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Any study of Fiji's colonial monetary system faces a serious 
methodological problem. As a British colony, its general economic 
environment ought to have been, on a priori grounds, similar to that of 
other colonies . Thus i t would be methodologically unsound to analyse Fiji's 
colonia l monet ar y experiences without reference to the general British 
colonial monetary experience. However, two difficulties present themselves 
in t he case of Fiji. Firstly, Fiji's colonial monetary experience on the 
surface would not seem to fit the typical British colonial monetary 
exper ience. Secondly, the accepted theory of colonial monetary systems 
itself would seem to be open to serious question: the internal 
incons i stencies of the accepted theory; the discrepancies posed by Fiji's 
experience might be generalised to other colonies; and a methodological 
failure to situate colonial monetary systems within the context of the 
evolution of the wider imperial monetary and economic systems. 

The apparent inadequacy of the orthodox account of the colonial 
monetary system is currently under investigation by the author (1). This 
s tud y of Fiji, however, serves firstly to outline in what fundamental 
aspects Fiji's monetary experience did reflect the experience of British 
col onial monetary systems in general and secondly, to pinpoint the 
discrepancies in Fiji's currency system which may be indicators of possible 
weaknesses in the orthodox theory based on studies of older systems such as 
t he West African Currency Board. 

Thirdly, cur discussion of the Fiji experience raises for further 
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investigation possible links between imperial currency and monetary 
policies in colonies , imperial interes ts in general, and the resulting 
monetar y and financial underdevelopment of the colonies. It seems that 
imperial policies towards currency reserves were also matched by similar 
policies t owards most other liquid reserves of the colonies. Imperial 
authorities generally ensured that virtually all other public accumulations 
of capital reserves, such as general Colonial Government cash balances, 
special " reserves", savings banks funds, pension funds, commodity 
s tabilisation funds and numerous other ad hoc reserves were invested in 
London rather than in the domestic colonial economies. The latter 
phenomenon must naturally raise another possibility worth further 
investigation, that colonial monetar y s ystems rather than serving purely 
colonial monetar y needs, were e xplicitly or implicitly part of wider 
imperial monetar y policies. Given that much of what we will discuss here 
were the specific results of the use of formal imperial power, there would 
seem to be some relevance also to the broader theories of imperialism, 
colonialism and underdevelopment. 

We divide this paper into four parts. Part 1 explains the currency 
board system (which was the usual form taken by British colonial monetary 
systems in the twentieth century), its criticisms, and the accepted theory 
of its evolution. Part 2 delves into the anomalous aspects of Fiji's 
currency s ystem, and especially the discrepancies regarding the elimination 
of private bank notes, formation and elimination of gold reserves, forced 
circulation of British silver tokens, irrelevance of coinage gurantee funds 
and 110% note gurantee sterling reserves. Part 3 outlines the formulation 
of imperial policy which led to the e xport to London of colonial savings, 
government cash balances and other reserves. Part 4 then dis cuss es the 
patterns of disposition of Fiji's funds in London and particularly the 
discouragement of colonial borrowing and issues in London, as well as 
preventing the issue of securities in Fiji. The resulting asymmetrical 
relation between Fiji and the London money market mus t obviously have 
implications for Fiji's development and underdevelopment based on 
government borrowing. Throughout this paper, the term "development" is used 
purely in terms of "capitalist" development. We do not address another 
critical issue, which is whether capitalis t development necessarily i mplies 
or would have implied the optimal human development of the bulk of Fiji's 
inhabitants. 

PART 1 : THE CURRENCY BOARD SYSTEM AND COLONIAL UNDERDEVELOPMENT 

There i s now a subs tantial literature on Britis h colonial monetary 
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systems. The general analyses and debates may be traced through Drake 
( 1980), Bolnick (1975), Hazlewood (December 1954), Greaves (1954, 1953) , 
Shannon (1951), Exter (1949), Caine (1948-49), Chalmers (1893), and 
Pennington (1848). There are also several streams of works with more 
regional or territorial focus: on Africa, the student will find Dnoh 
(1982), Letiche (1974), Newlyn (1967), Newlyn and Rowan (1954). Mars 1948), 
and Keynes (1913b); on West Indies, Thomas (1962) and "Analyst" (1953); on 
South East Asia: Rudner (1975), Drake (1969), Balogh (1959), Caine (1958), 
Wilson (1957), King (1957); on India, although not usually analysed within 
the context of colonial monetary systems, there is the well-known work of 
Keynes (1913a). 

There also exists a substantial literature (McKinnon:1973; Shaw:1973; 
Goldsmith:1969) which convincingly argues that capitalist development may 
be substantially accelerated by the provision of an elastic money supply, 
and more generally a widening and deepening of local money and financial 
markets. However, it is now generally acknowledged that the currency board 
system was not conducive to development, and more strongly that its logic 
necessarily imparted a deflationary bias to the economy (Drake, 1980:96). 
One aspect of the argument may be gathered from very elementary monetary 
theory. 

Modern monetary economics usually begins with a discussion of what 
exactly constitutes money. Usually there is an abstract historical account 
of the origins of money in commodities like gold, silver, or cattle, with 
economic progression to the idea that for a national economy, a piece of 
paper representing government or bank credit may serve equally well the 
basic functions of money, provided it has the confidence of the people. It 
is thus pointed out that the tying up of real resources in a currency, 
purely for local circulation, was a totally 
resources. Metropolitan economies put this 
practice in the early nineteenth century (and 

unproductive use of scarce 
realisation into monetary 

earlier) through the use of 
fiduciary issues, cheques and credit money systems. Colonial economies, 
however, were burdened with monetary systems which tied up not just 
domestic real resources but valuable foreign exchange in the form of gold, 
silver and sterling for each unit of the local currency. To the extent that 
there was an excess over and above the minimum amounts necessary for those 
who wanted to convert local currency into foreign exchange, this was a 
waste of resources. 

The more specific deflationary aspects may be seen from 
perpectives argued from the early forties and fifties (Mars, 
"Analyst", Newlyn and Rowan). Firstly, the money supply was too 

several 
Exter, 

rigidly 
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linked to the balance of payments, with increases (either in cash or bank 
demand deposits) ultimately depending on the tendering of sterling assets 
in order t o obtain purely local currency. If the production of domestic 
goods (whether for the domestic or the export market) was not matched by 
balance of payments surpluses as a result of trading and/or capital flows, 
there was likely to be a deflationary drag on demand. This was especially 
applicable for goods and services produced purely for domestic consumption. 

Secondly, the rigid rule to have a minimum 110% cover for the colonial 
currency was excessively restrictive. A very common observation was that it 
was absolutely unnecessary to have 110% backing for local currency, since 
it would be impossible for the entire local circuLation to be ever 
presented at the same time, for redemption into sterling. The latter could 
only happen if the domestic economy completely stopped using the colonial 
money (Mars, Newlyn and Rowan). All that was really necessary was perhaps 
something less than 50% of the local circulation, wHh the exact figure 
based on historical experience of currency fluctuations. Thus it is thught 
that least 50% of the sterling currency reserves were unnecessarily tied up 
(Mars, Newlyn and Rowan). 

Thirdly , there was the general criticism that lack of discretionary 
elasticity in the money supply meant that colonies could not use monetary 
policy for other objectives such as income stabilisation in the event of 
irregular export incomes (Mars, Newylyn and Rowan). Associated with this 
was the related fourth criticism that the absence of an overall monetary 
authority also prevented monetary policies from being used in an overall 
development strategy for the colonies (Mars, Hazlewood). 

More radical criticisms emerged from the World War II and post-World 
War II debates (with Greaves (2) and Caine (3) being key defenders of 
British policy) about the nature of the colonial monetary system. It was 
complained that even as late as th~ end of the 1950s, the Imperial 
authorities were still opposing progressive developments such as the 
establishment of central banks, issuing of local securities, and the 
reduction of sterling cover. Conversely, imperial experts like Caine 
attempted to impose a more thorough conservative orthodoxy on the colonies 
(Balogh). It was pointed out that while colonies were allegedly in need of 
foreign capital, the authorities were implicitly and explicitly exporting 
colonial funds to London (Hazlewood). In the immediate post-war period, 
when even non-colonies were large borrowers on the London Money market, 
colonies could neither borrow nor draw down their own substantial funds 
deposited in London by imperial decree. 
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However, despite the acknowledgement of the validity of these 
sUbstantial criticisms as early as in the 1940s, the Currency Board system 
continued to exist (and exercise its deflationary tendencies) in many 
colonies (like Fiji) For another quarter of a century. Given the 
significant economic changes which can occur within two decades, the 
continuation of a deflationary currency board system must be seen as one 
element contributing to colonial underdevelopment and needs to be 
explained. More importantly, what also needs explanation is how the 
deflationary system came into being in the first place. The Accepted Theory 
of the Evolution of the Currency Board System 

When one searches the literature for an explanation as to how and why 
this deflationary monetary system came into being and managed to exist for 
more than half a century, we find a view with Rostovian "stages" implying a 
progressive "modernising" development (see for instance Letiche, 1974: pp 
1 B6-7) . In the first stage, there existed a diversity of local media of 
exchange, locally available and appealing to the taste and convenience of 
the population. Then came a second stage of consolidation with a single 
unit and monetary standard being established, followed by a third with 
private and government banknotes gradually displacing coins and being 
convertible into local legal tender. In the fourth stage the notes became 
convertible into sterling in London and lastly, the colonial territories 
achieve political independence and establish their own central banks. This 
description might on the surface seem quite apt for the evolution of Fiji's 
currency system. 

Yet the simplistic and largely ahistorical rationalisations of the 
"stages theory" (as in Onoh (1982) or Fieldhouse (1981)) are unable to 
explain the fundamental contradiction that a "modernising" economic process 
actually gave rise to a monetary system tending to suppress normal (4) 
capitalist development. Existing explanations for the specific changes 
which occurred may be seriously questioned on internal grounds while many 
accounts simply miss out or gloss over some crucial changes which occurred 

and which need explanation. 

It is useful therefore to list the usual explanations for the creation 
and evolution of the currency board system which, in our view, must be 
addressed by an alternative analysis. The general consensus is that while 
colonies throughout the British Empire evolved a number of seemingly 
different monetary systems, in essence, they had a number of key common 
features which we might call "stylised" facts or propositions: 

1. While elements of the currency board system may have been drawn from 
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2. 

India and the Straits Settlements, the formal system was the result 
of the findings of the 1899 Barbour and 1912 Emmott Committees of 
Inquiry into the monetary needs of British Colonial West Africa. 

The introduction of colonial currencies was synonymous 
substituting a "modern" currency for "primitive" currencies. 
elimination of non-British internationally accepted currencies 
the Spanish or American dollars) do not receive much attention. 

with 
The 

(like 

3. Local colonial currencies were created because the imperial 
authori ties wanted the colonies to receive the seignorage profits 
involved. 

4. Colonial currency systems, where satisfying regions, recognised the 
principle of "currency areas" (rupee area, shilling area, HK dollar 
area) within yet distinct from the British system proper. 

S. The replaced currencies did not have the following desired qualities 
possessed by the introduced modern currency: portability, 
divisibili ty, acceptabili ty, cognizabili ty, homogenei ty, 
indestructability; nor were they as "efficient11 as the introduced 
colonial currencies in ful filling the necessary and accepted 
"functions of money": medium of exchange, measl!Jre of value, means of 
deferred payment, and store of value. 

6. While the modern currency initially introduced was British silver 
tokens (but not sovereigns or British paper currency), the authorities 
could not allow colonies to continue using British silver. It was 
alleged that they British silver tokens might flood back into Britain 
and cause depreciation of British money since Britain did not accept 
responsibility for the redemption of British tokens. 

7. Therefore, with the establishment of currency boards, the British 
silver was replaced by distinct, localised colonial currencies which 
were also based upon silver token coins, allegedly to satisfy the 
local colonial conditions and needs. 

8. The colonies however could not initially have note issues because the 
colonial peoples were deemed not sophisticated enough to use a 
destructible paper currency and needed to have a metallic currency. 

9. The local "convertibility" of colonial currencies into Silver rather 
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than gold (in periods when sterling and other world currencies were 

convertible into gold) was due to the suitability of and historical 
preference for the lower value metal in the poorer, low per capita 
economies of British colonial Africa, Asia and the Carribean. 

10. Colonial currencies then needed to be backed at least 110% by sterling 
reserves in order to maintain the confidence in, and par value of, the 
co~onial currency. These reserves were not allowed to be held in the 
colonies but in London as gold, sterling deposits and sterling 
securities, in the form of Note Gurantee Funds, Coin Gurantee Funds, 
Depreciation Funds, Gold Standard Reserves and Currency Exchange 
Funds. 

11 • The 10% (sometimes up to 20%) margin over 100%, in addition to the 
Depreciation Funds, were to allow for capital losses (realised or 
unrealised) on the sterling securities held in the other currency 
reserves. 

12. Investment of currency reserves in London was justified on the grounds 
of greater security and liquidity of the funds, and their ability to 
earn interest income. Yet the largest proportion of the sterling 
securities came to be those of the British Government, other British 
institutions and the white settler Dominions, with insignificant 
proportions belonging to colonies. The proportions in colonial 
securities even declined after the mid-1930s at a time when 
theoretically securities could have been issued in the colonies. 

13. While the original intention had been to create a "managed" system 
like the gold exchange standard, what actually evolved in the colonial 
experience (supposedly without any conscious explicit policies), was a 
ster ling exchange standard and given their absolute convertibility, 
the colonial currencies were really pounds sterling by other names. 

14. While the discretionary powers over the issue of money supply could 
not be safely left in the hands of colonial governments, central banks 
or private issuing banks, the ultimate liability for the redemption of 
colonial currency lay on colonial revenues. 

15. The control over the colonial currency system lay, through the 
colonial Currency Commissioners and the London Crown Agents, with 
the Secretary of State for Colonies (and not with the Bank of England 
or the British Treasury). 
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Many of the above features raise intriguing questions in addition to 
the criticisms we have already outlined. With one British Empire and with 
colonies completely subject to imperial authorities, why not simply use the 
money of the efTllire, the pound sterling and Bank of England or Treasury 
notes? why did the British authorities not redeem British silver since, 
economically speaking, colonial possessors would have tendered the 
equivalent in world market value ? Why replace British silver, which was 
internationally acceptable, with a colonial currency which would have had 
limited circulation beyond the colonial boundaries? Why not use Australian 
or NZ currency in colonies like Fiji, if the currency area concept was to 
be meaningful? What precisely was meant by having currencies "convertible" 
into silver coins which were not accepted internationally ? Why invest 
currency reserves abroad when colonies were supposedly in urgent need of 
foreign capital ? Why invest in sterling and London when independent 
Dominions like Australia were moving from sterling (Strange) to dollars, 
especially after the early 1930s ? 

Given the negative implications for capitalist development, of many of 
the features above, other questions logically arise. Did the deflationary 
monetary system imposed by imperial authorities engender conflicts with 
existing and/or nascent capitalist forces ? Were there conflicts between 
the monetary system and those in the colonies (including colonial 
government officials) who were likely to foster capitalist development? If 
these conflicts did exist, when, where and what was the precise nature of 
the conflicts? How and by whom were they resolved and in whose interests? 
It would seem that the answers to these questions about the colonial 
monetary system, must give us more information about the 
colonialism, imperialism, and the whol.e process of 
underdevelopment in the colonial period about which 
substantial debate (Warren) . 

PART 2 : PECULIARITIES IN FIJI'S CURRENCY SYSTEM 

Currency Till 1911 and Rejection of British Bank Notes 

precise nature of 
development and 
there is still 

The Governor's Proclamation of 13 October 1874, confirmed by Fiji 
Ordinance No.1 of 1875 so far as was not inconsistent with any Law or 
Proclamation made for Fiji, adopted the Laws, Acts and Statutes of the New 
South Wales Colony for Fiji also. Hence the currency from that date became 
sterling as legal tender, with a 40s limit of silver. A Proclamation in 16 
October 1 B75 made foreign silver coins receivable only until 31 December 
1875 by the Colonial Government. The Proclamation also denominated the US 
dollar at 42 pence sterling which severely underrated the US dollar. Other 
foreign currencies were similarly underrated and thus, in keeping with 
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"Gresham' 5 Law", soon passed out of circulation and left the field to 
British silver. The Fiji experience in this respect was no different from 
other colonies where all non-British currencies were similarly eliminated 
by deliberate undervaluation, despite their general acceptance by the local 
population (see Butlin:146-174 for the Australian experience). In 1BB1, 
however, it was held that the currency of Fiji was technically unregulated 
in law and Fiji was brought under the British Coinage Act 1 B7o, by a 
Proclamation of 29 November 1BB1. The Cape and Natal colonies had also been 
subject to this Act. This then meant that the metallic (but apparently not 
other) currency of Fiji was put on the same basis as that of United 
Kingdom, and a limit of 40s was set to the tender of British silver. 

In 1911 Fiji authorities sought clarification from the Colonial Office 
as to what actually constituted legal tender in Fiji. _The response from 
the Colonial Office was that that, as the Coinage Act 1870 had by an Order 
in Council of 28th November 19B1 been applied to Fiji, legal tender in the 
Colony was the same as in United Kingdom (5). But just 'prior to World War 
I, when a notice in the Fiji Royal Gazette was interpreted by the Bank of 
New South Wales to mean that Bank of England notes were also legal tender 
in Fiji, the London authorities claimed that th~ Coinage Act 1870 had been 
misread and that Bank of England notes were not legal tender outside 
England and Wales (6). They quoted as precedence the example of the British 
West Indian colony of St Lucia where an attempt to make Bank of England 
notes legal tender (through an 1888 Ordinance) had been disallowed ~ by the 
London authorities (7). 

Thus Fiji's currency system, even before the advent of the Fiji 
colonial notes, also illustrated the the imperial authorities' consistent 
refusal to allow the circulation of full British currency . Colonial 
currencies were not simply pounds sterling by other names. It must be kept 
in mind that while Britain was legally bound to redeem the Bank of England 
notes in gold (When sterling was convertible into gold), it was NOT bound 
to redeem British sterling silver tokens, even if these had been imposed on 
colonies in payment for internationally saleable goods and services. We 
indicate below in our detailed discussion of the British silver issue that 
this was not just a theoretical issue without practical application. 

Elimination of Private Australasian Bank Notes 

Unlike SDr,le other British colonies, Fiji did begin with a possibility 
that Australasian bunks might provide the kind of elasticity in the supply 
of money enjoyed by Australian and New Zealand economies. One metl"lod was by 
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allowing the issue of paper notes which were backed only one third by 901Li 
and the remainder by government securities. This pLJssibility was 
effectively nipped in the bud by the system of government note issue 
imposed before World War I on Fiji. The following section outlines the 
contradictory manner in which the imperial authorities eliminated the 
private bank notes, prevented the creation of a government note system 
modelled on elastic systems in the West Indies, and established the rigid 
currency board type paper notes system whereby each Fiji paper pound had to 
be backed by more than an equivalent (actually 110%) gold and sterling 
reserves in London. In addition, more than the one half of the London 
reserves were required to be in coin rather than in securities which would 
have earned greater income, a supposed imperial objective. 

Up to 1911 the two major banks, the Bank of New Zealand and the Bank 
of New South Wales, both had their private bank notes circulating in the 
Colony, without any Government or Legislative sanction or supervision. When 
the colonial authorities observed that the circulation of these notes was 
increasing, they argued that representations had been made to them that the 
banks were endeavouring to force the receipt of their notes on customers 
instead of paying them in gold (8). The Governor pointed out that with the 
issue of notes by the Commonwealth Bank of Australia and the withdrawal of 
notes issued by the other banks, it was probable that the New South Wales 
branch bank in Fiji might desire to further extend their bank note issue 
and withdraw gold. The Banks had also proposed to the Colonial Government, 
firstly, that their coin holdings should be some fraction of their note 
issue, and secondly that their notes be made legal tender. The former 
might naturally provide for an expansion of the money supply if the 
proportion was less than 100%, and the latter encourage their greater 
acceptance and circulation in Fiji. 

The Governor informed the Secretary of State that the advice of his 
Executive Council in Fiji was against the Banks' proposals on the grounds 
that they would be (9) 

undesirable in this Colony, with a large native and East Indian 
popUlation, the Native being averse to accepting bank notes in 
place of gold or silver, and if the notes issued by the local banks 
are recognised to be -legal tender, gold will disappear from local 
currency. 

He inquired if legal tender could be taken to be the same as that for 
Britain. Advising also that there seemed to be an abnormal withdrawal of 
gold by the Indians for purposes of jewellery, he asked if defacing coins 
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could be made illegal, as had been done in Trinidad. He enclosed a draft 
bill for a possible paper money system, along the lines of the Trinidad 
Ordinance No 243. 

The Colonial Office referred the query to the British Treasury which 
agreed that the issue of bank notes should be regulated and that the draft 
Bill along the lines of the Trinidad Ordinance was suitable. However, it 
noted that the banks in Fiji seemed to be under the impression that they 
came under a section of the Bill which did away with special reserves for 
the note issues. The Treasury advised that this section of the Trinidad 
Ordinance had been framed to meet the special case of a Canadian Bank in 
Trinidad. In the Canadian Bank Acts, according to the Treasury, the note 
issue of a Canadian Bank in any British possession outside Canada was 
counted as part of the total note circulation. Thus it was unnecessary to 
require any special and additional security for their note issue in a Crown 
Colony. As far as the Treasury was aware, there were no such analagous 
provisions governing the Bank of New Zealand and Bank of New South Wales, 
hence they could not be exempted from providing special security for their 
notes. 

The banks in Fiji however saw the reserve conditions required by the 
London authorities as quite irrational. If they were required to deposit 
gold against their respective note issue, then there could be no object in 
continuing the note circulation since it would be better to issue gold 
instead and have the entire currency upon a metallic basis. Like other 
monetary sytems, such as those of Britain and France, the Australasian 
banks were naturally seeing the note issue as a means of economising on 
gold and expanding the money supply with the gold reserves merely as a base 
for multiple expansion. The Treasury however claimed that the banks had 
misread the situation: Section 4(1) of the draft bill provided that the 
Bank Notes Reserve Funds should consist not of gold exclusively, but of 
coin being legal tender in the Colony or of authorised investments. The 
Treasury advised that should the adoption of the provision result in the 
Banks withdrawing their notes and inconveniencing the public, the Fiji 
Government ought to establish a Government note issue which would be made 
to follow "proper colonial practice. 

The Treasury emphatically opposed legislation incorporating the 
reserve requirements of the West Indian Note Issue Ordinance claiming that 
it would establish vested interests and privileges which would militate 
against sounder legislation. The Treasury Lords strongly opposed the Bank 
of New South Wales proposal that they be allowed to issue notes backed only 
a third by coin claiming that "this would provide a security of an 
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altogethe r illusor y charact er" (10 ). Practice which was found to be 
generally acceptable in Canadian, Austr ali an, New Zealand and even British 
banking , was not to be permitted in t he col onies , allegedly on t he grounds 
of colonial note safet y. For Fi j i, the Treasury suggested that no 
legislation should be i ntroduced but should the private notes show s igns of 
such expansion as to indicate any subs t antial popular demand for paper 
currency, steps should be taken for i ntroduci ng a Government Paper i ssue . 

In f act the Treasury quickly moved to eli minate the privat e bank notes 
(11 ) . The Treasury Lords agreed to allow the small quanti ties of notes of 
the Bank of New Zealand and New South Wales al ready in circula t ion to 
conti nue t o circulat e for the convenience of the mercantile community but 

i nstructed that the notes (12) 

should not, however, be accepted at the Treasury or at the Post 
Of fice and if this course is followed it i s probable t hat the 
circulation wi ll be i n the main confined to the pr incipal trading 
centres and will be easy to deal with when the time arr ives f or the 
establishment of a recognised paper currency. 

By the September of the next year, implementation of the Treasury' s 
directives resulted in the inevitable difficulties in the Colony. 

While notes of the Bank of New Zealand and Bank of New South Wales 
still circulated, their volume was drastically reduced by about a half 
since their acceptance was prohibited at the local Treasury and Pos t Office 
a year previously (13). The colonial authorities had stipulated that 
cheques would not be received by goverment officers (except at their own 
personal risk) unless they were guaranteed by the banks. The banks were in 
turn charging for guaranteeing the cheques, which lowered their use s i nce 
firms either objected to the charges or considered that it reflected 
discredit on them. The consequence was that they withdrew gol d fr om the 
banks in order to make payments to government offices. There now existed 
some difficulty in transmitting money from one part of the Colony to 
another, a function which had easily been accomplished previ ously with 
either bank notes or cheques. 

It was now pointed out by the Governor of Fi ji that this was all a 
waste of time, energy and money, increasing at the s ame time, the amount of 
gold required for circulating purposes. The costs of making payments were 
significantly increased. Recording that the annual amount of gold coins 
imported into the Colony had increased from £13,000 in 1904 to £103,000 in 
1911. with an average annual importation over that period of £46,000, the 
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Governor stated that this was more than what was required for circulation. 
With about £10,000 being taken out of the Colony by returning indentured 
labourers, and about the same amount going into ornaments, it was thought 
that the remainder was probably being buried in the ground by the East 
Indians (14) 

The latter practice is encouraged by the lack of banking facilities 
and to the disinclination on the part of the East Indians to part 
with their savings, even for investment. It will be many years 
before ordinary banking facilities are afforded in many of the out 
districts. I hope, however, that branches of the Government Savings 
Bank will before long be established in many of the centres and 
that the establishment will assist in stopping the withdrawal of 
coin from circulation. The practice is unsound from all points of 
view and helps to retard the development of the Colony. 

The primary concern now seemed to be that gold coins were being withdrawn 
from those portions of the colonial economy subject to banking and official 
control. As in India, West Africa and other parts of the British Colonial 
Empire, this very rational behaviour by holders of money attempting to 
ensure savings in the best possible medium available to them (gold bullion 
or jewellery), was seen as an undesirable exercise by authorities who 
failed to provide any better alternative methods of saving.05). 

Establishment of an Inelastic Government Note System 

Having made the circulation of private bank notes difficult, the 
authorities now presented overwhelming arguments for recreating a note 
issue. The same arguments could have been equally applied for the 
continuation of private bank notes, except that there were more stringent 
reserve conditions now attached to the government notes. The positive 
effects of a legal tender note issue were listed by the Governor: they 
would limit the circulation of coin, replace cheques by notes, save the 
cost of remitting coin to and from Suva and bring buried coin into 
profitable use, as Indians would probably no longer bury notes. The 
Governor now suggested that notes should be redeemable only at the Treasury 
in Suva so as to force rlOtes into circulation. It was thought that the cost 
of the note issue would be slight and more than offset by the interest on 
the difference between the amount of notes issued and the gold reserve for 
redemption; in the Commonwealth of Australia, the gold reserve was only one 
third of the note issue. 
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Internal Colonial Office minutes pointed out that the only income 
would come from the interest on the invested portion of the reserve. Yet it 
was advised Fiji should not be allowed to follow the Australian example of 
investing three quarters of the reserve but should hold a coinage reserve 
of at least two-thirds as in the Straits and Jamaica orders. The Colonial 
Office then consulted the Treasury, suggesting that they should not 
sanction so low a gold reserve as that allowed in Australia but would 
forward to the Governor, the Jamaica Currency Note Law (no.27 of 1904) and 
the draft Straits Settlements Currency Notes Ordinance (which was under 
Treasury condsideration) as models for the legislation which would be 
required. 

The Treasury agreed that Fiji should not have the same conditions for 
note issue as were being followed by the Commonwealth of Australia. Rather, 
the Treasury Lords were (16) 

of the opinion that, in accordance with the principles laid down in 
Sir Francis Mowatt's letter of the 21st September 1894, the issue 
should be secured to the extent of two thirds in the first instance 
in coin as in the Falklands Islands case, the remaining one third 
of the reserve being invested in sterling securities. 

They suggested that the instruments governing the Falklands Islands note 
issue would be the most suitable models for the contemplated legislation 
(except that a local Ordinance would probably be required and not an Order 
in Council). Interestingly, the Treasury advised that the draft Straits 
Settlement Currency Note Ordinance appeared to them to be a somewhat 
unnecessarily complicated model for Fiji. It may be relevant to investigate 

the source of this "complexity. 

Although an internal Colonial Office minute pointed out that the 
Treasury did not refer to the fact that the coin reserve in the Falklands 
Islands had been reduced to one half (this correspondingly increased the 
proportion invested), the Secretary of State informed Fiji that he was 
prepared to approve the proposals for the note issue but that he could not 

(17 ) 
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sanction so low a gold reserve as is allowed in the Commonwealth of 
Australia but, as in other Crown Colonies, the issue of notes would 
require in the first instance to be secured to the extent of 
two-thirds in coin, the remaining one-third being invested in such 
securities as the Secretary of State may approve. 



He enclosed for guidance the necessary copies of the Jamaica Currency 
Ordinance Note Law 1904 and the Falklands Islands Currency Note Order in 

Council 1899. 

The above correspondence i ndicates that currency reserve policies for 
colonies were being articulated well before the Emmot t Committee of 1912 
and well before the Barbour Committee of 1899. Mowatt's directive of 1B94 
in fact came in the years immediately following the 1891 Barings crisis and 
the 1893 US crisis, when the Imperial authorities had urgently needed· 
liquidi ty in London in order to forestall a collapse of the London money 
market (19). Thus it seems that the essential components of the Fiji 
currency system had already been officially put into practice in the 
Falklands in 1899 and in Jamaica in 1904. 

The Irrelevance of Fiji's Gold Reserves 

One of the interesting features of analysis of colonial monetary 
systems has been that the logic used by imperial authorities in their 
establishment was seldom ever matched by the policies which changed the 
system independently of monetary and economic conditions in the colonies. 
Nowhere is this better illustrated than in the imperial treatment of the 
gold reserves with which colonial currencies were backed. The original 
imperial justification for forcing colonies to hold these reserves at 
great cost had allegedly been to maintain confidence in the colonial 
currency. Yet the history of these reserves shows that seldom were they 
used in the interests of the colonial currency itself. In Fiji the British 
Treasury and Colonial Office insisted from the beginning on Fiji notes 
being backed fully two-thirds (a few years later reduced to a half), by 
gold coin. Then, when British sterling formally went off the gold standard, 
coincidentally, there seemed no reason for the colonies to continue keeping 
the gold reserves. 

To some extent my analysis and conclusions on Fiji are incomplete 
because of the destruction, under statute, of some key files. However, 
inferences may be drawn from the evidence available. More importantly, 
oblique references indicate that economic historians might fruitfully 
research comparative areas in the larger colonial monetary systems (like 
Ceylon and the Straits Settlements), which were much more important to the 
London money markets and Imperial policy than Fiji. Imperial policies in 
this period towards gold must naturally be seen in the context of broader 
questions of Britain going on and off the gold standard, and British 
imperial manipulation of the gold reserves of her dependencies like India 
(Tomlinson; Cecco). 
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By 1931, through her colonial currency reserve policies, Fiji had 
accumulated in addition to sterling securities, some 88,000 gold sovereigns 
worth nominally £88,000 but more in sterling terms if bullion values at 
free market prices were taken into account. As seen by one expert, Fiji's 
currency system was then an anomaly amongst the British colonies in not 
being of the sterling exchange currency board type, but of a "semi-bullion" 
standard whereby the Fiji reserves (Clauson) 

were secured by a reserve held partly in gold and partly in 
sterling securities, and were originally redeemable not in sterling 
payable in London, but in legal tender coin- ie in gold. This method 
of redemption had, however, been in suspension since the last war, 
and the Fiji note issue was in the absurd position of being backed 
by considerably more than 100% of its face value in sterling, but 
being nevertheless for all practical purposes irredeemable". 

This anomaly was explained to the Colonial Office in 1931, in anott :3r 
Treasury memorandum which also pointed out another anomaly (19): 

The Fiji Currency Notes are, in theory, based on gold under 
Ordinance No.XXX of 1913 and ought to stand ut parity with 
ster ling. By Ordinance No. of 1922, however, power \:Jas taken to 
declare the notes inconvertible from time to time at the discretion 
of the Governor in Council, and they were also made redeemable in 
silver ••••• 

In early 1931 the Fiji colonial authorities also recognised that while 
their gold reserves were serving no useful purpose, they were worth much 
more than their nominal amounts and tried to raise some extra funds for 
colonial development by liquidating the gold. The colonial authorities 
proposed to London that they should be able to reduce the amount of gold 
coin in the coin reserve from 88,000 sovereigns to 20,000 (20) . "without 
affecting the ability of the Government to meet all normal demands for gold 
or silver coin". This would then release 68,000 sovereigns for investment 
purposes, whose interest would then become available for payment into the 

general revenue. 

The Colonial Office referred the matter to the Treasury while noting 
three considerations •. Firstly, while theoretically the gold had been there 
to redeeem Fiji notes, in practice it had not been used for that purpose 
because the export of gold was prohibited. Secondly, the Colonial Office 
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pointed out that if the 68,000 sovereigns were sent to London they would 
realise only £68,000 sterling whereas in United States, the same gold could 
be used to purchase some £85,500 in sterling because of the premium on 
gold there. Thirdly, the Colonial Office asked whether (21) 

the Treasury (had) any general views as to the propriety of 
Colonies selling their actual gold held on account ·of currency 
which is not convertible into gold? The Straits Settlement have 
about 400,000 sovereigns and Ceylon has a smaller amount- I think 
about 60,000. Is there any reason why they should not turn them 
into a larger mmber of pounds sterling and invest them?" 

Once more we find that while the Colonial Office, the Colonies and colonial 
currency policies were ostensibly independent of any other British 
Oepartments, reference had to be made to the Treasury for their views. 
Moreover, the evidence would seem to indicate that Tr8asury "advice" was 
efectively taken as instruction. 

At this point, the internal records become disjointed because of the 
destruction under statute of the relevant file. Treasury files show that 
the Treasury consulted the Bank of England (22). The Treasury agreed with 
the Colonial Office that the gold should be converted into sterling, but 
wondered whether they ought to wait until the "wor ld in general, and 
sterling in particular, had settled down to a normal st<lte of stability. 
The latter was agreed to by the Bank of England (23) and the view was then 
conveyed to the Colonial Office as some general Treasury decision in which 
it was agreed (24) "that gold reserves held by Colonial Currency Funds 
should eventually be converted into sterling wh8n conditions have settled 
down to a normal state of things. But the application of this decision to 
Fiji did not meet with complete agreement wi thin the Colonial Office. A 
minute (Chamberlain) suggested that the decision indicated some reversal of 
policy, but acknowledged the supremacy of the Treasury views (25): 

39 above cuts across action directed earlier... Waley (Treasury) 
gives no reasons. Gold may become a drug upon the market, whilst 
its price is very high now. However, we must be guided by Treasury 
on these matters .•. inform the Governor that whilst the Secretary 
of State agrees with his proposal, he considers that action should 
be delayed until the world exchange has again become stable. 

To this was added a minute by Clauson (dated 26/10/31) reluctantly 
conceding, "I suppose so, but it looks like missing a golden opportunity. 
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There was then apparently a conversation between the Colonial Office 
and Treasury without any verbatim record (26). It was agreed to leave the 
question of Ceylon and Straits Settlements gold sovereigns alone and to 
concentrate on converting Fiji's sovereigns at gold value with the proceeds 
to be invested into sterling. As a result of a meeting with the Treasury, 
the Secretary of State for Colonies (Vernon) recorded a minute which raises 
other possibilities concerning the expectations and objectives of the 

Treasury (27): 

I explained that I thought Fiji was in a rather different position 
from that of Ceylon and the Straits Settlements, and that I should 
not in any case like to record that the Treasury thought that if we 
kept the sovereigns a little longer they would fetch a great deal 
more in sterling. 

The Colonial Office was informed that the Treasury would not object to Fiji 
selling off 70,000 sovereigns (28.). . The gold could be sent to the Federal 
Reserve Bank in San Francisco to the account of the Bank of England which 
would buy the resulting dollars and pay over the sterling in London. 
However, it would seem that proceedings to sell off the gold were then 
halted by the London authorities. The Secretary of State informed the 
Governor of Fiji that the matter was now bound up with a new currency 
system for Fiji that was to be modeled on the Falklands basis, whose effect 
(29) "would be to alter the entire character of the currency notes 
circulating in the Colony and to make them legal tender in the same way as 
the notes of the Bank of Engaland are legal tender in this country, instead 
of their being merely promises to pay coin on demand". 

While the above would seem to ir:1dicate that the authorities were 
proposing an improvement to Fiji's currency, the Secretary of State was in 
fact proposing the replacement of gold convertibility by "convertibility" 
into inconvertible sterling, without any justification for this step 
arising from Fiji's currency or reserves position. The Secretry of State 
also pointed out to the Governor of Fiji that, though silver coin was legal 
tender in Fiji only up to forty shillings, the Commissioners were empowered 
to tender it to any amount in redemption of currency notes. This "anomaly" 
was supposedly another reason why changes were required. Below, we explain 
why the "anomaly" had to be created in the first place. We note also that 
the authorities had already made up their minds about the new currency 
systems for Fiji, well before the debates in Fiji itself. 

The Secretary of State advised the Governor of Fiji that in the new 
system, there would be no necessity for the Fiji ·Currency Commissioners to 
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hold any gold at all- not even as low as the 20,000 sovereigns then being 
contemplated. However, although the Bank of England was prepared to buy all 
the gold which Fiji had to sell, the plan to sell off Fiji's gold was 
shelved until 1933, when the Colonial Office raised the question again. The 
Treasury then recommended selling the gold to the Bank of England at the 
existing market price for bullion (30). The sUbstantial proceeds were used 
to build up yet another special reserve, kept in London. 

Imperial Contradictions in the use of British Silver Coins in Fiji 

Before the establishment of the currency board system in West Africa 
(and other colonies), the British authorities had eliminated all other 
currency and enforced British silver tokens, at unlimited legal tender. The 
currency board system thus replaced British silver coins by specifically 
local colonial silver tokens, also of unlimited legal tender. The 
justification by imperial decision-makers had been that there might at some 
stage be a flood of these British coins back into Britain, where there was 
allegedly no legal obligations on any authority in Britain, to redeem these 
into gold or sterling proper (NeWlyn and Rowan). 

While in British law this may have been technically correct, 
economically it was a false argument. The fundamental fact must remain that 
the eventual holders of British silver in the colonies must have tendered 
the gold or sterling equivalent in goods or services to the purchasers and 
original issuers of the British silver. Thus silver sterliny tokens in the 
colonies was economically the equivalent of sterling proper, except it was 
printed on more expensive material. In the same way as holders of Bank of 
England notes might have demanded gold at the time of sterling 
convertibility, or British goods and services, so also should holders of 
British silver have been entitled to demand to receive the equivalent in 
return. Yet the Imperial authorities who had in the first place been 
responsible for pushing BritiSh silver into the colonies, refused liability 

for their conversion. 

Fiji also shared similar experiences with British silver, but with 
important differences in timing. Firstly, although Fiji Government notes 
began to be issued from around World War I, it was not thought necessary to 
remove British silver coins from the Fiji economy. That in itself needs 
some explanation. In West Africa, one possible explanation for the 
elimination of British silver may have been that their exchange across the 
British colonial border into German, French, Belgian and other colonies, 
might, by making its way back to the British economy, have ultimately 
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placed pressure on sterling by competing European currencies . The 
elimination of British currency therefore prevented colonial purchases of 
goods of competing imperial powers. If that possibili ty has any substance, 
than the exception might have been made for Fiji because of its 
geographical isolation and the unlikelihood of silver coins in Fiji being 
transferred to competing currency areas, although there were instances of 
British silver moving between Fiji , Australia and New Zealand. We see 
below, however, that attempts were made by British authorities t o prevent 
even these small flows . 

Secondly, British silver in Fiji had much more than the role of a mere 
token currency . Oespi te the existence of a gold reserve, the Currency 
Commissioners had not just been discouraging but refusing redemption of 
notes (and presumably the British silver) into gold. In the early 1920s, 
the authorities made them "convertible" into British silver even though 
under Section 4 (3) of Ordinance No 3D of 1913, the holder of a Fiji 
currency note had been entitled to obtain on demand payment in gold, up to 
the amount expressed on the note. However, in 1921 it was acknowledged that 
(31) 

owing to the shortage in the Colony of gold coin, to the 
impossibility of obtaining further supplies, and to the necessity 
of keeping intact the gold reserve . .. the Commissioners of 
Currency are compelled not only to discourage but to decline 
payment in gold coin- a position which is likely at any time to 
prove embarrassing and which should not be allowed to continue . 

They therefore asked to be permitted to redeem currency notes in silver 
coin rather than gold . This was agreed to by the London authorities and the 
1922 Ordinance not only gave the Governor-in-Council the discretion to make 
the Fiji notes inconvertible (into gold and sterling), but also gave the 
power to the Currency Commissioners to "redeem" the notes in silver . The 
British silver tokens were also made of unlimited legal tender instead of 
the 40 shillings limit they had previously . 

Thus in 1922 the Fiji currency system was effecti~ely converted to the 
pre-Currency Board system which the British authoritEs hcd replaced in West 
Africa in 1912 and other colonies before that. The only exception was that 
it was now also forced to keep 110% sterling and gold reserves to back the 
notes , which did not legally have to be redeemed . At the same time, it was 
also required to maintain sterling reserves to back the coinage which 
technically also did not have to be redeemed (see below on the Coinage 
Gurantee Fund) 
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The Fiji colonial authorities, as had those of most other colonies, 
saw faults fn the system. The Fiji Colonial Treasurer had firstly proposed 
quite sensibly that the British sovereign be demonetised in Fiji and the 
obviously unnecessary gold reserves in the Fiji Note Gurantee Fund be 
replaced ~y silver coin. Secondly, with the coins really performing the 
functions of tokens, they proposed that the British silver coins (of 925 
fineness) be replaced by local silver coins of 500 fineness or less. These 
sensible proposals were refused by the Treasury (32). The Treasury's 
position indicated contradictions not only within the same letter, but also 
with the Colonial Office's decisions and arguments conveyed to Fiji. The 
Treasury claimed (33) 

a reserve of silver token coin would be wholly unsatisfactory 
substitute for the gold coin now held and They would in any case be 
unwilling to assent to the demonetisation of the Sovereign in the 
Colony. .• (and) owing to the redundancy of silver coin in the 
United Kingdom it would not be possible to absorb the silver coin 
now in use in Fiji and My Lords could not agree to impose on the 
British Taxpayer the charge which would therefore be involved in 
its withdrawal at face value. 

The Treasury held that if the gold reserves were thought to be more than 
adequate, then they ought to be sold and the proceeds invested in British 
sterling securities. Thus the British authorities refused to redeem their 
own coins enforced on the Colonies. 

The Colonial Office, on the other hand, while not wanting interference 
from the Treasury, would seem to have been ruled by them. A Memorandum on 
Fiji's currency, which was prepared in the Colonial Office after the 
Treasury comment above, acknowledged all the contradictions yet implemented 
the corresponding policies. It was recognised that Fiji's currency was not 
anchored to gold but sterling, and hence the Fiji Currency Commissioners 
could "do nothing" with the more than £BO,OOO gold reserves they held. It 

was admitted that the Treasury could not be pressed to take back British 
silver at par and that as bullion, Fiji would lose more than a half of its 
value. Nevertheless, it elsewhere stated, that (34) 

for many years to come, United Kingdom silver must remain unlimited 
legal tender at any rate by the Commissioners as under Section 5 of 
Ordinancs No 1 of 1922. 

The Memo pointed out that there ought to be considerable supplies of 
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British silver available, since they had withdrawn more than £1.5 millions 
worth from West Africa and also some from South Africa. Fiji was to be the 
dumping ground for British silver thrown off by other Colonies. 

These and other views in the Memorandum were communicated to 
Fiji (35). It was pointed out that as long as gold had a premium on 
sterling, the policy of not redeeming Fiji notes in gold was sound as 
otherwise there would be losses due to hoarding or illegal expurt. There 
was then an astonishing instruction, given the previous refusal of the 
British Treasury to redeem British silver (36): 

Demands for cash should therefore be met in silver, which being 
United Kingdom silver has full sterling value; but power to defer 
encashment of notes altogether should be held in reserve in case of 
a possible run in the silver holdings of the Commissioners (which 
should be stopped before and not after they have lost their 

holdings) • 

Fiji notes could not be converted into gold, did not necessarily have to be 
converted into sterling, and even the British silver they were supposedly 
"convertible" into, might not be obtained by local holders of Fiji 
government notes. Fiji was instructed that the above policy required the 
maintenance of an adeqate supply of silver. For this end, the gold was to 
be sold (although not reduced below £40,000) and British silver coins 
bought with the proceeds. Moreover, the Colonial Office pointed out that 
the coin reserve was of too low a figure (having been previously sensibly 
reduced from a half to a third of the note issue) and ought to be gradually 

restoted to a half once more! 

It would seem then that the Fiji Currency COfTlTlissioners asked the 
Colonial Office to postpone actions on the instruction to increase the coin 
portion of the Currency Reserve. The Bank of New Zealand in Fiji had 
£22,000 of British coin which they asked the Fiji Currency COfTlTlissioners to 
redeem. Fiji obviously did not wish to hold the unnecessary British silver 
and had asked the Colonial Office whether the British authorities would 
purchase the coins. When referred to the British Treasury, the request was 
bluntly rM"used with reasoning which had little relevance for colonial 
welfare (37) 

10B 

the Secretary of State is advised that at the present juncture it 
is more important that UK silver should be retained in the Colony 
rather than gold and that it would be expedient that the Colonial 
Government should make an effort to obtain some of the excess UK's 



silver held by t he Banks, placing it in the reserve of the note 
issue and paying for it by gold taken from that reserve. 

They further advised that it was to ensure that there was adequate silver 
for this purpose, that a greater silver reserve was being advocated. The 
Treasury suggested that British silver coins might even be shipped from 
Australia and New Zealand. The substance of the Treas'ury advice was 
conveyed to the Fiji Government who presumably complied with the 
instructions (3B). 

The problem of British silver in Fiji was to keep recurring. Towards 
the end of 1928, the Treasury became aware that the banks in Fiji might 
ship £60,000 of British silver coin to Australia (39). They immediately 
informed the Colonial Office that they would refuse to take back this 
British coin at face value and advised that Fiji be asked to stop the 
silver from being exported to Australia (40): 

For your own information I may say that our reason for wishing to 
keep this coin out of Australia is that under a long standing 
arrangement we redeem at face value through the Branch Mints 
cloo,ooo per annum of reissuable silver coin circulating in 
Australia in addition to any worn coin which may be handed in ••.• 

The Treasury further explained that they desired to terminate the 
arrangement, but this would be (41) "prejudiced by an influx of British 
silver coin from Fiji. They therefore asked the Secretary of State for 
Colonies to invite the Fiji Government to prohibit the export of the 
British silver to Australia. Within the Colonial Office, discussion in 
April 1928 indicated that there was little worn coin in Fiji and the 
Colonial Office saw no reason to issue the prohibiting order in Fiji since 
Fiji would lose by it. It is uncertain from the records seen by the author 
what the final outcome was. 

The question of British silver circulating in Fijr was again raised by 
the two Banks at the London currency arrangements meeting of 14 June 1933 
(42). The Colonial Office offered to redeem them in face value but in Fiji 
silver (which would have contained much less silver than the British 
silver) . This was objected to by the Banks who pointed out that they would 
lose since t~ey had paid for the British silver at their face value in 
sterling. The Colonial Office decided to take no action. It was observed 
that the British coins were being taken out by returning tourists any way. 

Yet again after World World II, the refusal to redeeem British silver 
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continued to exercise imperial minds. The amounts were trivial, alt hough 
the correspondence they gave rise to clearly show the contradictions in 
imperial logic . After World war II, it was proposed by the Fiji Currency 
Commissioners that the British silver, which had been put into circulation 
as an emergency measure during the war, be redeemed at face value (43). The 
Colonial Office consulted the Treasury which replied enclosing a Treasury 
Memorandum giving their doctrine on the issue of redemption of British 
silver (44). It was clear that the explanation in the Treasury Memorandum 
did no]; cover the Fiji situation. It was claimed that where colonial 
currencies had started from scratch , the coins were treated like notes and 
redeemed accordingly. However, where the token coinage in circulation when 
the colonial currency had been initiated had been British coins, the 
Treasury position had been that the colonies' 

natural inclination to regard this as providing full cover, by 
getting the UK to take back such coin in any quantities at face 
value had to be resisted because we do not redeem token coin as of 
right .. that the reason why we do not had to be accepted - in some 
cases very unwillingly- by the Colonies, and so passed into the 
coinage doctrine of the Colonial Currency System as a whole . 

In Fiji , however, British silver had not only been in circulation before 
the Fiji notes were issued, but also till 1934 imposed on the Fiji economy 
by imperial decree both in circulation, and as part of the reserve 
ostensibly for "redeeming" Fiji notes . 

The Memorandum acknowledged that arrangements had sometimes been made 
to redeem the British silver at face value . This redemption was only on 
condition that it was spread over a number of years agreeable to t he 
British Mint, with the Colony paying the associated freight and other 
costs . At other times the Colony was only credited with the bullion value 
which was converted into the Colony's own token coinage, with all 
associated costs paid for by the Colony . The Memorandum claimed that the 
provision of British token coin was a service to the colonies they were not 
prepared to render to their own population nor to the populations of 
dependencies on terms which would have involved them in liability to take 
back unforseable quantities at face value at any time. It claimed that the 
use of the seignorage on the coins was a reasonable contribution by the 
users of the British coins for the services rendered. But in 1949 Britain 
was not just thinking of appropriating the seignorage but the entire value. 
Following discussion in the Colonial Office, Fiji was informed by London 
that there was no question of UK coin being repatriated as a matter of 
course, either at face value or at bullion value (45 ) . 
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It seems clear from the above episodes that despite their enforcement 
at unlimited legal tender, British silver was never intended as a medium of 
general exchange even among the Australasian components of the British 
Empire . It was thus not a currency used in some "currency area" beyond the 
colonial boundary . Ironically, Britain was prepared to redeem British 
silver which had been circulating in Australia, a state whose economic and 
monetary policies were practically outside of British control. Yet in the 
case of Fiji (and other colonies) where British silver had been legally 
forced into circulation by the British authorities themselves, Britain 
refused their redemption at face value. 

Britain's use of British silver currency (and colonial currency based 
on silver) in Fiji and other colonies needs further investigation given 
also the historically changing role of silver in the British and 
international monetary system . Britain had limited the legal tender of 
silver well going onto the gold monometallic standard in 1 B16 
(Feavearyear). The rest of Europe, led by France and other Latin Union 
countries, effectively demonetised silver around 1873, from which time the 
gold value of silver began a long-term decline, apart from a few hiccups. 
Yet Britain insisted on imposing depreciating silver which was no longer an 
international means of payment, on Fiji and other colonies. There would 
seem to be a need to further investigate this phenomenon which, on a priori 
grounds, would seem to imply both short-term and long-term adverse effects 
on colonial welfare. The imperial policy of using silver in the colonies 
clearly would also seem to have implications for the colonial demand for 
gold from the sterling system, 3nd hence, sterling's gold convertibilty . 

The Irrelevance of the Coinage Gurantee Fund 

Yet another anomaly of the colonial monetary system was the insistence 
by the Imperial authorities that not only must the colonial notes be 
covered more than 100% by sterling assets, but so also must the coins in 
local circulation . For this purpose, "coinage security funds" were created . 
Given by and large that coins in local circulation, excluding the British 
silver of unlimited legal tender, would have been necessary mostly for the 
purposes of lower value exchange, it would have been extremely unlikely 
that all or any significant proportion of the coins would ever be offered 
for redemption into sterling. It might have been thought that a "coinage 
security fund" held in the form of assets in London, would have been a pure" 
waste of Fiji's resources. The imperial authorities obviously thought 
otherwise. 
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When the Fiji Currency Board system was formally established in 1933, 
it was insisted by London that there should also be a "Coinage Gurantee 
Fund" (46). As with the Note Gurantee Fund, it was insisted that the fund 
would also have to be built up to 120% of the face value of the coins, 
before any income from the Fund could be paid to revenue. The argument 
again was given that it was nec~ssary to "provide against the contingency 
of a return to parity with sterling". 

The holding of reserves against the token coinage was ' even more 
unusual given that the holders of the token coins had no legal right to 
redeem them in silver. This was obvious from imperial instructions to the 
Government of Fiji that there should be no reference to the word 
"liabilities" for the redemption of coins when legislation was being 
formulated (47). It was further argued (and conceded) that as the 
Government would be accepting no legal liability, there was no need to 
build up the 120% reserves quickly. 

By 1948 the Coinage Gurantee Fund held more than £50 thousands, 
increasing to £163 thousands by 1963. These sums were not insignificant in 
the context of colonies like Fiji. 

110% Sterling Currency Reserves and the 1930's Devaluations 

As explained earlier, Fiji's monetary system up to 1933 did not 
completely fit into the formal currency board system. As we demonstrated 
with quotes from Clauson (1944) and the 1931 Colonial Office minute, the 
authorities knew that despite Fiji's 110% sterling cover for her local 
currency, she did not have aster ling exchange standard. It was thought 
that she had some kind of "semi-bUllion" standard, was for all practical 
purposes inconvertible, yet supposedly redeemable by the Fiji Currency 
Commissioners into silver. It was not explained what was meant by a 
"semi-bullion" standard, nor the purpose of making any currency "redeemable 
in silver" when silver was not an internationally recognised means of 
payment. In this section, we outline the complete insignificance of the 
110% sterling cover in the decisions to change Fiji's exchange rate with 
sterling (although it should not be concluded that Fiji did not need 
external reserves at all). 

With th~ monetary disturbances in the early 1930s, despite the 
existence of SUbstantial sterling reserves, the Fiji pound did not maintain 
parity with sterling. With the Australian pound devaluing against the pound 
sterling, the Fiji pound was also correspondingly devalued up to 25% by the 
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Bank of New South Wales and Bank of New Zealand. While the devaluation 
episode is an important part of Fiji's monetary and economic history, here 
we shall only explore the issues in so far as they relate to the role, or 
rather lack of any role, of the currency reserves. 

In any attempted explanation of economic decision-making in Fiji, a 
key factor needing analysis must be the role of CSR. This certainly was 
true with respect to the determlnation of the exchange rate. What does not 
seem clear is the exact relationship of CSR with the two banks. As early as 
January 1931 when Fiji's exchange was still kept on par with the Australian 
pound and being depreciated along with the Australian pound by the banks, 
the Fiji CSR office advised their Head Office (48) 

"Banks advise remittances London Fiji less than remittances Fiji 
London by sum understood to be £400,000 during last two years . 
Governor suggests this adverse cash balance might possibly be 
countered and New Zealand parity established should latter course 
be considered desirable if the Colonial Sugar Refining Company, 
Limited would agree to remit direct from London Fiji whole or part 
amount required local disbursements". 

The Head Office of CSR replied the next day with an obfuscating explanation 
as to what they did with the foreign exchange earned by the sugar sales, 
claimed that they could not agree to the alternative suggested by the 
Governor and firmly informed the Fiji Office that the "delicate" issue was 
being discussed with the Associated Banks at the Australian end . Four days 
later, the banks moved the Fiji exchange rate onto par with the New Zealand 
rate, which had also devalued relative to sterling, but not by as much as 
the Australian pound. This was done completely without reference to the 
authorities, or to the level of cover for the Fiji currency. Thus from this 
date until the New Zealand pound again devalued in 1933, £100 sterling 
exchanged for £111 Fijian. 

Fiji continued to debate the exchange question and London was informed 
about the views of various interests in Fiji, including those of the 
Governor, the Currency Commissioners and Sir J. Maynard Hedstrom, one of 
the two European Elected Members on the Legislative Council (49). 
Hedstrom's position in the Colony would have required him to don a number 
of opposing hats on the issue of devaluation: he was one of the largest 
trading inte,rests in Fiji (hence a significant supplier to the Colonial 
Sugar Refining Co.) and a major purchaser and exporter of copra hence also 
an interested party in the whole issue of the currency system and exchange 
rates. He seemed to have a leading role in Fiji's currency debate and his 
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views were not far off the mark. 

In his account (50), Hedstrom first pointed out that despite Fiji 
consistently showing trade surpluses and a more than adequate sterling 
reserve cover for the Fiji notes, Fiji's currency had a purchasing power i n 
Great Britain and other markets of the world of only 15/- as compared with 
the £ sterling. In his view the cause for this was clear: Fiji's main 
industry was controlled by one Australian company and the banking positiun 
was controlled completely by two Australasian Banks. In addition, although 
Hedstrom did not attribute any problems to his own fi.rm's disposal of 
foreign exchange, he noted that with the next important industry in Fiji 
being the production and export of copra, only a small pro;:JOrtion of the 
copra proceeds passed through the local banks. 

Thus, the crucial aspect of the whole problem was that the bulk of the 
foreign exchange earned from the sale of Fiji's exports did not come within 
the control of either the Colonial Government or the branches of the Bank 
of New South Wales and Bank of New Zealand in Fiji. With respect to the 
exchange rate, Hedstrom pointed to the banking arrangement (51): 

"Fer some reason which is unknown to me it has been agreed between 
these two banks for some years past that the rates of exchange 
between Fiji and London shall be governed by the rate of exchange 
current between Australia and New Zealand". 

The Banks had, however, always charged somewhat higher rates in Fiji than 
in Australia. Again, there was no reference to the sterling cover for the 
Fiji currency. 

As to the causes and course of events, both in the past and future, 
the two banks in 1931 had expressed the opinion that Fiji had to continue 
to follow the Australian exchange. This, they alleged, was necessitated 
because the balance of trade between Fiji and London was unfavourable to 
Fiji. Hedstrom however noted, that while this argument was literally and 
technically true if applied to the Banks' Fiji branches, from a broader 
point of view, the argument was specious and misleading (52): 
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"The banks do not have to provide money in London from other 
sources to pay for the goods imported into Fiji... there is in 
reality a substantial trading balance in favour of the Colony which 
is used to help reduce the adverse balance against Australia and 
New Zealand. The mere fact that it suits the trading methods of 
the Colonial Sugar Refining Company Limited, to remit its money to 



Australia or New Zealand and thus to Fiji does not reveal the true 
position •... ". 

This was an important point in the debate. Was Fiji's foreign exchange 
reserves and balance of payments over the years such as to require a 
devQluat ion along with the Australian pound? During these years, Fiji had 
usually had an excess of exports over imports, but whether this implied a 
surplus on the balance of payments was a moot point. The same conclusion 
had also been reached by the Governor, who, at a meeting with the local 
Bank managers understood them (53) "to agree - that New Zealand, and 
perhaps Australia also, were getting the advantage of a credit in London, 
which properly belonged to Fiji •.• ". This was supported by another 
enclosure, a note of an interview between the Governor and Lord, CSR's 
attorney in Fiji, stating that CSR spent £200,000 on materials needed for 
Fiji out of the export proceeds, while £600,000 for internal disbursement 
in Fiji was provided through the Bank of New Zealand. The latter 
presumably meant that the Bank of New Zealand was paid elsewhere by CSR for 
the funds provided in Fiji. 

While Hedstrom held that it would not be possible to adopt the 
sterling exchange standard without CSR's cooperation, the Governor 
disagreed. The latter felt that CSR had no option but to buy local 
exchange from th9 Currency Commissioners if they were to adopt a formal 
currency board system. The problem was, however, that with CSR claiming a 
loss and threatening to close down, there seemed to be short-term 
advantages in staying at the depreciated New Zealand exchange rate. 
However, the Governor advised that (54) 

"in normal circumstances the Colony would be well advised to choose 
the sterling exchange system. It cannot stand alone, and under 
present conditions, it has to submit to the control of the 
associated Banks of Australia and New Zealand who fix exchange with 
a single eye to the course of trade in these two countries". 

In having its monetary system linked with that of the United Kingdom, Fiji 
would, in the Governor's oplnlon, not only escape the vagaries of 
Australian and New Zealand finance but also place its trade upon a more 
permanently stable basis . 

Within the Colonial Office, there was much discussion of the pros and 
cons of the devaluation of the Fiji pound. It was recognised by Caine that 
it would not be satisfactory to leave Fiji in a position where "its 
exchange could apparently be altered at the whim of the associated 
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banks •.• ". In his view the situation was completely artificial, since the 
Fiji notes were inconvertible, despite the fact that they were fully 
secured. Furthermore, the notes were legally convertible into silver which 
could not be exported either. This was what made it possible for the banks 
to manipulate the exchange to suit themselves (ibid). The British Treasury 
also advised the Colonial Office (55) 

"that the Governor should make it plain to the banks that, if there 
is any tendency for Fiji currency to depreciate more than New 
Zealand, it is the intention of the Government to obtain 
legislation enabling the Currency Commissioners to buy and sell 
sterling at a fixed rate". 

The banks did take the hint. 

The New Zealand Exchange Standard and the Imperial Demand for Gold 

In the midst of this unsettled period, there took place some puzzling 
episodes which for reasons of space will only be sketched here. Early in 
1931 the Imperial authorities proposed to put Fiji's currency system onto 
some kind of New Zealand exchange standard, sell off Fiji's gold, and buy 
New Zealand securities with the proceeds, while retaining the sterling 
securities. They did not inform Fiji that London's final intention was to 
ilTlJose a formal sterling exchange standard (56). In the middle of 1932, 
however, London's instructions to Fiji led the Fiji Currency Commissioners 
to insist that Fiji currency would only be issued in return for gold. 
London also refused to allow the Currency Commissioners to issue sterling 
to the Fiji Government on par with Fiji currency. Neither did they allow 
the Fiji Government to liquidate excess sterling cover (ie above 110%) in 
order to obtain funds for development expenditure. 

With Fiji currency being traded at 1Bs sterling, the demand for 
sovereigns worth 28s. naturally led to protest from the Australasian banks 
which claimed inability to obtain the gold from their parent organisations. 
It was also rationally criticised that the demand for gold was unreasonable 
given that neither Britain, Australia, New Zealand or even Fiji, were on 
the gold standard. In the end, for a period of six months, against all 
opposition from Fiji, Fiji's currency system was placed onto a NZ exchange 
standard. This lasted until the 1933 devaluation. 

One interesting conjecture which might be investigated was whether the 
authorities' demand for gold in return for Fiji currency was in any way 
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related to the ultimatt' 1931 failure of London to maintain sterling's 

convertibility into gold. 

The Devaluation of January 1933 

As had been feared by the Fiji authorities, New Zealand devalued its 
exchange rate further (on 20 January 1933) to bring back to par with the 
Australian rate and the two Australasian banks once more without reference 
to the authorities correspondingly devalued the Fiji pound. This brought 
immediate opposition from a number of quarters in Fiji and virtually the 
same sets of arguments which had been brought forward in 1931, were voiced 
again by the Colonial Government, the CSR, the Banks and the imperial 
authorities. We shall not repeat them here although they would no doubt be 
important in any discussion of optimal exchange rates for the Fiji economy. 

Within the Colonial Office, a minute by Caine observed that there 
seemed to be no clear recommendation from the unofficial members of the 
Legislative Council. While Hedstrom had recommended some intermediate rate, 
he was not able to specify it and Caine thought that the authorities had 
more flexibility than the options suggested: it was within the powers of 
the Fiji Government to fix the level of the exchange at any point they 
liked up to parity with sterling, or even some way above it. Noting that 
the Fiji exchange being pegged to the New Zealand rate emphasised the 
complete dependence of Fiji on the banks which had their own reasons for 
following the New Zealand rate, Caine agaIn pointed out the superfluousness 
of Fiji's currency reserves (57): 

"Some surprise is expressed in these document~ that the Fiji pound 
should depreciate when it is amply secured by the investments of 
the Currency Commissioners, but as the Fiji pound is not 
convertible into anything in particular, and no use is being made 
of these resources, they have no effect on its currency value". 

This WaS simply another expression of the comments from the managers of the 
local banks who noted that the exchange value had nothing to do with the 
reserves either, but depended on the supply and demand for foreign 
axchange. Since the colony was always in surplus, and provided the trade 
balances were not overcompensated by reverse flows, then there ought not to 
be any protracted calIon the reserves. 

A meeting was organised (9 March 1933) by the Colonial Office Currency 
Committee, with the following attending: J Campbell (Chairman), Waley 
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(Treasury), Ezechiel (Crown Agents), Caulcutt, Kershaw (8ank of England), 
Vernon, Jones, Caine (Colonial Office, with Caine as Secretary), Fletcher 
(Fiji Governor). The notes and conclusions of the meeting recorded that 

Governor Fletcher (58.1 

"informed the Committee of the general desire in the colony to 
strengthen the relations with the United Kingdom, and the strong 
dislike of any identification of Fiji's interests with those of 

either Australia or New Zealand". 

The Committee rejected the proposal to have a NZ exchange standard. It 

observed the desirability of maintaining the value of Fijian currency at a 
reasonable level in relation to sterling . However, it admitted there was 
the existing impracticability of placing it on par with sterling arguing 
that the depreciation of approximately 10% which had existed for the 
previous two years had been a major factor in enabling the copra and sugar 
industries to be maintained. Thus the authorities internalised the CSR and 
Hedstrom arguments at face value, despite the contrary views expressed by 
the Fiji Colonial Government and Currency Commissioners. 

The Committee concluded that while further devaluation was 
undesirable , except from the point of view of the exporters, if the Fiji 
pound was to be revalued, action ought to be taken without delay before 
exporters became habituated to the new state of affairs. They recommended 
that the Fiji pound be stabilised for the time at the rate of £111 Fiji to 
£100 sterling . On the 20th March 1933, a telegram from the Secretary of 
State to the OAG in Fiji advised him of the decision, and suggested he 
notify the Banks before the decision was announced in the Legislative 

Council. 

It would seem that the Fiji banks did not implement the imperial 
instructions, and there had to be another meeting in London on the 14 June 
1933 at which were present the Governor of Fiji (Fletcher), Hedstrom 
(Elected Member, Legislative Council), the London representatives of the 
CSR and the Banks, the Crown Agent and Colonial Office representatives 
(Jones, Caine, Vernon and Campbell as the Chairman) (59.) . In addition to 
repeating their previous contentions, both the banks' representatives 
raised the matter of the extra sterling funds needed by Fiji in London. 
The Colonial Office referred to CSR' soffer, and the CSR representative 
stated that negotiations were proceeding between the Colonial Sugar 
Refining Company and the two banks in Sydney. The Governor s ent off a 
communication to Goldfinch, the General Manager of CSR Co. appreciating the 
Company ' s offer to provide temporarily £400,000 sterling in London, and 
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hoped that the necessary arrangement would be made between the banks and 
themselves directly. Goldfinch responded with a telegram to Fletcher in 
London, but also used the opportunity to oppose contemplated social reform 
(60) : 

"Many thdnks II18ssage hope direct arrangements banks will be 
satisfactorily completed. Though may be unsound practice interfere 
natural exchange. Our offer made in best interests Colony to 
prevent existing cost levels being increased. View with great 
concern social legislation which will open door to worse evils ••. ". 

The rate of £111 Fijian for £100 sterling was made permanent after the 
approprate arrangements between the Australasian banks and the CSR. 

In all these conflicts and debates, while the Fiji currency was being 
devalued or sold at a discount to sterling, the fact that there was more 
than 110% gold and sterling backing apparently had no weight in determining 
the world value of the Fiji currency. It must also be· remembered that the 
Fiji pound was being depreciated not just to sterling, but also to gold and 
the US dollar, which had taken over as the world monetary standard. Also, 
for decades holders of Fiji currency had absolutely no legal right to 
convert them into the gold and sterling. The 1930s devaluations and 
revaluations were simply one illustration of the reality that the 
maintenance of ths ~ar value of and confidence in the Fiji pound had little 
to do with the completeness of the cover held in London. They could equally 
as well have held only 50% or even less, as some colonies like British East 

Africa did at some stages. 

The fact that a 110% cover for the colonial currency circulation was 
not normally required had also been recognised within the Colonial Office 
in 1933, when they were drafting Currency Board legislation for Gibralter 
(61). Nevertheless, when they finally established the formal sterling 
exchange system for Fiji in 1934, the 110% rule was rigidly enforced. The 
inescapable canclusion must be that a significant proportion of the 
currency reserves, in excess ' of the margin necessary to cover possible 
balance of payments deficits, have to be considered as idle reserves which 
could have been devoted to development purposes. 

PART 3: EXPORT OF SAVINGS, GOVERNMENT CASH BALANCES AND SURPLUS RESERVES 

Undeniably one of the key elements in the growth and development of 
any economy is the domestic investment and reinvestment of its savings. 
This is especially vital at the early stages of economic growth when the 

119 



external economies from each discrete imvestment must in general lead to an 
acceleration in t he rate of growth not possible later at more developed 
stages. One aspect of colonial monetary systems we have focussed on, has 
been the investment of currency reserves in London. Here we try to see the 
imperial logic behind the investment of Fiji savings bank funds , government 
cash balances, as well as a host of sundry "surplus" and "reserve" balances 
in London. The possibility which needs to be investigated is whether the 
imperial decision to deposit all reserves in London might have had any 
common imperial purpose. Much of the analysis is possible only because 
imperial decisions in London in each of these areas, usually met with 
opposition from the local colonial officials. 

Export of Government Savings Bank Funds 

In Fiji the conflict over the investment of domestic savings arose at 
quite an early stage, and initially involved amounts that were quite small. 
However, once the principle was established, it would determine that the 
quite significant savings becoming available over the next sixty years 
would continue to be invested in London. As in the imperial conflicts with 
the early British colonies in North America and Australia decades 
previously, Britain also opposed investment of financial resources in the 
chief productive resource of Fiji- land. While Britain failed to bring the 
American and Australasian co19nies in line, she succeeded with Fiji and 
other colonies. 

In 1906, Fiji authorities wanting to establish a Government Savings 
Bank sought permission invest the deposits in landed property , since this 
was apparently not allowed under Section 22 of all 1891 Ordinance. Their 
request was denied by the Secretary of State who claimed (62) 

The rule prohibiting investments in local securities laid down in 
section 22 of the Ordinance is a sound one, from which I should be 
reluctant to sanction any departure, and the (illegible word) on 
which it is based apply with even greater force to investments in 
land. I regret therefore that I am unable to authorise investments 
on behalf of the Bank to be made in any except the usual allowed 
securities". 

The "usual allowed securities" were sterling securities of the British 
Government, the white Dominions and those coming under the Colonial Stocks 
Act (hence only those approved by the Secretary of State). The Colonial 
Office also asked that investments not be made with the Fiji branches of 
the Austr alasian banks either. 
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In his Ieply the Governor recognised the necessity, under ordinary 
Londi t i ons, of inves ting the funds in securities outside the colony. 
However, he argued that the success of the Government Savings Bank could 
not be guranteed i f they did not invest locally with the Australasian banks 
or otherwise. He presented various arguments, which his Executive Council 
supported unanimously. Firstly, the chief reason why there had been a delay 
in setting up a Savings Bank had been precisely because of the the 
provisions against local investment in Section 22 of Ordinance No 10 of 
1891. This had "necessitated the transmission abroad for investments of the 
Bank' s funds a t a cost so prohibitive and a rate of interest so low as to 
preclude the idea of paying a reasonable rate of interest to depositors and 
defraying the expenses of management. Thus the funds invested by the Crown 
Agents on the Fiji Government's behalf earned little over 3%, which was 
reduced further by the costs of remittance, brokerage etc. While this did 
not matter in large funds where interest rates were not important, it might 
s tifle savings in the case of the emerging Savings Bank, since an interest 
of less than 3% would then need to be offered. It was felt that although 
the reasons for establishing a Savings Bank were strong enough to even 
jus tify public expenditure, it wQLJld be better if the bank were 

self- supporting. 

The Governor pointed out that of the banks operating in Fiji, one 
(Bank of New Zealand) was guranteed by the New Zealand Government, and the 
other (Bank of New South Wales) was the largest Australian bank. They were 
of undoubted stability and deposits with them could not be safer. In 
addition, deposits with them could earn interest of 3.5% to 4%, which would 
be greater than the net obtained from the London sterling securities. The 
London authorities were informed by the Fiji authorities, as they had 
frequently been informed by other territories at other times, that it would 
not be necessary that all the investments of the funds be highly liquid: 
the nature of Savings Bank was that a large proportion of the savings 
remained banked. The Governor therefore expected that (63) 

Investments of a more permanent nature could with every reasonable 
degree of safety be invested in local securities. e.g. house 
property and homesteads, at the ruling rate of seven percent. In a 
young and steadily advancing Colony such as Fiji in which European 
planters are gradually settling whom it is desirable to encourage 
by all legitimate means, a much-felt want would be supplied if 
advances could be obtained from time to time for long or short 
periods as required without the prohibitive initial cost entailed 
by a recourse to the ordinary money-lender" • 
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Several facts seem relevant from the Governor's statement: firstly, the 
legal returns on loans in Fiji, without considering the returns in illegal 
money-lenders' markets, were far in excess of the returns on the London 
sterling securities desired by the Colonial Office; secondly, there was 
evidently significant demand for loans satisfied through informal money 
markets; thirdly, the authorities in Fiji were thinking of loan 
accomodation only for the white economic interests in Fiji and even six 
years later, were to reject the suggestion for an Agricultural Bank for the 
Indo-Fijian farmers (64). 

It was thus emphasised by the Governor that the settlers had invested 
some £500 each and probably only a half of this would be needed to tide 
each one over until their returns came in. The funds could additionally be 
invested locally in mortgaging small property owners who were Colonists who 
had "little intentions and perhaps less ability of ever leaving Fiji. Their 
savings in any case would be deposited with the Savings Bank. While there 
was the slight drawback of hurricanes, damage from them was less than 
supposed and a proposed insurance scheme could alleviate that in any case. 
The Governor reassured London that his Government would exercise due care 
over the scheme. Then, almost as an after-thought, non-whites appeared in 
the argument, and then only as potential depositors. It was claimed that 
the Savings Bank was now "urgently needed in the case of the Fijians 
becoming possessed as they are of large sums of money at one time both from 
leases and sales of land which, in the absence of suitable place of 
lodgementm, is immediately squandered. "Free" Indians (ex-indentured 
labourers) were also seen to be facing the same difficulty: some handed 
over their savings to local shop-keepers for safe-keeping and it was not 
unknown for the sums to disappear. 

The Governor reminded the Colonial Office of precedence set in other 
colonies such as Ceylon, where local investment of savings bank moneys 
amounted to considerable sums. It was hoped that the Colonial Office rule, 
which might be appropriate in other colonies, was not applied also in Fiji 
with its unique local conditions. The Governor was confident that the 
application of the restrictive rule would prevent the Bank from ever 
becoming self-supporting. These arguments were of no avail. 

In their reply the London authorities rejected most of the Colonial 
Government's contentions (65): 
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The proper policy in the case of the Savings Banks in Ceylon, as in 
other Colonies, has been clearly laid down for the discontinuance 



of any further investments in mortgages, and the reduction as far 
as possible, of the amount of the Savings Banks Funds deposited 
with the local banks. The latter point is especially important in 
view of the possibility that in the future, as in the past, Banks, 
supposed to be thoroughly sound may eventually collapse. 

The Secretary of State advised that the question of advances to settlers 
ought to be considered separately from that of the investment of funds 
which certainly could not be used for the former purpose. 

Interestingly, however, the argument and decision of the Secretary of 
State was not matched by the internal Colonial Office minutes of the issue. 
One minute, while also holding that local mortgages ought not to be 
allowed, proposed that (66) 

.• deposits in the Banks of New South Wales and New Zealand stand 
on a different footing. No financial crisis in Fiji would seriously 
affect them; and therefore the main argument against local 
investment does not apply. 

Another minute also observed that practice in Ceylon was not uniform and 
that another savings bank (presumably more amenable to London pressures) 
did lend on mortgages but was cutting down on that practice, as well as 
depositing less with other local banks. It suggested that the Receiver 
General in Fiji should be instructed not to deposit undue amounts with the 
local banks in case of bank collapses as in Ceylon and Australia. The 
latter minute also recorded the view that the experience of savings banks 
in UK and other colonies showed that the rate of interest on Savings Bank 
deposits made very little difference in inducing the public to make 
deposits and that 2.5% per ann~m seemed sufficient for Fiji. 

Thus the savings from the Fiji Post Office Savings Bank, despite the 
efforts of colonial officials, found their way to the London Money Market 
rather than into domestic channels. Decades later, orthodox development 
economists would be arguing that one of the crucial reasons for the 
underdevelopment of colonies was the lack of domestic savings. 

The Export of Government Cash Balances 

In the early underdeveloped Fijian economy, one of the most important 
accumulators of liquidity was inevitably the Colonial Government. This 
necessarily followed given that a large part of the economy was not 
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monetised: the portion which was monetised was controlled by fore i gn 
investment who repatriated their profits to their parent companies, and the 
bulk of the peasant farmers and wage-earners received subsistence incomes 
which precluded sUbstantial savings . Therefore how the colonial government 
utilised its large cash balances during the times of the year when its 
revenues were in excess of expenditure, would have had significant 
implications for the domestic economy if directed to productive elements . 
In the case of Fiji it seems that there were imperial policies which 
effectively ensured that surplus Fiji Government cash balances (ie public 
funds) were not made available to the local monetary system, but removed to 
London. This policy also met opposition in the colonies . 

It seems that in a Confidential Despatch of 10th March 1909 the 
Secretary of State for the Colonies had stipulated that the total amount of 
all Government Funds in the custody of the local Banks, including deposit 
and current accounts, ought not at any time to exceed about one- sixth of 
the revenue {57}. The Governor acknowledged that the instructions had been 
complied with, and that the balance with the two banks totalled only £55 
thousands . However, with one sixth of colonial government revenue being 
only 30,000 pounds, the local bank balances meant an excess in local 
balances of some 25,000 pounds. Nevertheless, the Governor informed that he 
was reluctant to remit the "excess" to the Crown Agents in London, since 
the latter might soon be called upon to remit funds back to Fiji because of 
a forthcoming loan of £100,000. Fiji would thus not only save double 
exchange costs, but also earn preferential returns from the local banks . 
The Governor suggested that £40,000 be transferred from the loan in London 
to the various funds the colonial balances were kept with, and the 
corresponding sum drawn in Fiji from the Banks for disbursement according 
to the loan purposes. 

This seemingly rational request was refused by the Secretary of State 
for the strangest of reasons, all the more important to analyse since it 
apparently applied to all the Crown Colonies . Noting that the Fiji loan 
issue would not be made for a few months, he instructed that (5B ) 
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whenever the Government's balances in the Colony exceed the 
authorised limit, the excess should either be remitted to the Crown 
Agents for the Colonies or, if at any time that course would be 
inconvenient, as f or instance when the Loan is raised, it should be 
locked up in the strong room of the Treasury ... I cannot too 
strongly insist on the fact that in this connection it is more 
important to insure the security of the Government's funds, than to 
obtain a small profit by placing money on deposit in the local 
banks. 



The internal minutes of the Colonial Office reflected the same concern for 
the security of the funds, and that the policy stipulated for Fiji was what 
was also recommended to all other Crown Colonies. This is all the more 
remarkable since we have noted earlier that that there was absolutely no 
concern expressed about the stability of the two Australasian Banks whose 
Fiji branches were the repositories of the Fiji Government Funds. 

It might be of relevance to note that around the same time, similar 
policies were being implemented by London with respect to the huge cash 
balances of the Indian Government (69). There were two implications of this 
policy. Firstly, the end result was certain to increase liquidity in the 
London money market since the colonies would have been reluctant to have 
completely idle reserves in the local Treasury. Secondly, the authorities 
might have wished to restrain bank lending and expenditure in the economy, 
which would indirectly have led to the sterling reserves in London being 
reduced through larger colonial imports. This was the well-known 
relationship between domestic credit creation, income, expenditure and 
foreign reserves explored decades later by various writers (Polak). 

The new directives naturally created liquidity problems in the colony. 
The Governor complained that the Receiver General, despite his view that 
the surplus funds would be needed in Fiji, had felt bound to remit to 
London, the gold withdrawn from the banks (70). Faced with the alternative 
of holding money in the Fiji Treasury (at zero interest and considerable 
anxiety to himself) and remitting money to the Crown Agents to be held at 
call at between 4% and 5% interest (more than the cost of remmitance), the 
Receiver General chose the latter. The Governor asked that the limit to 
local funds be raised. Among the enclosures in his despatch was a protest 
from the local Manager of the Bank of New Zealand to the Fiji Government at 
the inconvenience caused to the local Banks, and hence trade, by the new 
imperial policy (71). Since the withdrawal of the cash by the Fiji 
Government reduced the money supply in the Colony, the Banks were being 
forced to import at great cost at least £50,000 pounds in gold coin merely 
to meet the normal requirements of trade. 

The Bank's letter also indicated that the authorities must have mooted 
some plan whereby in the future, the Banks might also be called on at short 
notice, to furnish the Government with large sums of gold for the purpose 
of being held in Reserve until needed. This would seem to imply that the 
Colonies and colonial banks were already being informed in 1911 that they 
might be required to hold gold reserves in London. This was the period 
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irrmediately following the 1907-09 cnSlS in London and before the Emmott 
Canmittee had submitted its report. A conjecture which might be worth 
investigating is that the establishment of currency reserve policy and the 
policy of automatic remission of "surplus" colonial government cash 
balances to London might be related. 

The Fiji banks also pointed out that if the Government wished to 
establish the gold reserves, their importations must increase in the same 
ratio and the costs would naturally be passed on to the local economy. The 
Bank of New Zealand reminded the Fiji Government that the status of their 
banks was different from that of other colonies : they were Bankers to the 
Governments of New South Wales and New Zealand respectively. Moreover the 
Crown, through the Government of New Zealand, held a large proprietory 
interest in their Bank. 

However, the Secretary of State only agreed to increase the limit of 
funds that could be kept locally to £40,000 pounds and reiterated that it 
was (72) 

important that any excess beyond that limit should be from time to 
time transferred to the Crown Agents as I recognise from the 
correspondence copies of which accompany your despatch, that it 
would not be practicable to adopt the alternative course mentioned 
in the 4th paragraph of my predecessor's secret despatch of the 9th 
March, 1910 (61 45) • 

The Secretary of State emphasised that, as had been required in the Secret 
Despatch, he should be sent regular reports of the Fiji Treasury balances. 
The author has been unable to trace this Secret Despatch, but the 
"alternative course" mentioned above seems to be referring to the 
establishment of gold reserves. 

Despite the imperial decision, the Colonial Office minutes suggest 
that the internal views were quite different (73). The major minute (Sir C 
Lucas) noted that he was not surprised that the Banks objected to the 
withdrawal of the gold, although he might not have made the suggestion if 
he had realized the end effects from depleting the circulation of gold in 
the Colony. In obvious reference to similar policy which must have been 
attempted in Hong Kong, another British colony, Sir Lucas observed 
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Fiji differs from Hong Kong in having a gold currency, but I find 
once again perusing the old Hong Kong correspondence that the 
proposal to withdraw surplus funds from the Banks and lock them up 



in the Government Chest was, owing to local objections, never in 
fact carried out, but instead we insisted on the alternative 
proposal of keeping within the authorized limit by transferring any 
surplus beyond that limit to the Crown Agents, even at the risk of 
incurring some slight loss by having to draw again from the Crown 
Agents. 

The policy of removing all surplus balances to London would therefore also 
seem to be one implemented in all the diverse colonies, independent of the 
vastly differing economic conditions in each. Again, the origins of this 
policy would need to be investigated in the imperial nexus. 

The Creation and Export of "Surplus" and Reserve Funds 

In order to throw some comparative light on our analysis of imperial 
policy towards currency funds, we investigate also the imperial policy 
towards "reserve" funds, which were started sometime in early or 
mid-1930's but whose origins reach back to the beginning of the century. In 
1935 Fiji and other colonies seem to have been advised that before 
embarking on any extensive programme of works from surplus funds, it would 
be prudent to determine minimum surplus balances they should maintain with 
respect to working capital and unallocated stores (75). To help Fiji 
formulate its policy, London enclosed three policy documents for perusal: 
an extract from the Report on the Finances of Jamaica by Sir David Barbour, 
1 June 1899; extracts from the Finances of Jamaica, H.E.Dale, 1924; and an 
extract from the Report on Economic Resources of Cyprus, Sir Ralph Dakden, 
1935. 

The three documents might be linked with three periods of monetary 
crisis in London. Barbour, significantly, had also been the Chairman of the 
first West African Currency Committee (the 1899 Barbour Committee), which 
effectively recommended the same proposals as the 1912 West African 
Currency Committee (the 1912 Enmott Committee) on which was based the 
formal currency board system; the 1924 Dale Report came around the time of 
great instability in the British monetary system, in the run-up to the 1926 
return of sterling's convertibility into gold (76); and the 1935 Dakden 
Report on Cyprus, ought to be considered alongside European preparations 
for war (77). Dne important plank. after the disastrous experiences of 
World War I, would have been the provision of adequate liquidity in London 
within the control of the London authorities. 

Thus in formulating "reserve" policies for Fiji (and no doubt other 
colonies) in 1935, the imperial authorities cited the 1899 Barbour Report. 
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which, alluding to the Jamaican propensity for depressions, condemned their 
practice of allowing deficits sirrply because they had been matched by 
surpluses in previous years. The Jamaican Government had been firmly given 
the dictum (78): 

"The only sound system is to meet the expenditure of the year from 
the revenue raised within the year.. in future the Estimates of 
each year should be framed as to show, at least a small surplus •• a 
portion of the surplus of each year might be credited to a Reserve 
Fund and invested and, when a sufficient amount had accumulated, be 
used for the construction of roads, bridges, public buildings, or 
other nonproductive works involving heavier expenditure than could 
ordinarily be met from the revenue of the year". 

Barbour explained in 1899 that strict control would have to be exercised 
over borrowing. If, however, the latter was absolutely necessary, then the 
surplus revenues instead of being spent could be added to a sinking fund or 
used for reducing the debt. Thus debt would either be prevented from 
rising, or it would be actually reduced. Either way, calls on the London 
money market by the colonies would be minimised. 

The reconmendations by Dale and Oakden went further than the simple 
question of balanced budgets. They insisted that the building up and 
maintenance of reserves be given utmost priority by the colonies even at 
the expense of all other necessary expenditures. Dale's 1924 report, while 
acknowledging qualms about withdrawing the comparatively large proportion 
of 2 months' colonial revenues from the tax-payers 1 use, nevertheless 
advised that more than this amount ought to be kept in reserve and 
invested by the Crown Agents in thoroughly liquid securities. Furthermore, 
it saw as (79) "important that no appropriations should be made from it 
without the authority of the Secretary of State ••• (not even) to alleviate 
small local calami ties which have little or no bearing on the general 
prosperity of the island". The 1935 Oakden report felt obliged to point out 
that while Cyprus was not subject to disasters like hurricanes or 
earthquakes, nevertheless it was subject to droughts and adverse market 
conditions. Cyprus was reassured that while her cash position was not 
serious, the value of having adequate reserve funds had been shown 
constantly in other colonial dependencies. Sir Oakden emphasised that it 
was "absolutely essential that the Colony should in future aim at 
maintaining an adequate reserve fund and provision for this should take 
precedence over expenditure in other aspects, however desirable they may be 
in themselves". 
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Thus Fiji, and other British colonies throughout the Empire, 
accumula ted their reserve funds in London. However, the costly tradeoff 
between the accumulation of idle reserves in London and reduced spending on 
vital colonial developmental was the subject of a set of internal Colonial 
Office correspondence which began with a critical note from Trafford-Smith 
who had just completed a tour of the South Pacific (BO). It was pointed out 
that Fiji had built up considerable special reserves amounting to more than 
half of the colony's annual budget: there was a General Reserve Fund (£161 
thousands), an Emergency Reserve Fund (£140 thousands), as well as a 
General Revenue balance of some £230 thousands. This seemed counter to 
imperial policy, since in recent telegrams they had stressed that increased 
taxation was imposed NOT in order to build up reserves, but in order to 
conserve material resources by decreasing purchasing power. However, he 
concluded for Fiji that (B1) "while they might have proceeded faster with 
roads, ports and other development schemes than they did before the Gold 
Rush brought prosperity five or six years ago, I do not think we can say 
that they have built up reserves at the expense of necessary improvements
they certainly have not been urged to do so since the war broke out". 
Similarly, Trafford-Smith was not concerned about Tonga which, with an 
annual revenue (and presumably expenditure) of £6B thousands, had an excess 
of assets over liabilities of £158 thousands. The colonised peoples in Fiji 
and Tonga, denied basic services such as education and health, would 
probably have disagreed with Trafford-Smith. 

But in the Solomon Islands and Gilbert Islands, Trafford-Smith did 
find the policy of building up reserves quite disastrous. He complained 
that (82) 

•• from their pitiful resources, these places built up surplus 
funds amounting to £86 thousands in the case of Solomons in March 
1939 and £94 thousands in the case of Gilberts in June 1939 •• In my 
opinion it is not too much to say that these reserve funds were 
built up at the expense of practically every advance in 
administration of Social Services which might otherwise have 
justified British rule. 

This communication by Trafford-Smith evidently gave rise to the Secretary 
of State for Colonies (Cecil Parkinson) making enquiries directed at 
Reserve Funds in colonies in general. 

The contradiction was acknowledged within the Colonial Office (83): 
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•• the prac tice which has been followed in the pas t in the Solomon 
Islands and Gilbert and Ellice Islands seems to have been contrary 
to what it is now hoped to establish for the Colonial Empire, 
namely a policy aimed at reaching and maintaining a reasonable 
standard of living both for the ordinary inhabitants and for the 
subordinate officials of the Colonial Administration. 

However, Williams claimed that the Solomons and Gilberts adminstrations 
could not be blamed for accumulating surplus funds to the extent that they 
had done, "so long as it was general Colonial policy to avoid by every 
possible device becoming dependent upon an Exchequer grant-in-aid, ie. the 
so-called doctrine of self-sufficiency". This however did not explain why 
the colonies were forced beyond self-sufficiency into increasing reserves. 

Moreover, returns from other Colonies in the entire British Empire 
snowed that despite the complex disparate situations in different colonies 
of the British Empire, the imperial authorities everywhere followed the 
same policy, with only their justification changing. While the individual 
cases are interesting in themselves, here we simply summarise results. In 
addition to tiny Pacific islands, relatively huge reserves were also built 
up for Jamaica, Trinidad, St.Kitts, St. Vincent, Grenada, Gibralter, 
Palestine, Mauritius, Aden, Northern Rhodesia, Uganda, Kenya, and others. 
What was also clear from the various returns, was that the creation of 
these special reserves had begun in 1935 and Imperial policy was even 
trying to increase these reserves further. It was also clear that the 
creation of the reserves had taken place in some colonies explicitly 
through the reduction of necessary development services. 

The Colonial Office explanation, however, consistently tried to 
explain the creation of the reserves as purely war-time measures which were 
inevitable because many improvements which were desirable on a peace time 
basis could not be put in hand because they would call for manpower or 
materials which could not be provided without detriment to the war effort. 
Wi thin the Colonial Office the reports on reserves in the Colonies, were 
glossed over in remarkable manner. A communication from Caine to Sir Gater 
claimed that the reports from the colonies showed (84) 
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that while the majority of Colonies are accumulating reserves 
during the war, they are not doing so as deliberate policy or at 
the expense of expenditure on social services and development. This 
is entirely in accordance with the policy laid down in Lord Moyne's 
circular of June 1941, which indicated that taxation should be 
maintained and where possible increased, as a check on unnecessary 
personal consumption. 



The next note from the Secretary of State for Colonies (Parkinson) to 
Sidebotham suggested that the matter called for no action. 

There is now a substantial literature which outlines in detail how the 
non-white peoples of British colonies like Kenya, Rhodesia, Tanganyika were 
not just denied ordinary development needs, but were in fact denied their 
own resources in order to subsidise the white settlers (Leys:1941; 
Leys:1975; Brett). Moreover, as the experience of Fiji also indicates, 
these negative policies were extended beyond World War II by which time the 
authorities were explicitly acknowledging the colonial needs for 
development. As late as 1949 and the early 1950s while all manner of 
development projects in Fiji called out for financing, and the authorities 
were discouraged from raising loans in London, new colonial surpluses were 
so large (additional sums of more than a million pounds were being sent off 
to London) that the colonial authorities were at a loss as to how to 
dispose of them (85). 

The stated constraint was the alleged inability of UK to supply the 
material inputs necessary for deveiopment. The real constraint was that 
London would not allow the use of the colonial sterling assets on British 
materials needed by the British economy itself, nor allow the expenditure 
of colonial sterling assets outside of the sterling area. Thus the key 
factor was the British imperial objective of tying the colonies to the 
sterling monetary and economic system long after relatively free countries 
like Australia and New Zealand had loosened their ties from Britain and 
moved closer to the US dollar (Strange). 

PART 4: INVESTMENT OF FIJI FUNDS IN LONDON: UNEVEN DEVELOPMENTS 

With the currency reserves (and most other colonial liquid assets) of 
Fiji invested in London, it becomes important to ask how these investments 
were managed, in what kinds of securities the investments took place, and 
the resulting implications for colonial welfare. By and large, while there 
were general rules about the investment of colonial funds, the Crown Agents 
theoretically had some degree of discretion in investing in stocks they 
considered sui table (see Abbott). In the final analysis, however, it was 
the Secretary of Sta te who had the ultimate authority and responsibility: 
he could veto any transaction by the Crown Agents, and could and did order 
the restructuring of the portfolio of any Colony along the desired lines. 
Some of these instructions naturally engendered conflicts with the local 
colonial officials who saw the decisions as inimical of colonial welfare. 
Of interest is the extent to which the Colonial Office instructions were 
guided by the British Treasury and, through them, the Bank of England. 
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The Disposition of Colonial Funds in London 

While we have been focusing on Fiji's currency reserves, we have also 
outlined imperial policy on other colonial liquid balances. Hence in this 
section, we also study the patterns of investment of other reserves. The 
following table very crudely looks at the portfolio holdings of several of 
Fiji's funds, with the arbitrary distinctions being made between sterling 
securities of British Government and other British institutions, the white 
settler Dominions, the African and West Indian colonies, and the Eastern 
colonies and dependencies. 

What stands out is that, while around 1930 the sterling securities 
held were evenly distributed among those of Britain, the Dominions, and the 
colonies, thereafter, and particularly after 1934, all the funds increased 
their holdings of British securities. They reduced their holdings not only 
of the Dominions, but also of the other colonies. Fiji's assets were 
therefore being used by and large to provide finance to the British 
government and public insi tutions. A significant portion of the Reserves 
were maintained in fairly liquid form in the Joint Colonial Fund, whose 
interest earning capacity after World War II was reduced in the London 
money market, through official control of interest rates (Dalton). One view 
also holds that the 1930s monetary policy of the British authority was in 
essence a "cheap money policy" deliberately designed to reduce interest 
rates for the fostering of investment as well as reducing the debt burden 
on the British Government (Howson:4). The corrollary of this must be that 
the income earning capacity of the colonial funds must be severely reduced 
as a direct result of British monetary policy. 

Normally the colonies were not permitted to invest their funds in 
their own stocks. The major argument used by the imperial authorities was 
usually that the security and liquidity of the stocks over-rode any 
criterion such as the higher income-earning capacity, of possibly riskier 
investments in the colonial economies themselves. One primary scenario 
that was often invoked was the possibility of economic and/or political 
crises in the colonies leading to a situation where the colonial stocks 
could not be realised except at a capital loss. Presumably the metropolitan 
stocks were not supposed to be susceptible to the same dangers. The testing 
of this hypothesis ought to be a useful exercise given t~e frequency of 
crises in the London money market, the several large devaluations of 
sterling in the twentieth century, and protracted periods when the sterling 
securities showed severe capital losses. One outstanding recognition of the 
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Table 1 % of Sterling Investments(86} % of total in Fiji 
in securities of 

Agg.stg 

Year .k!!S. QQmia. lliJ!!.l ~. .LQ.Q!l Fiji 

Note Gurantee Funds 

1930 20 13 36 28 411 
1934 6 28 37 18 519 
1937 30 24 29 13 597 
1948 82 8 8 2 3251 
1957 68 8 19 5 3600 1% 
1969 82 3 11 4 4124 32% 

Government Savings 8ank Investments 

1930 18 18 40 16 193 
1937 25 31 41 2 325 
1961 66 13 17 4 1267 
1969 78 11 10 2 1322 

General, Surplus and Emergency Funds 

1930 19 30 37 14 344 
1961 51 9 32 8 840 
1969 73 3 16 9 915 

Notes : The UK securities were by and large of the British Government, but 
also of municipalities. The Dominions included were Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada, South Africa. The African and West Indian securities were 
by and large of the African colonies in which the white settler groups had 
significant influence in colonial policies, such as Kenya and Rhodesia. The 
"east" earlier in the century were dominated by securities of India and 
Ceylon. Towards and after World War II, these were replaced by securities 
of the Straits Settlements, and the Malayan Federated States. 
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normal tendency of the sterling securities to be depreciated in value was 
the formal requirement that all the colonies were required to also create 
Depreciation Funds to back up the Note Gurantee Funds. The irony was that 
the Depreciation Funds also suffered depreciation since they contained the 
same types of securities as the Note Gurantee Funds . 

While it might be argued that the investment of Fiji's funds in London 
denied the colonies the use of these resources in their own capital-starved 
economies, this did not necessarily have to follow simply by virtue of 
their investment in London. Theoretically, it would still have been 
possible for colonies to have themselves raised loan funds in London 
through the issue of securities. Secondly, these securities might even have 
been purchased by their own funds . The only cost to themselves would then 
have been the difference between the return on their own investments in 
London, and and the cost of borrowing (minus the double transactions 
costs). It could then be debated whether the circular transaction leaving 
Fiji's borrowing of its own funds to the discretion of the London money 
market, was in the best interests of the colonies . 

The second alternative was theoretically trickier, since the 
authori ties usually refused to allow a particular colony's funds to be 
invested in its own sterling securities on the grounds that at a time of 
crisis in the colony, the value of the securities would decline at 

precisely the moment in time when it might have been necessary to realise 
them . However, this difficulty could easily have been evaded by ensuring 
that one colony's funds were invested in another colony's securities . Thus, 
on average, colonies would have received back the equivalent of their own 
funds . To some extent, this was one of the supposed intentions behind the 
creation of the Joint Colonial Fund in the late 1920's. Yet, if Fiji's 
holdings are indicative of other colonies' sterling holdings (and this 
would need to be investigated), then then colonial funds were not 
channelled back into other colonies. In addition to the actual disposition 
of the funds , we therefore need to investigate whether Fiji (and other 
colonies) were freely allowed to borrow in London or not. 

Lastly, one would need to investigate why colonial funds showed 
dramatic increases in the proportions of their funds which were held in 
British securities. This might simply have been the result of the sound 
rational decisions by the responsible London authorities (the Crown Agents 
and the Secretary of State for Colonies) safeguarding colonial interests. 
Alternatively, it may have been the imperialist use of colonial savings for 
other purposes, including the provision of cheap finance to the British 
Government. 
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Early Dissatisfactions in 1911 , 1916 

From the beginning there 
dissatisfactin with the investment 

seemed to 
policies-

be consistent colonial 
followed by the London 

authorities. In 1911, there was a strong query from the Receiver General in 
Fiji concerning a series of actions by the Crown Agents. The complaint was 
passed on by the Colonial Office to the Crown Agents whose response 
indicated that the disadvantages accruing to Fiji were by and large the 
result of specific instructions given to the Crown Agents by the Colonial 
Office (B7). 

One question in the memorandum sent by the Receiver General in Fiji 
concerned the amalgamation of different funds into one fund without the 
Fiji Government being consulted in the matter. A second complained about 
the severe depreciation which had occu~red in the value of the securities 
held for the colonies. The Crown Agents explained to the Colonial Office 
that the investments held on behalf of all the Funds mentioned and not 
merely those three mentioned by the Rp.ceiver General . had been merged into 
a single account in accordance with instructions from the Colonial Office 
(BB) • 

While it was not explained why these amalgamations had taken place, 
our studies elsewhere suggest that at this point in time, the Secretary of 
State for India was also manipulating the various Indian Government 
Currency Funds as well as cash balances in order to stave off a liquidity 
crisis in London (B9). The need for amalgamation then had arisen in order 
to circumvent the usual "earmarking" of individual funds which had 
prevented discretionary manipulation by the Secretary of State for India . 
Whether the same forces were operating on the Secretry of State for the 
Colonies would need to be investigated further. Certainly, in amalgamating 
all the separate funds, the London authorities were not responding to 
economic conditions in Fiji. 

The Crown Agents also reported that the actual capital losses about 
which Fiji was concerned, had accrued from the sales of investments held on 
Public Account for Fiji, again as a result of Colonial Office instructions 

As for the general nominal loss in capital value of the securities. 
invested in, the Crown Agents explained it was well known that for many 
years a steady depreciation has taken place in the value of all trustee 
stocks and that the Banks and other holders of such stocks had suffered in 
the case of their investments in precisely the same way as the Government 
of Fiji. They claimed it was difficult to forecast the movements of the 
Stock Market and hard to see how the depreciation of the Colony's 
investments could have been avoided. 
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In a more general sense, the logic of the Crown Agents that the loss 
was suffered by all holders of the same sets of securities, was no 
consolation for Fiji: banks and other holders may have had no other options 
at the time of acquisition of these stocks . In the case of Fiji and other 
Crown Colonies, there ~as not only the possibility of other stocks being 
invested in, but also the alternative of not investing in London at all, 
but in other financial centres like New York or in their own economies . It 
was the latter alternative that underlay Fiji's criticism of imperial 
investment policy five years later. In a Despatch from the Fiji Government 
to the Secretary of State for the Colonies, attention was drawn to a 
Resolution agreed to by the Legislative Council in Fiji (with the Official 
Members - ie. Government Civil Servants, who were in the majority in the 
Council, not voting) (91): 

That the attention of the Secretary of State be called to the 
unsatisfactory investment of the surplus funds of this Colony and 
that leave be applied for to permit the Government of this Colony 
to select any investment it may require. 

The Crown Agents responded with replies similar to the previous occasion, 
rei terating that they had referred to the same question in 1911, and that 
their arguments were the same (92). If the Elected Members objected to the 
suplus funds being sent to London, the matter was one for the Secretary of 
State to deal with . Once the funds were sent to the Crown Agents, the 
Trustee Act 1893 required them to invest in imperial and colonial 
securities . 

Oddly enough, (given the actual composition of the portfolio of stocks 
held in the name of the Colonies by 1930) the Crown Agents stated that in 
accordance with a previous instructions from the Secretary of State (93), 
investments had if possible, been in Crown Colony stocks. However, our 
table above clearly indicates that at some point, possibly after the Great 
Depression, a significant shift in policy may have occurred and Fiji's 
funds began holding less of colonial securities and more of British. 
Whether this dramatic change took place as a result of conscious imperial 
decision-making or because of some other reason must deserve further study . 
If the former were to be correct, then one implication might be that the 
imperial authorities imperialistically used colonial funds to finance the 
British budget. One study (Howson:42- 3) states that the original reason for 
the 1930's embargo on new capital issues in London was to facilitate 
Bri tish Government borrowing in which case one must conclude that the 
dominance of British Government securities and the lack of colonial 
government securities in Fiji's portfolio were both direct results of 
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imperial discouragement of the latter, for British imperial advantage. 

The Colonial Office internal discussion minutes reflected some of the 
colonial concerns. One minuter saw no reason why the Colony should not 
have a say in its investment and observed that the result of the existing 
system in Fiji appeared to be particularly "unfortunate. The more 
substantial minute, which seemed to reflect the authoritative view stated 
(94) : 

the Elected Members of the L. C. a re anxious tha t we should allow 
Fiji surplus funds (when in the future there are any) to be placed 
in the local Banks instead of being invested by the C. A. in stoc~<s 
approved by the Secretary of State, partly because as they candidly 
admit, this will assist the Banks to be more accommodating to their 
customers in the matter of advances. We have steadily refused in 
Fiji (as in other Crown Colonies) to allow more than moderate 
amounts of Government money remain in the Banks, on the grounds 
that it is more important that the suplus funds should be 
absolutely secure and quickly realisable than that a little extra 
profit should be made by depositing the money in local Banks. 

Noting further that the depreciation had been suffered by all holders of 
trustee stocks and could have not been avoided, he recommended that the 
Secretary of State reply refusing the request. He claimed that he was not 
prepared to reconsider the policy of his predecessors for the case of 
colonies for whose finances he was responsible. 

The refusal did not seem convincing enough to another minuter (95).: 

In piping times of peace with securities rising, it is clearly best 
to invest here. In these days when all securities, Con sols at the 
head, have flopped so heavily, the advantage having money at a Bank 
which has to repay the full amount, is something. The Bank of New 
Zealand is I should think perfectly safe, and so is the Bank of New 
South Wales. 

However, the Secretary of State simply reiterated the comments by the Crown 
Agents. No substantial changes to policy took place, except that Fiji was 
advised that as a temporary measure, they could place surplus funds in the 
local banks (96). It thus becomes important to find out whetehr Fiji could 
freely borrow in the London money markets. 

137 



The Discouragement of Colonial Loans in London 

There would seem to be sufficient evidence to suggest that right up to 
and even after World War II, colonies were consistently discouraged from 
borrowing in London for a number of reasons . While some of these 
restrictions came at times when Britain was involved in inter-imperial 
wars, they were nevertheless carried over into peace time also . If we add 
the 1925 convertibility crisis for sterling and the Great Depression in the 
early 1930's, then the twentieth century contains very few years which 
British colonies would not have found to be "crisis" years with their loan 
applications discouraged or refused by the London authorities. This 
discouragement of colonial loans must be viewed in the context of vast 
amounts of British loans and investments being made in the same periods, in 
the economies of Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and North and South 
America. 

During World War I, when Fiji attempted to raise loan finance in 
London, the Colonial Office referred the matter to the Treasury. The 
Treasury instructed that the loan requirements of Fiji and the West Indian 
colonies were to follow the same course as the loans for British East 
Africa and the Federated Malay States . The Crown Agents were to seek 
accomodation from the Bank of England, under gurantee from the Treasury at 
a favourable rate of interest. However, the Treasury reminded the Colonial 
Office of the "extreme importance of restricting within the narrowest 
posible limits the loan requirements of the several Colonies in respect of 
development services" (97) . Through the circular despatch which had been 
sent to the West Indian colonies the colonial governments had been informed 
tha t (9B) 

it may be taken as certain that there will be no question of 
placing any loan on the London market during the war and for some 
time afterwards . . It is also necessary that you should bear in mind 
that the realisation of invested funds in any large quantity will 
involve considerable loss • . should only take place in cases of real 
and urgent necessity. It should also be remembered that the 
conditions which prevent the sale of securities except at a 
sacrifice will limit the power of the Government to borrow money by 
pledging them . 

Thus the authorities would limit colonial access to financial accomodation 
in London not only during but also after the war . They were discouraged 
from using their own funds invested in London . Even when they were allowed 
to borrow, the authorities did not approve the cheapest source . 
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The internal Colonial Office minutes indicated annoyed opposition to 
the Treasury instructions (99) 

the Treasury refuses to lend anything to the Colonies for 
"development" (i. e. non-military e >:penditure) . . whether we are to 
tie the Colonies and the Crown Agents in this way to the Treasury 
and the Bank of England is not an easy question . The Bank's terms, 
even with Treasury support, are onerous- see 4B276/14 M. S. - Bank 
Rate varying, which is unlikely I suppose to be below 5% while the 
war lasts . . . It would be very foolish to pay 5% to the Bank of 
England as long as accomodation can be got elsewhere much more 
cheaply. 

~ithin the Colonial Office, it was decided to allow the Colonies to obtain 
advances where they were able ~o obtain the best terms. 

However , a week later it would seem that the Colonial Office was 
overruled by higher authorities who thought that the Colonies ought to 
borrow in the short run from the Bank of England at Bank Rate Varying, if 
after that time they obtained a definite term loan at a lower rate of 
interest (100) . This was once more strongly opposed within the Colonial 
Office (101) 

I think this is most extravagant finance . Money is at present a 
drug on the market and it is simply robbing the Colonies to pay 5% 
to the Bank of England when other insitutions would be glad to lend 
for 3. 5% . (We must always recollect that the Bank of England ' s 
influence at the Treasury is very great). 

The above reasoning was to no avail . It was held that the other banks would 
only lend small sums at short notice and that the Colonies would have to go 
to the Bank of England . Fiji apparently did obtain a Bank of England loan 
of £200,000. A communication in June 1915 however complained that Fiji was 
unfairly having to pay higher interest rates than that agreed to earlier, 
allegedly because the loan had not been agreed to before the previous 
March. 

Again in the 1930s, as during most of the numerous crisis years of the 
first half of the twentieth century, Fiji and other Colonies continually 
faced strong Imperial resistance to their borrowing in London, with an 
unofficial embargo on new capital issues (Howson). In the beginning of 
1932, for instance, the Secretary of State complained to the Governor of 
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Fiji that he was not sure that Colonial Governments fully appreciated the 
serious difficulty of raising fresh capital in Britain (102) : 

For various reasons, (including int ernational financial situation) 
very great difficulty will be experienced in floating any new 
public issues in London .. in the meanwhile moneys advanced from the 
Joint Colonial Fund cannot be repaid and Fund will not be in a 
position to make further advances except on strictly limited scale. 

Here the Secretary of State advised that Fiji try to arrange local loans or 
make some other arrangements. Elsewhere, we have also pointed out that Fiji 
had idle gold reserves which could have been liquidated. 

Again, with the onset of World War II, the authorities tightened their 
control of colonial borrowing outside of the sterling area, apparently as a 
result of a Singapore municipality resorting to finance from New York. This 
was brought to the attention of the Colonial Office by the British Treasury 
(103). The Colonial Office immediately sent a circular to the colonies:(104) 

You will appreciate great importance of co-ordinating and reducing 
to a minimum non-sterling borrowings. Please therefore take steps 
to ensure that no individual or institutions in the territory under 
your adninistration raises a loan in any non-sterling currency, 
without our prior permission. 

The non-sterling financial resources were therefore effectively out of 
bounds to the Colonial territories. 

Similar constraints on London borrowing appeared during and 
immediately after World War II, and continued for several years. The 1946 
plan for Fiji's development met with generally negative reactions in the 
Colonial Office (105). It was described as ambitious, unrelated to Fiji's 
finarcial position and which ought to be scaled down especially since it 
allegedly provided little for increasing the productivity of the Colony. 
These views were not shared by the Colonial Government in Fiji (106) . 

In 194B the next Governor of Fiji expressed his dismay to London that 
despite Fiji's buoyant revenue and eminently sound financial position, all 
projects depending on the Colonial Development and Welfare Grant were 
completely held up (107). He followed up with another despatch pointing out 
that through his personal inspections, he had found that the Medical 
Training School and the Nurses' Training School which were vital not just 
for Fiji but the High Commission territories, were (108.) 
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both housed in cramped and dilapidated quarters; in particular the 
hostel accomodation for nurses in training is so squalid and 
overcrowded as to act as serious deterrant to recruitment of the 
right type. 

The Governor proposed further loans from the London markets. 

The authorities in London expressed their opposition, pointing out the 
lack of revenue from colony's infrastructure expenditure and advising that 
the financing of the development plan rested on war debt negotiations. More 
importantly with respect to the proposed London loan, the previous 
opposition was reiterated (109) 

in present economic situation His Majesty's Government are 
compelled to discourage overseas territories from raising loans on 
the London market and there is virtually no prospect of such a loan 
materialising for some years to come .•.• Returning to development 
plan generally, there is one aspect fnot confined to Fiji) which is 
bound to be of importance in the present economic crisis, namely 
availability of essential commodities such as steel and other 
building materials for projects wh~ch are primarily non-productive. 
It is important that every endeavour should be made to plan with a 
view to minimising drain on this country of such commodities and I 
hope you will keep this aspect well in mind. 

Fiji was thus not allowed to use British materials needed by Britain 
herself, not allowed to borrow in London, not allowed to withdraw and use 
her own resources to buy the required materials from outside the sterling 
area. 

The London views and arguments were all incorporated by the Fiji 
Governor in his policy statements (110). However, by the end of the year, 
the Governor fired off an angry Despatch to London regarding the inability 
of Fiji to borrow in London. He pointed out his intense surprise at finding 
throught the London Times that Trinidad had recently floated a £3 million 
loan with outstanding success on the London market (111): 

When this fact becomes known to the intelligent public in Fiji I 
shall inevitably be called upon to explain why Fiji is denied what 
is allowed in Trinidad. I must ask you to provide me with material 
for a convincing reply 
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The Governor followed this up immediately with another Despatch pointing 
out that the Queen Victoria School project was being held up (11 2) • 
Moreover, this delay in honouring Government obligations to the Fi j ian 
peoples was causing increased alarm and suspicion amongst Fijians, made 
more acute by the grossly unsatisfactory conditions. 

The Governor's questions were met with an open explanation of the 
imperial policy (113) 

the general position which H.M.G. were forced to adopt was that, 
owing to the acute balance of payments crisis, the raising of 
London loans by Colonial Governments could not be contemplated for 
some years •.. In these circumstances, calls by colonial governments 
on the London market, in that they involve additional claims on 
United Kingdom productive capacity, must still be kept to an 
absolute minimum. You will appreciate that the problem is not 
caused by shortage of money as such •.. 

Thus the Secretary of State claimed that Malaya and Trinidad were cases of 
such urgency not matched by conditions in Fiji. Fiji's borrowing in London 
would receive consideration provided that he was satisfied that there was 

' an "appropriate balance between economic development and social services, 
and provided that there was satisfactory indication that Fiji would be able 
to carry the recurrent costs involved (including servicing of the loan). 
Presumably, the authorities in Fiji were not able to make these decis ions 
t hemsel ves. 

We have shown above that in this same period, Fiji was investing its 
own extremely large "surplus" balances in London. 

Opposition to the Issue of Local Securities 

As may be seen from the table, it was only about 1957 that the Fiji 
Government began to use the considerable financial resources within their 
control, to issue local securities and foster a local securities market. 
Given that the existence of a well-developed financial market is generally 
accepted to be an important facilatator of capitalist development, it ought 
to be asked whether this failure was due to a lack of local demand f or 
Government paper or due to other reasons. The sketchy evidence we have 
indicates that the former was not important. 

In 1937, the Fiji Manager of the the Bank of New South Wales 
(Pickering), had approached the Fiji Government for the local floating of a 
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Government loan (114). He felt certain that the Fiji public, which had 
little opportunity for investment in Fiji, would support the loan and even 
if they did not, the Bank of New South Wales might be prepared to 
underwrite the issue. However, the Acting Colonial Treasurer opposed the 
proposal, claiming that the Fiji Treasury had neither the staff nor the 
facilities for the management of a loan issue (11 S.). He also claimed that 
as the unofficial members of the Council had not raised th'e point, it could 
be inferred that there was no general public demand for a local issue. 
Another minute pointed out that the Crown Agents had the Joint Colonial 
Fund to draw upon and could get better rates in London. The minute advised 
that the Bank of New South Wales could apply to the Crown Agents if they 
wished. 

A more cautious minute suggested that it would be a mistake to 
discourage the Bank's interest in local finance since it was often good 
policy for Government to allow a local bank to share in the underwriting 
profits of its issues (116). However, it also pointed out that it was 
doubtful whether the Crown Agents w~ld agree to relinquish their banking 
profits on such an issue. In addition, while he was aware that the local 
banks had a great deal of their clients' capital seeking investment, he 
thought it was really New Zealand capit.al mainly, and partly Australian. If 
there were large sums of local capital involved, it might become necessary 
as a matter of policy to provide that outlet . Another minute also recorded 
that when the 1932 Public Works Loan of £160,000 had been raised, they had 
thoroughly explored the possibility of raising it locally (this was during 
the liquidity crisis in London, of course) . It had been apparently 
established then that the Fiji Government could not issue as cheaply as the 
Crown Agents could in London. There was no discussion of the long-run 
development possibilities. 

Again in 1942, there was a determined inquiry from the General Manager 
of Morris, Hedstrom, Limited (Snell) pointing out that (117) 

On various occassions in the last 20 years representations from 
different quarters have been made to the local Government urging 
that the shortage of first class trustee securities rreant 
considerable inconvenience to the local public and asking that a 
reasonable portion of any loan floated by the Fiji Government 
should be offered locally. 

Snell complained that the pre-war answer had always been that it was more 
convenient and cheaper for the local Government to borrow in London and 
that funds were needed in London rather than in Suva. However, he held that 
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conditions had changed, with the British Government needing to borrow on an 
enormous and unprecedented scale and thus every pound in London being best 
kept in London. He reminded that they had offered several times previously 
to lend money on reasonable terms, with Government failing to take up their 
offer. Instead they had engaged in futile attempts to encourage people in 
Fiji to lend money to the British Government free of interest when most 
money was held by corporations not in Fiji for altruistic purposes. 

Snell explained that for various reasons, his firm had a good deal of 
spare money which they had even used to buy British Government savings 
bonds in London, as well as Australian and New Zealand Government and 
quasi-Government bonds. Moreover, he thought that the (11B) 

conditions that have allowed this company to accumulate surplus 
moneys probably apply to several other companies of the country and 
the conditions are apparently likely still to continue, therefore 
those cash balances are likely to increase. 

Snell advised that before any loan was floated locally, all that would be 
necessary would be for the two banks and three or four corporations like 
themselves to be consulted on the terms and quantity of loan. 

It is quite relevant that he also explicitly spelt out the long- run 
economic benefits to the lo~al economy in terms of fostering a local 
financial market (119) 

in the sense that trustees and others would find it very convenient 
to have readily available in Suva first class trustee securities 
which could be bought and sold at short notice at very even prices 
. . •. and that in the long run the economic position of Fiji would 
be bettered by the confining of as large a degree as possible of 
Government interest payments to residents within the Colony. 

Such sound reasoning was to no avail. The reply from the Fiji Government 
was that they were unlikely to have recourse to funds by public borrowing, 
but if they did find it necessary, they would give every consideration to 
the local floating of t he loan (120) 

It was not until the mid-1950 s that the Fiji Government began to 
raise any loans locally and not until the end of the sixties that these 
were issued on any significant scale. Thus short-term logic from the 
imperial authorities dictated the suppression of a local securities market 
for decades, despite the significant demand from a variety of colonial 
interests. 
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CONCLUSION 

T~e historical evidence we have presented here suggests that the 
orthodox theory of currency board systems, as expressed in the stylized 
propositions, may be seriously questioned. From its earliest years, Fiji's 
currency system predated the formal currency board pat terns advocated by 
the 1899 8arbour and 1912 Emmott COfTYTlittees (proposition 1). The Fiji 
government note system which followed the currency board's rules, evidently 
were based on principles which were laid down much earlier by Mowatt 
(British Treasury) in 1894. However, imperial concer~ with the inadequacy 
of London's gold reserves had been articulated much earlier than that by 
both the Bank of England and the Treasury, and had come to a head soon 
after the 1891 Baring crisis (Pressnell). Indeed from 1891 to 1912 there 
seeemd to be one crisis after another emphasising that in a period when 
other world powers (particularly US and France ) were more than tripling 
their already large gold reserves, Britain's reserves increased only 
slightly (Cecco : 244) . i"1ore importantly, it was obvious that London was 
increasingly unable to obtain gold by traditional methods such as by 
raising the discount rates and by use of gold devices, especially where the 
Bank of England and the joint-stock banks were increasingly competing for 
the same gold reserves (Cecco, Pressnell, Van Helten). The shortages were 
brought home with every crisis: the 1891 Baring crisis; another in 1893 
induced by a US crisis; the 1899 Boer War (Van Helten); another following 
the 1907 US crisis (Pressnell); the 1911 Agadir crisis (Pressnell); and 
finally the 1914 conflict between the Bank of England and the joint-stock 
banks over the keeping of gold reserves (Cecco). In all these crises, the 
gold raserves of colonies alld dependencies came to be of immense value to 
the imperial authorities. 

This was openly acknowledged in the Blackett Memorandum written in the 
British Treasury (in consultation with Hawtrey and Keynes) in order to help 
resolve the 1914 conflict (Cecco, Appendix A). Blackett reassured the 
authorities that while London's gold reserves might seem precariously low 
by international comparison, the reality was not as bad since the imperial 
authorities had other reserves to fall back on. He pointed out that the 
London currency reserves of India, the Straits and other colonies were now 

stores of gold which exist for the direct purpose of being 
available at times of need for export .. this is an argument which 
must be cautiously advanced for political reasons, particularly in 
regard to India, but while the justification for the location of 
India's Gold Standard Reserve in London is that it is to India's 
advantage to keep it there, the presence of that gold in London 
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instead of in India might in given circumstances be of immense 
value in this country. 

The obvious implication which would need to be investigated is whether this 
benefit for London arose as an accidental by-product, or whether it was one 
of the objectives of the formation of imperial currency policy for colonies 
and dependencies like India. 

It should also be noted that in selecting the currency models for 
Fiji's legislation, the authorities insisted on excluding the experience of 
more elastic systems in the British Empire, such as in Australia and some 
West Indian colonies. They also rejected practice advocated for Britain 
itself, which early on recognised the need for similar fiduciary issues 
they vehemently opposed in the colonies (Howson:48). Colonial monetary 
systems were therefore not homogenous prior to the establishment of the 
West Africa Currency Board and imperial policy consistently persisted in 
making flexible systems more inflexible and choosing the most conservative 
of ·options. 

Fiji shared another colonial experience in so far as foreign 
non-British coins, such as the internationally accepted Spanish or American 
dollars, were eliminated by deliberate undervaluation or demonetisation and 
replaced by British silver coins. What was also common was the imperial 
refusal to allow British paper currency to circulate in Fiji even when 
Fiji's legal tender was supposed to be sterling. However, what was 
eliminated from Fiji was the already circulating and increasingly popular 
paper currency issued by two dependable Australasian banks. The latter were 
in a position to have fostered a money supply more elastic than the rigid 
and conservative currency board system. Thus, the authorities were 
effectively eliminating not "primitive" currencies but regional and more 
elastic currencies, probably more suitable for Fijian capitalist 
development. Thus propositions 2, 4 and 8 have little application to Fiji. 

In establishing the reserves for the Government note issue, the 
authorities attempted to minimise the proportions invested. Thus, in 
keeping the reserves in liquid coin form, the authorites also discouraged 
the maximisation of income from the seignorage profits, which increased 
with the proportions of reserves invested. With interest rates being 
deliberately kept down in the London money markets, especially after the 

1930s (Howson) and after 1945 (Dalton), even the income from investments 
was curtailed. Moreover, when the securities were eventually retired, their 
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capital value in world values was severely eroded because of the 
substnatial depreciation and devaluations of the British pound. Thus 
seignorage profits and maximisation of incomes of colonial funds were also 
not important in the setting up of Fiji's currency system (proposition 3). 

Other steps in the orthodox progression were missin9 from Fiji. Gold 
sovereigns were not eliminated from circulation in Fiji until World War I. 
Secondly, British silver tokens were not replaced by Fiji silver, but 
actively and officially enforced both in circulation and as reserve right 
up till 1934 (proposition 6). This experience, different from that of other 
colonies in Africa and Asia, might have been a fortuitous consequence of 
Fiji's geographical position and insularity. The circulation of gold may 
have been allowed, since, before the advent of Fiji's Own gold mine in the 
1930s Fiji would have been a conduit for Australasian gold which had to be 
tendered by Australasian economic interests wishing to obtain Fiji 
currency. Thus a necessary consequence of gold circulation in Fiji may have 
been its eventual movement to London. In any case, for most of the period, 
even when Fiji's currency was supposedly on a gold standard and Fiji did 
have gold reserves, local holders of the notes were denied gold 
convertibility. 

Continued circulation of British silver might possibly have been 
allowed by the British authorities because of Fiji's insularity, and the 
unlikelihood of the British silver in Fiji ending up in the possession of 
those potentially capable of using it to demand gold in London. This view 
is supported by the imperial attempt to prevent the export of British 
silver to Australia, which did have an agreement with Britain for the 
redemption of British silver. Other important questions remain. Imperial 
refusal to redeem British silver currency which had already been used to 
extract goods and services from the Fiji economy must seem an obviously 
blatant type of unequal exchange. Another contradiction was the enforced 
keeping of British silver as reserves for the redemption of colonial 
currency when silver was not an international means of payment and when 
Britain would not redeem her own currency as a matter of right. An 
additional material disadvant age for the colonies lay in the reality that 
silver had been a metal depreciating relative to gold from the 1 B70s 
onwards. The fact that similar policies were also applied to other British 
colonies which were flooded with British silver in the nineteenth century, 
suggests the question may have much much broader si'gnificance than that 
derived here. Certainly, the disagreements with the Fiji colonial officials 
suggest that proposition 9 was not correct in Fiji. 
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When looked at over the entire colonial period, proposition 5 may be 
seen to be fundamentally flawed in key respects especially when considered 
in the context of international exchange and world values. The colonial 
currencies were not as efficient as means of payment as the British paper 
currency or spanish dollars which were excluded or eliminated from Fiji. As 
a measure and store of value, the colonial currency was only as good as the 
sterling backing it. Thus with the world value of sterling as reflected in 
terms of the U5 dollar declining from the $4.86 of the pre-World War I era 
to $2.40 just before Fiji's independence in 1970, the colonial currency, as 
a store of value, was severel~ flawed. It is ironic that the one currency, 
the gold sovereign which the colonised peoples favoured as a store of value 
and which had historically maintained a relative stability in real value, 
was discouraged by authorities ensuring that the colonial currency was not 
convertible into gold in the colony. 

The capital losses to colonies' sterling funds because of sterling's 
periodic devaluations need to be further investigated . In being forced to 
have their own currencies and own separate currency reserves, colonies were 
effectively treated as foreign states by the imperial authorities. However, 
with sterling reserves losing their world values every time there was a 
devaluation or depreciation of sterling (as in 1931, 1949 and 1967), 
foreign entities saw them as a breach of trust. For instance, the 
Netherlands Bank felt betrayed that the Bank of England falsely gave them 
every assurance for the safety of their large sterling reserves right up to 
the weeks before the 1931 devaluation. Following that debacle, even 
independent dominions in the British Empire diversified from sterling. 
However, with the colonial reserves being forcibly kept in sterling by the 
imperial authorities themselves, then every devaluation without 
compensatory payments effectively defrauded the colonies through the 
separate imperial decisions. It was only after the 1967 devaluation that 
the Basle compensatory mechanisms were worked out for colonies still 
maintaining sterling reserves. It is relevant also that right up to the 
1960s colonies were also discouraged from having central banks which might 
have had the potential for following independent monetary policy in the 
interests of colonies (proposition 14). 

The experience of Fiji indicates that the 11 0% gold and sterling 
reserves backing the colonial currency had little to do with maintaining 
confidence in and the par value of the Fiji pound (proposition 10). 
Moreover, when Britain finally went off the gold standard, Fiji's gold 
reserves were seen to be superfluous. When Britain periodically devalued 
her currency, or when the Australian and NZ economies devalued theirs, then 
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Fiji's currency was automatically devalued along. Having the more than 
adequate cover did not help maintain the world values of the Fiji currency. 
There seemed equally little purpose in having the extra Depreciation Funds 
(proposition 11) when there was supposed to be a 10% margin already. Even 
more strange was the maintenance of a Coinage Gurantee Fund, allegedly for 
redeeming the token coins in local circulation. The mind boggles at the 
possibility of the colony ever being in a position where not only all the 
notes, but all the tokens would need to be converted into sterling. 

The investment policies with regard to the currency reserves had many 
questionable aspects, First, the colonial officials were from the beginning 
prevented from investing the currency reserves in the local colonial 
economy. Second, the currency funds kept in London were manipulated by the 
London authorities without any reference to Fiji conditions or Fiji 
authorities who opposed many of the investment policies. Third, for 
sUbstantial periods the market values of the securities invested in were 
less than the nominal values and colonial officials were even discouraged 
from liquidating their holdings when they were in dire need of funds. 
Fourth, for substantial periods Fiji was discouraged from borrowing and 
issuing securities in the London money market or borrowing outside of the 
sterling area. Fifth, for decades Fiji was discouraged from issuing local 
securities and creating a local financial market, despite strong demand in 
the colonies. Sixth, the reality was that only 3 very small proportion of 
Fiji's reserves invested in London went to the colonies proper. Thus 
increasingly after the Great Depression and decades after World War II and 
the twentieth century cd ticisms of the operations of the currency board 
system, Fiji's currency reserves became almost co~letely dominated by 
British Government securities, even at the expense of other colonies' 
securities. Moreover, the earnings from these funds were reduced as a 
direct result of imperial policies. The above investment policies were also 
followed in the treatment of colonial savings, government cash balances and 
special "reserves" which were also invested in London at great 
developmental costs. Proposition 12 would thus seem to have many 
weaknesses. 

The deleterious effects on Fiji's welfare seems logical with the 
reduced incomes and capital values of the sterling reserves probably less 
important than the long-run effects on the colonial economy. Imperial 
policy effectively removed liquidity from the colonial economy and thus 
directly exacerbated the process of underdevelopment through monetary 
stringency. This rust be all the more ironic given that decades later, 
orthodox economists were to claim one of the causes of colonial 
underdevelopment was the lack of domestic savings. The immediate costs may 
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be seen in the differences between the growth rates of domestic funds and 
sterling funds . We have presented some sketchy evidence to suggest that the 
returns in Fi j i were possibly multiples of the returns in London . The 
extent of the di fferences may be simply gathered by noting the difference 
between the effects of compound rates of interest of say 2% and 4% on 
~100,000 for a period of fifty years, with the accumulated sum from the 2~ 
interest being further devalued by some 50% at the end of the period . 

More important than the returns to the funds mus t be the ef fects on a 
normal capitalist economy of having an inelastic and stifling monetary and 
financial system which could not facilitate capitalist developments . This 
arose not just from the nature of the currency board system itself, but 
also the imperial refusal to foster a colonial f inancial s ecurities market 
as colonial capitals demanded . With the banking system deprived of legal 
tender liquidity, the rest of the capitalist economy was also deprived of 
the potential to grow in so far as the obstacle was the lack of capital and 
credit. This is not to argue, of course, that the provision of capital and 
credit would have been a sufficient condition for capitalist development. 

The error must not be be made in thinking that the sums we have been 
considering were insignificant in the British imperial scheme of things and 
that we are making mountains out of molehills . First, the evidence 
indicates that the imperial authorities themselves subjected every colonial 
penny to a microscopic scrutiny. Second, the sums involved for all the 
colonies in aggregate were vital to the imperial purpose. For instance 
colonial sterling balances which were frozen af ter World War II amounted to 
fully a third of sterling's external liabilities , with India and Egypt 
providing more than another third. Thus colonial funds were vital for 
allowing Britain to continue her capital export after World War II and for 
sterling to recover limitedly from the ravages of World War II and the 
international attacks by the dollar (Polk). This would not have been 
possible had individual colonies been allowed to s tep out of line, as 
indeed Fiji did try to do once Malaya was given access to the London money 
market (in return for her rubber and tin dollars !) after World War II. 
Third, and most importantly for the understanding of colonial 
underdevelopment, the sums involved were SUbstantial relative to the 
absolute amounts of resources actually being allocated in Fi j i, regardless 
of their triviality in the imperial system at the time. 

Some understanding of this vital point may be had by comparing the 
amounts of currency reserves, government cash balances, savi ngs bank funds, 
reserves and government surpluses kept in London with t he amounts spent i n 
Fi j i on crucial areas such as education, on which t he overall development 

150 



of colonial people and economy hinged. In the early 1930s when Fiji had 
some million pounds invested in London, less than £50 .000 was spent 
annually on education in Fiji, with a disproportionate share of that going 
to the education of white children. Roughly a third of Fijian and 
Indo-Fijian school - age children could not go to school because of the lack 
of schools and qualif ied teachers, and the inability of parents to pay for 
school fees, books and transport (Narayan:72-4). By the end of the 194os, 
expenditure on education had i ncreased to some £200,000 yet f orced annual 
surpluses of the Fiji Government were alone twice that. Even by the end of 
the 1950s , when the sterling r eserves had multiplied many times, roughly a 
fifth of school age children were still denied basic education. Unlike 
Australian and New Zealand colonies which had universities established 
quite early, Fiji (and the South Pacific ) did not see one till 1969. The 
problem was the same with regard to the lack of public expenditure on 
health and necessary infrastructure. The economic effects of a hundred 
years of systematic denial of the basic necessary conditions of economic 
development may be gauged from the significant changes occurring in the 
Fiji economy in merely fifteen years of relatively expansionary policies. 

The fact that these monetary brakes to capitalist development were a 
direct result of imperial decision-making must have significant 
implications for theories of underdevelopment. There is now a voluminous 
literature which associates (with a varying degree of causation) 
imperiali sm and colonialism with underdevelopment (see Bagchi:1982). 
However, there i s also an ext remely strong opposite view which argues that 
not only was colonialism progressive but that it was the best development 
possible. Warren (1 980) has been a leading proponent for this view which 
argues that there was no inherent cause within capitalist colonialism for 
underdevelopment. It is relevant for this paper that Warren firstly 
confines only to a footnote (Warren: 149) the alleged monetary aspects of 
colonialism which may have retarded capitalist development. Secondly, he 
also makes the crucial qualification 

"Analytically, imperialism may set the forces of change in motion 
and may also erect barriers to these forces. If the barriers are 
not absolute, imperialism must be accorded the plaudits of the 
innovator. If the transitory blockage turns out to be of long 
duration, it must be an open question whether colonial forces 
acc elerated modernisation" • 

Our paper suggests that it was precisely this blockage of long duration 
which characterised Fiji's colonial monetary system and that the historical 
evidence suggests that what transpired (or rather, failed to transpire) 
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monetarily and financially, was not the best possible capitalist path as 
Warren and his supporters have argued. Rather, the thwarted and limited 
capitalis t economy was the result of imperial decisions, rejecting more 
dynamic capitalist developments. This was a factor additional to the usual 
association of Fiji's underdevelopment with· the domination by foreign 
monopoly and oligopoly capitals (Narsey:1979). 

With most of the regressive policies in Fiji being implemented in 
opposition to initiatives and pressures from relatively progressive (in 
capitalist terms) government officials and other agents, there is the 
obvious implication that "imperialism" was not a monolithic entity from top 
to bottom, bent on exploiting and underdeveloping colonies. The evidence 
rather suggests that the locus of decision-making which resulted in 
exploitation and colonial underdevelopment was in London. More importantly, 
the balance of decision-making power on these currency and monetary matters 
seemed to lie not with the Colonial Office as it was technically supposed 
to be, but with the British Treasury and the Bank of England (thus 
undermining proposition 15). There clearly would need to be a more 
systematic investigation of the precise role and motivation of the latter 
two institutions in decisions involving colonies, given also that there 
were also policy conflicts between them on numerous issues, with the 
balance of power shifting more to the British Treasury after the 1931 
devaluation (Howson) . This no doubt would be part of the explanation of the 
shift in colonial monetary policies after the 1930s. 

Any such analysis would need to consider the changing role and status 
of Britain and sterling in the world economy, especially from 1870 onwards. 
One view saw the imperial manipulation of colonial gold reserves 
originating in the loss of competitive advantage by British industry to her 
continental and American rivals as early as 1870 (Cecco). World War I and 
the large war debts to US, the rise of the US dollar and the French franc 
as international competitors, then created the major strains in the 
sterling edifice (Cohen), which did not recover after 1931 when the 1925 
reversion to gold convertibility at an overvalued exchange rate finally 
failed (Moggridge). 

Thus the formal delineation of the Sterling Area after 1931 (after 
which Fiji and some other colonies were explicitly placed on the currency 
board system) was also the explicit recognition of the defence barrier 
which sterling had to erect in order to survive beyond her national 
boundary (Strange). After World War II, the open expression of the 
constrained nature of the sterling holdings of colonies was that while 
independent groups of sterling holders were severely reducing their 
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holdings, those of the colonies were being dramatically increased, as 
Fiji's had been. One view saw the general accumulation of colonial sterling 
balances as (Polk: 204) 

partly the result of British administrative control. Financially, 
the effect of this control has been to encourage extreme fiscal 
conservatism, far more conservative than is practised by the 
British Government .. a budget surplus, which is usual in the more 
productive colonies except in periods of internal strife, is 
something to be tucked away for an indefinite period and for 
indefinite future use, and in London banks. 

However, it would be useful to investigate whether this financial 
conservatism, which we have also encountered in the decisions on Fiji, had 
broader imperial motivation or whether it arose out of a concern for the 
colonised peoples greater than the imperial concern for the British people 
themselves. Thus it would need to be investigated whether the general 
imperial policies towards the investment of Fiji (and other colonial funds) 
in London were part of a broader deliberate policy of strengthening 
sterling, or simply the best investment decisions for Fiji and other 
colonies at that time. Historians need to explain the anomaly that the 
relatively independent nations like Australia obtained preferential access 
to the London money market while drawing down their sterling assets 
(Howson, POlk). On the other hand colonies which were forced to increase 
their sterling holdings while totally in control of imperial authorities 
were prevented by them from borrowing for basic development purposes. 

The historical evidence which we have presented here, while sketchy in 
places, would seem to suggest that the stylized facts and propositions 
about the nature and evolution of the currency board system may be 
seriously questioned in the light of Fiji's experience. The broad questions 
of imperial policy which we have raised in this paper 
initial hypothesis that an ahistorical study of 
monetary system in isolation would be fundamentally 

lend substance to our 
Fiji's currency and 
flawed in method and 

analysis. We have also presented evidence which suggests that a theory of 
British colonial currency systems must need to be situated within a broader 
study of British imperial monetary policies in the colonies, vis a vis the 
historically changing role and status of sterling in the international 
rronetary system and the competitiveness of Britain in the world economy. 
Given that the imperial state had Ultimate, explicit and total 
decision-making responsibility over currency and monetary matters, an 
exploration of this general area ought to give us an additional perspective 
on imperialism in relation to colonial development and underdevelopment. 
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NOTES 

1 . The author was originally registered for a 0 Phil researching the role 
of money and banking in the development of Fiji. However , the kinds of 
questions raised in this paper led him into changing in mid-stream (a 
favourite kamikaze method for Ph 0 students) to a thesis attempting to 
reinterpret the theory and history of British colonial monetary 
systems in general. 

2. The study by Greaves (who wrote extensively in defence of imperial 
currency policy) was funded and substantively direc ted by the Colonial 
Office itself and, together with the involvement of Caine below , 
raises interesting questions of the role of academia within the 
context of imperialism . 

3. Caine's involvement is more questionable: originally a Civil Servant 
within the Colonial Of fice sharing some of the views of the critics, 
he moved to the Treasury from where he wrote in The Banker, a series 
of anonymous (some might say defensive) articles on the colonial 
monetary system; he then moved to the London School of Economics, 
then, towards the end of the fifties, was appointed as an "adviser" to 
the Malaysian Government on its post-independence monetary system 
(essentially reinforcing the conservatism of the currency board 
system) and engaged in monetary debates in academic j ournals (see 
references) . An analysis of the role of academia must be part of any 
explanation of the long-run perpetuation of the currency board system. 

4. The contrast may be made to the full-blown monetary developments in 
the white settler colonies, which became relatively successful 
capitalist economies . See Hammond for the early American experience. 

5. C083/1 04. All "CO" or "T" references will be to files seen in the 
Public Records Office, Kew, London. 

6. C083/111 . 
7. The Colonial Office file reference was 17172/ 88. 
8. C083/99: Governor to Secretary of State , 7 February 1911 . 
9. ibid. 

10 . C083/99: Treasury to Colonial Office, 17 June 1911, draft copy in 
file. 

11 . ibid . 
12. ibid. 

13. C083/99: Governor to Secretary of State" 30 September 1912 . 
15. Jastram (1977) is an interesting study which attempts to show how over 

centuries, gold has by and large maintained its purchasing power in 

154 



terms of other commodities, despite wide fluctuations over short 
periods. 

16. C083/118: Treasury to Colonial Office, 16 May 1913. 
17 . C083/118: Colonial Office to Governor, 6 June 1913 . 
1 8 . de Cecco : 

19. C083/193/1: Waley to Clauson, 20 January , 1931. 
20 . C083/193/1: Gove rnor to Secretary of State, 18 February 1931 . 
21 . C083/193/1: Vernon to Waley. 
22. T16o/1059/F5158/1-3: Waley to Mahon, 19 October 1931 . 
23 . ibid, Mahon to Waley, 21 October 1931 . 
24 . C083/193/1: Waley to Vernon, 21 October 1931. Item 39 . 
25 . ibid. 
26 . Between Vernon (Colonial Office) and Waley (Treasury), 27 October 

1931. 
27 . ibid . 
28 . C083/193/1: Waley to Vernon, 30 oct3ber 1931. 
29 . C083/193/1: Secretary of State to Governor, 4 December 1931. 
30 . C083/201/3: Colonial Office to Treasury, 1 July 1933. 
31 • T16o/1 o59/F5158/1: Governor to Secretary of State , W. S. Churchill , 5 

October 1921. 

32 . C083/163 : Treasury to Colonial Office, 2 december 1922 . Refers to 
Davis' letter of 11 October 1922 (Colonial Office reference, 48975/22) 
and Despatch from Governor . 

33. ibid . 
34. C083/163 . 
35 . CO~3/163 : Secretary of State to Governor, 11 Jaunuary 1922 . 

36 . ibid . 

37 . C083/167: Treasury to Colonial office, 11 december 1923 . 
38 . C083/167 : Colonial Office to Governor, 31 December 1923. 
39. C083/18o/11 : Treasury to Colonial Office , 21 January 1928. 
40 . ibid . 

41. C083/180/11 : Treasury to Colonial Office, 28 March 1928 . 

42. C083/201/3. 
43. C0852/681/4 : Governor to Secretary of State , 16 July 1949. 
44. CoB52/681/4 : Young to Hulland , 19 October 1949. 
45. C0852/681/4 : Secretary of State to Governor, 18 November 1949. 
46 . C083/201/3 : Secretary of State to Governor, August 1933 . 
47. C083/201/4 : Secretary of State to Governor , Telegram, 22 November 

1933. 
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48. C083/201/1, Part 1: Cablegram CSR, Nausori to CSR, Sydney, 16 January 
1931. The Colonial Authorities seem to have had acces s to cablegrams 
between the CSR offices. 

49. C083/201/1, Part 1: Governor to Secretary of State, 28 January 1931. 
50. C083/193/1: Note by J.M.Hedstrom on The Exchange Position in Fiji, 20 

January 1931. 
51. ibid. 
52. ibid. 
53. ibid. 
54. C083/193/1: Governor to Secretary of State, 28 January 1931. 
55. C083/193/1: Waley to Caines, 15 April 1931. 
56. T160/1059/F5158/1: Colonial Office to Treasury, 16 October 1931. 
57. C083/203/1: MInute by Caine, 14 February 1933. 
58. C083/201/2: Notes of Colonial Office Currency Committee meeting held 

on 9 March 1933. 
58 . C083/201/3: Notes of a Meeting to discuss Fiji Curre~cy matters , 14 

June 1933. 

60. C083/201/3: Governor to Goldfinch, General Manager of CSR. 
61. C083/201/2: Colonial Office Currency Committee. 
62. C083/82: Governor to Colonial Office, 13 February 1906 and Colonial 

Office to Governor, 16 March 1906. 

63. C083/82: Governor to Colonial Office. 
64. C083/119. 

65. C083/82: Secretary of State to Governor, 9 August, 1906. 
66. C083/82: internal Colonial Office minute. 
67. C083/79: Governor to Secretary of State, 25 January 191 0 . 
68. C083/79: Colonial Office to Governor, 9 March 1910. 
69. Cecco: pp 68, 70, 124-5. 
70. C083/79: Governor to Secretary of State, 8 May 1911. 
71. ibid, enclosure, Fiji Manager, Bank of New Zealand to Fiji Government, 

16 February 1911. 

72. C083/79: Secretary of State to Governor, 21 July 1911. 
73. C083/101: internal Colonial Office minutes, dated around 17 June 1911. 
74. ibid, by Sir Lucas. 
75. F31/201: Disposal of Surplus Balances, Secretary of State to Governor, 

26 February 19::)6. "F" files refer to Fiji Arc:'ive file s . 

75. Moggridge (1969) is an excellent account of the tremendous pressures 
on the London authorities to return to gold at the old pre-war parity 
l~hich effectively overvalued sterling, and which necessitated access 
to Empir8 gold. 
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48. C083/201/1, Part 1: Cablegram CSR, Nausori to CSR, Sydney, 16 January 
1931. The Colonial Authorities seem to have had access to cablegrams 
between the CSR offices. 

49. C083/201/1, Part 1: Governor to Secretary of State, 28 January 1931. 
50. C083/193/1: Note by J .M.Hedstrom on The Exchange Position in Fiji, 20 

January 1931. 
51. ibid. 
52 . ibid. 
53. ibid. 
54. C083/193/1: Governor to Secretary of State, 28 January 1931. 
55. C083/193/1: Waley to Caines, 15 April 1931. 
56. T16o/1059/F5158/1: Colonial Office to Treasury, 16 October 1931. 
57. C083/203/1: MInute by Caine, 14 February 1933. 
58. C083/201/2: Notes of Colonial Office Currency Committee meeting held 

on 9 March 1933. 
58 . C083/201 /3: Notes of a Meeting to discuss Fiji Curre~cy matters , 14 

June 1933. 

60. C083/201/3: Governor to Goldfinch, General Manager of CSR. 
61. C083/201/2: Colonial Office Currency Committee. 
62. C083/82: Governor to Colonial Office, 13 February 1906 and Colonial 

Office to Governor, 16 March 1906. 

63. C083/82: Governor to Colonial Office. 
64. C083/119. 

65. C083/82: Secretary of State to Governor, 9 August, 1906. 
66. C083/82: internal Colonial Office minute. 
67. C083/79: Governor to Secretary of State , 25 January 1910. 
68. C083/79: Colonial Office to Governor, 9 March 1910. 
69. Cecco: pp 68, 70, 124 -5. 
70. C083/79: Governor to Secretary of State, 8 May 1911 . 
71. ibid, enclosure, Fiji Manager, Bank of New Zealand to Fiji Government , 

16 February 1911. 

72. C083/79: Secretary of State to Governor, 21 July 1911. 
73. C083/101: internal Colonial Office minutes, dated around 17 June 1911. 
74 . ibid, by Sir Lucas. 
75. F31/201: Disposal of Surplus Balances, Secretary of State to Governor, 

26 February 19:)6. "F" files refer to Fiji Arc:'ive files. 

76. Moggridge (1969) is an excellent account of the tremendous pressures 
on the London authorities to return to gold at the old pre-war parity 
which effectively overvalued sterling, and which necessitated access 
to Empire gold. 
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77 . A minute by Fiji's Colonial Treasurer perceptively pointed out that 
afte r Itaiy's adventure in Abyssinia, there might soon be an attempt 
on the Suez Canal. This would, in his view, mean interference with 
Great Britain 's trade with the Middle and Far East, East Africa and 
even Australasia. 

7B . F31/201: 1B99 Barbour Report on Jamaica. 
79 . ibid, Report by Dale, 1924. 
BD . C0852/408/11: Colony Reserve Funds. Trafford-Smith to o.G.R .Williams, 

16 March 1942. 
Bl. ibid. 
82 . ibid . 
83 . C0852/408/11: internal minute, Williams to Secretary of State, 21 

March 1942. 

84. ibid, internal minute, Caine to Gater. 
85. F31/448: set of correspondence beginning 22 July 1947, between 

Receiver General and Governor of Fiji, and Secretary of State. 
86. Figures derived from Fiji Royal Gazzettes, Crown Agents' Accounts for 

Fiji (F31/37, F7/16-3 ), Legislative Council Papers. 
87 . C083/104: Crown Agents to Colonial Office, 6 October 1911. 
88. ibid, Colonial Office letters 32676/06 of 8 September 1906 and 

41132/06 of 20 December 1906. 
89. de Cecco, 
90 . Colonial Office refernce letters 11696/06 of 13 May 1906. 

91 . C083/130. 

92. C083/134: Crown Agents to the Colonial Office, 10 June 1916. 
93 . ibid: Colonial Office letter 22967/12 of 25 July 1912. 
94 . C083/134: internal Colonial Office minutes . 
95 . ibid. 

96. C083/134: Secretary of State to Governor, 11 August 1911 . 
97 . C083/129: Treasury to Colonial Office, 1 January 1915 . 
98. ibid, reference to Circular Despatch sent to all colonies 18 November 

1914. 

99 . C083/129: Internal minute by GVF, 1 January 1915 . 
100. C083/129: Internal minutes 9th to 11th January 1915 . 
101. C083/129: Internal minutes by GVF, 13 January 1915. 
102. C083/197/2, Part 1: Secretary of State to Governor, Telegram, 16 

January 1932. 
103. C0852/249/12 : Waley to Clauson, 16 September 1939 . 
105 . C083/250/3: internal Colonial Office minutes, 17 May 1947 . 
106 . ibid, Stockdale to Sidebotham, 2 September 1947. 
107 . C083/250/4: Governor to Secretary of State. 29 January 1948. 
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108. ibid, 10 February 1948. 
109. C083/250/4 : Secretary of State to Governor, 26 February 1948 . 
110. see 1948 Fiji Legislative Council Paper No.16, Address by Governor 

freeston. 
111 . C083/250/ 4 : Governor to Secretary of State , 2 December 1948. 

112 . ibid, 6 December 1948. 

11 3 . C083/254/4 : Secretary.of State to Governor, 11 December 1948. 
114. extracts from F.C.31/235 . 
11 5 . minute of 14 October 1937 by Savage. 
116. AFR, 14 October 1937. ?? 
117. F31/314: Snell to Colonial Secretary, 31 July 1942 . 
118. ibid. 
119. ibid. 
120 . Financial Secretary, to Morris Hedstrom, 5 August 1942. 
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