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PREFACE

From the vantage-point of the late twentieth century, its first forty
years constitute a ‘colonial moment’. By 1900, most of Africa had
been partitioned among seven European powers, and over the next
few decades colonial regimes tightened their grip. By 1936, when
Italian forces entered Addis Ababa, white rule prevailed through-
out the continent except in Egypt and Liberia. At the outbreak of
Wotld War II, few doubted that, in Africa at least, colonial rule
would endure for a long time yet. To be sure, there was mounting
unrest in the 1930s, among African wage-earners as well as farm-
ers, but this scarcely seemed to threaten white monopolies of
power. For the foreseeable future, the white man expected to
continue to bear his burden of responsibility for a continent in
tutelage.

To some, then, this period may seem to be a mere interlude, in
which Africa largely receded from the mainstream of history: a
pause between the power-struggles of the ‘Scramble’ and the
break-down of empires after 1945. But this is to take a Eurocentric
view, and one, moreover, which ignores much of what matters
most about the past. Colonial rule may have appeared to be firmly
entrenched, but it facilitated economic and cultural changes which
enlarged the horizons of Africans far more rapidly than their rulers
cared to acknowledge. The years between 1900 and 1940 wit-
nessed, on an unprecedented scale, transformations in social iden-
tities, cognitive systems and means of communication. These are
of profound importance for the history of African thought and
action in the twentieth century; they happen also to be crucial for
any attempt to explain the timing and course of decolonisation. At
the same time, it must be stressed that these transformations owed
much of their impetus to sources outside Africa: to understand
both the opportunities available to Africans and the constraints
upon them, we must take due account of both whites and blacks in
Europe and the New World.



PREFACE

This was the reasoning which led to the writing of the essays in
this book. They first appeared in 1986, in the Cambridge History of
Africa, vol. vi1, 1905—-1940 (hereafter CH.A, vol. vi). Their
purpose there was to complement ten chapters focused on specific
regions, by discussing themes of more or less continent-wide
significance. This provenance accounts for certain obvious limita-
tions in scope. The emphasis throughout is on Africa south of the
Sahara: relevant aspects of Mediterranean Africa are noted in
chapter 4, on Islam, but are more fully discussed in a regional
chapter on the Maghrib. Chapters 1 and 2 deal chiefly with Britain
and British Africa, since they were intended to provide connec-
tions between four regional chapters on English-speaking Africa;
for the same sort of reason, chapter 1 also considers Germany
briefly. For France, Belgium and Portugal, on the other hand, the
metropolitan background could be conveniently treated within
the appropriate regional chapters, though it was unfortunately
impossible to give proper attention to Italy. The five thematic
chapters are preceded by the original introduction, duly adapted;
this identifies salient features of the period.

The reader should bear in mind that the essays were completed
in or before 1983. Apart from a few minor corrections, they have
not been revised for this edition. It is hoped that they retain their
value both as surveys of research and as explorations of previously
neglected topics. The original bibliographies have been
rearranged and updated, in order to direct attention to relevant
new lines of research. On p. 194, and in several footnotes, there are
cross-references to parts of the parent volume which are not
included here.

September 1989 ANDREW ROBERTS



INTRODUCTION

By 1905 most of Africa had been shared out among half a dozen
countries in Western Europe: Britain, France, Germany, Belgium
(in the person of its king), Italy and Portugal; Spain had a few
toe-holds. In 1908 Belgium acquired the Congo Independent State
from Leopold II; in 1912 Morocco and Libya were taken over
by France and Italy respectively. Nonetheless, Britain was clearly
the most important imperial power in Africa, and not only in
terms of land and population; in 1907 its territories accounted for
four-fifths of African trade south of the Sahara. Two African
countries had remained independent. The ancient empire of
Ethiopia had preserved and indeed extended its sovereignty, while
on the other side of Africa a different kind of black imperialism
was exercised in Liberia by the descendants of freed slaves from
the USA. In the far south, in 1910, former Boer republics and
British colonies joined to form the Union of South Africa, a
virtually autonomous Dominion of the British Empire. With
these exceptions, final responsibility for governing Africa had
been transferred to European capitals. South of the Sahara, major
efforts of armed resistance had been suppressed in German South
West Africa, German East Africa and Natal, between 1904 and
1907. In tropical Africa, there were signs of a shift away from the
‘rip-off” economies so common in the later nineteenth century and
towards more systematic and far-sighted methods of tapping the
wealth of Africa. Its manpower, once exported for use overseas,
was now being applied to production within Africa. The hunting
and gathering of ivory or wild rubber yielded to the husbandry
of pastures, fields and plantations. The search for quick profits
by under-capitalised loggers or strip-miners was gradually being
replaced by large-scale investment designed to yield assured
returns over the long term. The infrastructures needed to attract
such enterprise were taking shape. Railways reached Bamako in
1905 and Katanga in 1910, Kano in 1911, Tabora in 1912. Taxes
were generally paid in cash, and the main clusters of population
had almost all been brought under some sort of white
administration.

However, the Scramble for Africa was by no means over. The
two oldest empires on the continent, those of Ethiopia and
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INTRODUCTION

Portugal, had indeed survived it, but greater powers doubted their
durability and made plans to share them out if they should fall
apart. Already, France controlled Ethiopia’s rail access to the
outside world, while the greater part of Portuguese East Africa
was in the hands of chartered companies in which British interests
were paramount. In the event, it was the German Empire which
collapsed, following Germany’s defeat by the Allied powers in the
First World War. German Africa was redistributed between
Britain, France, Belgium and South Africa, who ruled their new
accretions on behalf of the League of Nations. South Africa,
indeed, became an imperialist force in its own right. Its economic
power came to be felt throughout a field of mining and labour
migration which extended as far north as Tanganyika. In political
terms, South African influence was due less to public policy than
to the private vision of General Smuts, who had been prominent
in the British imperial war cabinet. Early in 1919, Smuts argued
that since the British Empire was ‘specially poor in copper’ it
should acquire parts of Portuguese and Belgian Africa.! This idea
came to nothing; instead, both Belgium and Portugal took steps
over the next decade or so to strengthen their links with their
African possessions and reduce the influence of alien capital and
residents. Nonetheless, Smuts had important friends in Britain
who, like him, hoped to see the whole of eastern Africa, from the
Cape to the borders of Ethiopia, ruled by white colonists as a
major bastion of the British Empire. This trend was countered
by another ‘sub-imperialism’ in Africa: that of British India, to
whose interests the British presence in eastern Africa had originally
been dedicated. The Government of India defended Indian
immigrants in East and South Africa against the wilder demands
of white colonists ; moreover, it supplied the British with expertise
in the ruling of alien peoples which was found increasingly
relevant to Africa in the 1930s.

While the Scramble continued, so too did opposition to white
intrusion. The First World War not only set white against white
in Africa; it also stiffened the determination of white rulers to
subdue those parts of their territories which still remained free.

' Memorandum, ‘The Mozambique Province’, n.d., Smuts Papers (cited by W. R.
Louis, Great Britain and Germany's lost colonies, 1914-1919 (Oxford, 1967), 159; this
document is omitted from W. K. Hancock and J. van der Poel (eds.), Selections from
the Smuts Papers, IV [1918-1919] (Cambridge, 1966).
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Wars of resistance were fought in eastern Angola; by the Barwe
of Mozambique; the Luba in the Belgian Congo; the Somali; the
Turkana in north-western Kenya; the Darfur sultanate in the
Anglo-Egyptian Sudan; and the Tuareg of Niger. Even then,
there were other areas which by 1920 had yet to pay colonial taxes.
Most succumbed over the next few years without major violence:
Moxico in Angola; the southern Kwango, Dekese and northern
Kivu in the Belgian Congo; Buha in Tanganyika; Karamoja in
Uganda; the territories of the Zande and Nuba in the Sudan. It
was also about this time that Kaffa, in south-western Ethiopia,
began paying taxes to the emperor’s agents, if not to the imperial
treasury. Elsewhere, the postwar decade witnessed further and
often prolonged resistance to the colonial powers. In Egypt, a
nationalist revolt in 1919 led to a sort of independence in 1922.
In Morocco, there was rebellion in the Rif; the Sanusi harried the
Italians in Cyrenaica; and Italy first conquered north-eastern
Somaliland. In French Equatorial Africa there was insurrection
in eastern Gabon and among the Baya.

In the 1930s the Fascist regime in Italy introduced the last phase
of the Scramble. From 1932 Mussolini began to make grandiose
claims against France in Africa; in January 1935 he concluded an
agreement with France to adjust frontiers in the Sahara which
emboldened him to prepare for the invasion of Ethiopia. His
conquest, in 1935—6, of this ‘remote and unfamiliar’ country?
brought Africa briefly back into the mainstream of world politics,
for it exposed the impotence of the League of Nations and in that
sense marked the point when a second world war began to seem
inevitable. British leaders wondered if Hitler could be bought off
with the return of Germany’s former colonies in West Africa, or
by the surrender of Belgian or Portuguese Africa, but he was not
to be thus deflected from his aims in Europe.

It is only recently that historians have begun to look analytically
at the use of force by the colonial powers to extend and maintain
their control in Africa. One obvious feature of our period is the
introduction of air power, of special value in remote and difficult
terrain. Aeroplanes were used for military operations in Libya in
1911 and Morocco in 1912. Egyptian planes were used against
Darfur in 1916; planes of the RAF were used in 1920 against the

2 Neville Chamberlain, Hansard, 19 December 1935, cited by F. Hardie, The Abyssintan
crisis (London, 1974), 8.



INTRODUCTION

Nuer, in the Sudan, and in the final defeat of Muhammad
‘Abdallah Hasan in Somaliland; and against the Nuer and Nuba
in 1927-9. South Africa used planes against rebels in South West
Africa in 1922 and 1925. The Fascists’ bombing of Ethiopia in
193 §—6 achieved instant notoriety, but it is also worth noting that
in 1937 the RAF was the main instrument of Britain’s last
campaign of imperial conquest, in the Hadramaut of southern
Arabia. The growing importance to the British of air power in
Africa, especially as relations with Italy worsened, was demon-
strated by the use of Nairobi as an RAF bomber base from 1936
and the appointment of an air vice-marshal as governor of Kenya
in 1937. British strategy was also served by the annual cruise of
RAF planes between Cape Town and Cairo which in 193 5 enabled
troops from Southern Rhodesia to be flown to the copper-mines
in Northern Rhodesia to cope with African strikers. This incident
demonstrated that imperial strength lay in mobility as well as
firepower; the relatively very small size of colonial armies was a
misleading index of the role of force in sustaining colonial power.

There was certainly a notable increase during our period in the
power of the colonial state. To some extent this simply reflected
the first stages of setting up government and fostering external
trade. By 1914 most British administrations in Africa were paying
their way: they no longer depended on grants from the British
Treasury to balance their budgets. Moreover, private companies
which during the Scramble had been entrusted with powers of
government gradually yielded them up, as charters expired or
were revoked in the Rhodesias in 1923—4, in Portuguese East
Africa in 1929—30 and in parts of French Equatorial Africa. In
the view of the colonial powers, the rule of law rapidly advanced
within their territories, though how far Africans concurred is a
matter for further research. The range of government activity was
also deliberately extended, in response to African conditions as
much as to changing practice in Europe. Where the cash nexus
was still very patchy, government was liable to take a leading role
not only in creating economic infrastructures, such as railways,
but in regulating production through controls over labour and
marketing. This trend was reinforced by policy, whether pat-
ernalist or openly segregationist. Africans were either prevented
from competing with whites or, more deviously, protected from
the cold winds of the free market. And in the virtual absence of

8



INTRODUCTION

an indigenous middle class, as in much of tropical Africa,
government was bound to take initiatives in education and
medicine if their provision was not to be limited by the aims and
resources of missionary societies. Furthermore, the flow of goods
and currencies within and outside Africa was increasingly directed
by colonial governments into channels intended to protect
metropolitan interests. There was, in short, a general hardening
of colonial frontiers: what had often been artificial borders came
to define arenas of political, economic and cultural activity. This
process was most evident in the Belgian Congo: as Belgium’s only
colony, it was the object of greater metropolitan interest than any
other African territory, yet special efforts had to be made to secure
Belgian economic and cultural hegemony.

In some senses, then, European power was on the increase in
Africa throughout our period, and the constraints of armies and
administrators were reinforced by those of the labour market as
capitalist enterprise expanded. But there is another, perhaps more
important, sense in which European power in Africa was already
in decline. The extent of empire, in the sense of political overrule,
was related in no simple way to metropolitan strength. This was
especially true after the First World War, which had much inflated
the empires of Britain and France, in the Middle East as well as
Africa. The home bases of European empires were gravely
enfeebled, first by the war itself and then by the world-wide
economic depression of the 1930s. It has been reckoned that
industrial development in Europe was set back eight years by the
First World War, while it forged ahead in the USA. Warfare
caused the deaths of over twenty million people in Europe
(excluding Russia), a mortality rate of about 7 per cent.? The
influenza pandemic of 1918-19 struck heavily in Europe, as in
Africa and Asia, and like the war it took a specially heavy toll of
young adults. Germany, by losing the war, not only lost its
colonies but itself became, for a time, a kind of colony, deprived
of its navy and airforce and precariously dependent for industrial
growth in the late 1920s on short-term loans from US firms.
France lost over two-thirds of its foreign investments as a result
of the war, and at home it had suffered great physical damage as
well as loss of life. The most impressive work of French

3 AsaBriggs, ‘ The world economy’, in C. L. Mowat (ed.), New Cambridge modern history,
XII (Cambridge, 1968), 54.
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INTRODUCTION

colonisation in the 1920s was not overseas but in war-scarred
north-eastern France. By 1925 some £700om had been spent on
reconstruction there, and since French youth had been decimated
much of the work was done by immigrants — mostly Poles,
Italians and Kabyles from Algeria: indeed, with a total foreign
population at this time of around three million, France supplanted
the USA as the main host-country for immigrants.* The depression
of the 1930s sharply checked France’s recovery: from 1931 the
annual value of its external trade was less, in real terms, than it
had been in 1913. In Britain, war and depression compounded
economic problems of long standing. Foreign competition con-
tinued to undermine industries on which British hegemony had
rested in the mid-nineteenth century: textiles, coal, iron and steel,
shipbuilding. Between 1919 and 1939 the volume of British
exports was never more than two-thirds that of 1913; and
throughout the 1930s Britain was a net importer of capital.5 Real
wages increased more slowly between the r9oos and 1930s than
during any other such interval between the 1850s and 1960s.6 In
1935, 62 per cent of British volunteers for military service were
rejected as physically unfit, and the infant death-rate in Jarrow,
a Tyneside town which no longer built ships, was nearly three
times that in south-east England.”

It is true that despite such symptoms of national decline British
preponderance in Africa remained very considerable. By 1935 the
share of ‘British Africa’ (including South Africa) in the trade of
sub-Saharan Africa was 84.7 per cent and in 1937 Britain
accounted for 77 per cent of investments in this region. On the
other hand, Britain’s own share in African trade declined ; whereas
in 1920 it had still accounted for two-thirds of the trade of British
Africa, by 1937 the proportion was well under half. In part, this
was due to the economic revival of Germany: between 1935 and
1938 German trade with sub-Saharan Africa increased by a half
(while Germany replaced France as Egypt’s second-best trading
partner). It was also due to the advances of US and Japanese

+ D. W. Brogan, The development of modern France (second edition: London, 1967), 599,
6o9.
5 D. H. Aldcroft, The inter-war economy: Britain 1919—1939 (London, 1970), 246, 264;

Briggs, loc. cit., 79.
6 §. Pollard, ‘Labour in Great Britain’, in P. Mathias and M. M. Postan (eds.), The

Cambridge economic history of Europe, VI, part 1 (Cambridge, 1978), 171.
7 Theo Barker (ed.), The long march of Everyman (London, 1975), 201—2.
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industry into African markets between the wars. US products
ranked second or third among the imports of British Africa in the
1930s. By 1929 Japan had replaced Britain as chief supplier of
cotton goods to East Africa and by 1938 enjoyed 93 per cent of
this market. In South Africa the Japanese were officially regarded
as ‘honorary whites’ from 1930 and in the later 1930s Japan
overtook France and Belgium to become South Africa’s fourth-
best trading partner; in 1936—7 only Germany bought mote South
African wool than Japan. Such shifts in trading patterns must of
course be seen in a broader perspective; the trade of sub-Saharan
Africa still played too small a part in the trade of the major
imperial powers to affect their national economies very
significantly.® These changing patterns were important for Africa
not so much for their own sake as because they were symptoms
of profounder shifts in power which would soon have far-reaching
effects on the continent.?

Relations between the USA and Africa during our period are
a neglected subject, despite the scale on which Africa has been
studied by Americans in recent years. The USA did not see itself
as a power in Africa. It had no colonies there, and nothing came
of British suggestions in 1918 that it might take over German East
Africa or the Belgian Congo and Angola.'® In Liberia, however,
the US did enjoy a decisive, if informal, hegemony. Through a
series of loan agreements it controlled Liberian finance; it did not
exert the crude compulsion evident in its own ‘back-yard’, the

8 Percentage of metropolitan power’s external trade with its territories south of the
Sahara, 1935: Britain, 2.7 (trade with South Africa, 4.0); France, 5.0 (including
Madagascar); Belgium, 3.3; Portugal, 9.4 (Angola and Mozambique only). In 1934—7
Japan derived 4.0 per cent of its export earnings from sub-Saharan Africa, and 3.6 from
North Africa; 4.1 per cent of its imports came from Africa. In 1935 Germany derived
2.1 per cent of its external trade from sub-Saharan Africa (and 2.5 in 1938). In 1930—4
Italy derived 1 per cent of its imports from its colonies. (Sources: as cited in CH.A, vol. v,
p. xix above; also Japan year book 19389, 397, 409; Royal Institute of International Affairs,
The colonial problem (London, 1937), 411.)

9 Percentage distribution of world exports of manufactured goods:

UK Germany  USA Japan France Belgium

1913 29.9 26.4 12.6 2.4 12.9 4.9
1929 23.6 21.0 20.7 3.9 11.2 5.5
1937 22.4 22.4 19.6 7.2 6.4 5.9

Source: Aldcroft: Inter-war economy, 22.

1 Louis, Great Britain and Germany's lost colonies, 110—13, 115, 125.
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INTRODUCTION

republics of Central America, but from 1927 it did protect a locally
dominant economic interest: the holdings of Firestone Rubber.
Elsewhere in Africa, US investment was less conspicuous but
more important. American finance and technical expertise played
a considerable role in mining. In 1906 Ryan and Guggenheim
helped to initiate diamond-mining in Kasai; in 1917 J. P. Morgan
and Newmont helped set up the Anglo American Corporation in
South Africa. In 1927-8 Newmont, Kennecott and the American
Metal Company acquired substantial interests in the development
of large-scale copper-mining in Northern Rhodesia. When yet
another US firm planned to join them early in 1929, it seemed
likely that Northern Rhodesia’s copper would pass into American
hands at a time when the United States already controlled
three-quarters of world copper production. Baldwin, the British
prime minister, regarded this as strategically undesirable and
would appear to have prompted the large injection of British and
South African capital which checked this American threat.
Nonetheless links with mining in the US were strengthened when
in 1930 the American Metal Company took over the Copperbelt
interests of Chester Beatty’s Selection Trust.!' American pro-
ducers also dominated two sectors of the African market which
rapidly expanded between the wars: films and automobiles.
(Trucks and cars designed to meet the exacting demands of
farmers and traders in middle America stood up far better than
British vehicles to African soils and distances.) African goods
were a tiny proportion of total US imports, but by 1934 the USA
was the chief customer for African cocoa.

The USA also played a major part both in the cultural
transformation of Africa and in the promotion of knowledge
about the continent. One in ten US citizens were themselves of
African descent, so the welfare of Africans, and especially their
education, was a natural object of American philanthropy. In parts
of Africa, notably the Witwatersrand, the Belgian Congo and
Angola, Americans took a leading role in missionary work; such
experience led in 1924 to a Wisconsin sociologist being
commissioned to report on labour conditions in Portuguese
Africa. Americans also funded most of the research into Africa’s
social problems between the wars, though little of this was done

' A. D. Roberts, ‘Notes towards a financial history of copper mining in Northern
Rhodesia’, Canadian Journal of African Studies, 1982, 16, 2, 348—9.
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INTRODUCTION

by Americans. A small but growing number of Africans found
their way to American colleges and universities. Ethiopia exercised
a particular hold on the imagination of black Americans, especially
after Mussolini’s invasion; the US government kept aloof from
the dispute, but some of its nationals had been doing important
work in the country. The Second World War gave the US
government, for the first time, a direct interest in the fortunes of
Africa. The American commitment to the defence and recovery
of Western Europe involved a commitment to Africa insofar as
the West increasingly depended on its African colonies. The
decision-making of the imperial powers began to be influenced
by American priorities, with consequences for both development
and decolonisation.!?

Within Africa, two further kinds of shift in power deserve
consideration. One is so obvious that it is easy to overlook. It was
during our period that tropical Africa began to constitute a
significant economic counterweight to North and South Africa.
In the latter regions, production had been stimulated in the course
of the nineteenth century by white immigration and the investment
of European capital. In 1907, North and South Africa each
contributed twice as much as tropical Africa to the continent’s
total exports (including gold and diamonds). By 1928 the extension
of colonial rule and capitalist networks had contrived to raise the
share of tropical Africa almost to the South African level, while
that of North Africa was scarcely affected. Ten years later, the
picture had changed yet again: three-quarters of Africa’s exports
now came from the tropics and South Africa, in roughly equal
proportions.'3 This was partly due to world demand, despite the

12 . R. Louis, Imperialism at bay: the United States and the decolonisation of the British
Empire, 1941-1945 (Oxford, 1977).

13 Percentage of regional contributions to the value of African exports (including gold
and diamonds):

1907 1928 1938
North Africa 40 37.5 26.6
Tropical Africa 19 30.0 34.6
South Africa 41 32.5 38.8

Sonrces: S. H. Frankel, Capital investment in Africa (London, 1938), 198—9 (1907, 1928);
M. J. Herskovits and M. Harwitz (eds.), Economic transition in Africa (London, 1964),
29—30 (1938); B. R. Mitchell, International historical statistics: Africa and Asia (London,
1982), 373-8 (North Africa). Ethiopia has been omitted from these calculations.
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INTRODUCTION

depression of the 1930s, for certain commodities which in parts
of tropical Africa were first produced on a large scale in this
decade: copper from Northern Rhodesia, tin and coffee from the
Belgian Congo, coffee from Uganda, the Ivory Coast and
Madagascar. (Up to 193 5 almost half the tonnage of Africa’s coffee
came from Ethiopia and Angola; in 1936—9 the leading producer
by weight was Madagascar.) But the main cause of rising export
values in sub-Saharan Africa was the rising price of gold, which
favoured not only the Union but the Belgian Congo and several
territories in French as well as British tropical Africa. North Africa
had no gold; besides, its trade was heavily dependent on the
French economy, which suffered particularly during the depres-
sion. It is hard to make comparisons across space and time
between different monetary zones during a period of fluctuating
money values, but it would seem that the depression affected
government revenues more severely in Algeria than anywhere else
in Africa.

Economic power also shifted as between local and overseas
capital, and white settlers and African cultivators. Before 1914,
it was widely supposed in ruling circles that except in West Africa
long-term economic growth in colonial Africa would depend on
white settlement. In the 1920s this assumption was disproved by
Africans in Uganda and Nyasaland, and came under strain in
Tanganyika. In the 1930s the depression usually tilted the balance
further in favour of Africans. In Algeria, Kenya and Madagascar,
local white enterprise fought an uphill struggle against the larger
resources of overseas capital and the lower costs of African
peasant production. In South Africa, by contrast, the protection
of white farmers and workers against African competition was not
checked but intensified in the 1930s. The gold boom greatly
improved the government’s capacity to subsidise white business
and labour, and thus to provide an economic underpinning both
for industrialisation and for the legal structures of racial
segregation. Prosperity also enabled white South Africans to
advance towards another sort of mastery. No longer was the
mining industry essentially an enclave of foreign capital; by the
end of our period, one-third of its share capital may have been
in South African hands.

Our period, then, was characterised by important changes in
the distribution of power, both short-term and long-term.
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Nonetheless, it remains true that, outside Egypt, there was little
change in the capacity of Africans under white rule to participate
in politics; insofar as they were involved in the structure of
colonial government, it was, with very few exceptions, at the level
of chiefdom or district. This has influenced the priorities of
scholarship. When academic interest in African history burgeoned
in the 1950s and 1960s, it was animated by a concern to
demonstrate the essential autonomy of pre-colonial Africa and to
examine the roots of African protest against colonial rule, which
by then was changing the political face of the continent. In this
perspective, much of African politics in the earlier twentieth
century was deficient in incident and of interest mainly as
‘background’. The aftermath of decolonisation widened perspec-
tives of colonial Africa. African wealth and poverty could no
longer be attributed simply to racial divisions; they had to be
explained as a consequence of enduring relations between African
countries and the developed world, and also of conflict within
African communities. The evident fragility of African nations cast
doubt on the value of explaining African political activity in terms
of nationalism. New solidarities based on regional or economic
divisions seemed at least as significant. These in turn provoked
questions about the terms on which colonial Africa traded with
the rest of the world.

Such questions had not indeed been altogether neglected; in
economic history, valuable work had been done which was
insufficiently recognised. But the new perspectives of Africanists
were reinforced both by the increasing accessibility of colonial
archives and by new ideas and priorities among historians at large.
These can be summarised as a preoccupation with ‘social history’
transcending rather than merely supplementing the too-often
self-contained categories of political and economic history. Social
history in this sense has commonly been strongly materialist, if
not necessarily Marxist, in approach. It has given particular
stimulus to the study of southern Africa, where the processes of
industrialisation, capital accumulation and class formation have
gone further than elsewhere on the continent. More generally, it
has become possible to conceive of the history of Africa in the
twentieth century as social history in a particular geographical
setting rather than as belonging to a distinctive genre, ‘colonial
history’. The historian who studies Aftica, whether urban,
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industrial or rural, finds much in common with the history of
modern Europe or the USA.!* The cultural differences stressed
by white colonists and officials begin to seem less remarkable than
the similarities. White sentiments about race do not seem far
removed from the attitudes of ruling élites in Europe to the
Lumpenproletariat of London’s East End, or the mostly illiterate
Polish and Russian workers controlled by pass-laws in eastern
Germany before 1914.'5 An emphasis on Africa’s essential
distinctiveness was much more characteristic of the British than
the French: it may be relevant that by 1939 less than 1 in 17 people
in Britain worked on the land, whereas in France the proportion
was 1 in 3. In terms of popular beliefs, rituals and diversions there
were striking resemblances between Africa and parts of rural
France in the 1930s.'® And as historians of Africa begin to
examine popular responses to colonial legal systems, it is important
to recall that in France the rule of law was by no means universal
at the end of the nineteenth century.!?

For the historian of African population, our period was
crowded with incident. Much remains, and indeed is bound to
remain, obscure, but some trends are becoming reasonably clear.
The initial impact of white intrusion in tropical Africa was often
disastrous. Resistance in German territories provoked massive
slaughter and destruction; less well known are the innumerable
small-scale actions whereby white rule was extended. Working on
mines, plantations and railways meant disease and high death-rates;
in large part, this was due to neglect that had parallels in the
industrial world, but the more men moved the faster they spread
infection, of which the most lethal was sleeping-sickness in
Uganda. The First World War prolonged such tribulations. In
Europe, 65,000 men from French North and West Africa died on
active service; in East Africa over 100,000 men died, and nearly
all were carriers killed by disease rather than armaments. Con-
scription crippled agriculture, yet in places special efforts were
made to increase production for military purposes. For non-white

4 Cf. Paul Thompson (ed.), Oxr common history: the transformation of Europe (London,
1982).

!5 John lliffe, Tanganyika under German rule, 1905~1912 (Cambridge, 1969), 67.

16 Theodore Zeldin, France 1848—1945 : ambition and love (Oxford, 1979), 171; idem, Taste
and corruption (Oxford, 1980), 52-8, 310-11, 350—1.

17 Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: the modernisation of rural France, 1870—1914
(Stanford, 1977), 50-66.
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wage-earners, wartime price inflation reduced already meagre real
incomes by as much as one half. The damage done by the war
rendered Africans highly vulnerable to the influenza pandemic of
1918—19: perhaps 2 per cent succumbed. Climatic change was
probably yet another burden upon Africa; for there is reason to
suppose that the present century has been unusually dry. This has
mattered most in the semi-arid lands fringing the Sahara, but
severe drought struck much of eastern and southern Africa in the
early 1930s. In southern Africa, the ruthlessness with which
labour continued to be mobilised damaged African health on a
scale which far outweighed any local amelioration by western
medicine. By the 1930s tuberculosis was rife in rural South Africa
among returned mine-workers, while railway-building and work
on sugar-plantations had spread malaria through Natal and
Zululand. In tropical Africa, however, colonial regimes were by
the end of our period on balance a positive rather than negative
influence on population. For many people, the growth of trade
meant somewhat better food and clothing, while the growth of
government and motor transport made possible famine relief and
rural medical services. The life-chances of ‘Africans were not
particularly good, but in many areas they were beginning to
improve. In retrospect, one may discern in much of Africa a period
of relative calm and rising hopes between the violence of the
earlier twentieth century and the wars which have been either
cause or consequence of decolonisation.

Movements of people were as much a feature of this period as
of any earlier phase in Africa’s past. Most moved to work for
wages, in mines, plantations and towns. In 1910 about 2.5 million
people in Africa were living in cities whose population exceeded
100,000; this number had roughly doubled by 1936, when 2.1m
were in Egypt, 1.4m elsewhere in North Africa, and 1.3m in South
Africa (where one in six Africans were living in towns). In tropical
Africa, large towns were still exceptional: the biggest were Ibadan
(318,000) and Lagos (167,000). But old seaports took on new life
and new ports were developed, while in the far interior new towns
grew from next to nothing. In 1936 there were populations of
between 50,000 and 100,000 in Dakar, Luanda and Lourengo
Marques (Maputo), and also in Nairobi, Salisbury (Harare) and
Elisabethville (Lubumbashi). Many urban dwellers were short-
stay migrants, like most workers on mines or plantations; it was
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not only in South Africa that urban authorities discouraged
Africans from settling in towns. But many people came to town
less because they could count on finding work there than because
they had given up hope of making a living on the land. This was
specially true of the poorer whites in South Africa, but during
the depression in the 1930s it was also true of whites in Algeria
and some Africans in French West Africa.

Other patterns of migration were also important. It was not
only white employers who relied on hiring short-stay migrants;
so too did African farmers in Uganda, the Sudan and West Africa
(where there was widespread demand for seasonal labour at
harvest time). Many African communities were uprooted to make
room for whites — whether planters, as in the Ivory Coast, or
farmers, as in the Rhodesias and Kenya (where the Masai were
moved ez masse before 1914). Campaigns against sleeping-sickness,
as in Tanganyika, could involve forced resettlement in tsetse-free
zones. Sometimes it was Africans who chose to move. Attempts
by colonial governments to compel the cultivation of cash-crops
(usually cotton) for very low returns induced families to escape
across colonial frontiers: from Upper Volta to the Gold Coast;
from Dahomey to Nigeria; from Mozambique to Nyasaland and
Tanganyika; from Angola to Northern Rhodesia. Nor did the
export of African slaves entirely cease; though it had now been
driven underground, a sporadic traffic in slaves persisted across
middle Africa, from the Niger bend to the Red Sea.

The growth of the cash economy had far-reaching effects on
relations between men and women, between young and old, and
between groups of kin. This is a subject which historians of Africa
have only recently begun to explore, but some generalisations may
be ventured. Wage-earning could expand the opportunities for
young men to earn incomes; in accumulating bridewealth (pay-
ments by a husband to his wife’s relations), a young man seeking
a first wife might thus enjoy an advantage over older men seeking
a second or third, especially when bridewealth began to take the
form of cash rather than cattle. It is even possible that earlier
marriage may in places have contributed to population growth.
At the same time, the production of cash-crops increased the
agricultural burdens of women. They had long planted and
harvested food for theit own households but were now liable to
have to grow crops for sale as well; indeed, children too were
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under pressure to become farm-hands. Where men went off to
work for wages, women were often left to support children and
elderly relations. Separation strained marriages, and some women
moved to town, not to join a husband but in search of economic
independence. Inheritance in the female line (common in Central
Africa and parts of the Gold and Ivory Coasts) tended to yield
to patrilineal inheritance; not only was this often favoured by
colonial officials but as property acquired cash value individual
claims to it challenged those of lineage groups, and fathers
favoured their own sons. In all these ways, colonial economies
caused change in the structure and functions of African families,
and thus in the closest personal relationships.'8

The economic changes of the period greatly increased the scale
and variety of social differentiation. Geographical contrasts were
sharpened: outside the white-run sectors of mines and plantations
there were areas of export-crop production, food supply or labour
supply. (If nomadic pastoralists roamed on the fringes of the
colonial economy, this was often due less to any sentimental
attachment to livestock than to official quarantine regulations.) In
practice, such functional specialisation was a good deal modified:
households developed strategies for earning incomes from a
variety of occupations. All the same, distinctions in terms of
economic class became more evident in the course of the period.
Most Africans still grew their own food, but dependence on
wage-earning greatly increased. In the countryside, a small
minority of African farmers (including some colonially approved
chiefs) applied capital as well as labour to the land, which in turn
began to constitute transferable capital: by the 1930s a kind of
incipient African landlordism could be observed in parts of the
Gold Coast, Kenya and Natal. In towns and mines, a minority
of workers became proletarians, in that they developed a long-term
commitment to wage-earning, raised children where they worked,
and ceased to regard the countryside as a source of livelihood
unless perhaps for retirement. Most African labour was still too
mobile for trade unions to make much headway in our period,
but there was a marked increase in strike action during the 193o0s,
especially in ports. Meanwhile, a new African élite had been called
into existence by the needs of government, business and missions

18 See Journal of African History, 1983, 24, 2 (special issue on the history of the family
in Africa).
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for literate African assistants: clerks, interpreters, storekeepers,
trading agents, teachers, clergymen. Along the West African coast
and in South Africa, a middle class of this kind had been formed
in the course of the nineteenth century and soon developed a
strong sense of cultural superiority and corporate identity.
Ethnic identity was a further dimension of social differentiation.
There is an important sense in which some African tribes, so far
from being primordial units of social organisation, were first
created during the period covered in this volume. Tribal affiliation
is usually assumed to rest on an awareness of shared yet distinctive
cultural habits, notably language: thus the strength and scope of
tribal sentiment reflect changing perceptions of cultural differ-
ence. In the nineteenth century, the expanding scale of trade and
warfare greatly extended African experience of African strangers,
and increased the need for new names to signify new degrees of
strangeness or solidarity. Under colonial rule, this process was
intensified. Migrants far from home looked for material and moral
support to those least unlike themselves. Colonial authorities used
tribal labels in order to accommodate Africans within bureaucratic
structures of control: such labels not only served to attach people
to particular places or chiefs; they were taken to indicate
temperaments and aptitudes. In local government, tribal distinc-
tions were made to matter as never before: in the southern Sudan,
vain efforts were made to sever ties between Nuer and Dinka.
Meanwhile, the survival, or memory, of pre-colonial kingdoms
gave an ethnic focus to political competition within the colonial
system. In Uganda, tribal identities were sharpened by the desire
to emulate the privileged kingdom of Buganda; in southern
Rhodesia, attempts to resuscitate the defeated Ndebele kingdom
put a new premium on distinctions between Ndebele and non-
Ndebele or ‘Shona’. The spread of literacy gave new significance
to ethnic difference: the reduction of African languages to writing
meant favouring some languages and dialects over others, thus
redefining ethnic frontiers while moulding new channels of
communication. Ibo and Tumbuka became articulate ethnicities,
as well as Yoruba, Ngoni or Zulu. Moreover, sentiments of ethnic
identity were explored and developed by African writers
concerned to assert the strength and value of African cultures
against alien encroachment. In all these ways, linguistic usage,
educational advantage and political aspiration were shaping
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aggregations of a kind which in Europe had long been labelled
‘nations’.19

Changing social horizons were both cause and effect of changes
in religious affiliation (which were partly made possible by
increased wealth). Whether helped or hindered by colonial
regimes, Islam and Christianity made great advances in our
period; by 1940 a majority of Africans adhered to one or other
faith. Both offered universal perspectives on human existence
which were more congruent with the enlarged scale of political
and economic life under colonial rule than indigenous religions
tied to specific groups and places: in this sense, both were
modernising forces. Mediterranean Africa had long been very
largely Muslim, but by the 1930s there were probably as many
Muslims (around thirty million) in tropical Africa, mostly in the
countries between Senegal and Somaliland. The expansion of
Islam was promoted by proselytising Sufi brotherhoods, but
it was greatly facilitated by urbanisation and the growth of
trade and transport, and Muslim Africa was receptive to both
fundamentalist and modernist trends in contemporary Islamic
thought. South of the Sahara, there were probably as many
Christians as Muslims by the end of our period; since it opened,
the Christian population of Africa may have increased fivefold.
European missionaries were in general far less hospitable than
Muslim shaykhs to African social and cultural traditions,
and contradictions between African and European (especially
Protestant) interpretations of Christianity gave rise to a great
many independent churches. But there were few areas in which
there was a real choice between Christianity and Islam, and with
few exceptions it was only the schools of Christian missions
which could open doors to such opportunities as the colonial
order offered literate Africans. In the short term, the paternalism
of Christian missions frustrated African aspirations to leadership;
in the longer term, the missions did much to determine where and
when Africans south of the Sahara gained enough knowledge and
experience to challenge white monopolies of power.

Throughout our period, the great majority of Africans remained
illiterate, but those few who did learn to read and write, especially
in European languages, wielded an influence out of all proportion
9 Cf. John Flint in J. E. Flint (ed.), Cambridge history of Africa, V (Cambridge,
1976), 4.
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to their numbers. Social horizons were widened by travel in
pursuit of education, both within Africa and abroad, in Europe
and the USA. By 1940 a few hundred black Africans, mostly in
West and South Africa, had obtained university degrees; perhaps
around 200 West Africans had qualified in London as barristers.
Africans wrote for publication, chiefly in newspapers but also in
books and pamphlets. African writers discussed what they had
learned from the white man, what more they wanted from him,
and what they wished to preserve from their own cultures. Men
and women who had made great efforts to acquire what whites
called civilisation found that so far from being welcomed as
partners they were liable to be feared as threats to white vested
interests. Contacts overseas with blacks of the diaspora, and with
white critics of empire, encouraged some Africans to question not
just the details but the moral justification of colonial rule. There
was growing tension between literate, urban-based élites and the
chiefs or other African agents of colonial rule in the countryside.
In French-speaking Africa, both north and south of the Sahara,
literate Africans began to lose patience with the official doctrine
of political emancipation through assimilation into French culture.
In the cities of Algeria and Tunisia there was agitation in the 1930s
for independence, a goal which was beginning to be discussed on
the coast of British West Africa. In these places at least, nationalism
was coming to refer less to a sense of ethnic identity than to
still embryonic nations united only by common experience of a
particular colonial regime.

Thought of this kind was still quite exceptional. It was virtually
unknown in the interior of tropical Africa, where the heirs of
many pre-colonial rulers still exercised considerable authority, as
in Uganda or northern Nigeria. In East and Central Africa,
African political discussion was still framed largely in ethnic
terms; in the Belgian Congo, white control was for the time being
so complete that such discussion scarcely existed, and it was
severely checked in Portuguese Africa. In South Africa, black
opinion was highly articulate but almost wholly excluded from
the country’s formal political structures. All the same, the speed
with which Africans had adopted European idioms and aspirations
confounded prevailing white assumptions about the manipulation
of social change among black peoples. Most colonial powers paid
lip-service to the idea that in due course Africans should play a
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larger part in managing their own affairs, but they agreed that
there was no question of Africans taking over the government
of their own countries in the foreseeable future: those who called
for this were given no official hearing. Yet while whites were
educating Africans, some at least were being educated by them,
even if African lessons often had to take the form of the strike
or trade boycott. In Britain, the African Research Survey directed
by Lord Hailey prompted efforts as our period ended both to
invest in African welfare and to enlarge the political scope of the
African intelligentsia. The Second World War was to strengthen
the arguments for such strategies; it remained to be seen how far
Britain, or any other colonial power, could retain control over the
pace of reform as the rate of social change continued to increase.
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CHAPTER 1

THE IMPERIAL MIND

For the period under review in this volume, explanations of much
that happened in Africa must be sought in Europe. It is necessary
to examine the impact of Africa upon the colonial powers if we
are to understand the process by which these powers tried to
mould Africa for imperial purposes.! The acquisition of
African empire gave new point to questions about the aims and
methods of white enterprise on the continent. How should Africa
be govertied, and to what end? How far should metropolitan
governments intervene? Could the ambitions of governor,
capitalist and missionary be reconciled? What steps should be
taken to reduce African ignorance of the white man’s techniques,
and white ignorance of Africa? What use should be made of
contemporary advances in knowledge? What part should Africans
play in the colonial social order?

Even to list such questions, however, gives an exaggerated
impression of the urgency with which they were usually regarded.
The imperial mind, whatever its quality, was not in general much
concerned with Africa during our period. The speed with which
so much of Africa had formally been placed under European
control should not be taken to be a measure of its importance to
the invaders. Much of the Scramble had been motivated by the
negative aim of excluding rival powers: it was not a defence of
present interests so much as speculation in possible, but quite
unproven, benefits. South Africa, certainly, was important to
Britain: by 1911 (when it had just ceased to be a British
responsibility), British investment there amounted to £351m;
this was on much the same scale as British investment in India or
Canada, or Australia and New Zealand combined; it was half the
sum invested in the USA and a good deal more than that in

! For reasons explained in the Preface, this chapter give disproportionate attention to
Britain, especially in discussing the 1930s.
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Table 1. Trade with parts of Africa as percentages of British
external trade (excluding gold and diamonds).

1905 1913 1920 1930 1935 1938

Egypt 2.5 2.4 3.4 1.5 L7 1.5
British possessions* 0.6 1.0 2.2 2.4 2.7 3.1
South Africa 2.5 2.6 2.1 2.9 4.0 3.9
Rest of Africa 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.8 0.9 0.8
Total 6.6 7.0 8.8 7.6 9.3 9.3

*Including Mandates, Southern Rhodesia and Anglo-Egyptian Sudan.

Note: For the sake of internal consistency, these calculations are based
throughout on statistics for British domestic exports and for total British
imports (including re-exports). For 1905 and 1913, the trade of the Anglo-
Egyptian Sudan is credited to Egypt, and up to 1930 part of the trade of the
Rhodesias is credited to Mozambique.

Source: Annual statements of the trade of the United Kingdom.

Argentina.? In 1913, Africa as a whole accounted for about 7 per
cent and 10 per cent respectively of the external trade (excluding
gold) of Britain and France. But this was mostly with Egypt,
South Africa or Algeria. Tropical Africa contributed less than
2 per cent to Britain’s trade, and less than 1 per cent to that of
France (which owed much more to British India, Egypt and
China). The Belgian Congo in 1912 contributed only 1 per cent of
Belgian trade, and in 1910 Germany’s African colonies had
accounted for less than 1 per cent of German external trade, while
returns on investment were meagre, except from diamonds in

South West Africa.3
There is, then, an obvious sense in which colonial Africa was

largely peripheral to Europe in the early twentieth century. Most
politicians and businessmen who looked overseas at all were
looking elsewhere, and this remained true throughout our period.
All the same, trade with colonial Africa did become more
important to its rulers, and substantial investments were made
with long-term ends in view. Though few in Europe might think
about Africa, those who did thought a good deal about the way

2 L. H. Gann and P. Duignan, The rulers of British Africa, 18701914 (Stanford, 1978),
371 (based on Paish).
3 Cf. table 1; see also Marc Michel, L’ Appel a I’ Afrique (Paris, 1982), 139—40.
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in which its resources, natural and human, might be turned to
account, and about the moral responsibilities entailed in African
empire. Much of the debate was conducted among those who had
work in Africa — whether in government, business or the
churches. In the course of our period, and especially in the 1930s,
serious interest in Africa spread more widely into political and
academic circles, and clusters of informal opinion began to exert
ptessure on those in a position to act. But it is with governments
that we should begin.

1905—1914

By and large, the overriding concern of the colonial powers was
to prevent their colonial possessions becoming financial burdens
to the metropolis. Imperialism was not so popular in Europe that
tax-payers, who were also voters, were ready to pay its bills. In
much of Africa, invasion and administration had thus been left
to chartered companies, but many failed. In some regions, notably
the Rhodesias, most of Mozambique and parts of French Equa-
torial Africa, private companies continued to exercise powers of
government well into the twentieth century, but in 1908 Belgium
had to take over the Congo Independent State. By then, other
metropolitan governments had more or less reluctantly committed
themselves to governing Africa; they had at least created depart-
ments specifically concerned with this task and were beginning
to regularise recruitment to their local administrations.

In France, a colonial ministry had been created in 1894, but its
responsibilities in Africa were confined to West Africa, Equatorial
Africa, French Somaliland and Madagascar. The French ministry
of foreign affairs handled Tunisia and Morocco, while Algeria,
formally a part of France, was watched over by the ministry of
the interior. Italy created a separate colonial ministry in 1912,
following the conquest of Libya. In Germany, as in Britain, it was
the Foreign Office which had not only taken the lead in the
Scramble for Africa but had supervised its “effective occupation’.
It was the reappraisal following expensive and extremely bloody
wars of repression in German East and South West Africa which
in 1907 led to the creation in Berlin of a separate Colonial Office.

Britain, of course, had long had a Colonial Office, but its
historic function had been to supervise colonies of settlement,
which in Africa meant the Cape, Natal and Sierra Leone; its
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original responsibilities in the Gambia, on the Gold Coast and at
Lagos were mere afterthoughts. Once the Scramble had subsided,
however, there was no reason for the Foreign Office to concern
itself with African administration, and it began to transfer to the
Colonial Office the care of its numerous African protectorates: in
1900, those which were now styled Southern and Northern
Nigeria; in 1904, Nyasaland; in 1905, Uganda, the East Africa
Protectorate (later Kenya) and Somaliland; in 1914, Zanzibar. In
South Africa, the end of the Anglo-Boer War meant that in 1902—3
the Colonial Office also took charge of the Transvaal, the Orange
Free State and Swaziland. This rapid expansion of scope trans-
formed the Colonial Office: the administration of indigenous
peoples began to loom larger than relations with progressively
independent white settlers. In 1907 a special Dominions Depart-
ment was created within the Colonial Office to look after relations
with Canada, Australia and New Zealand; in 1910 the new Union
of South Africa was added to these. The British High
Commissioner in South Africa continued to be responsible for the
protectorates of Basutoland, Bechuanaland and Swaziland, and for
supervising the administration of the Rhodesias by the British
South Africa Company. Elsewhere in British Africa, the Colonial
Office exercised direct control over the local administrations,
though the Foreign Office remained the ultimate authority for the
Anglo-Egyptian Sudan since this was, at least in theory, an
international condominium.

None of the colonial ministries exercised very much power. The
ministers themselves did not rank highly in their own govern-
ments, and they presided over relatively small bureaucracies. Most
officials in the British Colonial Office saw their role as being to
supervise rather than to initiate policy. Winston Churchill, as
parliamentary under-secretary, toured East Africa in 1907, with
the one civil servant in the Colonial Office to visit tropical Africa
before 1914. Officials in Paris and Berlin aspired to rather more
direct intervention. French territories were periodically visited by
members of a specialised inspectorate that was responsible only
to the colonial minister himself. The German colonial secretary,
Dernburg, visited East Africa in 1907; in 1908 he visited South
West Africa, as did his successor, Solf, in 1912. But despite such
tours, and the extension of telegraph cables, metropolis and
colonial capital remained in practice far apart.
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The main cause of friction between colonial governors and their
masters in Europe was the cost of colonial rule. Governors might
seek fame by increasing the quantity and quality of government,
but their schemes seldom found favour in the metropolis, where
many senior officials conceived of policy-making chiefly in terms
of budgetary control. This was, after all, a period in which the
states of western Europe were concentrating public investment
in their own labour force: in Britain, the percentage of the budget
devoted to social setvices rose from 18 in 1900 to 33 in 1913. But
officials in metropolis and colony were also estranged by social
distance. Metropolitan officials were career civil servants, and
most had been recruited by competitive examination. In France
and Germany, at least, they belonged to a bureaucratic élite in
which financial expertise was highly regarded. In Britain, between
1904 and 1911, the two permanent under-secretaries of state for
the colonies had previously served in the Crown Agents (a
government procurement agency) and the Board of Trade. Such
mandarins considered themselves far superior to the ‘men on the
spot’. The latter had mostly been recruited much more hap-
hazardly, largely indeed for reasons of economy. In Britain, before
1914, the demand for officials to serve in the colonies ‘was
moderate in scale both in respect of the numbers and the
qualifications required’.# Portugal created an Escola Colonial in
1906 ; Belgium created an Ecole Coloniale in 1911, and France had
had one since 1890, but by 1907 it had supplied only 70 of the
nearly soo senior officials in French Africa. As in British and
German Africa, many of the rest were drawn from the armed
forces: skill at arms and on the parade ground were often deemed
qualification enough for the ruler of large numbers of people.
Some recruits to German colonial administrations belonged to the
home civil service and had received specialist training in Germany,
but many were simply young men in search of adventure, and their
terms of service were not standardised until r9ro. It should
moreover be noted that in both French and Belgian Africa
Europeans were employed in a variety of subordinate jobs, both
within and outside government, which in British West Africa or
German Africa were likely to be performed by Africans, and in
East Africa by Indians.

4 R. Furse, Awcaparius (London, 1962), 18.
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1905—1914
Final responsibility for colonial rule lay with the legislatures in
the imperial capitals. In Britain the Liberal government formed
in 1905 enjoyed an overwhelming majority in the House of
Commons, though 53 Labour members had also been elected. The
chief African causes of debate in the decade before 1914 were the
Congo scandals and the South African constitution. Parliamentary
approval was needed for grants-in-aid to balance colonial budgets,
but the sums were small and usually shrinking. The ‘left’ in
Liberal and Labour ranks began to move away from doctrinaire
condemnation of empire per se towards discussion of how it should
be managed, but it could not be said that African issues mattered
much in British politics during these years. In France, parlia-
mentary concern was concentrated on Algeria, which was repre-
sented by three senators and six deputies. Africa was of some
consequence in German politics. Not only did Africa loom larger
in the overseas empire of Germany than in those of Britain and
France; the Reichstag (parliament) had full control over colonial
budgets. Since in other respects its financial control was very
limited, debate on colonial affairs became an important field for
political manoeuvres which were really concerned with the
government of Germany. Conflicts between those with direct
interests in the colonies — soldiers, settlers, businessmen, mis-
sionaries — could be manipulated by liberal, Catholic or socialist
politicians to improve their own bargaining positions. This was
to have a considerable effect on colonial policy.5
Imperial bureaucrats might consider parsimony essential to the
achievement of financial self-sufficiency in the colonies, but it was
clearly not enough. The revenue base of colonial governments had
to be increased, which meant expanding trade. Opinions differed
as to how this could be done. William Ponty, governor-general
of French West Africa from 1908 to 1915, valued close cooperation
between commerce and administration but considered that agri-
cultural production was best left to Africans. He remarked in 1908
that French West Africa ‘was not established to facilitate the
emigration of white workers. The blacks...make perfect settlers, *®

5 A colonial advisory council, founded in 1891, had represented colonial interest
groups, but it was abolished in 1908.

¢ Quoted by G. Wesley Johnson,  William Ponty and republican paternalism in French
West Africa’, in L. H. Gann and P. Duignan (eds.), African proconsuls (New York, 1978),

141.
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This view was confirmed by experience: Africans were clearly able
to supply what were then expanding markets for tropical products,
and Ponty could see no merit in entrusting production to
concessionary companies. In French Equatorial Africa, however,
government expense was reduced to a bare minimum by handing
over huge areas to companies with concessions of monopoly
rights to the purchase of local produce. Such empire often proved
very profitable as well as cheap; it also gave rise to abuses such
as had made Leopold’s Congo infamous. In German Kamerun,
congessionary companies were also prominent, while in German
East and South West Africa white settlement had been
encouraged.

In British West Africa this was never a serious proposition.
True, the mines in the Gold Coast employed more whites than
the government did up to 1914, but otherwise, as in Nigeria,
whites were engaged in trade and business, and in 1910 African
land rights in Nigeria were firmly protected by legislation directed
against expatriates. In 1911 the Colonial Office resisted demands
from mining companies in the Gold Coast and Nigeria for
controls on labour which would have threatened African cocoa
production. In the same year William Lever, the soap magnate,
was thwarted by the Colonial Office’s rooted objection to
monopoly concessions. Harcourt, the British colonial secretary
from 1910 to 1915, extolled in 1913 the expansion of exports
grown by Africans; this pleased him both as an improving
landowner himself and as the member for a Lancashire cotton-mill
constituency.

Yet the Colonial Office could not easily override the vested
interests of Europeans when these were backed by governors, as
they were in 1914 by Lugard (over the Nigerian tin industry) and
by Clifford (over land in the Gold Coast). And in other parts of
British Africa the issues were still less clear-cut. The highlands
of Kenya (then called British East Africa) had for some time been
widely regarded in Britain as a natural field for white settlement,
which was keenly promoted by Charles Eliot, commissioner from
1900 to 1904. Both Kenya and Northern Rhodesia attracted a
modest flow of white immigrants, chiefly from South Africa,
while Southern Rhodesia had from the 189os been developed by
the British South Africa Company as a colony of white settlement.
In Uganda and Nyasaland, white settlers comprised only a few
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dozen planters, but their aspirations echoed those of their more
influential neighbours.

In the eyes of metropolitan officials, white settlers were both
an asset and a liability. In theory, they had the techniques and
resources to initiate large-scale production; they were cheaper to
employ in colonial administration than recruits from the met-
ropolis; and they opened up the prospect of devolving both the
responsibility and the cost of government, as in South Africa. But
in practice settlers often needed special help from government if
they were to compete successfully with African producers.
Settlers were therefore liable to involve government in conflict
with Africans which called for expensive military expeditions. In
Kenya, the violence of ‘pacification’ in 1905—8 caused much
concern in the Colonial Office, where one official advised that the
settlers be repatriated.” The governor, Hayes Sadler, baulked at
so radical a proposal, but in 1909 the Colonial Office replaced him
by Girouard, whose Nigerian experience was thought a timely
counterweight. In fact, Girouard promoted settler interests to the
extent of initiating a mass removal of Masai herdsmen: this
shocked the Colonial Office into requiring his resignation. In 1907
the Colonial Office interfered in Swaziland, where chiefs had
alienated great tracts of land to settlers and speculators: one-third
of this land now reverted to African ownership. In 1908 the
colonial secretary, Lord Crewe, disallowed a Southern Rhodesian
ordinance, already approved by the high commissioner, to restrict
Indian immigration. Both here and elsewhere, however, there
were practical limits to the effectiveness of metropolitan dis-
approval. Settler ambitions were sometimes thwarted, but not to
the point of provoking disaffection: the Masai move in Kenya was

not reversed.
There was comparable debate in Germany. The great African

rebellions in 1904—5 in East and South West Africa had compelled
reappraisal not only of administrative organisation but of eco-
nomic strategy. More attention was now paid to those who argued
that Africans were capable of ‘rational’ economic behaviour and
could, given due incentives, produce certain crops more cheaply
than whites. This view was shared by three new colonial
governors: Zech (Togo, 1905—10), Seitz (Kamerun, 1907-10) and
Rechenberg (East Africa, 1906—11). It was Rechenberg who

7 Advice repeated in 1942 by Harold Macmillan, when he was briefly under-secretary
of state for the colonies.
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encountered most resistance from local whites. At first he seemed
to have the ear of the colonial secretary, Dernburg, but arguments
about African labour were soon woven into the shifting align-
ments of parties in the Reichstag. The settlers’ friends proved to
have more political weight in Berlin, and when Rechenberg left
the settlers seemed more firmly entrenched than ever.

The most obvious measure of settler strength was their
membership of representative institutions in the colonies. In
French black Africa these were comparatively insignificant, since
outside Senegal they never acquired legislative powers. For
German settlers, as we have just seen, it was specially important
to be able to exert influence in Berlin, but they also made
constitutional advances in the colonies. In South West Africa,
where they were most numerous, they obtained control in 1909
of local government in their own areas, and they had as many votes
as officials did on the new territorial council, which was given
limited budgetary powers in 1913. In German East Africa, settlers
were granted a majority on the governor’s advisory council in
1912, and in 1914 were able to elect councils in two coastal towns.
In the British Empire, there was a long tradition of sharing power
with local residents through legislative councils. As these created
a body of local law, so British statute law took on a mainly residual
importance. In the former colonies of white settlement — Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, the Cape and Natal — the councils had
originally comprised a majority of officials sitting alongside a
minority of government-nominated representatives of colonial
society; in the course of time, settlers gained the right to elect their
own representatives, who eventually became a self-governing
majority. In tropical Africa, settler populations were tiny, and it
was not at all clear how far this pattern could be developed.
Settlers were most numerous in Southern Rhodesia, which in any
case was run by a chartered company, and elected council
members were in a majority by 1907. In the same year, legislative
councils were created in Nyasaland and Kenya; they included a
few nominated non-officials. White settlers in Kenya were inclined
to regard this as opening the way towards white self-government,
but this ambition was challenged by the much larger number of
Indian immigrants. And in British West Africa the institution of
legislative councils at once raised the question of African political
status.

Superficially, the councils in West Africa resembled those in
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British territories of white settlement. In Sierra Leone, the Gold
Coast and Lagos the settlers happened to be black: there were
substantial minorities of English-speaking, mostly literate and
Christian blacks, some of whom were descended from repatriated
slaves. These territories were termed ‘ colonies’, which meant that
all their inhabitants were British subjects, and thus enjoyed an
innate right of appeal to the Privy Council, unlike the indigenous
inhabitants of ‘protectorates’. In each West African colony, the
governor was advised by a legislative council, and by 1906 each
council included one or more Africans among its nominated
unofficial members. However, the scope of these councils varied.
By the end of the nineteenth century the hinterland of each colony
had come under British rule but was administered as a
‘protectcrate’ distinct from the coast-based colony. In Sierra
Leone, the power of the legislative council was extended over the
protectorate. Elsewhere, the legislative councils were confined to
the colony (except for an extension from Lagos to Southern
Nigeria from 1906 to 1914 and again in 1922). Thus with the
expansion of British power in the Gold Coast and Nigeria the
relative importance of the legislative council declined.

This was part of a more general British trend to restrict African
participation in central government. It was one thing to allow this
to loyal ‘black Englishmen’ within the original colony. It was a
very different matter to allow such men a share, however slight,
in ruling the newly-subdued peoples of the protectorates: what
might be allowed to white settlers in East Africa could not be
allowed to blacks in the Gold Coast and Nigeria. So while
educated West Africans lost ground at the centre of the political
stage, they were also gradually excluded from the colonial
administrative service. In the nineteenth century this had for a
time made much use of anglicised blacks, but the recruitment of
whites at their expense was encouraged both by medical advances8
and by late-Victorian racial theory. By 1900 Africans were
debarred from the administrative (or political’) branches of
colonial government. They could at best hope to serve in the

8 Among white officials in West Africa, the death-rate per thousand fell from 20.6 in
1903 to 11.8 in 1913. (Cmd. 920. West Africa. Viital statistics of non-native officials. Returns
Sfor 1919, 4.) By 1935 the rate had been reduced to 5.1, which for British colonial Africa

was not exceptional.
9 Cf. R. Symonds, The British and their successors: a study in the development of the government

services in the new states (London, 1966), 119—26.
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ancillary technical services, and even there, in 1914, 2 move by
the Colonial Office to increase African recruitment to the medical
services in West Africa was thwarted by local white opposition.

Thus as the British set about the task of governing not mere
outposts but vast regions of tropical Africa, they began to think
in terms of collaboration not with coastal élites but with in-
digenous rulers. Economy was certainly an important considera-
tion in developing what later became known as ‘indirect rule’.
But both in London and Africa officials were keen to strengthen
the powers of chiefs as a way of restricting the influence of
educated Africans. Official nervousness, indeed, was such that in
1913 Lugard, in Nigeria, was allowed to discourage schools from
teaching the Stuart period of English history, since this might
foster ‘disrespect for authority’.!® African rulers by divine right
were judiciously cultivated. In the sphere of civil law, African
custom was upheld insofar as it was not ‘repugnant’ to British
notions of justice and morality; to varying degrees, African
authorities were also allowed to deal with minor criminal offences.
Harcourt admired the ‘civilised cohesion of Muslim Northern
Nigeria’; so too did his German counterpart Solf, who actually
paid it a visit in 1913 and congratulated Lug