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Since the founding of the Colony until its Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI),
white Rhodesians considered themselves quintessentially British. Despite epithets such
as being “... more British than the British”, in declaring UDI on Armistice Day in 1965
under a portrait of Queen Elizabeth II, white Rhodesians became the first people of largely

British origin to rebel against the Crown since the American Revolution.

Despite concluding the UDI proclamation with "God Save the Queen”, Britain’s response
was to proclaim Rhodesia to be in a state of rebellion. Thus the need for a distinctive

national identity became more acute together with the symbols to reflect this change.

This paper explores the process leading to the adoption of a distinctive Rhodesian flag to
symbolise the country’s assumed independence, and its evolution into a potent emotional

symbol particularly after the country became Zimbabwe and adopted a new flag.



INTRODUCTION

On 11" November 1965, at 11 a.m. (the 11" hour of the 11" day of the 11th month),
under Annigoni’s famous portrait of a youthful Elizabeth Il in Garter robes, lan Smith and
his Cabinet signed a Proclamation of Independence from the British Parliament, whilst
retaining loyalty to the person of the Monarch and the Queen of Rhodesia (Fig. 1). Thus
white Rhodesians became, however reluctantly, the first people of largely British origin to
throw off the Crown since the American Revolution.! The immediate response by the
British Government to this Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) was to proclaim
Rhodesia to be in a state of rebellion, the Government in Salisbury to be illegal and to

request the United Nations to apply sanctions against the ‘rebel regime’.

The events leading up to the constitutional stalemate which resulted in this drastic action
began more than half a century earlier when Queen Victoria approved a Royal Charter
establishing the British South Africa Company (BSAC) on 29 October 1889. This was the
brainchild of the British imperialist and financier Cecil John Rhodes, who was living in the
Cape Colony at the time and whose ambition was to exploit the mineral wealth of
Mashonaland. This was part of a broader quest to expand the sphere of British
commercial and political influence from “Cape to Cairo”. The BSAC was more than just
a business enterprise. Its Charter gave it the power, inter alia, to make treaties,
promulgate laws, prescribe the peace, maintain a police force, acquire (new) mining
concessions and provide the infrastructure for a new colony at the Company’s expense.
With these formidable powers and its wide range of interests, the Company established
the foundations of the colony that was to become Southern Rhodesia and later the state
of Zimbabwe.?

From 1890 when the first white settlers entered the territory until 1923 when self-

government was granted, there were several forces at work which were moving the

! Skeen, A. (1966). Prelude to Independence, Wood, J.R.T. (2005) So Far and No Further! and Lowry, D. (2010).
Rhodesia 1890-1980 ‘The Lost Dominion’.
2 Berry, B.B. (1999). The flags of the British South Africa Company, 1890-1923.



settlers to independence while, at the same time, there were conflicting pressures aimed
at moving the territory in other directions. Nascent white nationalism, and a growing
sense of identity and purpose, became evident in 1922 when the settlers, increasingly
distrustful of the Company following the death of Rhodes in 1902 and fearful of an
amalgamation with Northern Rhodesia which would diminish their ratio to the African
majority even further, voted in favour of Responsible Government rather than to become
a fifth province of the Union of South Africa. To many commentators, the outcome of this
crucial referendum was to determine the course that the country would follow in the
ensuing years and the outcome of the referendum can be regarded as a precursor to uDI
in 1965.3

Responsible Government was granted on 13 September 1923 and on 01 October 1923
Southern Rhodesia was annexed to the British Crown as a self-governing colony. The
Letters Patent granting the colony the right to self-government made no change to the
pre-existing franchise which granted the right to vote centred on an elementary standard
of education, property ownership and financial means. The reality was that despite being
non-racial, the qualifications were beyond the reach of most (black) Africans and thus the

electorate at the time was, and remained, predominantly white.

What Southern Rhodesia had gained was close to Dominion status as she gained wide
powers, including defence, but not external affairs.# Britain retained reserve powers of
veto to protect African rights and land in particular. It was a unique constitutional
arrangement in that while the British Government had full power to legislate for Southern
Rhodesia, it would not do so without the consent of the Southern Rhodesian Legislative

Assembly. The British reserve powers were never invoked even when racial segregation

3 An in depth analysis of the 1922 referendum can be found in Di Perna, A.P. (1978). A Right to be Proud. See also
Lowry, D. (2010). Op cit and Wood, J.R.T. (2005). Op cit.

4 The Dominions were semi-independent polities under the British Crown, constituting the British Empire, beginning
with the Canadian Confederation in 1867. They included Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Newfoundland, South
Africa, and the Irish Free State, and then from the late 1940s also India, Pakistan, and Ceylon (now Sri Lanka). The
Balfour Declaration of 1926 recognised the Dominions as "autonomous Communities within the British Empire",
and the 1931 Statute of Westminster granted them full legislative independence (Wikipedia:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dominion).



legislation was introduced. Able to govern and defend themselves, the white electorate
understood that, in due course, Southern Rhodesia would become a Dominion. This
belief was reinforced by the British placing responsibility for Southern Rhodesia under the
aegis of the Dominions’ Office (together with Australia, Canada, South Africa, New
Zealand, efc.) and by inviting Southern Rhodesian Prime Ministers to all conferences of
the Dominion (and later Commonwealth) Prime Ministers from 1931. Southern Rhodesia
was also the only colony which had a High Commission in London, a diplomatic mission
status normally afforded only to independent members of the Commonwealth.

This unique constitutional arrangement was perpetuated after 1953 when Southern
Rhodesia joined in a federation with the protectorates of Northern Rhodesia and
Nyasaland. The system of government for the Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland
was in itself one of the most complicated systems of government ever established. Five
different governments had overlapping and interlocking responsibilities for its affairs.
There was the British Government in London, theoretically united but divided for practical
purposes into two by no means friendly or united departments — the Commonwealth
Office which dealt with the federal and Southern Rhodesian Governments through
separate sets of High Commissioners in Salisbury and London, and the Colonial Office
which dealt with the two northern protectorates through their respective Governors who
possessed very wide powers. There was also a Governor-General of the Federation and
a Governor of Southern Rhodesia, both of whom, unlike their northern counterparts, were
constitutional monarchs acting on the advice of their Prime Ministers.5 The Federation
only lasted a decade, the British succumbing to political pressure from African nationalists
for self-determination in the two protectorates and the politically dominant whites in
Southern Rhodesia also demanding independence based on its qualified franchise.
Nyasaland was granted self-government in 1962 and would later become independent as
Malawi on 06 July 1964. Northern Rhodesia soon followed and its secession would result
in the formal dissolution of the Federation on 31 December 1963. Northern Rhodesia
attained independence as the Republic of Zambia on 24 October 1964.

> Blake, R. Foreword in Wood, J.R.T. (1983). The Welensky Papers.



Following the break-up of the Federation and the granting of independence to the two
northern territories, the demands for Southern Rhodesia (later simply called Rhodesia
following Zambian independence)® to also obtain its independence intensified. ~ These
demands were premised essentially on the fact that the colony had had virtual political
autonomy since it was granted self-government in 1923. Although prepared to grant
formal independence, the British government adopted a policy of no independence before
majority rule and that independence would not be granted to Rhodesia until sufficient
guarantees for the political advancement of the African majority were in place. Despite
on-going negotiations, including visits by the Rhodesian Prime Minister to London and
the British Prime Minister to Salisbury, an impasse ensued resulting in the declaration of

UDI by the Rhodesian Government in November 1965.

RHODESIAN COLONIAL FLAGS

At the time of UDI Rhodesia followed the traditional British colonial practice and flew an
‘ensign-based’ flag with the Union Jack in the canton and the shield from its Coat of Arms
in the fly. However, since 08 April 1964 this had a light (plumbago) blue background

rather than the traditional dark blue and was unique in being the only non-armed service

6 The official name of the country, according to the constitution adopted concurrently with the Unilateral Declaration
of Independence (UDI) in 1965, was Rhodesia. This was not the case under British law, however, which considered
the territory's legal name to be Southern Rhodesia, the name given to the country in 1898 during the British South
Africa Company's administration of the Rhodesias, and retained by the self-governing colony of Southern Rhodesia
after the end of Company rule in 1923.

This naming dispute dates back to October 1964 when Northern Rhodesia became independent from Britain and
concurrently changed its name to Zambia. The Southern Rhodesian colonial government in Salisbury felt thatin the
absence of a "Northern" Rhodesia, the continued use of "Southern" was superfluous. It passed legislation to
become simply Rhodesia, but the British government refused to approve this on the grounds that the country's
name was defined by British legislation and so could not be altered by the colonial government. Salisbury went on
using the shortened name in an official manner nevertheless, while the British government continued referring to
the country as Southern Rhodesia. This situation continued throughout the UDI period. The shortened name was
used by many people including the British government in the House of Commons.

The British government maintained this stance regarding the June-December 1979 successor state of Zimbabwe
Rhodesia, and when Zimbabwe Rhodesia returned to colonial status from December 1979 to April 1980, it was as
"Southern Rhodesia". Southern Rhodesia subsequently gained international recognition of its independence in April
1980, when it became the Republic of Zimbabwe (Wikipedia: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rhodesia).



colonial flag in this colour at the time.” The decision to change the flag was to highlight
the political changes following the dissolution of the Federation,® when Southern
Rhodesia reverted to its pre-Federal colonial flag which followed the same pattern but
with a dark blue background. The flag of the Federation was also in the same pattern
but with the shield from the Federal Arms in the fly (see Fig. 2).

The adoption of a colonial flag for Southern Rhodesia had not been without confusion.
With the end of the BSAC Administration, the Company flag, a Union Jack charged with
the Company badge in the centre, was lowered on 29 September 1923 and replaced on
01 October 1923 with the British Union Flag symbolising the change in administration.
On this date there was no colonial Arms and also no flag. The Southern Rhodesia coat
of arms was only granted by Royal Warrant on 11 August 1924. Thus began a 13 year

period of confusion and misunderstanding as to what the flag of the colony was.®

In response to questions about what flag to use on such occasions as the British Empire
Exhibition efc., correspondence between the Rhodesian High Commission and the
Colonial Office shows that the latter answered “... following the course adopted by other
colonies last year, it is thought that the Blue Ensign with the Arms (or Flag Badge) of
Southern Rhodesia in the fly might be used for this purpose”.° What was clear,
however, and later confirmed in a letter from the Colonial Secretary in Salisbury to the
Rhodesian High Commission in London in March 1928 on the question of what was the
official flag of the colony, was that “the Union Jack is the flag of Southern Rhodesia”.!!

While the general public seemed content to fly the Union Jack, the need for a distinct flag
to distinguish the Colony abroad was still a matter of some consternation. In November

1934 the Rhodesian High Commission purchased some Union Jacks with green pennants

7 Later Fiji and Tuvalu, in 1970 and 1978 respectively, also adopted British ensign-based flags with light blue
backgrounds.

¢ Allport, R. (1995). Flags and Symbols of Rhodesia 1890 — 1980 and Berry, B.B. (1995). Flying in the Winds of Change.

° See Faul, M. (1996). Just what is the Rhodesian Flag? and Faul, M. (1999). The genesis of a colonial flag: Southern
Rhodesia 1890-1937.

10 Faul, M. (1999). Op cit, p. 105.

1 1bid, p. 106.



below emblazoned with “SOUTHERN RHODESIA” in white letters to be used as car flags
at the wedding of Prince George, Duke of Kent, to Princess Marina of Greece and
Denmark (Fig. 2). Later the Union Jack and pennant, alongside various other colonial
flags, featured on a handkerchief to commemorate the impending coronation of King
Edward VIII.

The forthcoming coronation brought matters to a head. The adoption of a flag was an Act
related to foreign affairs and due to the colony’s unique constitutional status, this was a
matter controlled from London. Following further communications between the Prime
Minister, the Rhodesian High Commission and the Dominions Office, in January 1937 the
Prime Minister indicated his preference for a flag based on the blue ensign with shield in
the fly to be used outside the colony — commenting that “it would not necessarily be used
here [i.e. within the country] at all, except as bunting or in combination with the Union
Jack.” This arrangement was confirmed later in June 1937 when the Rhodesian High
Commissioner, Mr. B.F. Wright, wrote to Colonel Methuen (former co-ordinator of the
Southern Rhodesia Defence Force) to inform him that a flag for Southern Rhodesia was
available from a London manufacturer. He added,

“| should mention that the Official Flag of Southern Rhodesia is still the Union Jack,
and that the new flag has only been adopted for use outside the Colony ... the Union
Jack gave us no distinction from the Mother Country or the Colonial Empire, but the
new Flag ... the Blue Ensign with the badge of the Colony's Coat-of-Arms
emblazoned on the fly, does give us our own identity, which is valuable for publicity
purposes on this side [Britain], but | feel it right to point out that the new Flag ... shall
not come into general use in the Colony.”"2

Despite these reservations, the flag did come into general usage and flew alongside the
Union Jack within the colony. This dual flag arrangement continued during the Federal

period and with the light blue ensign until 10 November 1968."3

12 Quoted in Faul, M. (1999). Op cit, p. 107.
13 Government of Rhodesia (n.d.). Flags of Rhodesia; Allport, R. (1995). Op cit; Berry, B.B. (1995). Op cit and Faul,
M. (1995). The Vexillology of UDI.



EVOLUTION OF A “RHODESIAN” IDENTITY

The lack of a distinctive flag, and the fact that the issue came to be settled somewhat
informally without any legislative prescription, is indicative of the emerging settler identity
in the colony. To many observers, the most striking aspect of Rhodesia remained its
Britishness, and until the late 1950s, most whites appear to have identified themselves
primarily as British rather than Rhodesian. Indeed, Rudyard Kipling foretold with peculiar
prescience that Rhodesia would be the “last loyal white colony”.' “A little bit of England”
remarked Lord Buxton, British High Commissioner in South Africa, following a visit to the
territory in 1916, adding that the settlers were “proud of being purely British, and that they
form part of the Empire; and they crave public recognition of this fact.”'  Ethel Tawse
Jollie, the first female Member of Parliament in the colony and the first woman to sit in an
Empire Parliament, declared that “the average British-born Rhodesian feels that this is
essentially a British country, pioneered, bought and developed by British people, and he
wants to keep it so.” She later reflected in 1930 that “... Rhodesians conveyed a sort of
super-British Imperialism ... a loyalty to the Flag and Empire which appears to be old
fashioned in Great Britain today.”'®

This affiliation was reinforced by the Second World War. White Rhodesians
demonstrated their loyalty by being the first member of the British Empire to declare war
in 1939 and as, furthermore, proportionately more Southern Rhodesians fought in the
conflict than any of their Commonwealth counterparts'” with the colony boasting that it
was “second to none in its loyalty to the Crown”, a “Bastion of Empire” with a proud record
of British-style Government”.'® Indeed, lan Smith frequently stated that he believed that,

had Churchill lived on, he would have settled in Rhodesia in order to feel at home.

14 Quoted in Lowry, D. (2010). Op cit, p. 128.

15> Quoted in Lowry, D. (2010). Op cit, pp. 128-129.

18 Jollie, E.T. (1924). The Real Rhodesia, p. 7 and p.102.
7 Wood, J.R.T. (2005). Op cit.

8 Quoted in Lowry, D. (2010). Op cit, pp. 129 - 130.



The colony remained dependent on immigration for its chief source of population growth
amongst the white community. After 1923 control of immigration was a local issue and a
fundamental source of tension in policy. The “right sort” of settlers, i.e. those with capital
and skills, were preferred. Similarly, after the Second World War, there were those who
advocated the mass-immigration of non-British Europeans, but these floundered on
ethnic concerns about maintaining the “British character” of the community. On the other
hand, the continuing regional and educational links of the colony kept it within a South
African orbit, where in sporting terms, very pervasive to white identity, Southern Rhodesia
constituted a provincial side. The colony was described as being a kind of self-governing
English-speaking South African frontier, whose autonomy and unchallenged Britishness

was envied by many English-speaking South Africans, particularly those in Natal.'®

Thus, it is not surprising that many white Rhodesians felt betrayed by their British “kith
and kin” following the break-up of the Federation and in the events leading up to, and
immediately after, UDI. The Rhodesian Prime Minister was unequivocal in denouncing
the “perfidious Albion” of successive British Governments in dealing with the Rhodesian
independence issue,° and it has been argued that one of the reasons British Prime
Minister Harold Wilson refused to support military intervention to suppress the rebellion

was the perceived lack of support from his military officers for such action.?’

AFTER UDI - THE SEARCH FOR A SYMBOLIC IDENTITY

The Proclamation of Independence recalled the country’s loyalty to the Crown, to “kith
and kin” in Britain and to the Commonwealth and concluded with the conventional
salutation “God Save the Queen” to whom allegiance was pledged as “Queen of
Rhodesia”. “What the declaration was intended to convey was that UDI did not extricate
Rhodesia from the British Empire, but instead unilaterally declared itself to be a Dominion
within the British Empire”.??

¥ Lowry, D. (2010). Op cit.

20 5mith, 1. (1997). The Great Betrayal.
2 pjd. p. 109.

22 Brownell, J. (2010). Op cit, p. 11.
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Nevertheless, following UDI Britain found itself under increasing pressure from the United
Nations and the so-called new “Afro-Asian bloc” in the Commonwealth to do more to
resolve the crisis. This led to the imposition of mandatory economic sanctions against
Rhodesia and a further deterioration in relations between the two countries as despite
repeated attempts at negotiation, the stalemate persisted. However, there was no
change in the flag, nor in the existing rule that it be flown side-by-side with the Union Jack.
Indeed, in a radio broadcast by Prime Minister lan Smith immediately after signing UDI,
he reassured Rhodesians that “... we in this country stand second to none in our loyalty
to the Queen, and whatever else other countries may have done or may yet do, it is our
intention that the Union Jack will continue to fly in Rhodesia and the National Anthem
continue to be sung.”?® In an outburst of patriotic fervor, the Southern Rhodesia light
blue ensign adopted in 1964 was displayed on cars and appeared on ‘Good Luck
Rhodesia’ Air Mail stickers and also on leaflets thanking South Africans for ensuring fuel
supplies were maintained despite the oil embargo (Fig. 3). According to Faul (1995), “it
was the only time when the display of flags in Rhodesia rivalled that of the USA”.24

With vitriolic anti-British propaganda and feelings over sanctions becoming increasingly
bitter, there were some cases when the Union Jack on the flag was cut out, in others
black lines were marked across it to “cancel” it out. And in a very few cases, a sticker of
the South African flag was placed over the Union Jack.25 The presence of the Union
Jack on the Rhodesian flag became increasingly pointless.

In January 1967 the Cabinet established a Committee on Honours and Awards
comprising several government ministers. The remit of this Committee was to investigate
the possibility of creating new civil and military honours for Rhodesia, and to devise a new

flag and national anthem.

2 Skeen, A. (1966). Op cit, p. 153 and quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). “These Colours Don’t Run: Changing the Rhodesian
Flag, 1968, p. 5.

24 Faul, M. (1995). Op cit, p. 23.

5 Ibid.
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In reporting back to Cabinet in May 1968, the Committee explained that it had held a
public competition to design a new flag and that over 50 entries had been received. The
report laid out the guiding principles that had been used to select a successful design and
they included:

e That the design should be as simple as possible;

e The colours should be harmonious, with the national colour of dark green;

e The design should preserve a reminder of the former administration of the country;

and

e The design should indicate Rhodesia’s independence.?®

The details and the design of the proposed new flag of Rhodesia were outlined in the Flag
of Rhodesia Bill and published in the Government Gazette of 09 August 1968. The
general public got their first sight of the proposed design when an illustration and a
description of the flag featured on the front page of the main daily newspaper, The
Rhodesia Herald, the following day under the headline “No Union Jack on proposed new
flag” (Fig. 4).2”

At the Second Reading of the Flag of Rhodesia Bill in Parliament on 03 September 1968,
the Minister of Justice explained the need for a new flag by saying that although Rhodesia
“... has, until now, been quite willing to keep the Union Flag?® ... Things have changed
and we must accept that change, just as others must accept it, Rhodesia is a nation justly

proud of her essentially British heritage but independent nonetheless”.?®

He further explained that green and white were the country’s sporting colours, having
been used since at least 1924 by the Rhodesian Rugby Football Union and formally
adopted as such on 30 May 1927. Green also predominates in the country’s coat of arms

26 Quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit, p. 6.

27 The Rhodesia Herald. (11 August 1968). No Union Jack on proposed new flag.

28 The terms Union Jack and Union Flag are both historically correct for describing the national flag of the United
Kingdom although traditionally a “jack” refers to a flag on a ship. Both terms are used interchangeably in this
paper.

29 Government of Rhodesia. (1968a). Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 72, p. 933.
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while on a more practical basis the Committee had noted that the proposed green and
white flag was less susceptible to fading in the sun than the existing Southern Rhodesia

ensign and would also be cheaper to produce.

The guideline to “preserve a reminder of the former administration of the country”
reflected the need for some continuity. The most logical way to have achieved this would
have been to have retained the Union Jack in some form, perhaps not as prominently,
but more in a manner such as found in the South African national flag at the time.
However, the Committee explicitly ruled this out arguing that, “Whether or not Rhodesia
retains a connection with the Crown, the independence of this country must be seen as
a fact. Since the confrontation with Britain the Committee believes that sentiment will be
against the continued use of the Union Flag. For these two reasons the Committee
recommend that the Union Flag should not be incorporated into the new Rhodesian
flag”.30

Two designs were recommended by the Committee, one of which was eventually chosen
by Cabinet to be the new Rhodesian flag. The whole process had taken just seven

months and the Cabinet documents do not reveal who submitted the winning design.

The process of imbuing the flag with meaning began when the Flag of Rhodesia Bill was
presented to Parliament in August 1968. The general history of flags was outlined with
specific reference to the flags of Rhodesia and how all the newly independent countries
“... have all adopted distinctive flags ... in which the national flags of Britain bear no
part.”*! The Minister presented the change as a choice which had been forced upon
Rhodesia by the British Government which was as a result of the changed relationship
between the two countries, arguing “... It is because of this clearly identifiable character
which we have acquired which makes it desirable and necessary to have our own

separate and clearly identifiable flag ...”.32

%0 Quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit, p. 6.
31 Government of Rhodesia. (1968a). Op cit, p. 933.
32 Ibid, pp. 935-936 and quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit, p. 7.
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However, the Minister failed to explain what he considered was so “Rhodesian” about the
flag beyond the fact that it demonstrated that the country was no longer British. This led
to confusion amongst some Members of Parliament and the ensuing debate revealed the
ambivalent relationship of the Rhodesian Government with the former colonial power, and
a series of competing interpretations of what Rhodesia was and how it should be

represented symbolically.

The debate also revealed some harsh criticism for the proposed design.

There was no consensus as to what exactly was “Rhodesian” about the new flag! A
complaint from one Member decried the inclusion of the “whole achievements of Her
Majesty’'s Coat of Arms of Rhodesia .... If the Union Jack is objectionable, (then) why not
the (colonial) Arms equally so?"3  One backbencher felt the need for the inclusion of a
symbol of Rhodesia’s Christianity while others complained that green and white were
associated with Islamic states, mentioning Pakistan, Nigeria and Saudi Arabia as

examples, and thus unsuitable to be used in a flag for a Christian country.

Further debate centered on the similarity to the Nigerian flag and that this lack of
distinctiveness would lead to “great confusion’. The design was criticised as being
amateurish and ugly, being neither symbolic nor representative enough. Opposition
Member of Parliament, Dr Ahrn Palley, argued strongly for the retention of the Union Jack
and was strident in his criticism believing that the changing of the flag was a party political,
rather than a national, act and that this was a precursor to the declaration of a republic.
He also argued that there had been insufficient consultation and that the design had been
presented as a fait accompli to the public. He also made an impassionate speech about
the value of national symbols in which he argued,

“If a flag is to have any meaning whatsoever to a nation or a people, that flag must
grow out of the history of the people, that flag must grow out of the loyalties and the
sentiments and the honour of a nation. One cannot thrust aside a national flag and
replace it by the equivalent piece of bunting and say now it represents the sentiments

33 Government of Rhodesia. (1968a). Op cit, p. 938.
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and emotions of a people; that [it] now is your new emblem of honour, loyalty and
affection and esteem which a national flag represents”.34

On the other side of the parliamentary chamber there were those members who rose to
the defence of the new design. One Member believed it stood for “... sunny skies, the
people in it ... the living conditions ... everything appertaining to Rhodesia”.35 Another
stressed the importance of demonstrating independence from Britain while at the same
time presenting a vision of the “Rhodesian way of life” — that elusive and highly subjective
concept which Godwin and Hancock (1993) contend was so appealing to many white
Rhodesians precisely because of its vagueness.® Another Member invoked the spirit of
the United States, arguing that Rhodesia should follow its example as a rugged

individualistic nation of frontiersmen.

The Parliamentary debates ended on 01 October 1968 after further solicitations of the
public for more designs met with a lukewarm response. The Minister brought matters to
a close stating unambiguously the government's view that “... the position of the Union

Jack is obvious, subservience to the British Government”.37

The Flag of Rhodesia Act was duly passed with the new flag being officially described as:

“... consisting of three vertical stripes of equal width, green, white and green, on
which there appears in the centre of the white stripe the coat of arms of Rhodesia,
with —
a) the length of the flag equal to twice the width of the flag; and
b)  the coat of arms of Rhodesia equal in height to three-fifths of the height of
the flag” (Fig. 5).38

The Act also laid down penalties of a fine not exceeding five hundred pounds or

imprisonment for a period not exceeding two years for anyone who burns, mutilates or

* Government of Rhodesia. (1968a). Op cit, pp. 943-944 and quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit, p. 9.

% Quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit, p. 10.

% Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit and Godwin, P. and Hancock, I. (1993). Rhodesians Never Die.

%7 Government of Rhodesia. (1968b). Parliamentary Debates, pp. 21-22 and quoted in Kenrick, D. (2015). Op cit, p.
10.

% Government of Rhodesia. (1968c). The Flag of Rhodesia Act, pp. 1-2.
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otherwise insults the flag or a reproduction thereof which is calculated to show disrespect

or bring the Flag of Rhodesia into disrepute.®®

The Act makes no mention of the specifications relating to the colours of the flag.

The new flag was raised for the first time at 9am on the third anniversary of UDI, Monday,
11 November 1968 (Fig. 6). Though the debates had suggested that there was public
apathy towards the whole process, large crowds turned out to see the flag being raised
at ceremonies held across the country. In a speech by the Officer Administering the
Government, the head of state Mr. Clifford Dupont outlined the symbolism of the design
and concluded,

“Throughout history, men had realized that they could best express their feelings,
their love, their loyalty and their patriotism for their country by showing respect to an
emblem such as a national flag. May our new flag not only inspire such feelings but
also become a 