ’.32
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O ne’s general impression here is that, whereas in the 1850s
and 1860s Australians were worried by interm arriage and ‘m ongrel’
children because they were relatively unfam iliar with the pheno
mena and could not see where such children fitted into society,
by the 1880s Australians were much surer where they stood: a m ixed
blood stock would definitely be degenerate, would degrade society,
and should be avoided at all costs.
A nother noticeable feature of the times was the growing use
of the word ‘w hite’ as a racial term, as distinct from the simple
descriptive or legal m eaning it had carried for decades in countries
such as the U nited States. T hough Blum enbach had used the term
in connection with his hypothetical ‘Caucasian’ race in the
eighteenth century, and though m id-nineteenth century scientists
were using it when discussing race in terms of skin colour, it was
not in common use as a racial term during the 1850s and 1860s:
then men usually spoke of Europeans, Chinese (or Mongolians),
Negroes or—even more commonly and specifically—Anglo-Saxons,
Germans, Italians, and so on. In the 1870s and 1880s, though still
using these terms, they were beginning also to use more generalised
racial terms such as ‘w hite’, ‘Caucasian’, ‘yellow’, and so on. So
Salomons referred the New South Wales legislature in 1888 to
Darley’s report suggesting that ‘no white woman be perm itted to
live in or frequent these [Chinese] camps unless she be the bona
fide wife of, and living with a C hinam an as his wife . . . [and] that
no Chinam an should be perm itted to marry a white woman unless
with the consent of the police m agistrate’.33 T he Queensland
debates of 1888 saw the term used quite frequently: ‘we w ant no
Chinese here at all; we do not want this country a m ixture of
Chinam en and whites; we want it for whites alone’.34 And again,
‘w'e white men have our vices . . . . but there is no m an of our
race so depraved as not to have some sense of decency, some sense
of respect for that which is holy and pure; that feeling appears to
be absent from the Chinese, probably as a result of their atheistical
religion’.35 Politicians were m atching publicists, the Bulletin accus
ing the Chinese of neglecting ‘all the first duties of white hum anity’
(1/5/86) and W illiam Lane’s Boomerang speaking of Queensland
miners expelling some Chinese from one gold-field in 1888 as ‘deter
m ined and deliberate blows on behalf of W hite A ustralia’; Lane
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later claimed th at ‘the very life of the white race in Australia is
involved in the conflict’.36
Actually, the term ‘white’ goes back further than the late 1880s,
to the debates in Q ueensland and South Australia about the suit
ability of Europeans for tropical labour, especially in areas where
planters were introducing Pacific Islanders. So Dr C hallinor in
1868 attacked kanaka labour on the grounds that the immigration
of persons ‘in a semi-barbarous state would not tend to improve
the white pop u latio n ’37 while those giving evidence to the Select
Com mittee on the working of the Polynesian Labourers Act of
1868 used the term quite frequently.38 It also appears in the debates
on O ’D oherty’s attem pt to repeal the 1868 Act in 1871.39 Similarly
in South Australia in the 1870s Coglin had been attacking plans
to introduce Indians and Chinese to the N orthern T erritory—on
the grounds that he wanted ‘white faces’—while those favouring
Asiatic labour argued that in the N orthern T erritory ‘white people
cannot do heavy work’.40 Apparently, as a residt of the problems
presented by tropical development, some Australians were begin
ning to slip away from the older custom of specifically referring to
people by their country or culture of origin and were starting to
think in more generalised racial terms.
In British Colum bia the term ‘w hite’ flowed over from Cali
fornia, being used by leaders such as de Cosmos and Robson when
asking for federal action against the Chinese; as one historian sug
gests, the notion of ‘w hite’ British Colum bia was being laid well
and firmly in the 1880s.41 In California, and still more in the eastern
states, the term ‘w hite’ had for long been used, mainly as a con
venience to distinguish the Negro population from the rest of the
population (excluding Indians) taken together; hence the 1790
law confining naturalisation to ‘any alien being a free white person’
and the term ’s appearance in official documents and reports, as
when the report of the 1876 Congressional Committee said ‘there
was danger of the white population of C alifornia being outnum 
bered by the Chinese’. T he term ‘mean w hite’, or ‘poor white’, had
also been used for some decades to refer to those Europeans in the
southern states whose standards of living were little above those of
the Negroes.
Speaking generally, the term ‘w hite’ in America, while clearly
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being used in a racial sense by the 1880s, does not seem to have
carried the same intensity of racial feeling as it did in Australia.
Maybe where im m igration was involved, the older established
population was less ready to think simply in terms of colour in the
U nited States than in Australia, partly because there it had been
very critical of a large slice of European immigrants d u rin g the
1850s, especially Irish and Germans, and were becoming increasingly
concerned at the origin and character of much of the European
im m igration of the 1880s; this being increasingly southern and
eastern European in origin and totalling some four m illion. For
the U nited States as a whole, oriental im m igration was in reality
a m inor problem com pared with the quantity and quality of E uro
pean im migration; by 1890 men such as General Francis W alker
wrere beginning to broadcast their notions of Anglo-Saxon superi
ority over other European races while as early as 1870 one paper
had lumped certain European groups with the Chinese, presum ing
that God m ust have had some reason for bringing into the com
m unity such inferior types as Negroes, Chinese and Irish.42
Do all these racial terms, all these opinions about racial dif
ferences and inferiorities, help explain the anti-Chinese legislation
of the late 1880s? N ot entirely. They certainly gave anti-Chinese
persons a convenient set of terms, a ready-made set of reasons for
their demands, and an acceptable outlet for the feeling that things
were not right with the social system. But that there are grounds for
doubting that at this time racial notions usually sprang front deep
conviction, or a firm ideology of ‘racial superiority’, is clear when
we consider policies and opinions concerning other non-Europeans.
In America, though there wrere occasional criticisms of the Jap a n 
ese—leading to general denunciation of all ‘M ongolians’—the
general attitude was favourable; they were a ‘brave, clean’ race,
ready to adopt European and American methods of industry and
warfare, the ‘most progressive people of the Mongolian race’.43
In Australasia there were references to other non-European
peoples, rarely in terms of restricting entry but sometimes in terms
of preventing them from entering gold-fields or exercising the vote;
hence the clauses of the Gold Fields Acts of Queensland, South
Australia and W estern Australia to prevent Asiatic and African
aliens entering newly discovered gold-fields and the clause in the
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South A ustralian C onstitution Act preventing any naturalised or
alien persons of non-European origin casting a vote in the N orthern
T erritory. B ut these clauses were considered less in terms of ‘race’
as such than in terms of preventing any repetition of a massive and
disturbing invasion of the gold-fields and of confining the vote to
persons reared in traditions of European democracy.
Occasionally someone did raise the question of the immigra
tion and assimilation of Asiatic peoples other than the Chinese, as
instance the 1888 debate on Chinese Im m igration in New South
Wales when O ’Sullivan, former President of the Sydney Trades
and Labour Council, stated that ‘some day we may have to pass a
sim ilar law applying to the natives of India, or to any other
coloured race which threatens our civilization’; to which Parkes
replied that he had ‘as m uch opposition to any inferior race from
any other part of the East’ but that restricting all such peoples was
very complicated, diplom atically delicate and at present unneces
sary.44 In practical terms, Parkes’s line of thought in these years
is clearer from his agreement to narrow the scope of the proposed
Bill of 1881 to persons of ‘Chinese race’, instead of applying it as
originally planned to all persons of ‘M ongolian race’, because Sir
Patrick Jennings objected that it would exclude ‘Burmese, Siamese,
Japanese’ and other Asiatics who ‘might be a gain to us’.45 Else
where in Australasia the entry of Asiatics and Africans usually
came up in connection with tropical development, and whether
they were or were not necessary for tropical agriculture. Though
in the late 1880s Indians, Afghans, Malays and other Asiatics
totalled only 6000 or so, compared with 35,000 Chinese and 11,000
or so Pacific Islanders, this num ber was quite enough to have
draw n the belligerent attention of persons ideologically convinced
of the dangers to a superior white race presented by m ixture with
inferior coloured peoples. In other words it seems that both in
N o rth America and Australasia there were other forces, much
deeper, that were responsible for the prolonged campaign to
exclude the Chinese and no other peoples.
A m ajor factor here, working away deep in m en’s minds and
feelings, was the marked difference between the Chinese and other
peoples of Australasia and western America. T h e fact that so many
of them, while abandoning their flowing clothes and winding their
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pig-tails less conspicuously under their hats,46 failed to learn much
English, cooked their own traditional food, continued working in
ethnic groups (even when abandoning m ining and railway build
ing for market gardening, furniture-m aking and the like), kept up
the custom of returning regularly to visit their wives and families
in China instead of bringing them to settle in the new world,
m arked them off, quite as much if not more than skin colour, from
colonial society as a people strange and apart. Yet these new young
societies in America and Australasia were just at that stage of
developm ent when they were trying to find their own identity, to
weld the diverse traditions and backgrounds of all the variegated
elements of their rapidly growing popidations into an acceptable
whole. 'Ehe Chinese, though useful in various occupations, as more
m oderate persons were quite willing to admit, and law-abiding
and quiescent, simply did not swim with the main stream of colonial
development. They not only persisted in rem aining visibly distinct:
they seemed completely unable to catch the vision of the new
egalitarian democratic society dreamed of by the em igrant chartists
and other radicals of the old world of Europe, or by the moving
frontiersm an and other second and third generation individuals
born in the new world. T h e Confucian virtues of obedience, order,
loyalty to family, headm an and emperor, seemed quite alien to
such visions; indeed, they seemed quite inimical to them, especially
as the more conservative members of the economic and political
establishment often seemed to place much emphasis on such values.
Hence the Bulletin’s continuous attack on Chinese docility as a
danger to Australian democracy—like ‘dumb-driven cattle’ they
were a menace to a community of free m en47—and also the drive
during the mid-1880s in the Australian colonies to disenfranchise
them and prevent further naturalisation.
T hrough and beneath all the noise about cheap labour, vice,
disease, racial inferiority and invasion, are discernible signs of this
basic anger at the C hinam an’s apparent refusal to change his ways
and become more like his fellow colonists; that is, to assimilate to
the customs and opinions of Anglo-Saxon new world society. Cali
fornia’s official declaration on this point went as follows:
D uring their entire settlem ent in California they have never adapted
themselves to our habits, modes of dress, or our educational system,
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have never learned the sanctity of an oath, never desired to become
citizens, or to perform the duties of citizenship, never discovered the
difference between right and wrong, never ceased the worship of their
idol gods, or advanced a step beyond the musty traditions of their native
hive. Impregnable to all the influences of our Anglo-Saxon life, they
remain the same stolid Asiatics that have floated on the rivers and
slaved in the fields of China for thirty centuries of time.48

In the east Horace Greeley conceded in the New York Tribune
th at the Chinese were an industrious orderly people but that only
the ‘Christian races’ or any of the ‘white races’ were welcome as
perm anent settlers since they alone ‘assimilate with Americans’.49
Similarly James Bennett, junior, in the New York Herald, con
cluded that the Chinese ‘are a people who are our antipodes in
all social and intellectual regards; it is not possible to imagine
civilizations more widely at variance than their’s and our’s; and
varying civilizations never harmonize side by side’.50
British Colum bians also, amidst their accusations of vice, disease
and crime, usually had some rem ark to the effect that Chinese habits
and customs were so dissimilar that they coidd never become
assimilated. A good illustration here is a cartoon from the Canadian
Illustrated News of 26 April 1879 concerning Amor de Cosmos’s
anti-Chinese policies;51 the cartoon shows a large frock-coated de
Cosmos seizing a m uch smaller C hinam an by his pig-tail and con
versing as follows:
Heathen Chinee:

‘Why you send me offee?’

de Cosmos:

‘Because you can’t or won’t “assimilate”
with us’.

Heathen Chinee',

‘W hat is datee?’

de Cosmos:

‘You will not drink whiskey, and talk
politics and vote like us’.

In Australasia the line of thought, as expressed by the more
m oderate rather than the more extrem e anti-Chinese groups, ran
roughly as follows. T hough the A ustralasian new world was to be
a very different place from the old it was nevertheless to be basic
ally British in character: ‘this is a British colony and we hold it in
trust for posterity’; its ways are thoroughly British in manners,
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customs, laws, religion, social habits and mode of life.'’2 H enry
Parkes in New South Wales perhaps had it clearest: ‘it is our duty
to preserve the type of the B ritish nation and we ought not, for
any consideration whatever, to adm it any element that would
detract from or in any appreciable degree lower that adm irable
type of nationality’.53 Nevertheless, the colonists felt they need not
be narrow-minded and exclusive but wotdd ‘welcome’ anyone who
assimilate to this gradually evolving British-Australian way of life
and help develop these new antipodean nations.34 Most Europeans
were able and willing to do this—‘we can hope to build up a great
nation out of the Slavs, the Russians, Norwegians, Germans and
Spaniards’, but ‘it cannot be done in our midst by the M ongolians’.55
T h e Chinese simply would not mix or change their ways; hence
Gillies’s (radical Premier of Victoria) report to the Im perial P arlia
m ent in 1887 saying:
Members of the European family of nations joining our community
become amalgamated with the general population . . . (hut) the Chinese
stand out in marked contrast. They come without their women and
children, apparently having no intention to settle, and occupy an
isolated position in every community where they are found . . . Nor
is it the mere fact of this isolation, hut the impossibility of it being
otherwise. The Chinese from all points of view are so entirely dissimilar
as to render a blending of the peoples out of the question. They are
not only an alien race hut they remain aliens.56

In short the Chinese had not only remained distinct and
separate for forty years or so in Australasia but would go on like
that for ever, eternally unassimilable: ‘they cannot mingle with
the rest of the population and they will not be in the slightest
degree different from what they always have been’:57 or, as Oliver
put it in New’ Zealand, the Chinese will not by any possibility ‘be
able to coalesce with us, they will always live apart, their ideas are
not our ideas, their modes of life are not ours’.58
On this score it wras quite im material to argue w hether the
Chinese w'ere inferior or not. or had a great civilisation or not; if
they could not mix they were useless for the basic task of n ation
building. As J. L. Parsons in South Australia said, though he
adm ired the wonderful ability and industry of the Chinese, and
their writings and philosophers, they were too different from the
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European m ajority in Australasia: ‘it is almost impossible for such
diverse elements to build up a solid, compact and well-welded
state’;59 or as Dr Menzies in New Zealand p u t it, the Chinese
manifestly have many virtues—sobriety, industriousness, thrift,
orderliness—b u t are too different to ‘share with ourselves a common
feeling of patriotism ’.60
N or could the colonies, it was felt, ru n the risk of retaining an
unassim ilable unco-operative sub-population in their midst. Not
only would it seriously interfere with the process of nation-building
but it could lead to grave internal conflict. Sir W illiam M anning
expressed this somewhat sadly when he said: ‘we all know from
experience, coming alas too near home (presumably here referring
to Anglo-Irish relations), the antagonism that exists between races.
You cannot get races that are totally different from each other to
amalgamate. T here will be strong feeling against an alien race, an
antagonism which it is impossible to suppress’.61 Henry Parkes had
no hesitation in stressing this point to the Im perial Government:
‘there can be no sympathy, and in the future it is to be apprehended
that there will be no peace, between the two races’.62 Others put
the same point, b u t less in terms of race and more in terms of civili
sation: it is ‘a m atter of two systems of existence which can hardly
combine together— it is a conflict between two systems of
existence’.63
T h e whole m atter then, it was held, boiled down to the fact
that the continued presence of the Chinese was a serious obstacle
to the orderly process of nation-building and that continued
Chinese im m igration transformed this obstacle into a grave
immediate clanger. Parkes had raised this point of homogeneity in
New South Wales in the 1860s and by the 1880s had it very clear:
the Chinese ‘cannot am algamate with us or help us build an
empire; nor should we adm it persons who cannot take up all our
rights, perform on a ground of equality all our duties and share in
our august and lofty work of founding a free nation’.64 In New
Zealand the leading exponent of this view was George Grey, a very
different personality from Parkes but equally filled with that
curious m id-nineteenth century conservative English radicalism:
‘we want citizens who can intelligently watch the introduction of
laws and assist in the adm inistration of them, who in fact are
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interested in the im m ediate progress and in the future of the coun
try of their adoption—and who feel they are part of a youthful
n atio n ’.65
T h o u g h pro-Chinese groups cheerfully if unavailingly entered
the lists to defend Chinese against accusations of disease, vice,
crime, invasion and the like, they rarely felt able to advance a
defence against this proposition. The tropical developers could
not: they could only argue in favour of coolie-type labour as a
necessary foundation for the developm ent of northern Australia, on
a lim ited term contract basis, b u t in no sense as an equal integral
part of the nation. A few liberal-hum anitarians and business men
made an effort, especially those who had become friends with some
of the leading Chinese merchants, and saw them adopting certain
European customs and becoming fam iliar with British democratic
procedures. Even the anti-Chinese groups coidd not always ignore
this obvious fact that Chinese m erchants sometimes became
assimilated, at least in part. Cameron, a leading restrictionist in
Sydney, adm itted th at ‘some Chinese are a credit to their country
and have adopted European m anners and customs’, but went on to
suggest th at these were the exceptions that proved the ru le . 66 In
Brisbane, J. W atson tackled the problem by reviving Fawkner’s
old distinction between T artars and Chinese: ‘the Chinam en we
receive here are not C hinam en— they are only T artars, with the
exception of the high-class C hinam en’, and therefore must be
excluded . 67 No one was sufficiently impressed with this distinction
to attem pt to distinguish between ‘T artars’ and ‘C hinam en’ in the
restrictive legislation.
One group that m ight have defended the Chinese were the
leading Chinese themselves; in fact very few could go all the way
in claim ing or advocating complete assimilation. T hey could point
to the Chinese virtues of orderliness, obedience and integrity, or
could appeal to the doctrines of C hristian brotherhood and British
justice; as did Lowe Kong Meng and others in their writings: but
very few covdd claim that they were willing to become completely
assim ilated to the British-Australian (or Californian) way of life.
Q uong T art, could, maybe, w ith his English wife, his refusal to
wear Chinese clothes even in C hina (except on ceremonial
occasions), and his love of British sport and singing; but Q uong
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T a r t an d his like were few a n d far betw een. T h e ones w ho could
have m ade the strongest case were those scattered co u n try store
keepers or cooks o r ag ricu ltu ral labourers who, p erhaps because of
a b roken lineage in C h in a th a t left them n o th in g on w hich to
bestow th e ir filial loyalty, or because they were w orking v irtu ally
alone a n d o u t of co n tact w ith C hinese eth n ic life, o r because they
had been long away from hom e a n d h ad m arried an A m erican or
A u stralian o r E u ro p ean girl, had becom e v irtu ally com pletely
assim ilated. B ut such persons were too scattered to organise any
effective pressure group, an d in any case probably d id n o t care
w h eth er C hinese im m ig ratio n co n tin u ed o r not.
W h a t in fact th e lead in g C hinese m erchants an d apologists were
w an tin g was not com plete assim ilation b u t a p lu ra list system th a t
w ould allow them to m a in ta in some of the social custom s and
values of C hinese life w hile becom ing fidl m em bers, politically
an d econom ically, of A m erica o r A ustralia. In the m id-tw entieth
cen tu ry this has becom e a possibility: in the 1880s it was ju st n ot
possible. T o o u n su re of them selves, of th eir identity, of th eir cul
ture, of th e ir fu tu re, the new w hite societies of the Pacific h a d not
w orked o u t exactly w ho they were a n d w here they were going;
except th a t they were going to create some new kind of society and
th a t everyone had to be to gether in the creation. If there had been
a few C hinese h e lp in g the polyglot b u n ch of diggers con fro n tin g
the establish m en t at E ureka, if as in d iv id u als some C hinese had
from the b eg in n in g jo in ed the relev an t T ra d e U n io n an d identified
themselves w ith th e cause of hig h er wages an d b etter w orking
conditions, if some h a d becom e a rd e n t O range su pporters against
the C atholic Irish o r vice versa, if some h ad jo in ed in local alcoholic
orgies an d fist-fights, then the Anglo-Saxons an d others of N o rth
A m erica and A ustralasia m ay have recognised them as ‘b u d d ies’ or
‘m ates’ in the cause, an d been ready to accept them . B ut the ageold C onfucian tra in in g in obedience an d orderliness, the strong
ho ld of C hinese eth n ic loyalties, the p u ll of fam ily an d lineage
loyalties back in K w antung, the desire to avoid becom ing em broiled
in the strange affairs of the E uropeans, all conspired to m ake this
im possible— except for the few scattered souls w ho d id n o t count.
Even in societies w hich were sta rtin g alm ost from scratch, and
w here the C hinese h a d been from the very beginning, these forces
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were clear and strong. Vancouver city is a case in point. Starting
as a new town in 1886, growing to 5000 in the next year (about
one-fifth the total non-Indian population of the province), it surged
ahead until by 1891 it contained nearly 20,000 soids. It is quite
fascinating to observe the town as it grew so rapidly in the late
eighties. From every direction people came, notes one historian:
from Yale and other deserted construction camps drifted engineers,
carpenters and common labourers; from M anitoba arrived young
Englishmen broke from abortive farm ing efforts on the prairies;
from Ontario, Quebec and the M aritimes came real-estate men,
lawyers, lum berm en, fishermen and the like; from Pennsylvania
came young traders; from San Francisco sailed in capitalists anxious
to get into the growing lum ber industry; from Ireland stormed in
young men disappointed with the failure of Irish nationalist agita
tion; from England arrived scions of upper class families con
tem plating a new life on the western ranches; from Germany came
bankers and brewers; from Italy came unskilled labourers; and
from Hongkong came ship-loads of Chinese.08 All these newcomers
found a place in the rapidly growing city. All were made welcome,
except for occasional ethnic friction, as part of the new western
metropolis, C anada’s gateway to the Pacific and the Orient. All,
that is, except the Chinese. Despite their usefulness, they alone
were not perm itted to share the experience of belonging, of being
one in a great venture of creating and building an exciting newr
enterprise.
T here are several matters involved here. First is that im patient
brashness, that intolerance of anyone or anything that does not
seem to be completely ‘with it’, which is so often characteristic of
new young societies struggling to create a corporate identity, a new
national organism. T his is the sense in which the Chinese were the
anvil on which the new young societies were slowly ham m ering out
their national identity.09
Second, there is that deep fear of the strange and different,
which so often arises when a hum an individual or group is con
fronted with another individual or group of quite different
character and customs, and does not understand it. T here is no need
here to enter the dark realm of basic social motives and group
psychology, or debate wrhether Ju n g ’s ‘archetypal stranger’ theory is
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at all relevant. It is sufficient to note that an equable pluralism
is only possible when the various groups, or at least its leaders, know
the other groups well enough to realise that they all share a basic
common purpose and that the differences between them arise cpiite
sensibly and rationally from different but compatible value systems.
Such understanding certainly did not exist between the Europeans
and Chinese of N orth America and Australasia in the 1870s and
1880s—or only between too few to be ineffective.
A less equable pluralism is also possible, when one group has
so great a mastery over others that, though it may not understand
them, it can look upon them w ithout feeling anxious or threatened;
much as a master looks upon a harmless docile little dog. In this
light did many Australians of the day regard the Pacific Islanders;
but the Chinese immigrants, as forerunners of a great Em pire and
civilisation, heirs of Kubla Khan and the Eastern Mongolian Horde,
could not be looked upon in this way; fear and anxiety, not fear
less affectionate mastery, were heavily involved. T his deep element
of fear, quite as m uch as youthful intolerance and brashness, goes
far to explain why there was at this time so much heat, abuse,
vituperation, exaggeration, and refusal to examine or listen to
the facts.
This, then, was the situation: the Chinese were neither
accepted by nor acceptable to any but a handful of white Americans
and Australasians. As a conspicuous separate people they were, as
in the earlier period, a ready-made scapegoat on which could be
piled blame for many of the social weaknesses of the day: occasional
recession and bouts of unem ploym ent amongst various sections of
the working-class;70 inadequate public health arrangements; petty
crime, prostitution and ill-treatm ent of women. Even the opium
habit, forced on an unw illing C hina by British merchants greedy
for profit, was made a m ajor occasion for attacking the Chinese:
yet, despite the pleas of leading Chinese, governments were slow to
outlaw it; rather did they continue to let it enter and derive a
handsome revenue from the customs duties thereon.71
T h e scapegoat thesis raises another issue, namely, relations
between the Chinese and the Irish. Some American historians have
argued that the Irish were largely to blame for the anti-Chinese
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movement. Mary Coolidge, for instance, the first person to write
a m ajor book on the topic, concluded that:
A m inor cause of anti-Chinese movements was undoubtedly the large
proportion of Irish among the foreign born. N ot only in California
but elsewhere in the larger cities they have shown violent antipathy
to the darker races, and have brought with them from Ireland the
tradition of turbulency . . . T he preponderance of Irish names in the
leadership of mobs, anti-coolie clubs, persons arrested for attacks upon
the Chinese, and also among legislators and m unicipal officers, bears
witness to the rapidity of their assimilation—b ut it was a great mis
fortune to the Chinam an. T he enforcem ent of anti-Chinese legislation
before 1882 by state officers and the adm inistration of the exclusion
laws since that time, has also been largely in the hands of m en of
Irish b irth or parentage.72

T here is some evidence to support this view. N ot only were
Irish names such as Kearney, O'D onnell, Kennedy, Phelan, and
others prom inent in the anti-Chinese catise in California b u t
various Irish persons were prom inent in the east; as instance the
two Irish prostitutes of New York who precipitated an outburst of
anti-Chinese feeling by claiming that Chinese laundrym en had
seduced them into their ‘shameful life’ at a very tender age.73 It is
also true that in California the R om an Catholic clergy and press—
largely Irish in personnel—were sympathetic to exclusion whereas
Protestant clerics sometimes opposed it.74 T he same case coidd be
argued in Australia. In New South Wales the names O ’Connor,
Plunkett, Cunneen, and O ’Sullivan loom large in the political
campaigns to introduce restrictive legislation, as do names such as
O ’Doherty in Queensland, Coglin in South Australia, and Laughrey,
Joyce, and Reeves in New Zealand. T here were also num erous
Irish names amongst the leaders of public meetings, dem onstra
tions and the like.
T h e m atter is not as simple, however, as Mary Coolidge
implies. In the 1870s and 1880s, both in California and Australia,
the Irish made up from one-sixth to one-cpiarter of the foreignborn; one would therefore expect some Irishmen to be prom inent
in anti-Chinese activities, especially as the Irish were relatively
more num erous in the working-classes where so m uch of the b it
terest anti-Chinese sentim ent lay. In any case, name counts reveal
just as many Scottish names prom inent in anti-Chinese activities
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in Australasia, in British Columbia and, to some extent, in the
U nited States; b u t the Scottish were not as num erous as the Irish
in m any areas. Furtherm ore, M iller’s work in the U nited States
shows that, although the Irish ethnic newspapers, certainly in New
York, were unanim ously opposed to Chinese immigration, they
were far less obsessed with the m atter than was the labour press
generally, little of which was under Irish control.75
Nevertheless, the Chinese were undoubtedly useful to the Irish,
both in America and Australasia. A m ajor victim of the anti-alien
Know-Nothing movement in the U nited States in the 1850s, and
a continual target for the nativist press in later years, the Irish
could use the Chinese as a diversionary scapegoat, as an alternative
victim for nativist attacks. Similarly in Australia, with frequent con
flict between Irish-Catholic m inority and English-Scottish Pro
testant majority, anti-Chinese feeling could be used to divert hostility
from the Irish m inority. Certainly, some of the Irish involved were
amongst the most vituperative speakers, and most ready to attack
the Chinese for vice, disease and ‘nameless’ and ‘unm entionable’
evils.
T h e extent of the Irish use of the Chinese as an alternative
scapegoat is debatable. T here is no doubt, though, that as the cen
tury progressed the Chinese became increasingly useful as a device
for political and demagogic m anoeuvring. In California, working
class leaders such as Dennis Kearney may well have been quite
sincere when saying that ‘to an American, death is preferable to
life on a par with the C hinam an’ (16/10/77),7G but others were
clearly using the Chinese as a means of political advancement, as
a way to make themselves known in the state legislature.77 Over
the Rockies, though opinions about the Chinese were frequent in
the 1850s and 1860s, it was not till the balanced position of the
political parties in the seventies and eighties, and the possibility
of using the Chinese question for political gain, that demagogy
became common; though here again it is not easy to decide how
far the sinophobia of Blaine (Maine), Willis (Kentucky), Cameron
(Wisconsin), Browne (Indiana) and Speer (Georgia) was sincere
and how far simple political expediency. Some political opinions
were, however, quite clear; as instance that of Butler of Tennesee
when speaking of events before the 1888 Scott Act: ‘it is a game of
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politics . . . . and not a seemly one I m ust say. But for the fact that
we are on the eve of a Presidential election, and each Party wants
to get the vote of the Pacific Slope, this Senate would not be
engaged in this debate’.78
Likewise in British Colum bia it is sometimes difficult to decide
how far the advocates of Chinese restriction were genuine in feel
ing there were too many Chinese in the province and how far they
were merely com peting for working class votes. It is significant,
though, that the provincial parliam ent was comfortably passing
anti-Chinese legislation as early as 1874 and that it was the business
and hum anitarian groups in O ttaw a who delayed restriction for
another ten years; quite clearly, in the province, nearly everyone
was persuaded to adopt an anti-Chinese viewpoint, or else realised
that so many persons were ardent restrictionists that advocacy of
any other course was pointless.
In Australasia there were several kinds of political expediency.
First were politicians who, because they believed it was pointless to
continue standing out against strong public feeling, voted for
restrictive measures on the grounds that this was what the people
wanted. So in 1881 Tom kinson and W ard stated that measures
against Chinese im m igration were unnecessary but that ‘as the
opinion of the country is against it, and I respect that opinion’, they
would not oppose it.79 Even Legislative Councillors, less exposed
to popular pressure, were affected. In New South Wales both Darley
and Frazer adm itted that they were against the restrictive Bill
but would either vote for it, or abstain, out of deference to the
large majority it had received in the Assembly.80 In Victoria some
took a stronger line, Anderson declaring th at it was the business of
Legislative Councillors not to yield to public clam our but do what
was right.81
Second were they who, while actually favouring Chinese im m i
gration for developm ental purposes, realised they had no hope of
resisting the general move to restriction and that they wotdd do
better to approve anti-Chinese legislation in the hope of w inning
sympathy for their efforts to obtain other coloured labour. Many
Queensland planters took this line during the 1880s, as did a
num ber of Legislative Councillors in South Australia when at last,
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in 1888, agreeing to restrictions on Chinese im m igration to the
N orthern T erritory.82
T h ird were the true demagogues, w hipping up public fear and
hostility to further their own political careers or the position of
their own cliques, factions or parties. It is not always easy to dis
tinguish this, though political opponents naturally made plenty
of accusations. David Buchanan, for instance, who had taken a
strong anti-Chinese line in the 1860s but by the 1880s was more
kindly disposed to them, accused the Parkes-Robertson government
of grossly exaggerating the smallpox scare of 1881 in order to win
working class support.83 Parkes came under sim ilar fire in 1888,
opponents such as Abbott and M cElhone asserting that Parkes’s
talk of ‘grave crisis’, and rushing an emergency Bill through the
lower House in one day, was sheer pandering to popular dem and
when only a few hundred Chinese were involved.84 A nother
opponent, the m erchant George Dibbs, accused Parkes of introduc
ing far too feeble a Bill and of allowing a few Chinese actually to
land; here it was Dibbs rather than Parkes who was playing the
demagogue as Dibbs had earlier endeavoured to introduce low-wage
Chinese seamen on to A ustralian ships.
In South Australia similar accusations flew gaily about. In
1881, in the Legislative Council, Hodgkins asserted that the Bill
was ‘a piece of clap-trap to catch the applause of a few opponents
of the Chinese’; Scott went further, arguing that, while ‘it is not
surprising th at ignorant persons of the working class, who look
upon the Chinese as dangerous rivals in the labour market, should
denounce and do all in their power by falsehoods or otherwise to
prevent this industrious race coming to our shores . . . . it is most
abom inable that educated men, even members of Parliam ent (just
to please the working-classes and obtain votes) should publish such
false representations of their character, industry and usefulness’.85
Later, in 1888, the Playford-Kingston governm ent was accused of
bringing J. L. Parsons back from the N orthern Territory, just in
the nick of time to influence the Council elections by m aking rabid
anti-Chinese speeches and causing dem onstrations amongst T rade
Unionists.86
In New Zealand there were persistent accusations that restric
tive Bills were introduced shortly before elections, simply to catch
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the w orking class vote, ‘a sop to the m ob in obedience to p o p u la r
clam o u r’.87 C ertainly there was some coincidence betw een the in tro 
duction of restrictive Bills a n d the tim in g of elections; and in the
1880s, w ith recession w idespread a n d severe, the position of the
C on tin u o u s M inistry was often som ew hat shaky an d their antiC hinese opinions m uch m ore strongly in evidence th a n earlier.
In all this political back-biting there were two o th er political
positions of im portance. O ne was th a t expressed by Sir J o h n
D ow ner in South A u stralia over the Playford-K ingston govern
m e n t’s ‘panicky’ an d ‘illegal’ restrictions in the N o rth ern T e rrito ry
in 1888 and its in tro d u c tio n of the restriction Bill d rafted by
K ingston an d others at the 1888 In terco lo n ial Conference. D ow ner,
though basically in favour of restrictin g C hinese im m igration in to
the T errito ry , was nevertheless dism ayed a t the way things were
being h an d led , an d a t w hat he felt was the unnecessary severity of
the proposed restrictions: in some circum stances, he argued, it m ight
be necessary to cu rta il rights of en try an d citizenship b u t ‘we should
go no fu rth e r th a n the occasion req u ires (lest) we v o lu n tarily invite
an attack a n d create a bitterness w hich is absolute unnecessary’;88
or as he p u t it a few days later: every n a tio n has the rig h t of p ro 
h ib itin g any o th er n a tio n from la n d in g on its shores b u t this m ust
be done in a decent an d civilised way.80 T h is is the pragm atic p h ilo 
sophy of the com m on-sense conservative statesm an and has been
expressed by n um bers of m o d erate A u stralian conservatives ever
since, notably by R o b e rt M enzies a n d H aro ld H o lt in 1949 w hen
attack in g the efforts of the Chifley-Calwell L ab o r governm ent to
expel a few h u n d re d Asians w ho had been ad m itted as refugees
early in W o rld W ar II a n d had m ade p e rm an en t hom es there (to
be discussed in a su b seq u en t volum e). It was also the policy of the
B arton-D eakin g overnm ent early in the first years of the A ustralian
C om m onw ealth in a d m ittin g Asian stu d en ts an d fam ilies; a con
cession at once stopped w hen the L ab o r P arty becam e strong enough
to influence im m ig ratio n policy. It has also ap p eared from tim e to
tim e in N o rth A m erica, as in the views of S enator P la tt (C onnecti
cut) an d others w hen opposing the A m erican R estrictive Bill of
1882, on the grounds th a t it w ent well beyond restriction, w hich
m ight truly be desirable, an d was q u ite unnecessarily aim ing at
com plete exclusion.
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A n o th e r po sitio n of in terest is th a t affirming th a t the general
p u b lic was so w orked u p a b o u t the C hinese th a t there w ould be
serious outbreaks of anti-C hinese rio tin g if restrictions were not
in tro d u ced . T h is becam e the view of some p o litical leaders in
A m erica d u rin g the 1870s an d 1880s w hen anti-C hinese dem onstra
tions becam e com m on an d o utbreaks of violence n o t infreq u en t.
C ertain ly m any anti-C hinese leaders d id th eir best to foster this
view, as w hen the leaders of the great d em o n stratio n in San F ran 
cisco in 1870 sent a w ritten w arn in g to the heads of C hinese Six
C om panies stating, ‘we do n o t consider it ju st to us, or safe to the
C h in am en to co n tin u e com ing to the U n ite d States, and request
them [the C om panies] to give such notice to the p u b lic au thorities
of the C hinese E m p ire ’.90 Som etim es this b eh av io u r overreached
itself: the riots a n d killings of the early 1870s, for instance so
horrified m any easterners, a n d indeed m any C alifornians, th a t they
started calling n o t for restrictions on C hinese im m ig ration b u t for
strong m easures against lawless w hites.91 B ut in the long ru n those
outb reak s were u n d o u b e td ly effective, as is clear from the ra p id
action of Peking, after th e series of v iolent o utbreaks in the western
states in 1885, in n eg o tiatin g a new C hinese-A m erican treaty to
reduce num bers, avert causes of dan g er an d preserve lives.
T h ese events d id n o t go u n n o ticed in A ustralasia, even the
lesser troubles of tire 1870s an d the constant insults and pin-pricking
in betw een outbreaks. C harles M ein, w hen in tro d u cin g the 1877
Bill in to the Q u een slan d Legislative C ouncil, referred to the
A m erican experience a n d forecast sim ilar ‘collision’ betw een
C hinese an d E uropeans in the gold-fields if restrictions were n o t
ap p lied at once.92 In New Z ealand, Reeves in tro d u ced his 1878
m o tio n for restrictio n by read in g extracts from Lights and Shades
of San Francisco, con clu d in g th a t C alifo rn ia was already d em o ra
lised an d th a t th ere h ad already been so m u ch tro u b le th a t ‘we
may before very long expect to hear th a t there has been frightful
bloodshed and loss of life in the State of C a lifo rn ia ’.93 T w o years
later the A ttorney-G eneral, F. W h itak er, a d m itte d th at though the
C hinese in C alifo rn ia d id n o t start the fighting an d braw ling ‘these
disturbances seem ed to be the necessary resu lt of placing the two
races to g eth er’.94
P artly because of this A m erican experience, a n d p artly because
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in their own colonies there were petitions, public meetings, and
rum ours of preparations for white violence, some politicians felt
that public order required restrictions, even though they them 
selves had no particular wish to reduce the inflow of Chinese. T his
is particularly clear in 1881. In New South Wales Reid said some
what ruefully that he was supporting the Bill because the dissatis
faction and violence resulting from unrestricted im m igration tended
to degrade the character of the whole community; no people, he
concluded, were more generous and enlightened than those of New
South Wales, and the fact that they were so upset and ready for
violence showed the nature of their conception of the evil threaten
ing them.95 Likewise in South Australia Pearce supported the
government against the tropical developers saying that he had seen
the Chinese ill-treated in Victoria, that the government m ust
protect the Adelaide Chinese against local larrikins, but that as
under the proposed Act only a few Chinese wotdd be entering this
should be possible.96 These views undoubetdly had some effect on
the passing of the 1881 Bills.
T h e fears of 1881 were largely anticipatory and quite
moderately, even sadly, expressed. Fears of quite another kind were
involved in the Afghan crisis of 1888. A large public meeting in
the M elbourne d ow n Hall agitated for drastic action but were
placated by the governm ent’s action in persuading the Afghan to
continue on to Sydney w ithout landing any Chinese in Melbourne.
Fears that some of these were transhipping for New Zealand led
to the Vigilante Committee of Invercargill and stirred the somewhat
lethargic Continuous M inistry into im mediate legislative action.
W hen the Afghan reached Sydney a few days later a great crowd
m illed around Parliam ent House, accompanying the delegation
sent to urge the Premier, Henry Parkes, to prevent the Chinese
landing and to introduce an im mediate exclusion Bill; according
to Parkes some got into the building, crowded the corridors and
tried to force their way into a sitting of the Legislative Assembly.
T hough Parkes claimed that his judgm ent was not unduly swayed
by all this, it is quite plain that he and his Ministers were very
much influenced by the excitement of the mob and the possibility
of violence; hence their decision not only to avoid bloodshed by
holding the Chinese aboard for a while but also, instead of letting
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those w ith proper entry permits land elsewhere or later on, when
things were quieter, to ‘get rid of the trouble altogether’ by virtually
prohibiting further landing of any Chinese.97 T hough there was
nothing like the great rioting in western America in 1885, the
events for 1888 showed that some Australasian governments could
be forced into rapid action by large-scale assemblies and threats of
violence against the Chinese.
T his fear of disorder and violence, and rapid action to placate
the mob with restrictive legislation, is the last of the m ajor forces
involved in virtually excluding Chinese hy the late 1880s. Though
the precise interrelationship of all these forces is difficult to unravel
it seems, in general terms, that there was in all the new young
countries concerned a deep underlying ignorance, intolerance and
fear of a people that rem ained strange, separate and highly
resistant to assimilation; and that this resulted in gross exaggera
tion about the extent of the ‘invasion’, the threat to living standards,
the dangers of a new slavery, and the seriousness of disease, vice
and criminality. But ignorance, intolerance and fear, even when
quite irrational, are powerful social forces, capable of producing
prolonged political campaigns, mass dem onstrations and real pos
sibilities of rioting, m urder and destruction. Strong military or
police action could doubtless have prevented m ajor outbreaks, but
m any of the police, m ilitary and political leaders were themselves
victims of the fever of the times and either welcomed the oppor
tunity for further restrictive action or else acquiesced in it as an
unfortunate necessity. As a residt, or so it seems to later eyes, some
governments overreacted and introduced restrictions that were
unnecessarily severe. T h e fact that complete absence of restrictions
in T asm ania and the N orthern T erritory of South Australia until
the late 1880s produced no more than 7000 Chinese as a temporary
m axim um in the latter and fewer than 1000 in the former, despite
considerable governmental encouragement for part of the time,
shows that where legislatures refused to be stampeded the outcome
was by no means catastrophic; similarly the relatively mild restric
tions of New Zealand proved quite capable of keeping Chinese
num bers down to 5000 or fewer all through the 1880s and 1890s.
This, then, seems to be the basic motif: the clash of very
different peoples at times and places where m arked social differences
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were not acceptable. O n the one hand was a people from an ancient,
oriental, and basically very stable civilisation, with their particular
value system deeply engrained and their first loyalty to the villages
and lineages in their land of origin: on the other hand were peoples
from a western civilisation undergoing all the changes associated
with industrialisation, with all the restless, inquisitive, acquisitive
traits of the times, striving to find a new identity and quite
intolerant of anyone unwilling to join with them in the search. No
wonder the conflict and no wonder the outcome, despite the efforts
of liberal-hum anitarians to avert it.
T h e upshot of all this was that by the late 1880s the white
countries of the Pacific had either virtually prohibited, or else
imposed heavy restrictions on, traditional Chinese im migration, the
controls being toughest in the U nited States, New South Wales,
Queensland, Victoria and South Australia and somewhat milder,
because based on an earlier pattern, in British Columbia, W estern
Australia, Tasm ania and New Zealand.
T o these controls were certain exemptions. All countries
exempted officials of the Chinese government and Chinese seamen
in port with their ships. T h e U nited States also exempted merchants,
ministers of religion, students and tourists, which New South Wales,
Victoria, Queensland, South Australia and W estern Australia were
quite prepared to do, under their 1888-9 powers of general exem p
tion, once Great Britain had negotiated a T reaty similar to that
under discussion between China and the U nited States. T ill that
time, and in fact the T reaty never eventuated, merchants and
others had to take their chance of obtaining places amongst the
select few adm itted under the 500 ton shipping restrictions. In
British Columbia, New Zealand and Tasm ania, with their m ilder
legislation, m erchants and others had easier entry.
liie r e was also considerable difference in government policy
to the family life of the Chinese immigrants. Except in Tasm ania,
no provision was made for the entry of wives— they simply had the
same chances of entry as anyone else. In fact, with Chinese tradi
tional values so strong, there was little attem pt to bring wives and
children—as evidence Tasm ania where, despite absence of restric
tions, there were in 1891 only sixty-three females (some being
children) in a total Chinese population of 1056. T his fits with
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C uth b ert’s plea to the Legislative Council in Victoria in 1888 not
to press their suggestion of exem pting wives from restriction as the
Chinese headmen in M elbourne were not in favour of it.98
T h e im m igrants’ main com m itm ent here was still to the lineage
in K w antung—where nearly all the wives stayed to m aintain family
status— and to the system of com m uter m igration arising from this
separation from families. U nited States Congressmen, and those
A ustralian statesmen attending the 1888 Intercolonial Conference,
were quite determ ined to smash this system—hence the Scott Act
of 1888 preventing the return to the U nited States of any Chinese
labourer or tradesman, unless he had left family or property there,
and the draft bill of the Australasian Intercolonial Conference of
1888 refusing exemption to Chinese residents of Australasia wishing
to come back after a visit to China. In the event, though the U nited
States stuck to its firm line, the Australasian legislatures would not
go all the way with their leaders; South Australia, W estern Aus
tralia (and T asm ania with its old 1887 law) allowed complete free
dom of movement to all Chinese residents; New South Wales, Vic
toria and New Zealand exempted those naturalised in the colony;
Queensland, most rigid of all, exempted only those born in the
colony. As New South Wales and Victoria granted no further
naturalisations after 1888 (New South Wales by law and Victoria
by adm inistrative decision) the system pressed most heavily on
Chinam en resident in eastern Australia; there com m uter m igration
was restricted to the very few' already naturalised and the few
able to return under the 500 tons restriction.
T his m atter was closely connected with another problem, non
existent in the U nited States but of considerable im portance to
British colonies, namely, the rights and privileges of British sub
jects moving about w ithin the British empire. T h e 1881 legislation,
except in New Zealand, exempted British subjects from the restric
tions, b u t by 1888 it seemed clear that many Chinese immigrants
had been either born or naturalised in British territories such as
Hongkong and Singapore and therefore possessed British citizen
ship. Amidst much heart-burning—especially in men like Parkes,
with his great emphasis on the British background—the colonies
eventually decided that racial homogeneity and national unity were
more im portant than British citizenship, and that Chinese remained
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eternally Chinese no m atter what their citizenship was. T asm ania
and W estern Australia continued to exempt British subjects but
elsewhere the colonies abolished all privileges for British Chinese
(apart from those born or naturalised in the colony) except in New
South Wales where a compromise was effected exem pting persons
who were British by birth. It was nearly a century before Britain,
faced with the massive im m igration of British Indians and British
West Indians, was forced to a sim ilar decision.
On this issue then, as on Treaty relations between Great
Britain and China, the colonies became quite adam ant: they would
defend their right to decide the composition of their own popula
tions against all comers, including the m other country. On this,
some persons with republican leanings, and even some loyal to the
Crown, felt so strongly that they were prepared to break with the
U nited Kingdom. In New South Wales, McElhone stated outright
that if Great Britain objected to Australian restrictive laws then
the colonies should break free; the U nited States, he added, had
had far less cause than this to break away.90 In 1888 Buchanan
heartily approved the sentiments, expressed by some speakers at
the public meeting over the Afghan, in favour of breaking away
from the British Empire; especially as Westminster, he held, had
been deplorably slow in replying to correspondence and had showed
itself quite insensitive to colonial feelings.1 Parkes himself was con
tent with saying that ‘with the most earnest desire to preserve the
integrity of the Empire, with as loyal a feeling to H er Majesty the
Queen as any other m an amongst her subjects . . . . [I feel never
theless] we m ust be loyal to ourselves . . . . [There is] one law that
overrides all others, and that is the law of preserving the peace and
welfare of civil society . . . . Neither for Her M ajesty’s ships of
war, nor for H er Majesty’s representative on the spot, nor for the
Secretary of State for Colonies, do we intend to tu rn aside from
our purpose, which is to term inate the landing of Chinese on our
shores for ever’.2
In fact Great Britain was not nearly so unsym pathetic as many
colonists, and some later historians, thought.3 As in the earlier
period she recognised the unusually difficult position of the Aus
tralasian colonies and was ‘as anxious as any of the Colonial Govern
ments to secure that proper checks shall be put upon this Chinese
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im m igration, and proper precautions taken to prevent these
Colonies from being swamped by it’.4 She certainly had no inten
tion of becoming involved in a m ajor row with the colonies, let
alone in a Second W ar of Independence, just to go all the way in
m eeting requests from the Chinese Empire. In the event she agreed
to negotiate another T reaty with China if C hina agreed, and to
ratify all the colonial restrictive laws provided Queensland modified
the unnecessarily severe penalties imposed on any international
shipping which unw ittingly or unavoidably broke the restrictions;
she also asked Parkes to reconsider the very heavy landing tax
imposed by New South Wales but, when Parkes refused, agreed
to ratify the Bill as it stood. B ritain’s main concern was that a way
be found to achieve what the colonies wanted w ithout causing
C hina to lose too m uch face; hence Lord K nutsford’s 1888 sugges
tion that the colonies pass laws restricting all working class im m i
gration and then use powers of exemption to adm it any peoples
felt to be useful and assimilable.5 T his suggestion, to be put more
forcefully a few years later, was rejected by the Intercolonial Con
ference on the grounds that the colonies intended not only to keep
Chinese im m igrants out but also to make their objectives quite
plain. Again W estm inster let things go.
In all this Great B ritain was considerably more sympathetic
to the colonies than was W ashington or Ottaw a to California or
British Columbia, at any rate for m any years. It was not till 1882
and 1885 that W ashington and Ottawa eventually acted against
Chinese im m igration, and then only after rejecting request after
request from the Pacific states.
As in the earlier period these delays resulted in m uch local
anger and dismay, and this, when added to the fear and hostility
already felt against the Chinese, resulted in the great battery of
discrim inatory laws. In the 1870s and 1880s, however, C alifornia
was much less successful than in earlier years, mainly because the
Burlingham e Treaty, the Fourteenth A m endm ent and the Civil
R ights Act encouraged Chinese, through the agency of the Six
Com panies in San Francisco, to challenge each discrim inatory law
fairly quickly and have it invalidated by a federal court. Almost
every m ajor discrim inatory law or ordinance passed by state or
m unicipal authority received this treatm ent, the m ain exception
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being the 1880 law requiring Chinese children to be educated at
separate schools. In like m anner most British C olum bian discrim ina
tory laws were invalidated—as being in breach of the federal power
over im m igration—the m ajor ones surviving being those denying
Chinese the provincial vote and the right to purchase crown land.
T hough there was still m uch inform al discrim ination against the
Chinese of western America, and many frightening cases of insult
and assault by gangs of white hoodlums, the Chinese were protected
from much earlier discrim ination by the federal courts, and on the
whole fared better. T h e steady increase of the Chinese population
is evidence that conditions were not so unpleasant as to reduce
im m igration drastically and drive existing residents away. Indeed,
it is true to say that the principal discrim inatory measures were
not local but federal in origin, notably the 1870 refusal of Congress
to extend naturalisation to Mongolians.
In Australasia, with restrictive entry laws relatively easy to
pass, internal discrim ination was m uch less of an issue. T h e first
m ajor discrim ination prevented entry to new gold-fields u n til Euro
pean miners had had ample opportunity to take the first pickings
(Queensland, South Australia, W estern Australia), in 1882 extended
by Queensland, and in 1888 by New South Wales, to cover all
mining. T he second m ajor discrim ination lay in denial of the right
to vote (Victoria and the N orthern Territory), or else denial of
naturalisation either by law (New South Wales) or practice (Vic
toria, South Australia): Q ueensland and New Zealand practised
m inor discrim ination in naturalisation, the former by confining it
to non-Europeans with freehold land and the latter charging
Chinese a higher fee for the privilege.
Basically these discrim inatory measures were not m eant to
‘harass’ the norm al Chinese im migrant, or render his life so miser
able th at he woidd leave the colony, but expressed two basic Aus
tralasian reactions. First, it was the gold-fields that had attracted
the Chinese in the first place, and in such numbers that they had
seemed to present a real danger, and it was therefore in the gold
fields that one had to im plem ent controls supplem enting the main
restrictive entry laws. Second, it seemed so apparent that the Chinese
were unassimilable aliens, who coidd never understand European
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systems of values and government, that it was pointless to give
them citizenship or the vote; those few who did acquire some
European notions and customs could be naturalised and enfran
chised by special Act of Parliam ent; as was the custom for all
applications for citizenship in the days before Aliens and Nationality
Acts. T h e denial of citizenship also expressed the anger of some
colonies at the practice of some naturalised Chinese sending their
certificates to C hina for the use of a relative who wanted to enter
the colony b u t could not get through the restrictions.
T h e m ain point, however, was not the am ount of discrim ina
tion— though in fact it was relatively slight, except the denial
of citizenship in the U nited States, New South Wales, South Aus
tralia and Victoria. T h e main point is that by the late 1880s the
young white societies of the Pacific had rejected the liberal-hum ani
tarian argum ent of basic hum an similarity and equality and had
definitely decided that the Chinese were unassimilable, that they
were a positive hindrance to the process of nation-building, and
that with a few exceptions their im m igration should be stopped
completely. In some places—notably Tasm ania, New Zealand and
British Colum bia—liberal-hum anitarian forces were somewhat
stronger and the restrictions somewhat less severe, b u t restrictions
existed even there. T h e m ajor victory achieved by the liberalhum anitarians, here finding themselves in alliance with the m oderate
restrictionists, was to stand firm against all attem pts to expel
Chinese already resident in the country. This refusal at first annoyed
extrem er groups—as witness C alifornia’s attem pt to expel Chinese
in 1891, well after the Scott Act of 1888—but gradually became
acceptable when the restrictions on com m uter m igration and the
continued drain of Chinese to rejoin their families in Kwantung
an d their non-replacement by new immigrants, steadily began to
reduce the resident Chinese population.
T his decision, not to expel but to prevent further entry, marks
the end of an era, that of traditional Chinese m igration to the
developing economies of the new world. It also marks the beginning
of another era, the extension of restrictions to other non-Europeans.
Once having worked out a case against one non-European nation
these white societies apparently found it impossible to refrain from
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extending it to similar nations, even though one of these—Jap a n —
was rapidly becoming an industrialised m ilitary power not unlike
those of Europe itself. W hen this happened it became truly possible
to speak of a W hite Canada, W hite America, W hite Australia or
W hite New Zealand Policy.
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Boyd, Benjamin, 44-5, 49, 50, 148
Bray, J. C„ 167, 170-1, 176
Brazil, vii, 9
British Columbia: general, 6, 15-18,
23-5, 32, 36-8; Chinese in, 96-9, 125,
134-44, 229-66; Japanese in, 9;
source material, 18-22; see also
Canada; Discriminatory laws; Entry
tax;
Race relations; Railways;
Restrictive entry; Tonnage
‘British subjects’, restrictions against,
158, 190, 211-13, 271-2
Buckland River, 72, 101-3
Buddhism: in China, 10; in India, 12;
in Japan, 9
Bulletin, The, 187, 250
Burlinghame Treaty (1868), 126-30

Baker, Richard Chaffey, 167, 170, 177,
184, 192
Ballarat, 33, 36, 68, 70
Banks, Sir Joseph, 38
Banton, Michael, 3
Bcgbie, Justice, 97
Bendigo, 36, 68, 70
Berry, Graham, 158, 168-9
Bigler, Governor, 115-16, 118
Bowen, Governor George, 91-2, 147

California: general, 6, 15-18, 23-5, 30-2,
36-8; Chinese in (1849-67) 60-6, 99,
101, 125, (1867-94) 127-34, 139-44,
229-66; influence on Australasia, 37,
160, 172-3, 201, 206, 237-8, 267-8;
Japanese in, 9; source material, 1822; see also Discriminatory laws;
Entry tax; Race relations; Restrictive
entry
Canada: general, ix, 23-5; control over
British Columbia’s policy, 36, 273-4;
source material, 18-22; see also
British Columbia
Cantonese, 10-11, 53-9, 81, 120; see
also Chungshan; Family system;
Kwantung; Sam Yap; Sze Yap;
Tungkoon
Ceylon, vii, ix, 152
Chinese: background, 5, 10-11, 53-9,
81; 204; coolies, 45-9; gold-diggers
and others, see Australia, British
Columbia, California, New South
Wales, New Zealand, Queensland,
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Index
Chinese— Continued
South Australia, Victoria, W ashing
ton, Western Australia; see also
Cantonese; Race relations; Wives
Chinese-American Treaty: 1868, see
Burlinghame; 1880, 130-1; 1894, 134
Chinese Commissioners (1887), 186,
195
Christianity, 49-50, 95, 103, 206, 232
Chungshan (district near Canton), 11,
53, 142, 219-22
Class and race, see Race relations
Civil Rights Act, U.S.A. (1870) , 125,
131
Coghlin, Patrick Boyle, 153, 164, 251,
262
Coloured peoples, see Race relations
Committees: New South Wales (1837)
39, 50-1, (1841) 39-40, 50, (1847) 45,
(1854) 43, 52, (1858) 79, 112; New
Zealand (1871) 95; U.S.A. (1862)
106, (1876) 129, 242, 251; Victoria
(1857) 72, 112; W estern Australia
(1868) 154
Commuter migration, 132-3, 190, 218,
271
Confucianism, 9, 10, 54, 142, 254
Convention of Peking (I860), 87, 158
Convicts (in Australia), 29, 38-9, 154
Coolidge, Mary, 64, 262
Coolie Acts: Queensland, 148, 151,
165, 181; South Australia, 165, 176;
Western Australia, see Im ported
Labour Registry Act
Coolies: general, 30, 35, 61; in
America, 65, 112, 127, 129; in Aus
tralia, 40-52, 147-55, 169, 192, 232,
245-6
Cowper, Charles, 76, 79, 82-5, 104,
115, 117
‘Credit-ticket’ system, 58, 189, 245
Crime, Chinese, 112-13, 219, 242-3

Deakin, Alfred, 189-90, 230
de Cosmos, Amor, 135, 251, 255
de Gobineau, J. A., 246
Denovan, W illiam Campbell, 68-9, 105
Dhangars (Indian tribe) , 13, 39, 42,
49
Dialects, 10-12; see also Cantonese,
Hokkien, Teochiu
Dibbs, George, 195, 265
Discrimination, see Race relations
Discriminatory laws, 119-20, 190, 198,
274-5; Canada, 136-44; New South
Wales, 86,
172-4, 195-8;
New
Zealand, 205ff.; Queensland, 91, 15763, 177-80, 198; South Australia, 162,
176-7, 183-4, 198; U.S.A., 63-5, 119,
131-3, 139-44; Victoria, 70-2, 174-5,
198; W estern Australia, 182-3, 198
Dixon, Hepworth, 238
Douglas, John, 159-61, 163-5, 178
Downer, Sir John, 183-4, 230, 236, 266
Economic factors in race relations, see
Race relations
Entry tax, on Chinese: Australia, 69,
72-5, 85, 89, 158, 168-73, 181-6, 18997; Canada, 138; New Zealand,
203ff.; U.S.A., 62, 65, 125
Ethnic, see Race relations
Eurasians, 12, 43-4, 51

Darwin, Charles, 86, 110, 246
Darwinism, 86, 110-11, 248

318

Family system, Cantonese, 54-6, 59-60,
80, 107, 144, 223, 271
Fawkner, John I’ascoe, 71-4, 100-1, 1089, 112, 114, 258
Federal Council of Australasia, 145
Fiji, vii, ix
Fishermen, Chinese, 64, 88, 172
Foochow (town of north Fukien) , 1011

Forster, W illiam, 76, 79, 85-6, 89, 106,
109-10, 112, 117-18, 172
‘Four districts’, see Sze Yap
Fourteenth Amendment, U.S.A. (1868),
125, 130-1

Index
Fraser, Malcolm, 191
Fraser River, B.C., 96-7
Freedman, Maurice, 54(T.
Fukien (province in south China), 10,
58
F urniture makers, Chinese, 147, 187,
227
Fysh, Philip Oakley, 185, 190, 198
Gambling, Chinese, 129, 141-2, 218-20,
242-3
Geary Act, U.S.A. (1892), 133
Germans, 83, 228, 252
Gillies, Duncan, 189-90, 192, 194, 256
Glenelg, Lord, 35, 40
Glenmore Distillery, 42
Gold-diggers, see Gold-rushes, Chinese
Gold-rushes, 31-4, 67-8, 93, 96, 152-3,
155-6, 182
Great Britain, control of colonial
immigration policies, 35, 119, 158,
194, 272-3
Greeley, Horace, 103, 255
Grey, Sir George, 45, 201-5, 209, 230,
247
Griffith, Samuel, 159, 177-9, 181-2, 192,
230
Guichen Bay, 71, 73-4, 117
Hailam (dialects of H ainan Island,
Kwantung), 10-11
H ainan Island (Kwantung province),
10-11

Hakka (dialect and people of south
C hina), 10-11, 60, 80, 120, 143, 220
‘Harassing’ Chinese, 87, 172-4, 196,
274
H arte, Bret, 248
Hawaii, vii, ix, 9, 153, 201
Headmen, Chinese, 59, 70, 80, 142,
219
H ealth, Chinese, 81, 112, 129-30, 171-3,
240-1
H erbert, Robert, 91-2, 108, 147
Hoiping, 53, 143; see also Sze Yap

Hokchiu (dialect of Foochow, north
Fukien), 10-11
Hokitika, 94
Ilokkien (dialect of Amoy, south
Fukien), 10-11, 46-8, 70, 80-1, 120,
219- 20
H um anitarians, see Liberal h um anita
rians
Hutchison, W illiam, 203-5
Illegal entry, Chinese, 186-7
Im ported Labour Registry Acts, W.A.,
154, 165, 169, 182, 191, 231
Indians, 12-13, 40-3, 49-52, 253; see
also Coolies; Dhangars
Indonesia, vii, ix, 11, 13-14; see also
Java
Intercolonial Conference: 1880-1, 16774, 204; 1888, 190-210, 266, 271
Invercargill, 210
Irish abroad, 16-18, 109, 175, 203, 206,
228, 252, 261-3
Islam, 9-10
Jamison, R. T ., 78
Japanese, 5, 9, 23, 146, 152-3, 194
Java, Chinese in, 69, 100, 186
Jews, 203
Jung, Carl Gustav, 4, 260
Kao-yao (Gow-yow, Ko-yiu), 53, 80,
220- 1, 223
Kearney, Denis, 129, 135, 226, 238,
262-3
Kingston, Charles, 189, 192-3, 265
Knights of St Crispin, 127-8
‘Know-Nothing’ movement, 63, 116,
118, 263
Kwantung (province in south China),
10, 53-9; see also Cantonese
Lambing F'lat, 82-5, 101-3
Lane, W illiam, 188, 249, 250
Lang, John Dunmore, 88-9, 103, 108,
121
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Index
Laundries, Chinese, 128, 131, 138, 1412, 216
Leasehold, restrictions on, 180
Leprosy, 78, 81, 83, 89, 102, 112, 1713, 234, 241-3
Liberal hum anitarians, 105-6, 175-6,
206-8, 211, 231-4, 248-75
Lineage, see Family system
Little, Kenneth, 6
Louis Ah Money, 222
Lowe Kong Meng, 219, 222, 231, 258
Lowe, Robert, 45, 50
Loyalists, American, 38
Lucas, John, 82, 84-5, 101, 109

8; Australia, 86, 92, 173, 186-7, 174,
198; New Zealand, 208
Negroes: American, 6, 109, 111, 227;
Oceanic, 13-14
New South Wales: background, 29;
Chinese in (1850-60s) 71, 76-89, 99,
101, 125, (1870-81) 147, 164, 168-74,
(1882-88) 230fT.; see also Australia
New Zealand, ix, 15-25, 35-8; Chinese
in, 92-6, 125, 199-275
N orthern T erritory, 29, 51, 152-3;
Chinese in, 152-3, 162-6, 170-1, 183-4,
192, 2151L; see also Australia; South
Australia

Macao, 53
Macdonald, Sir John, 136-8, 231
M ctlwraith, Sir John, 165, 169, 177-9,
193, 236
Mackay, John, 39, 42, 49
Macrossan, John Murtagh, 178-9, 181-2,
189, 193, 230
Magarey, William, 76, 106, 114, 164
Malays, vii, 14, 146, 154, 162, 253
Malaysia, vii, 11-14
Manchu dynasty, 10, 57
Market gardeners, Chinese, 88, 142,
147, 172, 180, 211, 215-16, 221-4
Maoris, 15, 30, 199, 204, 212
Marx, Karl, 5
M auritius, 39, 41, 45, 150
Mein, C. S„ 160-1, 267
Miller, S. C., 116
Miners Protection League, 82, 85
Mining,
restrictions
on
Asiatics:
America, 62, 65; Australia (185060s) 70, 83, 89, (1870-80s) 157, 17980, 182-3, 196-7, 274
Morton, Senator, 239
Murray, Chief Justice Hugh C., 63,
115, 118

O’Doherty, Mr, 149-50, 251
Opium, 102, 129, 141-2, 165, 206, 21819, 242-3
Opium W ar (1838-42), 60
Oregon, 67, 131-3, 140-1
Otago (N.Z.) , 33-6, 93-6, 116, 200
Ottawa, see Canada

Namhoi, 53; see also Sam Yap
Naturalisation: U.S.A., 63,65, 125, 127-
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Pacific, white countries of: common
feelings and interchange, 37-8
Pacific Islanders, 4, 44-5, 49, 148-50,
161, 177, 18UL, 245, 253
Pacific Islanders’ Protection Act, U.K.,
149
Palmer River goldfields, 156
Park, Robert, 5
Parkes, Henry: anti-convictism, 40; on
Eurasians (1830s), 43; on Chinese
coolies, 47; on Chinese gold-diggers,
79, 83, 89, 104, 106, 158; on Chinese
women, 108; on Chinese immigrants
(1870-80s), 6, 164-5, 189-90, 192,
194IT., 211, 233, 265, 268, 272; racial
views, 11, 115, 117-18, 230, 236, 253,
256-7
Parsons, John Langdon, 170, 188, 256,
265
Peru, 45
Philippines, vii, 11, 13-14, 100, 186

Index
Paldington, W illiam, 83, 86, 80, 106,
111, 172
Playford, Thomas, 189, 192-3, 230, 265
Plunkett, Sir John, 109 114-15, 121,
262
Pluralism, 259-61
Poll tax, see Entry tax
Pollen, Dr D„ 206, 212-13
Polynesians, 15
Polynesian Labour Act, Queensland
(1868), 149, 251
Port Essington, 51-2
Property, restrictions on owning, 172
Prostitutes, 107, 129-30, 142-3, 217,
242-3
Punyui, 53; see also Sam Yap
Q uarantine, 172-3, 188, 193, 224, 241
Queensland: background, 29; Chinese
(1850 60s) 90-2,99,125, (1870s) 15662, (1880s) 168-9, 177, 202, 230IT.;
coloured labour in tropics, 147-51,
157-62, 165, 169, 181-2; see also
Australia
Quong T art, 217-25, 231, 259
Q uota entry of Asiatics, 206, 239
Race relations: general, vii-x, 3-8; anti
pathy, 50, 171, 246-54; ‘black’, 8;
class, see economic factors; conquest,
fear of, 100, 160, 183, 206, 235-7;
‘contam ination’, racial, ix, 108-9,
127-8, 246-8; cultural differences, 812, 102ff., 260-71; demagogy, 115, 2634; discrimination, x, 7, 233-4, see also
Discriminatory laws; economic fac
tors, 48-9, 116-17, 226-30; ‘homo
geneity’, 50, 83, 106 171-2, 256-9;
‘inferior’ races, ix, 42, 52, 62, 87-9,
109-11, 202, 246-54; interm arriage,
ix, 42, 108-9, 144, 202, 249-50;
‘mongrelisation’, 109, 249-50, see
also ‘contam ination’, interm arriage;
num bers in, 5, 99-102, 119, 126, 1301, 140, 159-60, 165-6, 170-1, 187, 206,

234-9; prejudice, 3-8, 109-15, 227-65;
scapegoat, 4, 52, 112-13, 261-3; ‘supe
rio r’ races, ix, 51, 109-11, 127, 246-54;
theories of, 3-7; vituperation, 113-14,
129, 137, 166, 175, 195, 242, 246;
violence, fear of, 85-7, 100-1, 267-9;
‘w hite’, vii, 8, 63, 250-2; ‘yellow’, 8;
see also Discriminatory laws; Restric
tive entry; Slavery
‘Racist’, ix, x, see also Race relations
Railways, Chinese and, 88, 127, 135-8,
141, 164, 192, 200
Ramsay, James Gordon, 184, 232, 238
Reeves, Richard, 201-4, 209, 238, 262,
267
Restrictive entry laws, 120, 190;
Canada, 136-9; New South Wales,
85-9, 168, 172-3, 195-8; New Zealand,
203ff.; Queensland, 158-63, 169, 181,
194; South Australia, 74-5, 170-1,
189, 192-3; Tasmania, 169-70, 184-5;
U.S.A., 62-5, 130-3; Victoria, 69-74,
168, 171-2, 194; W estern Australia,
182-3, 191
Reynolds, T., 152
Robe, see Guichen Bay
Robertson, Sir John, 79, 84, 89, 100,
108, 115, 117, 164, 230
Robson, John, 135, 251
Rocky River, 78, 81, 90, 101
Royal Commission on Chinese G am b
ling (1891), 217, 221, 223, 225
Sam Yap (‘three districts'), 11, 70-2,
142-3, 219-20
Sandmeyer, Elmer, 64, 116
San Francisco, see California
Scholefield, G. H., 16
Scott, H „ 167, 170, 184, 192, 243
Scott Act, U.S.A. (1888), 133, 271
Scottish abroad, 16-18
Seamen’s Strike (1878-9), 163-5, 227
Secret Societies (Tongs), 57, 83, 143,
201

Sedden, Richard, 199, 201-4, 208-13, 247
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Index
Sex ratio, 55-6, 107, 134, 140, 216
Shuntak, 53; see also Sam Yap
Shops, Chinese, 81, 147, 181, 215-16,
228
Sikhs, 12, 13
Singapore, 100, 152
Six Companies (Chung Wak Rung
Saw), 143-4
Skinner, G. W„ 59-60
Slavery, 30-2, 40, 49, 95, 103-4, 112,
149, 244-5
Smallpox, 171-3, 185, 188, 240-3
Solomon, V. L., 188
South Africa, ix, x
South Australia: background, 29;
Chinese (1850s) 71, 75-6, 99, 125,
(1880s) 170-1, 176-7, 183-4, 192-3,
230ff.; coloured labour in tropics, see
N orthern
Territory;
see
also
Australia
Stephen, Sir James, 35, 40, 49, 50
Stout, Robert, 201
Sumner, Senator, 128
Sunwei, 53, 143, 219; see also Sze Yap
Sun Yat-sen, 11
Swatow (town of North Kwantung),
10-11, 46-7
Sze Yap (‘four districts’), 11, 57, 70-2,
80, 143, 219-22
T aiping Rebellion, China (1840s), 11,
60-1
‘T artars’, 72, 78, 88, 100
Tasmania: background, 29; Chinese
in, 99, 125, 147, 169; restrictive
policy, 90, 168-70, 178, 184-5, 190-1;
sources, 20
Taylor, Bayard, 238
Te Ana, 210
Tennessee, 129
Teochiu (dialect of Swatow area,
Kwantung), 10-11, 46-8, 60, 70, 80-1,
120, 219
‘T hree districts’, see Sam Yap
Tingley, Senator, 61, 118

‘T it-for-tat’ in restrictive immigration,
176, 195-7, 233
Toishan, 53, 143, 219-20; see also Sze
Yap
Tongs, see Secret societies
Tonnage, as basis for Chinese restric
tion: Australia, 69, 71-5, 85, 89, 158,
168-73, 181-2, 185, 189-97; Canada,
138; New Zealand, 203ff.
Towns, Robert, 42, 46-7, 90, 148
T rade Union Congress, 145-6> 164, 180
Tropical areas, 51, 145-62, 181-4, 18894, 258
Tungkoon, 53, 220
Twofold Bay, 44-5
United States of America, ix, 18-22,
23-5, 64-6; 125-34, 139-44, 230fh; see
also California; W ashington, D.C.
Vice, Chinese, 84, 112, 171-3, 185, 201,
205, 241-3
Victoria (Australian state): background,
29; Chinese in (1850-60s) 68-73, 99,
101, 125, (1870-81) 168, 171-2, (18828) 187-8, 230ff.; see also Australia
Vigilance Committees, 62, 72, 93, 1012, 210, 268
Villages, Chinese m ining, 70, 81, 94,
104, 141-2, 215
Violence, anti-Chinese, 62, 72, 78, 82,
85, 128, 133, 156, 166, 210, 268-9
Vogel, Julius, 199, 200
Vote, Chinese right to: general, 274;
Australia, 74, 120, 125, 175-8, 233;
British Columbia, 136, 139; New
Zealand, 211-13
Wakefield, Edward Gibbon, 38
Wallis, Dr, 205
W ashington, D.C., control of California
Chinese, 36, 119, 129-34, 273-4
Washington State, 132-3, 140-1
Way Kec, 217, 220-1, 223
W entworth, W illiam Charles, 41, 77
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Index
West Coast (N.Z.) , 33, 36, 93, 200
Western Australia: background, 29;
Chinese in, 99, 154-5, 168-9, 178,
182-3, 230ff.; coloured labour in
tropics, 146, 153-4; Malays in, 154;
restrictive policy, 90, 168, 178, 182-3,
191-2; see also Australia
W hitaker, Sir Frederick, 206, 267
W hite Australia Policy, viii, 19; see
also Australia; Race relations

W illard, Myra, 186
Wives, Chinese, 55-6, 107-8, 134, 185,
191,’ 193-4, 216, 225, 270-1
Wong Guey, 216
W orkingmen’s Party, see Kearney,
Denis
World Council of Churches, ix
Yanping, 53; see also Sze Yap
Young, Rev. W illiam, 217, 224
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Dr Charles Price was b o rn and educated in A delaide, South A ustralia, and first
became interested in m igration and assim ilation w hen m eeting Germ ans, Italians
an d people of o th er natio n alities d u rin g the war. He took his D.Phil. at O xford,
w ith a review of M altese em igration, and in 1952 re tu rn e d to A ustralia to
specialise in m ig ratio n work—historical, dem ographic and sociological—and has
published several books and n um erous articles on it. H e takes a practical interest
in m igration an d lias for m any years worked for the Good N eighbour Council,
th e Im m igration Advisory C ouncil, the R efugee and M igration C om m ittees of
the W orld C ouncil and A u stralian C ouncil of Churches. D r Price is now P ro 
fessorial Fellow in the D e p artm en t of D em ography at the A ustralian N ational
U niversity.
D r Price is the a u th o r of Germ an Settlers in South Australia (M elbourne,
1945), Malta and the Maltese (M elbourne, 1954), Southern Europeans in Australia
(M elbourne, 1963) and Jewish Settlers in Australia (C anberra, 1964).

SI
Designed by A N U Graphic Design Unit
Text set in 10 point Linotype Baskerville 2 point leaded
and p rinted on 85 gsm Semi M a tt
at The Griffin Press, Netley, South Australia

Dr Charles Price was born and educated
in Adelaide, South Australia, and first
became interested in migration and
assimilation when meeting Germans,
Italians and people of other nationalities
during the war. He took his D.Phil. at
Oxford, with a review of Maltese emigra
tion, and in 1952 returned to Australia to
specialise in migration work—historical,
demographic and sociological—and has
published several books and numerous
articles on it. He takes a practical interest
in migration and has for many years worked
for the Good Neighbour Council, the
Immigration Advisory Council, the Refugee
and Migration Committees of the World
Council and Australian Council of Churches.
Dr Price is now Professorial Fellow in the
Department of Demography at the Aus
tralian National University.
Dr Price is the author of German Settlers in
South Australia (Melbourne, 1945), Malta
and the Maltese (Melbourne, 1954), Southern
Europeans in Australia (Melbourne, 1963)
and Jewish Settlers in Australia (Canberra,
1964).
Jacket designed by
ANU Graphic Design/Adrian Young
Printed in Australia

