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S e DISSERTATION ARSTRACT .

k A.SOCIO;ECONOMIC STUDY OF THE KENYA HIGHLANDS ..

K= FROM 1900.TO 1970: A CASE STUDY
: OF THE UHURU GOVERNMENT

. g
p The Kenya’ Highlands was' the subject of amost bitter
'struggle throughout the colonial era. )

The Kenya Africans who fought in the warrof libera—
tion ('Mau Mau'), had only one primary purpose; the return
%.'of all the lands grabbed from them by the European settlers
‘and,the colonial‘authorities. The Mau Mau ideoclegy was '
vthat the Europeans riust relinqulsh all the Highlande,

-which would then be evenly distributed to the landless
.Afrioana. This study examlnes the position of the. ngh—'
rlands at present. in light of the above, now that Kenya ls
- independent. : . - ‘

?he essential procedure adopted for this study was
to examine and analyse (Government-printed) documentary
evidences eollected from the Government Archives. in Kenya,
and.from-Librarynresoﬁrces; Documents from the British
Coionial Office‘inow Commonwealth Office) were also e;—'
amined. Other written literature from secondary so&rces
on the Kenya Highlands were examined and analysed

The ev1dence arlsing fron the Documents and other

literature were critically examined so as to delineate the'

.foliowing factors which formed-the basis of the analysis




that was made in this study: (a) Quallflcatlon for land.
grant (b) leltatlon on land area~allocated (c) lelt—
atfﬁh on land use; and (d) Land ownershlp and use.

In our study and analy51s, we, have found’that much
of the nghlands is stlll‘ln the hands of Buropeans. The
study also reneals fhat landlessness»and unemployment are“
Stillframpant among the masses, and even in the amount ofn.‘“?l .

e

settlement schemes whlch the colonlal and the Uhuru Gov— T
ernments brought about through the buélng out of a section

of the nghlands, much of the con51deratlon has been in

the nghlands perlphery near the~so—called 'Afrlcan

Reserves.. Thls portlon of‘ihe nghlands had in fact been

“left uncultivated by the former European owners’due prlmar;ly
. - . AR

. -

to its ecological structure,fand partly because it Was situ-
ated close to the 'African<ReserveS‘ AriotHer emphasis Has

been on consolldatlon and reglstratlon of land in’ the

'Afrlcan‘Res\Nves' .
According to the Uhuru Government s Se551onal Paper

lO (Afrlcan Soc1allsm and 1ts Appllcatlon to Plannlng

in Kenya), the Government declared that settlement (or re-

S

4’settlement) programs ‘have accompllshed their 1ntended purpose,

and therefore, w1ll now be slowed dowrr. (Governmept s

Development Plan for the- perlod 1970 1974, states (page 192)
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that “only about 22 per eent of the agricultural develop-
ment expenditure will be used for the land transfer~dnring
thisyélan"period"). "

In our study we established that the gap between
pre—Uhuru promises and prospects v1s a-v1s the post-Uhuru
realltles has not been olosed, 1nstead~that gap has
.widened. The study also reveals that in the government's
land transfer programs, more Eurobeans (and a teﬁ Asians)’ T
have acquired more land ‘than have the Africans; to the N
extent that:the numher 6f Europeans now owning-land in
" Keéaya egceedstthe one during the eve of independence~in
1960. Thus, only one-fifth &I*the Highlands has been
allocated>for\settlement of Africans. Even those Afrlcan .
families who have been resettled are saddled with burdens
-as a result of the kind of loans private flnanc1ng insti-
tutlons offer them The Uhuru Government has not’ adequately
';sought to a551st these young farmers. On the. contrary,
the Government found herself obllged to pay exorb1tantl§
’ hlgh-compensatlon to European farmers-who~w;shed to
isurrender‘theirsfarn_and either returned to Europe,Aor
bought other farms elsewhere in the Highlands. -
The study also noted that theMUhuru Government has

opted for . a capltallst 1deology of 1nd1v1dual and prlvate




ownership and accumulation of land (and other property).

Thus, the Government is instituting a new African class

Vot . A @

- o - N L ~
of landlords vis-a-vis many landless peasants.to join the
falready'entrenched large-scale white farmers;' This point

is underscored by the governmenf's land. consolidation and

_\registration policies; and especially in view of.the

absence of legislation to set limitation of the size of

3

individual land-holdings. In other wor@s, size of land-
ownership in the Kenya Highlands is-open to whoever has

the -money. Consequently, the majority of African’peasants'

who apparently have no money, cannot afford to compete

. w1th many whltes and a few Afrlcans and Asians who ap-

L AR

’n“ parently have the money, and also would want to huy the « -
~land.- . )
_ » The study ends with these recommendatlons' (a)
;> Immedlate take over. by the Government of all the land
. 'stlll in the hands of . Europeans- (b) Minimum comgensatlon
. to be pald to those whose land (or4farms) is re-possessged;

h

(c) More land programs should-be opened up by the govern—

ment for the purpose of resettllng landless‘peasants' (d)
Complete_and total ellmlnat;on of landlordism; (e) The

‘ necessity to'impose ceilings on.land'holdings' (f) A law
‘to’ establlsh minimum farm wages and a commlttee to be set -

up to oversee thls law- (g) thal .ban on absentee land ’




.operatlve farmlng.

‘tions are adopted, the government would thus help. to

.__.5_

o ) - . R
ok . I B

ownerehipy (h) Establishment'and enlargement of co- .

It is our conjecture that if the above recommenda—
‘\_}Z

alleviate the Africans!' long and bltter struggle“and ex-

3perience . otherwise, the landless Africans may again

resort to 'sharpen the machetes and precipitate anothef

'Mau Mau' in order to solve the land 1ssues ‘once and for

all.

‘o
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A 50CIO-ECONOMIC STUDY OF THE KENYA HIGHLANDS "W:
- FROM 1900 TO 1970: A CASE STUDY RS
' OF THE UHURU GOVERNMENT

~

R CHAPTER I .

INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose:
‘ . The‘purPOSe of this study is to examine certain
.A.factors resuiting from the power of whites and Aéians in
Kenya at the beglnnlng of this century. }his"conflictual
1nteractlon obv1ously ralsed many social and economic
problems between the new settlers and the 1nd1genou5-

s Africans. (The traditional Af:ican land system did not

seek to create landed and landless 51tuatlon ;n the so-

K}

c1ety, for everyone was an owner of land) When, however,

Kenya became a Brltlsh colony, this was made one of the
objectlves of the British rule in Kenya. This study
‘exahines the extent to which the British succeeded in
this policy. )
The study also focuses more deeply on the role

which the Uhuru,Gove:nment, headed»by'Mzee'Jomo Kenyatta
Ahas'played'in'dealing withrthese problems, aod wﬁether_
or not the governmeot policy has, since independenceh.

been aimed at regaining African control over the High-

-1-

¥
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"lands,. thus eliminating the class distinction baSedth--

land ownership. Africans‘ anticipation <and hope for.

egual sharing oﬁ'land had been inspired by Keqﬁgtta's

hascendancy to power after forty-five long. years of
_extraordinary demonstration of the tenac1ty Wlth which

- he fought for the recovery and restoration of the High- .

H.lands to its rightful African owners.. . a oo

Lastly, the study intends to find otit how much of

Sss

the Highlands has so “far been acquired by the Uhuru Gov~-

ernment for the purpose of settling landless peasants-

‘and, also, to determine the amount of acreage that is-

& S
i X

still in tle white and Asian settlers' control.

B. Nature of the Problem and Leading Ideas:

- On account of'her climate, Kenya under Britisﬁ

rule was de51gnated a place suitable for European set—

tlement The Africans who traditionally owned the'Kenya

Highlands were forced out and resettled on the most

arid and semi-arid parts of the country; and some clans
of the Masai, had, as a result, had to migrate into the

then- Tanganyika, and some people such as the Gikuyu were

herded and confined within a tiny piece of land. The

I3




whole of Kenya; in effect, was declared 'p:oWn Land'

. - i "T-,
lﬂ :

and Africans .became mere tenants at the will of the

P

British Crown. Under the agreement of 1915 (LAND ORDI-

‘'NANCE OF 1915) between the British Colonial Office and

\\féhe white settlers; the Highland Plateau (which is the

richest land in Kenya), was to remain -under the latter's

' . possession and control for a period of not less than 999

years, Although Africans reacted against this Ordinance,

" the British Government continued t6 ignore the protests

until the Hilfon Young and Morris_Car%er Commissions were

both sent to Kenya in 1928 and 1933 respectlvely by the

T ‘

,Brltlsh Government to 1nqu1re into Africans’ grievances

and protests about the.land. These commissions, however,

rejected the Africans' demands that the Highlands be

. laccording to the Laws of Kenva,.1926, Cap. 140,
Section 5, Crown Land is defined as follows: "Crown
Land" shall mean all public lands in the.colony which
are for the time being subject to the control of His
Majesty by virtue of any treaty, convention, or agree--.
ment, or by virtue of His Majesty's protectorate, and
all lands which shall have been acquired by His Majesty
for the public services or otherwisg howsoever, and. '
shall include all lands occupied by the native tribes of
the Colony and all lands reserved for the use of the
members -of any native tribe."

Source: Marjorie Ruth-Dilley, British. Policy in Kenya
Colony, 2nd ed, (London: Frank Cass & Co. Ltd., 1966),
p. 251.. - « <

it




: . : T
restored to them, and, instead, solidified the 1915 Ordi-
nance. It wasﬁtheseiundertakings by the British Gov-

ernment that led to greater reaction ahd'ﬁrotest by the
Africans of Kenya.
The resistance by the Africans ranged from“gen- _ _

erel protest, demonstratibn,.deputétion both:to-coloﬁialj;

. governors in Nairobi and to the British'COlonial Office

3

b

in London, and later to actual phys1cal coqfrontatlon
beglnnlng in the Jlate, 1940 s and contlnulng to the late
1950's. This perlod of physical confrontatlon is
wldely known as the 'MAU—MAU' ERA. This'resietanceﬂ
‘rallled the Africans of Kenya together to demand the
return of their ’'stolen’' land and political changes in.- R
the country. The Highiands of Kenya are, Qithoht doubt
the cause of one of the bitterest.struggles bet&eenr
whites and blacks intcolonial Africa. '

The 'Mau-Mau'. uprising became: a nece551ty elnce
all other methods attempted in order to win back- the .
lost land had proved fruitless. Africans' hopes ang,
aspirations hédwbeen smothered and they,‘therefore,'had
beeh led to heliévevthat there was a white man's éon-
spiracy to teke:thevéfricaqs' most important treasure

b

(LAND). The ‘Mau-Mau' fighters were not, at this time,




....5_'_. . .
- T

almlng at the achlevement of political 1ndependence

(Uhuru) per se. Rather they sought to recapture the

posse551on of thelr land as a prelude to other develop—

ments. ,In’other words, the Africans understood it all

- to mean "SEEK'YE FIRST THE RETﬁRN OF THE 'LAND KIN&DOM'

AND OTHER THINGS SHALL BE “ADDED UNTO IT". This hope later

.culminated in the attainment of polltlcal 1ndependence

on December 12, 1963. . o ’ -

British occupation of the nghlands represents a
famlllar pattern of grabblng of African lands ‘by forelgn—
ers. The ‘same pattern prevalled in Amerlca, Australia
and New Zealand (to name but a‘E:;), by abusing the hos—
pitality of the Africans. The settlement of strangers °
in uncultivated land in Africa was common'practice.

Such settlement was, howéver, subject to indigenous law
and‘cnstom, which in_effect did -not amount tc permanent
alienation of théiland. But\this law and custom was

ignored by the foreign immigrants..

. In Kenya, as elSewhere, the first Européans were

.welcomed as visitors and were allowed to use some of the

. land. This bhegan in the year 1845 in Kenya when the

first Eurgpean m1551onar1es arrived. In 1849 two Ger~

mans (Rebmann and Krapf) also arrived. 1In 1887 the

-y
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British Bast Africa Association Was formed and assuﬁed -

authority over a ten—mile—wide"strip'élong-fhe"coast of

Kenya ‘which had been under the jgrisdiction”éf an African

L s

‘chief', frequently referred to' as 'Sultan' of.Zanzibar.

In 1888 the 'Association' was incorporated under Royal

‘Chartef as the Imperial -British East Africa Company, and

assumed control of a vast area of what is,now‘Kenya and”

‘Uganda._ By 1895, the British East Africa Company-?ieided .

”;ﬁlace to the British Qovernmeht. which then assﬁmed-

sovereignty over East Africa,.and Kenya became known as
the 'British East Africa Protectorate', . A
' -4Findiﬁg the climate ided%? the Br;tiéh Government
encouraged»immigration‘of'their'surplus population to

the Highlands; This policy necessitated setting apart

the entire Highlands exclusively for the white settlers

LS

and, in time, Kenya Highlands became the white man's
paradise (yidély knéwn as - the 'White Highlands'). Most
of these settlers were farmers who were allowed large
acreages for theirAfarming projec£s. As a result, Afri-
cans in these areas héd to bé evicted and the ‘idea ofv
'Native'Reservés' (where displaced Africans were herded

together) was introduced.

Since the white settlers needed access’ to the sea
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for the importation of goods and exportation of their .
products, the need for a railrcad to link the Highlands
with the port of Membasa (in Kenya) on the Eadt African

Ocean -(often referred to as the 'Indian Ocean'). and
2

-

Kampala in Uganda. )
o Constructlon of this rallroad began in 1895 and _‘quggih
led to further eviction of Afrlcans through whose: terri- .
torles the rallroad passed. It led, moreover, to- tne o
1mm1gratlon or 1mportatlon of Asians (coolies and sepoys)
‘mainly from the then India (now comprising Indla, Pakl-

stan, goa and'Bangladesh). This was felt to be netes-'
sary because European\settlers‘ﬁgeded ﬁrotection from
would-be African.attacks, and; also, because of the
Asians' lure for money, experience and labor which were
said to be requlslte for the railroad constructlon, as
Afrlcans became generally unw1lllng to co-operate 1n the
project. The presence, of A51ans led to the creatlon of

further 'reserves' which were set apart for this racial

group, and to further eviction and’ squeezing of Afrlcans.

2The rallroad dld not, however, proceed to Kampala
as originally planned partly due to the altering of the
boundary between Uganda -and Kenya. Instead, the idea :
was temporarily suspended whén the construction reached
Kisumu on Lake Nyanza also called 'Lake Victoria' in’
1902. See Map. . .
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Having regard for the different racial groups (Africans,

Asians and Buropeans) converging in Kenya, it is but

PN

natural that'Bpitiéh'land policies soﬁght'to accommodate _

—

the ¢onflicting racial interests. The white settlers,

coming mainly from England, had the advantage of'ipfluf

encing British colonial policy in Kenya with the result,

.. that in Kenya, land policies were largely influehqed by

‘ the wishes . .of the white settlers. T e -

" jurisdidtion of the white settlers to whom' they auc-

As Africans becamé more and more adversely af-

fected by the British land policies, which further

» A

-squeezed ‘them into non—agriculﬁdral areas, some became

s 4 ¢

"landless or 'squatters' on the estates now under the

s

tioned their labor power for a bare subsistence. Others
- ) - .
migrated to other parts of East Africa, but mainly into
'urban areas in search. of shelter and food. These new

“'homes' did not provide them with the necessities of

lifé, and when their patience ran Aut, they began to
revolﬁ. A.culmination of that revolt was the 'Mau Mau'
uprising ofil952, which eventually led Kenyé to inde-
pendence on.becember 12,71963g ‘

At independenée,lmanyrof the white farmers opted

for compensation; others sold their holdings to willing

ttmntente

T
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purchasers, but many decided to hang on to their farms -
and to contlnue to farm. Meanwhile, the Uhuru Govern-
ment entered the plcture with new land polldﬁes.

But as of 1970, however, the Highlands contlnued

to be a hot debatlng issue in Kenya:; some felt that the

- white’ farmers were still in effective control, and that

the struggle over the land has been—of.little benefit to
the masses. The top meimbers of the 'Kenya”African Na- '
tional Union' (K.A.N:U.), the ruling party which now

M ]
heads the Uhury Government, having acquired some land-in

-the nghlands, have thus influenced the Government to

o

initiate policies directed towards developing areas out~

side the Highlands rather than retaking the Highlands:
This is to the disappointment of the masses.

As a result, the Highlands are today as important?
a subject of study ae‘they were in the colonial times. .
It has even been asserted that some ofhthe former 'Mau
Mau' fighters have again gone underground and are evern
now preparing themselves for yet another showdown with
the Uhuru Gevernment. - ’

Other charges allege that contrary to the hopes

and quest of the whole country for an equitable share of

"the fruits of indepehdence, only a few Africans, mainly

<
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cabinet ministers,. some members of Parliament and tob -
civil'servants, and a few Qealthy African and Asién .
businéss men have heoome the real beneficiaries«of the -
" said fruits. of Uhuru. This allegation is’ supposedly
supported by these people's acqulsltlon of some blg
tracks of farms. It is also charged that another class
of African beneficiaries consist of those who haVe been
OAanlted' by the Europeans and A51ans to Become members
‘of the so-called 'Board of Directors' of certain big
.business enterprises in the country whose-proprietbrs-are_
-the very ‘Buropean and A51an setglers whose unhealthy and
Auncompromlslng attitude .and aotlv1t1es during colonial
era are still VlVldly remembered. These same Europeans
are even said to be actually much happier with the s1tu—
) atlon than they actually were during the colonial period,
becanse today they are able to hide-under the umbrella of
their African partners (often referred to as the 'Good
éoys'))'and also, of so-called !citizenship' as 'guar-
. anteed“ln ‘the Kenya constltutlon, whlle the majorlty of
the Afrlcan ‘masses are still landless and unemployed.

The Uhuru Government has also been 'accused! by

the poverty—strlcken landless of settlng exce551vely

stringent conditions for the granting of loans for set-
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t;ement.,.Among the éxample:\%ited of these conditions'~‘;

are the government's-requiremeént that applicants for

- - - .

land settlemént loans must show that théy are in pos-

session of 10 to 50 per cent of the initial settlement

cost or 'down payment' —--the high rate of interest --
between 5% and 7% per cent.-- to which such loans are

subjected; and the lack of a reasonable moratorium for

repayment and[-so that, récipients must Begin rengment
six months from the date of the loan. It has also been
stated that some peasant farmers are denied.loans by

both thé'Governmént én?ﬁcfédit'inétitutions, mainly.be—'
cause 5f the little piece‘of.lagg;zhey possess which
cannot be accepted by the lenders as collateral or secu-"
rity:- ) '
Frequent arreéts‘and prosecution.of‘so-céiléd
Lillegal‘sqdatters', allegations of inadequate training
facilities forico—operatives” and a hoét of other evi-

dences of go&érnmént hostility toward land reform ef-

forts have been reported. Some people even wonder wheth-

_er the famous 999 year leases to the European settlers

by the British government are still in force. This sus-

picion is reenforced by the continuad presence of a largé

number of Europeans who are still in control of the larger
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"area of the Highlahds.
Up to 1960, yearly statistics showxng racial -’

breakdown (Europeahs and A51ans) in the’ occupatlon and
control of'the Highlands was a normal practice of tne

_ department of agriculture and animal husbandry of the
colonlal government Howeyer, nith the emergence of
constltutlonal advance beglnnlng w1th the—flrst Lancaster
Conference early 1961 ,-such statistical 1nformatron was
,abrubtly abandoned, and, ironically, tne Uhuru‘Government
unon assuming political control in December 1963, also.
proceeded w1th this pollcy of not* show1ng 1n ‘her yearly
statlstlcal abstracts the nature‘or .land ownership .on
rac1al”ba5153 As a’ resultv ‘it has become dlfflcult ﬁor:'
a researcher-to be able to explore and discover exactly
how many Europeans are actually still in the Highlands.'

' aﬁa how much of the land they occupy. This, in essence,
1s what thls study is all about.

We intend to explore also in thlS study the - reaei.
sons why Kenyatta s regime has not been ab}e_to,tackle_
this issue oflland redivision in a bold*ﬁn@:rational'Way

s

-desplte many promlses and election pledges and>prevmous

"2 ot

writings on land: espec1ally by Kenyatta hlmself Land—

<

lessnessvandfunemployment are still the ills of the.

'l
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masses. - And évgn in the limited'amGUnt of re—settlémgnt
that has comeAabout,through tpe buying-out .of a mere .
’ peripﬁery of thg wﬁite'farmers iﬁ the'Highlahds, theﬁ
léast consideration seems to have been to thoséAareas
which are the most fertile.

~ Due to the complicated nature of'the land question

. in Kenya (over a period of seventy years), and in the -

» .

b

light 'of the apparent dissatisfaction’ of the Afriéan
masses with foreign cgontrol of their land, thi; study
'seeks to illuminate and clarify~thé issues»so as to facil-
,itatenthe eventual transfer of ﬁhe land to the Africaﬁs.
'Thié'stuay will alsokbfovide géﬁblars‘with the most up—to;
date information about the curient control. of the High-
lands, and the Uhurﬁ Government land policy.

The idea of settling white settle;s<in Kgqya? or

v __in Africa for that matter, during colonial time was

)

viewed as not just to assist their mother country(Britain)

~economically per se, but rather Fo"civilize' the "prim-
it%ve“ Africans who were regarded as inferior to whites.

"Accordiné to the pseudq—scientific theory of race and
héulture (raéism) as‘exemplified by people like Fréidrick
Tist and de'Gobiﬁéau; black was believed to be inferior

to whites (or non-blacks). The proponents of such theory

-
Y

<. . . -a

-




. ifi the Highlands of Renya -- and elsewhere —-. wére

asserted that certaln cultural and behav1oral traits
were llnked to physmcal attrlbutes and were, therefore,~
heredltary in nature.3 The whites were thus ‘believed to
possess snéerlor moral qualltles, whereas, the non—whltes
were lodked ypon with contempt as degraded races -fit only

for belng beasts of the burden (cooks and farm or garden-

"boys"). This was the underlying reason why Africans

=

r

'herded' out of their land and were confined into

‘"Reseryés"'(of Reservations) where they were to ‘be 'edu-

cated' or Vcivilized' and taught how to iﬁprove~their.own'

-agrlcultural potentlal thus &l%ating’ what some econ—

omlsts have termed "a dual society" .n Kenya.

-

" These scientists have also propounded three theo-

ries along which the economics of such society was to

evolve:

(a) economic theory of a pre-capitalistic’
soc1ety, usually called "primitive
economies"”

3see for example Norman Leys, A Last Chance in
Kenya (London: The Hogarth Press, 193l1), pp. 101-123:
also by the same author, The Colour bar in East Afrlca
(London: The Hogarth Press, 1941), pp. 7-30. Y

7’_. e _14:» e e e —.-...w e R S . e e oy e e
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(b) the economic theory of a developed capital-
istic or socialistic soc1ety (soc1al eco-
nomlc theory, and

Zc)‘the'economic theory of the interactions of
two distinct social systems within the
. borders of one society {dualistic ecoQomics).

However, in this stﬁdy, we assert that the above theoret-

I

ical framework did not actﬁally applyAin the Highlands.of

Kenyd. What emerged in the Highlands*wasythat the im-

ported socio—économic_theorﬁ completely Uprooted the

then‘existing African system of economic development

rather than letting it operate side by side with the one

brought by ‘the, 1mm1grant settlers. Marjorie DilleyAex;v
wow
plalns thls disintegration of the traditional African’

5001o—econom1c,fabr1c when she writes:

{(a) The.Africans were not allowed to grow cash
crops like coffee, tea, sisal or pyrethrum.
Where production of cash crops had been
part of the African tradition, e.g. pro-
- ) duction of maize or cotton, the government
instituted dlscrlmlnatory prices.

(b) European demand for African labour, causing
an outward flow to the exchange econocmy
which left the burden of agriculture in the
traditional economic sector on women, old
men, and chi%dren.

435, H. Boeke, Economics and Economic Policy of
Dual Societies (New York': International Secretar;at,

Institute of Pacific Relations, 1953), pp. 4-5.
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« (c) The_poloniai government sacrificed the

" lands by the European settlers. We intend also to estab—

-le-

African economic sector to subsidize
the settler economy.

Wé intend to determine also whether or not the
Africans of Kenya Highlands -~ having lost their land
and economic-system which was attached to .it .—- actually
benefited at all from the SOCio—economic 'dualism
(pluralism) that arose during the occupation of the ngh—
lish that what Emerged from this "dualism" was a class6
or stratification of three distinct communities within

Kenya: on top of the pyramid was a~European community

. e

which became the landed - gentry (known- as the "Haves"),
next to it was an Asian community which controlled the

commercial interest (they too were the "Haves"), and the

. third and at the bottom composed of displaced Africans

who were squeezed and confined into either the poorest

-~ - 3 . -

5Marjor1e Dilley, Brltlsh Policy in Kenya Colony., -
2nd Ed. (London' Frank Cass and Co., Ltd., 1966), p.- 135.°

6rhe word ‘class' as used here does not carry with
it the common usage of the term. And although class
structure might strictly not have emerged in Kenya during .
colonial era, however, certain groups or. individuals in ‘
the Kenya society (or soc1et1es) wert either consciously
or unconsciously aware as to which class or stratifica
tion they belonged. This awareness was dictated chlefgy
by their income,-residential or neighborhood segregation,
tax structure, land ownership, education, religion and
race.
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4land or 51mply became destitute or landless (known as,

.the "Have—nots") The emergence of these dlstlnctlve

classes contlnued to be shaped throughout colonlal tlme.

- Even durlng post—Uhuru period this state of -af-

fairs has been 1nten51f1ed rather than eradlcated, while

it was hoped that the Uhuru Government would’ set a.strat—

. egy and be more concerned with saving the poor peasantry

-4

" by ellmlnatlng this class barrier. .By pursulng thls

policy, the Uhuru Government has thus reckoned Bogkeé's

ﬁgthe51s which asserts that:

“+..it is to be hoped that with the obtain-
ing of national soverrjignty the true char-
acter of economic dualism will be acknowl-
edged sincerely and logically, for its

.negation is decidedly not to theinterest
of the small man. -

Having analysed the policies in‘the light of the above,
the'study.examines whether this "interest of the small
nan“'in Kenya has indeed heen‘safeguarded.

-~ The land ‘issue in many other countries (e.g.

Egypt Mex1co Venezuela, Chlna, Korea, India, Paklstan,

. Cuba, and Algeria) in¥olved undemocratic ownership of

land among the indigenous populace. In other words, it

5.1, Boeke, op. cit., p. 20.

~



.peans in owning the land.
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was a strﬁgéleﬁby the indiqgnous landless masses and
tenants‘(the Have-nots) againsp the indigenous.aristof
ératic;class {the Haveé)t This struggie Qas ﬁéﬁlinflu—- .
enced by racial.antagqnism arising from that system'of
land ownership -- saVve for Algeria. - But evés he;e;ﬂa

few indigenous Algerians had joihed hands with thgaEuro—

K

R

‘But the land issue in Kenya was unique an@ldif—

‘ferént. In Kenya, the Highlands were occupied exclusive-

iy by whites, and the Africans who were formerly the

occupiers were driven out. Even ‘the Asians who tried to

. S ot
acquire part of the Highlands during the colonial time

were refused through dolonial statutes. -

‘For this reason, a focus about such countries is
ngt"included in this,stﬁdy. Finally, the study suggeéés
some recommendations for future policy in this regard.

Although the overall emphasis has been on the h

socio-economic approach, political ramifications of the' -

Uhuru Government,'s land policies have, of course, not -
R

- been overlooked. ..
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C. EreviousiRelated Studies:b

1

The lénd question has given rise £6 a very vast
litera£;re,'dealing With various aspecté of tﬁé proble;n.~
Some studies deal with the Britishf;and pplicies and
construction of the railroadsz otheré concentrate upon

the position of Indians in Kenya and their struggle to
. s

.share the Highlands with European settlers,9 while still

L F

. e
t

8see for instance: (a) Great Britain Colonial
Officey General Act of the Berlin Conference, London,
1886; (b) Great Britain Colonial Office, Papers Respect-
ing Proposed Railway from Mombasa to Lake Victoria,
London; 1892: (c) Great Britain Colonial Office, Report
by the Mombasa-Victoria Railway~committee on the Prog= -
ress of the Construction, 1898-1899; .(d) Great Britain
Colonial Office, Future Policy in regard to East Africa,
London, Cmd. 2904, 1227, and {e) Great Britain Colopnial’’
Office, Crown Lands Ordinance, No. 12, Vog. (1915).

9see for instance: (a) Great Britain Colonial
Office, Correspondence Regarding the Position of Indians
in E.A.(Renya & Uganda), Cmd. 1311, H.C. Sessional
Papers, Vol. XXvI (1921): W. Simpson Report, Para. 1ll;
(b) Great Britain Colonial Office, Duke of Devonshire
Report Regarding the Status of Africans of Kenya, and the-
Future of Indians (1923); (c) George Delf, Asians in
East Africa (London: Oxford Univ.-Press, 1963); and (d)-
Dharam P. Chai, Asians in East Africa (London: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1967). B
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' others deal specifically with the forceful eviction of

Wang, 1967).

Africans from the Highlands and the aftermath.10 Jomo
Kenyatéavwih his writing, explained hiétofically‘how
this alienétion was put into effect, but did.not at that
time offer immediate solution to the problem;‘ '

‘Other writers include Oginga Odinga who in his

,autobiographyll,_simply recounts his own life, the‘;ecent'

history of Kenya and her successful drive for Uhpfu, and .

also explains his politic§l philosophy and his ultimate
break with Kenyatta.

“Although he meptions the Tand problem in Keﬁya
Ehe points out that only one—eiZiih of the land formerly
held by European settlers has been allocated for Setflél

ment,’and that the families who have been resettled are

‘1OSee for instance: (a) Great Britain Colonial
office, East African Protectorate, Official Gazette,
Vol. XIV (1912); (b) Great Britain Colonial Office,
Dispatches from Governor to Secretary of State, "Native
Disturbances in Kenya", Cmd. 1691 .(1922); (c) Great
Britain Colonial Office, Kenya Land Commissions(especially
Morris-Comm. Report 1933-34); (d) Jomo Kenyatta, Kenya,
the . Land of Conflict{London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1944);

- {e) Carl Roseberg, Jr., Mau Mau, Nationalism in Kenva:

(f) W. M. Ross, Kenya From Within: A Short Political
History(London: Allen and Unwin, 1927); and (g) Sir F.
Lugard, The Dudl Mandate in British Tropical Africa
(London: Oxford University Press, 1923).

11

“

Oginga Odinga, Not Yet Uhuru(New York: Hill and
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.

saddled with "impossible burdens"” as a result of the
exorbitantly high compensation paid to former European
Highland "owners"), yet as a politician and then as

leader of the opposition, who made “land issue" a po-

litical igssue, he neglects to. explore it in depth.”

-Jacob. Oser, in his recent writing on economic

‘,developmentlz, uses—Kenya's land issue as a case study

(w1th a cross-— dlsc1pllnary approach) to; descrlbe the

‘role and approach of the governments of "less developed"

countries in trying to solve their problems. This he
descrlbes and analyzes in terms of laissez falre Versus
actlve part1c1patlon by the government vis-a-vis what
has beén done in the development of so-called "déveloped"
or industrialized nations. And although he briefly dis-

cusses land tenure, he did not explore the nature and

problem of the Highlands as such.

-

Another piece of literature by "The Worklng Party"13

aims at a summary evaluation of the organlzatlons which

claim ownership of the industry in Kenya as a whole dnring'

12Jacob Oser,’Promoting Economic Development with
Illustrations from Kenya {Northwestern University Press,

© 1967).

l3work1ng Party, Who Controls Industry in Kenya°

:(Nalrobl' East African Publishing House, 1968).
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the periea 1965 to l967.~ In its assessment, the High- lci

lands are only briefly mentioned.’ and although it asks

'questida§'of'how the current situationsceuld“be”resolved;

its asséesmeht with tentative recommendations for tﬁé

future polivy are rafher limited in scope. "'f .

A more recent and relevant study on this subject

is one by R. S. Odingolé, who examiAes both the strugture
\\)?/;nd/;ature of European farming as it were during colo— ‘ 

nial time. The author also examines the post-Uhuru changes.

wﬁich have affected farming in the Highlands. The major .

shortcomlng of .the book ~however, émerges .from the fact

wx- .

that the major emphasis of the wor; is from a geograph-

ical point of view and does not explore in depth the

Uhyru Government's land policiea and how these affect

‘the landless and unemployed Africans from a socio—eeo—

nomic and political standpoint. All these works are

veay useful although they are inadequate, in the areas

which they cover and will be referredrto in the course of- -

the“studQ.

— -

l4r, s. Odingo, The Kenya Highlands: Land Use and
Agrlcultural Development (Nairobi: East African Pub-
Llshlng House, 1971).

B
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The present study differs, however, im the ground '

which it seeks to cover. The concentration here. is on

*

the soc10 economic and political impact of British land
policy in Kenya, with particular reference to Uhuru
Government's policy on the Highlands. For instance,

none of:these works dealt extensively with the use or
welfare of the displeoed Africans, nor with the impect

of colonial and Uhuru governments'»lano'registrarion
policy with respect to.the education of Africans -
especiélly with regard to agricultural training of

future farmers. While 'Mau Mau' marks the4c1imak of the
confrontation in the nghlands ET most studies of the
uprising sodght to deal with its mechanics and its role
in Kenya's independence: In the present~stu@y, however,
the 'Mau Mau' is related to its immediate success,v
namely, the recognition by the British Government of the

need for the Africans' advancement in the field of agﬁ&—

culture and its culmination in the SQynnerton Land Report.

of 1954 to which it gave rise; and finally, Independence
" -on December lé, 1963. This éwynnerton Report.is ana-

" lyzed to show how present land policies were derived

2

15prockway Fenner, M.P., WHY MAU MAU? An Analysis
And Remedy(London: Congress of Peoples Against Imperial—

ism, 1954).

& .
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- from it by the British prior to Kenya's independence,ﬂ

and how these policies have since affected Afrlcan land

-~

tenure,_with respect to the control and ownershlp of the -
H;ghlands. ’ ”

The masses of Kenya had hoped that the-Uhu:uiGov—
ernment would grapple effeetively with the problem of

‘repossession of the Highlands but, as it turned out.,

B

Jomo Kenyatta’and his. fellow leaders bowed to the terms
(over the nghlands) which the Brltlsh Government dic-
tated to them as a pre-condition for Kenya's 1ndependence.
As a result the Uhuru governmentixae saddled-with loans
from the British Government which were meant to be used
as compensation to the white farmers wishing to giVeiup"
their holdings. Indifectly, therefore, this loan which:
came from British coffers was meant to be taken back to
Britain by British farmers in Kenya at Uhuru Government's
expense as Ann Seidman reported thé feelings of Africans
about this economic folly: k
Some Kenyans questioned the necessity of
paying those ‘debts...roughly half the
total...incurred to repay the British for
purchasing land from the former expatriate
owners. In their view, the British Gov-
ernment was, ‘on its own initiative, paying

the foreigners for land which it had seized
unlawfully from the Africans in the ‘early

20th .Century: since for the most part the
money was merely repatriated back to the
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United Kingdom, it simply constituted
a transfer of funds between British
citizens. They argued that there was
. no- reason why the Africans, upon re-
. covering their land, should be regquired’
- to repay the Brltlsh 16 o -

'The failure of the Uhﬁé?'Government to‘deal,éf—
fectivély with the land situation has led to the accu-
sation by.a top Kenya politician that Kenya is in fact

"NOT YET UHURU". This study therefore, seeks to examine

the land policies of the Kenyatta Government.

D. Definition and Explanation of Terms:
. B . g » .
‘Although many of'the terms=itsed in this study are
self-explanatory, thelr connotation in this study calls

for further deflnltlon.

Kenya Highlands:, This is a broad plateau covering a

‘little mofé.ﬁhan one third, or»approximately 16, 175

square mlles (7 8 mllllon acres) of Kenya s 219,789

»square ‘miles: stretchlng from the coastal plain to the

Nylka land pass the aberdare Range, the Mau Escarpment -

‘(over 15,000 feéﬁ)'in the Great Rift Valley through Lake
"“f

16ann Seidman, "Agricultural Revoluﬁlon" East
Afrlca Journal Vol. 7, No. 8, August 1970, p.r25

2
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'Rudolf' in the northern part of Kenya, beyond Lake Bariégé
up to, and iﬁqluding Mount Elgon in the Weétern region of
Kenya éENWel¥ as tﬁe‘outibirté of the Gishu land in eastern ~
Uganda: . )
4 The topography of the piateéu ig considerably
varied ranging from forest to grassland. The area contains
tﬁé country's most fertile land and the most producti&e
soil in East Africa as a whole. The climate is cool &ith.
temperatgres ranging bet&een 630F to 68CF. The annual
rainfall is between 40 inches and approximgtely 100 inchéé'
wiéh reiativé hﬁmidity recording ki4ween 48 and 70 per
cent.

During‘colonial—time, these Highlands were re§;rved
exclusively:foi white farmers, and were therefore called
the 'White Highlands'. Africans nicknamed the Highlands
"The Kingdom of Heaven".’ In 1960, when the country began’
to experience some political advance for the Africans, this
plateau's. name Qés-changed by  the colonial administrationj.
to 'Schedqled Arquf pﬁ-Kénye. However, aftef inaependeﬁce;

the name was-.again changed to ‘Lafge Farm Areas'.

“ . . & . -

B

%
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Native Reserves: These refer to all other land in Kenya.

with the'%xceptién of the Highlands, where Africans were
forcibly confined to subsistence dﬁring’colonial peribd;
In 1960, however, the British Government renamed these

‘areas "Non-scheduled Areas®. But upon independence,’

Kenyatta Government changéd’the.name to 'Small Farm

* Areas'. . The boundaries marking distinction between the

»

two categories:('Large Farm Areas' and 'Small Farm Areas')

N

still stand. = . oL

- Uhuru: This is a Swahili word.meaning 'Freedom’ or

'Independeﬁce‘ It was mostly ussd, as a slogan by Kenya

nationalists durlng the struggle for 1ndependence.

Uhuru Government: The present government of Kenya headed

by Jomo Kenyadtta is generally referred to as 'Uhufu
(independence) Government' in contrast to the colonial

government which ruled Kenya until December 11, 1963.

Maﬁ—Mau: This was a term that was coined by the Euro-
pean settlers;in,Kenya éarly in l952,.but~alluded by'thém
to be an African term meaning "an atavistic and secret
cult" in referenge to the Africans who had secretly

organized themselves and formed a 'Land Freeddm:Army',

whose purpose or objective was to 'stage an armed revolt
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against the European ;;}mérs or settlers in the High-~ -

lands of Kenya in order to regaih the Highlands.

Asian/Indian: Before 1947, the time of the partition
and independence of India and Pakistan, the immigrants
from these lands to Kenya were known.as Indians. But

after the political partition of the above mentioned

v N o
>

céuhtrigs, these imhigranté preferred to be called ..
-"Asians". fherefore, Ehe térms "Asiaﬁ“ or "Indian" ﬁsed
herein refer to all tho;e immig;ants from the present
India, Pakistén, Bangladesh{ Goa and other Agién coun-

tries and islands. ) o

Social Dualism: The following definition is accéptable"f

in this sﬁudy:

the clashing of an imported social system
with an indigenous social system of another
style. - Most frequently the imported social
system is high-capitalism. But it may be
. socilalism or communism just as well, or a
' *blending of them.17

This dualism, Boeke says, is a "form of integration

(which sic) came into existence with the appearance of

"175.78. Boeke, op: cit., p. 4.

<<<<<
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.caﬁitalism.in pre—capitalistic countries.:.which has
‘galned its ex1stence in the new env1ronment without

”belng able to oust or to a551m11ate the dlvergent social ° -

system that .has grown up there” w1th the result that

thétﬁsoqiety;asﬂa whole."

"

Pluralism: This is also here defined as: .

'ethnicity far more important as an indicator
" of roles and behavior than an integrated
situation. Nevertheless, a larger order
exists —- but without a clear dominant --.
subordinate...l8
Thus, societiés are saifi to be pliwralistic "in so far as-:
they are segmented into corporate groups that frequently,
though not necessarlly, have dlfferent cultures or sub—

cultures and in so far as their social structure .is

compartmentalized into analogous, parallel, nonfoomple—

mentary but distinguishable sets of institutions".l®

.

l_8John N. Paden and Edward Soja, The African

‘Experience, Vol. II (Northwestern University Press, 1970),

p. 26. ' ] -

19Pierre L. Van den Berghe, Race and Racism{New

York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1967), p:_34,‘



Racism: can be defined as:
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"Ahy: set of beliefs that 'are organic,
genetically transmitted differences (whether
‘real or imagined) between human groups are
intrinsically associated with the presence
or the absence of certain socially relevant
abilities or characteristics, hence that
such differences are a kegitimate basis of
invidious distirictions between groups so-
cially defined as. races."

E.~ Methodologx

The essentlal procedure adopted for this study

.

Wi;l be to examine and analyse (Government printed) docu-

mentary evidence dealing with land issues in Kenya.

These documents have been collected.from the Government .

Archives in Kenya, and from Library resources. Documents

from the British Colonial Office (now Commonwealth Officej“

have also been examined. These documents include, inter
alia: b
1. The following documents:

(a) Yearly Settlement Reports coverlng the
years from 1963 to 1970;

(b)‘Statistical_Abstracts:

. 20Ibid., p. 11.

-y
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(c¢) Official. statements, Reports, and
Documents:

(a)- Off1c1al debates .and bills from the Kenya ]
M Leglslatlve Council, the Senate . and the
‘ House of Representatives:

.{e) Uhuru Government's .Sessional Papers Nos. .
6 & 103 '

{£) Uhuru Government's. Development Plans
: from 1964 t3 1970;

(g) The.Swynnerton Plan of 19547

(h) The Lawrence Commission Report:

(i) The Uhuru Government's Party Electlon
Manifesto (Platform of 1963): -

(j) Political speeches by European” farmers,

"~ .-Colonial Governors, Ceolonial Secretaries,
government officials, pusiness-men, .
Asian pollt1c1ans, Af¥ican politicians
.as well as opinions of African masses
(Wananchl)

(k) Periodicals and news-letters from the
Kenya. Embassy in Washlngton, D. C.,
U. S. A., and also from various libraries;

(1) Journals, periodicals and newspapers, etc.
2. Secondary Sources (Books).

The evidence arising from the above Documents will
be critically examined so as to delineate the. following
factors which will form the basis for any analysis that

will have to be made in this study: -
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-““:(a) Qﬁalification for land»graﬁt: -In fhiércétegory, we
VVVVVVV "LégﬁEIIfZQEHEnéJthe baéis for qualification or éligibilié&wr:

fér'settlement in the.Highlgnd area. In otheronrds,

what are the crife{ia for eligibility, aﬂd who defermines

these criterid:

(b) %imitations fd land area éllocaééd: In thié case Qe
rwill examine the amount of land holdings allowable per
persop,‘or per family. 1In éther words, @e will defermine
whether there is ‘a limit to land holdings. If not, why

not? Or if so, what factors determine the limits.
% - .

(c) Limitétion to iand uée{ Iniihis.érea‘wg-will‘examine
whether there are any specific government stipulations‘__
~on the uses of the land in the Highland area. Tha£ is,
whether these land areas are for residential purposes or
for agricultural and industrial development. We shall
_glso want to ascertain what assistance, if any, does the
éovérnment extend to those who need resources to utilize
fhe land area according to stipula£ions. (i.e. Human .
resources (lébor): Capital_(money, machinery or equiéﬁént):
Infrasﬁructq:ai fécilities (education, market, trans-
.portation, etc.). This stﬁdy will include a;so the
examination of Family or Kinship dislocation problem

(if ‘any) resulting from theﬂgbVernment;é regllocatioh

b}



- the post-independence period up to 1970.

policy.

A_(d)‘Ownership and: use: VThe;HighlangﬁmofwKenyéwﬁi;l”be
‘examined in_thé,light»of its ownership and use. As an

. agrarian couhtry; it-will be imperative, therefore,.to

examine and anélyse those that1are in actual control of

«

_ this LAND. .In order to be able to ascertain this, we -

shall first'éxamine and analyse the 'Uhuru' Government's
land'policy from .the time_of indépendence, ahd'alsg-to e
examine and énalyée.the accu;égidh'and‘chérgés regis-
tered~by the critic of the'Uhurquovernﬁent‘s land
policy. S ._ : -

‘In‘érder\to bring into light éhg effectiveness of

the Government's land bolicy, it will be necessary first

to examine the position of land holdings in the'pre—

colonial and also during colonial epoch. The Highland
holdings during colonial era will be compared with the
holdings at independence, and, more importantly, during'

&

£

Méthddolégicalprproaches: In carrying out this
study, the foLloWing approaches are employed: (1) Descrip-
tive Approach; (2) Histof@cal.Approach, and (3) Analytical

Approach.

R
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Descrlptlve Approach- This approach will be con- .

cerned w1th condltlons or relationships that existed, 1n

the Kenya.nghlands'durlng the pre-colonial, colonial and -

post-Uhuru periods. It is also concerned with the prectices
that have preveiléa'éll alongs beiiefs; pOints‘of view,'or
attitudes that have eince beeu held ; processes that are—M“
going on, efﬁects'that are being felt or trends th;t'are
continuously devéloping.; ' '

This approach alsoinvolves an element of classifi-
cation, interpretation and evaluation of. what has actually
happened to the nghlands' 1ssue in Kenya espec1ally during
post- 1ndependence perlod Thus, the descrlptlon of the
‘nghland occupatlon w1ll focus not only on race, but also
on education, income, and religion, as well as economlcs.

The documentary evidence collected will be organlzed
and enalyzed, and significant conslusions will be arrived
at. These conclusions will be based on conclusions, con-
trasts, or relationships of Qhat”has-occurred over a spah“;'
of seventy years (1900-1970). . '

The study will be carried further to” involve .a
s&stematic ahal&sis of ‘the present conditions of the High-

lands. Thus, our summary and conclusions will be derived .

out of the focus of the whole process. Finally, the approach

-~
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:w1ll focus on, the recommendatlons for the future pollcy
% - .
in respect of the Highlands. . c .

o Historidai<;;;roaoh- ThlS will apply to the scien- .

) tlflc method of 1nqu1ry to hlstorlcal problems emanatlng

from the allenatlon of the Kenya nghlands by the European -
colonlallsts. and later by the Kenya elltes. Thus, the
—

study is here concerned with the hlstorlcal fact —-,the

or1g1n of the s0 1o-econom1c and polltlcal issues that

;emerged as a‘@esult of—thls allenatlon<of the Highlands.

,‘f The focus is not hoWever, on a descrlptlon of the
varlous pleces ‘of ev1dence for thg”existence of soc1o—
economic and polltlcal problems during pre- colonlal colo-
‘hikl and post 1ndependence period per se, rather, 1t is the
ldentlflcatlon of - those factors or\varlables whlch seem to
have been assoc1ated wuth“the esastence of those socio-
economxc and polltlcal problems. Such varlables, with
respectgtg*iand bwnership‘wiil 1nclude};among others: race,
incomé; educationyand-resigential.or neighborhood segre- :
gation. .’—' N
Thus, the study w&ll prov1de 1mportant information

concernlng th effects of past as well as present practlces,

and flnally, the study will suggest programs or recom- .
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mendations for future action, based upon the evaluation

>

- of these past -and present-experiences.

-

Analytical Approach: Thié approaéh will encompass
the change in life of all those directly:or indirectly,

affected as a result'of transformation #f the Highlandsl

during cploniai as well asfpostfindépendence perio?.

This change willvinciude: (1) standafd of l;ving7 (2)
social; (3) process of migration; (4) cultural: (5)'¢dﬁ-
cational; (6) urban and 'feserve' atmosphere; (7) personal-
it changes, and (8) new settlement!schemes{

On the ﬁasis‘of the chahges=;nising from the above,
the characteristics will be brought té focus quite sharply
ﬂso as to prévide in proper persbéctive, the néw way of li%e‘

experienced by those directly or indirectly associated .

. with the transformation of the Kenya Highlands.
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CHAPTER TI
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. FROM "KENYA" TO "WHITE" HIGHLANDS

A, Locétioﬁ of the Highlandé:_
Tﬁe léné'commonly known in Kenya as -the Highlénds'
is a broad platean covering a little more than one thigdq
or approxiﬁately 16,175 squafe miles (7.8 million' acres)
of ‘Kenya's 224,960 square miles. It §tretéhes‘ffoﬁ"thg,_
éoastal plain of Nyika, through the Aberdaré Range, éﬁe
Mau Escarpment (over 15,000 feet) in the Great Rift
Valléy: from Lake Rudolf i#'the'north beyond Lakg Baringo -
up td, and including Mount ﬁigqﬁ in the western regioﬁ of
Kenyé as Qell as the out-skirts of‘ziz Gishu land in
-eastern Ugandé. .
" The topography of the plateau varies considerably,
- ranging from foresf to grassland. The area containé theﬁ
country's mqét fertile land and the most productive soil
in EasélAfrica.‘ The climate is cool, with average —
temperatures between 63°F a;a\GBOF. Thelannua; rainfall
is between'approximately 40 inches and approximately llO.:’
inches with relative hum;q;ty recordings between 48 and

70 per ceént. Sir Charles Eliot, who in 1900 succeeded

Sir Arthur;Hardinb as Commissioner of the East African

“
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‘Protectorate, said of the Highlandé: . -

: ...it contains large open tracts over five
i . thousand feet high (above sea-level) with
a ‘scanty native population, a healthy, tem-
pérate climate, and a soil excellent’ for E
Doth ‘pasturage ‘and agriculture.l

The following is how the ovérall land in‘Kenya was

tabulated by 1960—61:2
Sg. Miles
. Land not available for agriculturé or B
grazing, including water, 5,171 square @ -
miles; Royal Park 8,516 Sqguare miles... 15,621
Forest Areas.......; ......... .o .....;. . 5,952
white (EBuropean) Highlands.......... 12,173 . ¢

Non-white Areas (includes all uit>alien-
ated land and Crown Land earmarked for
native use; includes forests, govern-
- ment and township reserves..... cecccosnne 191,214
: " Total 224,960

* Contrary to the~general belief that the Highlands
in Kenya originally belonged exclusively to one ethnic
group -- the Gikuyu -- the area was in fact divided
among several ethnic groups, with the Masai and the Nandi

occupying ‘the largest portion. The overall groups in-

lsir Charles Eliot, East Africa Protectorate
(London: Frank Cass and Co., Ltd., 1966), p. 2.

2Economic_:lstatistic's Division: Kenya Agricultural
Census, 1960-61, p. 2.

<
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“eluded, among others:>

1. The Masai Group: Masaai, Samburu, Iljamusi and
Iloikop:? .

2. The Nandi- Group: Suk (Pokot), Pok, Koni,AMérakwet,«
‘Ende, Geyo, Tuken, Ndorobo, Nandi, Turkana, and
Kipsigis (Lumbwa): - ’

3. The Gikuyu Group: Kikuyu, Embu, Meru and Akamba;

4. The Luhya Group: Bukusu (Kitoshi), Nyala
(Kabarasi), Kakalelwa, Gishu and Teriki: -~

5.. The Teso Group: Itesyo, Karasuk, Nyang'ori-
and Karamojong: e o

6. The Gusii Group: Kisii (Kosova)/ Suba and Kuria
(Tende); . R

7. The Taita Group: Saga (Sagala), Kasigau, Dabida,
- and Tavetas . L : : .
e 2
8. The Luo: Who occupied a small periphery of
Muhoroni. and Kibosi area which later became .. =~
part of Asian-Sugar-émpire. - e

While these different groups are all native to the High—
lands, the Masai group dominated the territory, apparently
- due to their military prowess. According to Norman Leys:
Until 1903 most of what is now called Kenya
highlands was occupied by a warrior tribe,. the
Masai. The terror of their name had protected

an immense area farther inland from slave raids,
as well as-from more desirable intrusion...the’

3see Map on page 37.
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clans that lived on Laikipya were ezcorted
out of it by troops with rifles....

Ca;l’G, Rosberg Jr. also observes that the Masai:

...centrolled an area of about 500 miles long .
and 150 miles wide, stretching from' Lake Rudolf
in the north to the. southern end of the Masai
steppe deep in what is-now Tanzania....The .
British moved Buropean settlers into ‘much of
Kenya Masailand, consolidating the Masai them—‘

selves by 1911 into a single large Reserve N
south of the railway extending to the Tanzanlan
border.5 NS s

If the Masai cdhtrolled the.Highlands before the.ccming

of the Europeens; the- Gikuyu Group became more associated
wifh ﬁhé aree shorfly before and after_the Eurbpean con-
quest df Kenya;'.This is evidenceéﬁ?y the testimony'gi§en’
by some Klkuyu and Masai witnesses to the Kenya Land
Commission of September 1933 to the effect that some of
the land oecupied by the Gikuyu had indeed been 'purchasecil

or acquired from the Masai-Ndorobo.®

4Norman Leys, The Colour Bar in East Africa(London:
The Hogarth Press, 1941), pp. 23-26. ‘

5carl G. Rosberg, Jr. & John Nottingham, "The Myth
of Mau Mau", Nationalism in Kenya (New York: Frederick
A. Praeger, 1966), pp. 4-5. -

‘vr6British Colonial Office, Kenya Land Commission
Report Cmd. 4556, Justice Morris Carter (Chairman), 1933.

»

'
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The'Gihuyu_group's pggggminance in the Highlau&s
is attributed mainly to the fact that they were a'set- -
tled agricultural group in the central part of the High-
lands; the Masai, on the other hand, were nomads, mOVing.
from olaoe to place with their cattle in search of pas-
tures. Withrthe beginning of colonialism, the Gikuyu
became the, most politlcally artlculate of all, the .ethnic

>

groups. This articulation is attributed to several
factors: The white settlers found that it was easier to
work with the Gikuyu but feared to do the same w1th the
- Masal due to the, 'terror of’ theiraname ) “and their supe-~
rlority in warfare. Also, the"effgfts of Christian mis-
. Sionaries to Christianize and educate were for a long
time directed prlmarily at the Gikuyu, since the_Masal.
‘requed‘to accept the religious teachings of Christianity:
_and were therefore, also denied the secular education
also offered by missionary SChools., It is evideut»that
education helped the’Gikuyu in understanding the ways of
the white settlers -- and, with this understanding, to
resist them in more subtle ways. The Gikuyu were also -
the main suppliers oflthe labor force to the white set—.

tlers and the governmentf and so many. of them became

squatters on white farms, -while many others migrated into
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urban areas. In the agitation over white occupation of ‘
the nghlands, the Gikuyu thus became the leadlng

spokesmen of the nghland ethnlc groups.

B. Traditional Land Tenure in the Highlands:

Among. other things, the Afrioan land system,'like’
other Afrlcan institutions is falrly similar all over the
contlnent The basic underlying concept is that land .
does not belong to a single individual ‘but to a group,
whlch may be the family or clan. This concept of com-
munal land is the very opposite to the European concept
in whlch the empha51s is on 1nd1v1QJal holdings. The

ethnic groups in the Highland of Kenya, of course tra-

x’ditionally held their lands in accordance with this Afri-

can concept of community ownership.

k Usually, there were no clearly defined boundaries
to such lands, even though the founding fathers who first
settled on the lands may have known the extent of their

respectivekholdings. Thus, boundaries are generally mat-

ters of oral tradition; in sdme cases, however, they were

demarcated by some landmérkslsuch as trees or the~gravee~;

of’deceased members of the group. .- The remarkable thing
__about the traditional land system,'however/ was the fact

that the people somehow kneW“WhereftheiE boundaries lay.
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""7oee.’In the case of the Highlands, the various ethnic groups

and families knew and respeqtéd £he holdings of one an-
others It mads no difference whether one clan iof group
of clahsj.ﬁas'settled and agricultural, while énothér
wandered about, like-the Masai, in search of food for ~
themselves:or for their livestock. Each clan or family
also exerciséd the right to settle others on the land or
the right to refu;e-such settlement: Genefally, héwevér,
where uhcultivated.lands.were available, it was customary
"to allow othgrs to settle or farm on them, but such lands

were not, as a result, regarded as’ permanently alienated

i 3 :

{or given away) by the grantors. The very concept of
. communal ownérship-ﬁas inconsistent with the idea of

granting 'unused' lands.’ Describing the land system of

7It must be emphasized here that 'UNUSED' land did
not constitute or mean unclaimed or unoccupied land. ‘In
Kenya, like any other part of Africa, all land was known
_to belong to a particular family or clan. Whether these
people were nomadic or sedentary did not matter. Owner-
ship of land had nothing to do with permanent settlement
or use of it. In other words, permanent settlement and
cultivation of the land was not the only evidence to
the claim 0of occupancy or ownership. This is what the
incoming Europeans failed to understand. To them,
'Unused’ land was classified as 'No-man's land', meaning
unclaimed land. As a.result, they went ahead grabbing it
to themselves without consulting African owners.

“
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~the. leuyu, Jomo Kenyatta notes that.

Accordlng to the Gikuyu customary law of
land tenure every family unit had a land
right of one form or another -- every ‘inch
of land within (the boundgry of their’
terrltory) had its owner.

He contlnues. . e . —

In former days no man could dare go and .
cultivate another man's land without first
obtaining the necessary permission from -

the rightful owner or owners.®9 -

Dr. J. K. Nyerere also notes:

...To us in Africa, land was also recognized-
as belonging to the community. . Each indi-
vidual within our society had a right to the
use of the land....But the.African's right

- to land . was simply the. right to use it; he
had no other right to it ndrdid it. occur to
him to try and clalm one.l1l0

The above descrlptlon of - land tenure in Africa is

not intended to convey the impression that land disputes

LR

were unknown to the African in the era before the coming

of ‘the white man. Clearly, there were instances when the

boundary landmarks became indistingﬁishable, or were

8Jomo Kenyatta, Fac1ng Mount Kenya(London- Oxford
Unlver51ty Press, 1945), p. 21.

2Ibid., .pp. 26-27. _
10Julius K. Nyerere, Ujamaaﬁ The Basis of African
Socialism(London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1968), p. 7.

.
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'%. -
otherwise destroyed, and so it became difficult to tell -
where the ethnic boundaries lay. In such cases. a new

boundary cpuld'be_figéd by arbitration;‘generally[ how-,

-

ever; it was‘settléd by force of arms. Tﬁis resort to
arms was very much a feature of the land disputes ambng

ethnic grioups inrtﬁé_Highlands. The Masal were nomads,

but they weregalso warlike, and the fact that théy aban-

doned one area for another did not mean that.they pd
longer laid dlaimg to, the unoccupied area. The Gikuyu,
on the other hand, being settled agriculturalists, ob-

viously had the more perménent and easily identifiable
. . : t.h;_"g

“land system. Of course they laid claim'to the unoccupied-

portions'of the Highlénds which the Masai were ndt usind3
but dared hofzassert such claims for fear of Masai aétack.
Although there were land disputes during the’:réditioﬁal
era, there.was no scarcity of land. Each ethnic gr&ﬁp{

clan or family was in occupation of more land thaﬁ it

needed -- while asserting claim to the unused portions.

"It was with the advent of the white man that land became

a political issue, for the foreign invasion led subse-

* quently to scarcity of land.

-

"y
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The question often arises as to why the colonial
Powers did not bother to ascertain the nature of the land
system of the ¢olonial peoples they governed' the obv1ous

answer seems to be that in claiming the lands of the

colonial peoples, the new rulers were actlng in keeplng
w1th the principle that 'might is right'. Lorxd Halley
among others, malntalns that there was hardly one-guiding

principle in the matter- S

In sodme cases ‘they have 51mply avalled them-~-
selves of rlghts based on conquest. Elsézr.
where they have taken advantage of treaties

or agreements with Chiefs which have purported
to be cessions of land but they have also in
many instances taken"their-stand on agreements
that have been interpreted by them in that
sense though with little or no justification.
In some instances they have availed themselves -
of the juristic principle that a Goverinment is
"entitled to the ownershlp (including the right
of dlspgsal) over all 'vacant' or unoccupied
lands.

By,1899. hOWever, British colonial policy had

‘already crystallized with regard td the nature of the

rights whlch the Crown was to enjoy in the colonies and,
while adoptlng ‘the view that the Crown was sovereign over

such territories, this policy held that such sovereignty

, llLord Hailey, An Afrlcan Survey, rev. l956(London-
Oxford University Press, 1957), p. 686. <

——

oy
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was subject in the case of lands, to pre-existing ~

righté. Thus, Where land was unoccupled' the questlon f/

of any pre- ex1st1ng rlghts hardly arose, and the Crown
could dispose of such lands. This was where‘lgnorance of
. ; -
the African land system brought the.colonial Power into"
.trouble in the Highlands. What they did not realize
. o { :
.. .was the facﬁ“tha%’much of the Highlands was only appar-—
ently unoccnpied7»simply because ownership of such land
was claimed by the Masai, who through'incessént raids,
warded ‘off all intruders. The result was that“the Gikuyu
were plnned down to the wooded slopes of the nghlands.
made p0551ble‘because of the decline in the power of the
Masai:
But when the prospect of European occupation
first presented itself, the Masai no longer
appeared to constitute the same danger; the
gredt cattle epidemic of 1883 and 1889 and )
a very severe epidemic of ‘smallpox had reduced
them to a condition which prevented them from

4 ‘3' N being the obstacle they had once seemed to
: : present.

121, s. B. Leaké&,"ﬁ;nbMéu'and the Kikuyu (1952),
p. 9. .
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‘As early as 1904, therefore, the British were able to'conf

clude an agreement with the Masai, under which a reserve

.was ereatedffor~them in the Laikipia area. In 1911,

when the British sought to push the Masai oh to a new

reserve, trouble broke out. Ol Le Njogo, a Masai who,-

six years earlier had been pushed to Laikipia, brought an-

.ipal court.

actlon agalnst the Government. challenglng the bong fides
of the 1911 Agreement. The East African Court of Appeal
dismissed the clalm for lack of jurisdiction; it sald
that when the Masai entered into the Agreement they did
so as soverelgns and so the Agreement was a treaty and,
as such, was not subject to the jurludlctlon of a munic-

13

As the trouble over land continued to build up in

-Kenya, the British Government tried to upheld the ptin--

ciple that the interests of the Africans.should be para—‘

. mount, but- this was not always so in practice. By 1915,

=,

for instance, the definition of Crown Lands in Kenya

covered even 'lands reserved for the use of any. Native

-~

135ce 01 Le Njogo v. . The Attorney-General, E.A.L.R.,
1913, Vol. V, p. 70. '
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tribe' which, st;ictly'ébnstrued, meaht that pre-exist- -
ing intefeits in such reserves were ho longer protected
(as was intended ﬁnder the 1899 interpretatioh ef'soVer—_
eignty). That" this interpretation is correct is hefne'
out by the case which involved two leuyu, one -of whom
clalmed interests in a piece of land in the reserve: he
had bought the land previously from a member of anothe{
ethnic group. The East African Court‘of Appeals heldh
in that case that all prlvate rights had dlsappeared
following the 1915 Ordinance, and that the legal po-
sition of natives in the Rese;ves (white reserves, that

14 15 the

is) was that of tenants-—-at-will efkihe Crown.
- language of the leyman[ these_indigenoue peoplelhad.be—
' come 'squatters'’ oh their own landshr Indeed, this was
the legal status ofve%l Africans Whojlived in the white
Highlands. rBesides, by this time, leases in the High-~
lands ran for 999 years: they amounted in practice to>
owhership in perpetuity. B

Thislpositien'of the law courts, early apparent in .

the above two gases; led the Africans to'lose faith in

the courts as a forum for litigating disputes over the

l4see Gathomo v. Indangara, E.A.L.R., 1920, p. 129.
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Highlands. Thenceforth, the struggle shiffed to the poli=
tical arena, for the land needs of the European settlers
seem to have been the over-riding political consider-

ationsiof British land policy in Kenya.

C. Early British Land Policy;ianenya:

Towards the end of the 19th century, theAfirgt
Briﬁishnfxplorerg reached Kenya: later followed by‘misf
sionaries and, finally by settlers and administrators.

In keeping with fraditionél African hospitality, they
were warmly received as visitors, and were allowed some,.
land,for-use. As Jomo Kenyatta deg;wibes this egrly con-
tact:

When the European first came into the Gikuyu-
land the Gikuyu looked upon them as wanderers
(orori or athongo) who had deserted from their
homes and were lonely and in need of friends.
‘The Gikuyu, in their natural generosity and
hospitality welcomed the wanderers and felt
pity for them. As such the Europeans were
allowed to pitch their tents and to have a
temporary rlght on the land....The Europeans
were treated in this way in the belief that
one day they would get tired of wandering and
finally return to their own country. ‘

These early Empire builders, knowing what
they were after, played on the ignorance and
sincere hospitable nature of the people....

The Gikuyu gave the Européans building
rights in places like Dagoretti, Fort Smith
and others, with no idea of the motives which
were behind the caravans, for they thought
that it was only a matter of trading "and
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nothing else. Unfortunately, they did
. not realize that these places were used
for the preliminary préparations for .
{ . taking away their land. from them.
The motives of these 'wandering' apostles were
diametrically opposed to the Gikuyu sense of hospitality,

for the Europeans céme, in faét, to stay. For instance,

a year prior to the Conference of Brussels in 1889;

3

England granted a charter to the Imperial British Eésf
Africa Company (whose activities made it,” in effect, a
‘subsidiary agent of the British Govermment), to .open up
EastkAfriég‘jKenya;“Tanganyika, ﬁganda and Zanzibar) for>
= ; P .
sﬁbséquent European settlement. Thé.zompany continued to
ﬂadminister.tﬁe four’ East African territories until 1895
yhen the British Government ihitially tooktovér control
and administration of these territories. .
The,tefritory that formed the presént Kenya (the
-%ame 'Kenya' was proclaimed in 1920 honoring the name of
“the counfry's highest mountain -- Kenya) was previously

known as the 'East African. Protectorate'. The Protec-

torate also included some areas that are now part of

';5Kenyétta, op. cit., pp. 44-45.

-,
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‘Tanzania and Ugaﬁda. The Imperial British East Africa

Company towards the end of the thh century, acquired
enormous amounts of the land through onesided agreements
with African chiefs who hardly understood their terms.

Upon these misleading, transactions was conferred the

'spurious legal dignity of treatment as 'agréements' or

'treaties' made between the Europeans and African 'gchiefs’

- u

which in effect meant that the Africans were.removed
from their rightfui terriiqries and were resettled eise—
where wunder the 'protection, rule and government' of'the
Company, and of éhe_colonial government.16 7 .

«Tﬁe‘ﬁraditional éystem of.land{EWnershiﬁ and govern-
ment was suchyrhowevgr, thgt no individual had the right
to enter into treatigs of this nature. Moreovef; these

Europeans mistakenly took for granted that African land

law resembled that of England in which the ownership of

the land was vested in-the Crown alone, all others hold-

16See  the Masai 'Agreements' of 1904 and 1911, in
Appendix. It should, howewver, be pointed out that so
far, there was no provision for a Swahili or a Masai

. vernacular edition of the prepared text of 'Agreement'.

Consequeéntly, the Masai "chiefs" blindly affixed their
thumb-mark or 'signature' to an 'Agreement’ the exact
nature of which was never made apparent to them.

5,
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ing their land as tenants of the reigning sovereign. As

T.Olawale Elias points out:

The  African Chief or king had no such legal
right, even ‘in-theory; he enjoys only an .
administrative right of supervisory oversight
of land for the benefit of the whole communlty.
If he requires a piece of.land, he must.B&g it"
of the individual holder of it, if the holder
has .no immediate use of itJ...Any compensation
money thus paid to the chief or the king per-
sonally as absolute owner would be improper
and the title obtained b% the purchaser would -*
be voidable.at the best. ‘ '

More than that such 'treaties' or ‘agreements' were
drafted in English, a language the 'chiefs‘.diﬂ got know.
Moreover, althougﬂ‘it is stated in these 'agreements'
that the European participants: exblaio;d to the African
counterparts, it is qulte doubtful that they had the neces-
sary command of the appropriate African language(s), to
'eonvey any meaningful explanation, even assuming that
they-had the intention of doing so. .
And although the African 'chiefs' were stated to
have -appended their thumb-print, - indeed, the necessity for
{thumb—prinfing"is ip itself good evidenoe that the
.}Signatory' or signatories were unlikely ro haye under-

stood what was written on the paper, even though it was

177 o0lawale Elias, The Nature of “African Customary
Law. (Manchester: Manchester Unlver51ty Press, 1956Y), pp.h
164- 165. R . :

[

~
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generally recited in. the agreement.that the same was
‘1nterpreted to him or them (in a language he or they
understood)’ before he or they thumb—prlnted it.

At fixst'the British Government appeared to ledk a
firm land policy. Later, the imperial government begeh
to enunciate such policies for Kenya. The most notab}e
and. notorious of all‘these were'phe 'Crown Lands Of&i— R
nances' of 1902,';915 anq the 'Annexation Order' of ;920.
The last two wére handed down primarily as a result of
the uprising by the Masai and the Gikuyu agaihs; aliena-
tion of thelr land; 'and also of ‘agitation by Asians (Whoh
the Brltlsh brought to Kenya) for ;kshare in the High-
.lands. The 'Order-in-Council' of 1901 and 1902 formed
the basis of the ‘Crown Lands Ordinance' of 1902. The
Ordinance so enacted by the Protectorate Government-nule
lified ownerehip of land by the Africans in Kenya, and
gave power.£6‘the government to divide the land in the
country into four categories: the Crown Land, the High-
lanée,_the.'Netive.Reserves' and the Coastal Strip.

~ The Crown Lana included, among other things, the
SurveYea»and the unsurveyed, the agricultural, the urban

vareés, government reserves and forests. -Under such clas-

'51f1catlon, more than sixteen thousand square mlles of
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land were reserved exclusi&ely for‘white‘farmers.“ However;
the Ordlnance did not indicate whether or not such turnover
was to ‘remain permanent Because -of this uncertalnty,
white farmers expressed discomfort and disappeintmeﬁt.
Africaﬁs, beingvthe overall losers, were pushed.and coh-
fined into what £he‘government proudly called 'Reserves'
or 'Closed Areas'.
Consequences of the above Ordinance were severe.‘v
For instance, farmers began demanding that Africans be
rounded up and escorted out of areas considered not part
of the 'Reserve'. AThey further advocated that ghe govern-. °
ment‘inrroauce 'forced‘labor',usé that Africaﬁs could be
forced to labor on white farms. In this respect, Jacob
Oser observes that: ' el
In 1908 Lord Delamere urged that natives be .
forced to work for others to earn their living, -
that wages should be, lowered, and that the :
amounts of land held by them should be limited....

The government....did move in compliance with
his and other white farmers' wishes.

However, such efforts did not at first show much

sign of .success, owing to the fact that Africans were ablé

187acob Oser, Promoting Economic Development -~ with
Illustrations from Kenya(Northwestern University -
Evanston, 1967), p. 152.

M
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by adhering to the values of their ‘traditional way of
life, to elude éuch measures in the Saﬁe way as they had
avoided forced or voluntary employment. Traditionally,
Africans did ﬁqt offer their labor power to anYoﬁerin

exchange for money. .President Mwalimu Nyerere Qbsefﬁéén

that:

. i L@

...the word "worker", in its Specialized sense
of "employee" as opposed to "employer", reflects
a capitalist attitude of mind which'was-intro-
“duced into Africa with the coming of colonial-
ism and-is totally foreign to our thinking.:s.
In the old days the African had never had
labourers or "factory hands" to do his work
for him. L -

Because of this reluétanée,onktpe part of Africans,

. %

some rigorous measures were employed, however: The most’
"effective of these were the introduction of registration
.of all Africans of working agé,uteenagers*and adults
alike. All unemployed Africans were required by:daw to
report to the Labor Exchange Committee and show .cause why
they were unemployed.

If an unempldyed person refuses to accept an

offer of employment, and the officeér in charge

of a labour exchange is of the opinion that he

is a voluntarily unemployed person, he shall

he]

. 19julius K. Nyerere; Freedom and Unity- Uhuru na
Umoja (London: Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 166.
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be ordered to report to a labour. exchange
committee. A labour exchange committee may
require a person who appears before it to
show cause why he should not be decldred to
be a "voluntarily unemployed person", that
is to say, an unemployed person who is not
genuinely seeking employment, he may be

granted a certificate of exemption from
the provisions of the Ordinance. If he
fails to show cause to the satisfaction of
the Committee, he may be declared to be a
voluntarily unemployed person, and may be
directed into employment.20 . :

It must be noted'#hat "d;rected into employment" he;e'
ﬁeant} for the most part, -being ordered to repbrt to a -
European farm. In addition, a number of other plans
des@gned to force Africans out of their homes to seek
emplbymeﬁt, were apélied. These igiiﬁded, among others,
- various ;axés,'COnfigcatiop of Afrjicans' property and.-
educationaI‘limitations as we shall see later.

The Crown Land Ordinance of May 18, 1915 took'é
much wider dimension. Under this Ordinance,rthe colonial
government granted white settlers the right to own the
Highlands for a period of 999 years "at rents of one-

fifth of a shilling (three United States cents) ‘per acre

to 1960. After that the rent would be 1 per cent of‘thé

20Great Britain Colonial Office, Report on the
Colony and Protectorate of Kenya for the Year 1949
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1950), p. 76.

-
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unimproved value of the land as assessed in 1960 until

1975, From then until 2005 the rent would be 2 per cent

~ of the Unimproved‘valus of the land as of 1975. There- .

afﬁer "the rent -would remain at'3 per cent of the unim-
proved value of the land assessed every 30 years ”21 The
Ordinance also declared the whole land in Kenya 'Crown

Land';_ Norman Leys observes: .

All the land in Kenya is Crown Land, ‘as is
the case in most British African countries.
No one, that is to say, can have any title
in land except one granted by the Government.
And in Kenya the Government has made grants
of land only to Europeans, except for a small
area granted to a score of Indian farmers in
the early days. The areas thnag are still in
native occupation, and cover about a quarter
of “the total area of the country, are called
Reserves or €losed Areas. But in law they

- are simply Crown Lands, the boundaries Of
which have been notified in the off1c1al
Gazette.22

The Kenya Land Commission Report of 1933 gives a
summary of the history of the Highlands as follows:
In May, 1905, a Land Commission, Consistipg
.. of Mr. Justice (later Sir Robert) Hamilton,

Mr. J. W. Barth (now Sir Jacob Barth), Lord
Delamere, and Mr. Frank Watkins, reported in

2lNorman Leys, The Gblour Bar.in East Afrlca
(London: Hogarth Press, 1941), p. 32.

221b1d.

i
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favour of the maintenance of a Engpéaﬁ' ;.
" Reserve, and accepted Kiu to Fort Ternan

as a suitable definition "without wishing

to blnd themselves too closely to that area

or restrict 1ts limits. .
In 1920, an Annexation Order was proclaimed which pr;;
,vented Africans as well as Asians from owning any. Xand
in the nghlands. in 1921, a Supreme Court of Colonial
Kenya declared in efﬁect that the’ comblned effect of the
Crown Lands Ordlnance of 1915, and the Annexation Order'
of 1920 "was to prevent Afrlcans from owning land on the
same basis as Europeans."24 In 1923, the trend was con-
firmed by the issuance of an Order (henceforth to'be
known as the 'White Paper of 1923') whith became the
-basic guaraﬁteé of Eufopean privilege in the Highlands.
Shortly afterwards, ;."Sub—Committee of Executive Council,
sittihg in 1929, proposed a boundary enclosing (in round
figures) some 16,000 square miles, while the governor
p;Bposed an alternative boundary enclosing about three ,’

times that area."25

-

23Kenya Land Comm1551on Report 1933, Cmd. 4556,
p. 483.

24'Carl G. Rosberg, Jr., op cit.,(The Myth of Mau Mau),

p. 62.
25

Kenya. Land Commission Report, 1933, Cmd. 4556,p.
483. . .
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Thqf acéording to the Colonial government, all land
in the ceuntry belonged to the reigning sovereign of Eng-
land, aﬁd Africans no longer had the right of ownefship(-
Accordingiy, "Africans wefe now tenants-at-will of the
Crown, tenants who could theoretically be removed en masse
or 1nd1v1dually on the order of the Government of Kenya
with the bermission of the Secretary of State for the-
Colonies. Africans‘thus found on 'unauthorized; land were
called "§éuatters", and were issued withﬁnotices, usually
reading "You must quit" or "Get out".

The type of one .such notlce readsx:
. [
In pursuance of the powers conferred upon me
by Rule 8 of the Native Settlement Areas....
I hereby order- you'to leave the...Settlement
area within fourteen days from the date of the
service of this Order upon you. Failure to
comply with this Order and remove all huts,
movable property and livestock will render you
- liable to eviction by force, your hut liable
to be forfeited to H.M. Government, your live-
stock and moveable property liable to be
impounded, and any annual crops not harvested
within six months of the cancellation of your
permlt liable to be destroyed.

P

. 26"The»Kenya Terror", KENYA REPORT, second edition
(London: The Kenya Committee, 1954), p. 9.
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By 1948, the distribution of land in Kenya was as

follows: NART. R
- AF -

A0,

KENYA LAND DISTRIBUTION — 1946 TO 1948 INCLUSIVE:

% of Total Sqg. ' Miles
1. TOTAL AREA ) : -100.00 224,960
2. .Total African Land Units 23.13 52,040
Total Non-Native Area 76.87 172,920
Sq. Miles. Sq. miles
Non-Native Area Nativé' Area
a. Provinces . .
Nyanza __— ) 3,043 8,197 .
Rift valley 9,872 . 5,919
Central o 18,419 ° 15,497
Coast 21,539 - 5,112
Turkana ‘ 8,848 1,791
Masai . .739 14,493
Northern Frontier . 94,601 1,031
Ex. from Uganda 15,859%% ——
172,920 52,040
b. Land above 5,000 Ft. Contours:. Total
Highlands . 15,000
Native Lands 19,340
c. Total Highlands:
Open Water: . : 129
Forest 3,975
" Agricultural Reserve 25
Veterinary Reserve 57
Government Reserxrve 51
Alienated 9,621
Crown Land Surveyed 1,046
Crown Land Unsurveyed . 1,264
Nat Lands within nghlands 65
16,233

Source: The Kenya Plan (Nairoblz The East African Standard,
Ltd.,, 1949), p. 41.
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D. An Attempt to Turn the Highlands into .a
;;LSanctuaryito the Holyland':

During the early heyday of Eufopean settlemént-in-'
the Kenya‘Highlands;.thé British Foreigﬁ Offica proboséd .
to hand over 3,200,550 acres of the nghlands to the Jewish
people living 1n England and some other countrles of West-
ern and Eastern Europe, in order to break their continued
economié monopoly, apd( also to relieve what the Foreién
Office térmed "the squalor of ghetto 1life and the'dangefs
of perlodlc persecution". 27
When in 1902 Joseph Chamberlain, Secretary of State -

for the Cclonles passed through East Afi%ca. en route to
South Africa, he was impressed by the fertility of the
lana. Chamberlain"haa always been.éympathetic towards the
Zionist movement"28, ang, therefore, made a proposal that
the land be granted to the members of that movement.
Huxley puts it thus: »

As he passed through the Protectorate, the -

Colonial Secretary was struck with the

fertility of the country, the emptiness of

* the land and the healthiness of the climate.
There, it occurred to him, was an ideal
location for Jewish refugees from Russian

slums. On his return a definite offer was
made, at his instigation, to the Zionist

<

27Elspeth Huxley,‘%hite Man's Country: Lord Delamere
and Making of Kenvya,Vol. l(London' Lowe and Brydone
(Printers) Ltd., 1935), p. 117.

<

" 281piq.
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leader by the British Government. - It com-

prlsed the free grant of a large area of

land == about 5,000 sqghare miles (3,200,000
. acres), probably on the Mau. (hills).... 2.

In response to thlS offer, the Zionist movement;‘
Leopold Greenberg (the London Zionist's chief represent- -
ative) submitted a memorandum tovChamberlaih, in~which

he set forth the terms under which the movement would .

accept the offer. These terms included, among . other

things:

that a Jewish Colonlal Trust be established
to manage Jew1sh séttlement in the Highlands;:

“(b) . that the British Government grant the Trust
a capital of L 2,000,000 wifii"which to aid
Jewish immigrants in the Highlands;

(c) that the Trust have complete control over
the selection, sale and leasing of the
Highlands;

(d) "‘that Jewish immigrants have a legislature
with complete internal government headed
by a Jewish Governor. The legislature
would have power to control immigration,
appoint Jewish judges, levy taxes, and
to restore the Jewish rellglon and social
customs.3O

29Ibid., p. 118. . :

3OF 0.C.P. 8192 Nb. 19 Greenberg to Chamberlaln,
dated July 13, 1903, Ref: "Terms and conditions of Con-
cessions to be granted to Jewish Colonial Trust".
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Chamberlain and the Foreign Office rejected Green-
berg s demands. He suggested ‘that Greenberg acbept "a
munlc1pal government" with an assurance that Jew1sh rell—
glon and customs would be safeguarded" 31 However, three
.days later, Lord Lansdowne; then Foreign Secretary, wrote
to Greenberg suggesting that the latter appoint an inves-
tigating commission to visit the East African Protecforate
(as Kenya was known then). Lansdowne indicated in his
letter that "if the commission found the land suitable ) @
for.settlement, the Foreign Office would entertain favour—

ably’ the proposals for a Jewish, settlement".32

£
When the news of the Foreign Off?ce s intentions
feached the East AfricanvProtectorate, representatives of
European settlers headed by Lord Delamere; and Christian
’missionaries headed by W. G. Peel, the Bishop of Mombasa{
and Dr. D. C. R. Scott, of the Church'of‘Scofland Mission,
held a joint meeting in Nairobi, during which they formed

an "United Anti-Zionist Immigration Committee" under the

‘ chairmanship of Lord Delamere, against what they termed

.

3lr.0. 2/807, dated August 11, 1903.

32Huxley, op. cit., p. 119.
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"the threatened Jewish invasion" and "shouted: Down with

the Jews."33. on August 28, 1903, Lord Delamere cabled-to.

The Times:

'Feeling here very strong against introduction of
alien Jews. Railway frontage fit for British
colonisa;ion 260 miles. Foreign Office proposes
give 200 miles best to undesirable aliens....

Is British taxpayer, proprietor of East Afrlca,
content that beautiful and valuable country be.
handed ovér to aliens? Have we no colonists of
our own race? Country being settled slowly
surely. by desirable British colonial settlers.
English here appeal public opinion....

He further issued a pamphlet in which he defended
his argument. In this he elaborated:<*

No -prejudice ex1sts in East Africa agalnst Jews
as such.--It is the fact that the intended ’
immigrants are paupers, and, above all speak a
foreign language that is chiefly objected to,

and that they are not going of their own accord_ .’

but are being introduced by the Foreign Office.3>
Lord Delamere continﬁed:

Sir Charles Eliot, in a ﬁﬁbiic speech, made a

. distinct assurance that the countxry from Kiu
to -Fort Ternan stations on the Uganda railway
: 3 .

33George Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism
{New. York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1972), p. 212.

34guxley, op. cit., p.’ 120.

351pid.



should'be reserved for settlers of our own
race. ‘-

Lord Délamere then quickly sought Commissioner Charles

Eliot's views on the matter. The Commissioner replied:
With regard to the Jews, not only have I no
wish to hinder you from expressing your
-opinions, but I will, if you wish, forward
a statement of them to the F. 0., if you
would like to put them in a suitable form.
I am not anti-Semitic myself and do not
share your objections to Indians and other
non-English settlers; but I confess that as
far as I understand the present proposal I
view it with very mixed feelings.

Commissioner Eliot continued: B
"But you must understand thewi=portance of the
financial question. This Protectorate alone
costs the Government at home L 256,000 per
annum. If the settlérs here were British
taxpayers they would be the first to protest
against what they would call a monstrous waste -
of money. As long as we go on in this way we

are always exposed to the risk that a radical
Government may cut out vote in aid, and what
should we do then? We should simply collapse,

and it is better to be supported by Jews than

to do that.

Meanwhile, the best way of practically
defeating the Jewish scheme is to increase
the number of British immigrants. It is
almost absurd for the present settlers to
talk about their rights. They are so few,

"and ds taX payers so unimportant, that they

361pi4.

371pid., p. 122.
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can hardly logically claim to have a voice
in deciding the destinies of the country
against the Govermnment which expends hun-
dreds of. thousands on it every year. But

if you will induce a larger number of satis-
-factory settlers to come -- as you have told
-me you hope to do some day -- the case would
be much stronger. .

I am still without -any details as'to the
Jewish scheme, K except the private information
of which I told you.38 .

Yours sincerely,
Signed, C. Eliot
Citing the history of the Jews, Sir Charles’Eliot endeav—

ored to "prove that Jews seldqm made good farmers" 39

Sir Charles wrltes' s

I have never myself .seen a case where Jews
are really agriculturists. But admitting
that they can become so, their agricultural
capacities are certainly not highly devell
oped, and considering how many ordinary
conveniences are wanting in East Africa, and
how much immigrants are thrown on their own
resources, it would seem to be a country
rather for those who have hereditary and
personal experience of agriculturz than for
those who are new to the pursu%t.

381bid.
391bid., p. 123. T
40Sir Charles Eliot, East African Protectorate,

“1st ed., 3rd Impression (London' Frank Cass and Co., Ltd.,
1966), p. 178. .

&
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He goes on:
~ Again, though wealthy Jews are very wealthy,
. poot Jews are very poor, and a visit to the
"Jewish parts of Russia and Poland produces
‘a most ‘disagreeable impression of dirt and
squalor -- whole towns look as if they had
been bought up second hand and never been
properly repaired. Is it in these surround-
ings. that promising settlers will be obtained?

Lastly, the establishment of a Jewish set-
tlement may drive away other colonists, I o
anticipate little trouble in the way of riot-
ing but there can be no doubt that the scheme-

-+ is—intensely unpopular among all classes of
European settlers, and it weuld probably pro-
‘duce a bad impression in such places as South
Africa and New Zealdnd, from where we are now
receiving numerous applications....

S Sl i
Meanwhile, Dr. Herzl convened the Zionist Congress

at Basle in August, 1903, during which heated debate arose, ~
and the Russian and Polish delegates were overwhelmed.

Soﬁe delegates argued that East Africa "Qas a long way

round to go by East";42 while others averred that "this
territory would be the centre of Jewish political force

from which surplﬁs population and energy would flow,"43

When the votihg came, "the proposal was accepted by 595

41Huxley, loc. cit.
421pid., p. 118,

431bid., p. 119.
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to 177 and the mlnorlty, mostly Ru351ans, left the Con-

gress in dlsgust “44 The overwhelming vote authorlsed a .’

" commission of the Zionist movement to visit the Kenya

e

Highlaﬁds. The commission arrlved in Kenya in November
1904 only to find that Sir Charles Eliot had resigned.
Slr Stewart who had succeeded him as Comm1s51oner ap—‘
poiﬁted a groﬁp of Eutopean settlers to aecqmpany the fh

Jewish delegates and to show them the Uasin Gishu Plateau

_whlch is part of the nghlands.

As expected the Zionists ‘weré told-of the liens-
45; naturally with much éxagg@ration to suit
their purpose. The party also met. angry Masai people who _

were roaring and brandishing their spears in opposition

‘to the continued influx of European settlers on their soil.

As expected, the commission returned to England thoroughly
convinced that any”attempt by them to settle in the High-

lands of Kenya would be resisted by the Masai and other

441bid., p. 118.

45p¢ Tsavo a few vicious lions had earller terroxr-
ized Indian laborers working on the ‘railroad construction.
For -details of this episode see J. H. Patterson, The
Man-eaters of Tsavo and other East African Adventures
(London: Macmillan and Co. Ltd., 1912); and J. S. Mangat,

A _History Qf_the_ASLans_ln.East_Afrlca—l886n1945(London.______“;aa;

Oxford University Press, 1969)
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Africans, and, of course, by Europeah settlers, not to
mention the lions. Thus convinced, the commission sub-
mitted‘its reeommendation accordingly to the Steering
Committee of the” Zionist Movement, which immediately
convened a meeting of the Congress. . Elspeth Huxley
records:

In August 1905 the East African Commission

reported to the Zionist Congress at Basle

and the offer of the British Government was,

with sincere thanks, rejected.

And the Congress also passed a motion demanding the "es-

tablishment of an autonomous Jewish state in Palestine".47

John Guntheryoffers a morerstrikiﬁé”summarywro the affair

when he says that "if Dr. Welzmann and hls associates
had accepted thls remarkable propOsal the White nghlands

would be today's Israel” .48

Summary:
(43 h ’
This chapter first dealt with the location, topo-

dgraphy and size of the Highlands. The study noted that

the nghlands were orlglnally occupied by as many as elght

46nuxley, op. cit., p. 125.

47c. 0. 533/8, F.O. to C.O. dated August 14, 1905,

«

B 48John“Gunther, -Inside--Africa—(New York: Harper R

& Brothers, 1953), p. 318.
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ethnic groups (the Masai having océupied the largest por-
tion of the ;aﬁd), and not'excluéively to the Gikuyu as
is generélly béiievéd. The study noted that-Gikuyﬁ'gl
predominanée in the Highlands later, was due to the facf
that they were a settled agricultural droup, and also had
hclése'contact with the Europeans through education much
.earlier.than:the ather ethnic groups. The Maéai were
nomads, and, also, rejgcted whiteman's teachings, and his '
- ‘way of life.
V The chapter then dealt with communal land oWne;shié
. as having been the basis in"the traditional land tenure
in the Highlaﬁds. With the advent of c;izhialism, the
Highlands were made exclusively for European occupation,
and the original indigenous occupiers were driven out.
Tﬂe i915 Ordinance guaranteed tﬁe European occupation of
the Highlénds for a period of 999 years. The rest of
e " Kenya was déclared ‘Crown Land', meaning in effect that

-

- the Africans became mere tenants at the will.of the Crown.
The Africahs wefé confined into what was called "Native
Reser&es", which accounted for 52:040 square miles, against
the Crown's 172,920 squéremmiles.

Between 1902 and 1905, about 5,000 square miles (or

e <

5,20OTOOO“acres);were“offeréd“by“the”BritishmGovernment”tOf“”'“
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the Zionist Organization to be a neQ pérmanent Jewish
country. This offer was vigorodsly.repudiated by’nonf
Je@ish thtesifoth'in Kenya and in Englané. .Aftef ﬁuéh
rumbling a@ong.tﬂe_members of the_Zionist Movement, thié
offer was finally turned down in 1905 5y a majority of

the Organization during a conference at Basle.



L CHAPTER III

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE EUROPEAN
SETTLEMENT ON KENYA AFRICANS

A. Settlement of Europeans: = - . '~_ L

The Brltlsh, upon taking over admlnlstratlon of the'

East African Protectorate in 1895 from the Imperlal Brlt—‘
ish East Afrlca Company, began a process of land settle—

ment, actively éncouraging fellowAEnglishmeh to come'to';ﬁ

Kenya as 'gentlemeﬁ farmers'. ’ | Y

IA‘l90l, there were less than a dozen Eurbpeaﬁ set-

v

tiers in Kenya:” During the next half—century the £st r

increased to well over 29,600. European settlement and

the takeover of Afficaq Highlands grew rqpldly: ‘Between
May 1903 and Debember-l904, three hundred and forty—two'
Europeans werelgiven 222,000 acres of the Keﬁ?@ Highlqnds;l.

the European immigrants increased to 886 in 1905, andb3,l75

in 19117l to 9,661 in 19212, and to 16,812 in l93l.3

lEast African Protectorate, Report on the non-
native census, 1911, p. 1.

2Kenyé Colony and Protectorate, Report on the non-
native census, 1921, p. 2. :

»3Kenya Colony and Protectorate, Report on the non-
native census, 1931, p. 1. ’ v

w-71- . ) | ;
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' HOWeyer, 1t is reported that there was a significant drop
durlng the Flrst and Second European Wars4, but‘sky—
rocketed agaln 1mmed1ately follow1ng the end of both wars. S
o The allenatlon of land by whltes took place mainly
1n the nghlands of Kenya and the coastal strip, coverlng‘ ,
some ten mlles radlus' here because of the height (the s )
cllmati\ls temperate), the sall is fertlle, and there_are .
g&gﬂf&fgl—stfeam‘i/-As a result, it was p0551ble to ob--

o
f*“kfaln two”harvests of crops sueh as soya beans, maize,

e

millet annually.

. The nghlands of Kenya acqulred a reputatlon of

Tbelng a 'white man's paradlse'“' Seme Engllsh people were
glad to escape the rlgors of the;r own cllmate, and eco-’
nomlc upheavalsh by coming there as settlers., During

.'halffalcentury Qf Eurooean settlement, an area of apgroxi—

matély 7,500,000 ‘acres of the bestﬁland in Kenya was marked

.

4These two Wars are usually called "World Wars". It
is the writer's conception that it was because of some ’
European greed (mainly the-so-called 'Western‘yorld ) and
‘their refusal to have’other nations or countriés strengthen
their economies~hy acqulrlng ‘af out51de market (e.qg.
dérmany, Japan, France and the USSR).{, And although” some
" Africans and Asians. were" ‘drafted into such conflict, they

. .did so simply because of the cq;onlal situation at the

. time. Moreover, these European countries directly in-
"volved in these wars tended to think that they alone ¢
-constituted the world whlle the rest were.but satelltes.

. . A . KUY .
Ce . -
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ou£ exclusively for European occupation. And because of
this exclusion, the settlers préudly named it the 'WHITE
HIGHLANDS'. o

As Qe shall see later, the alienated land was
‘given' to the settlers on long leases of up to 999‘years:
tﬁe 'Crown' in:England retaining the freehold ownership,
to the .exclusion of Africéns, who were the original .
owners. The land was leased to the settlers fsk as lit;lé
as two and a half pence per acré. Norman Leys observes:

‘The Crown Lands Ordinance of 1915 provides for
leases of 999 years at rents of ‘two pence half
penny an acre. ‘ )

o o EDe
There are about 2,000 square miles of freeholds.
Little need be said about the two or three mil-
lion acres. granted in large freehold estates
before 1912 to about two hundred individuals,
more than half of whom are no longer in Kenya.

No éompensation was paid to the dispossessed Africans fbrr
crops and buildings, etc.

The settlers were a mixture. Some were from the
British working class, while others were tybicalrof the
landed gentry éha aristocratic families of Britain. Some

were Boers of Holland who had settled in South Africa.

S5Norman Leys, KENYA (London: Leonard & Virginia
Woolf. The Hogarth Press, 1925), pp. 144-146.

o
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The working class as well as some kith and kin of the
"upper class" type of 1mm1grants‘were fleeing Britain be-

cause of soc10-pollt1cal and economic condltlons at home,

many of them havihg been for a long time, on the unemploy— i

ment roster; others were hard-core criminals, spivs' and
thugs. As a result,-their kind had earlier been banished
to Austyalia, southern parts of United States. of America,
Canada and New Zealand; so some of these had to ‘'be sent
to Kenya too.
Neg;ey Farson, drew attention to the extraordinary
number .of Kenya settlers whose names might be found in
- e

Burke's Peerage, the reference book of the British 'upper
‘class'. Accordigg to him, Kenya had the greatest pro-
portion of British inhabitants who were ex-soldiers,
generals, colonels and majors: He continued:

A large portion of Kenya's leading settlers

come from a social stratum which is now awed

by British politicians; they are aristocrats

themselves. &nd a vast percentage of the

remainder, the active service generals, colonels,

etc. have been realists, men of action, all

their .lives, and, in final analysis they can be

dangerous men, if put to it. The Elizabethan
breed. -

6Negley Farson, Behind God's Back (New York:
Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1941), p. 283.

n,
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Sometimes the settlers farmed as individuals ,

‘

sometimes as syhdigates; :Uﬁder the Order in-Council of
1901'and thé-CrOWn L;ndsVOrdinance of 1902, neériyiﬁ,SOO
square miies éf-the Highlands passed from African (té
European) ownership in a pericdd of. thlrteen years.
."Other arlstocrats like Lord Francis Scott, uncle‘of the
Duchgss of Gloucester -- and the Earl of Plymouth, sSe-
cﬁred about 350,000 acres between them; The "son qf thé
Duke of Abercorn acquired>an estate of 30,000 acres...."’
Among the_principal beneficiaries were:s )
East African s&ndicate....:..... 320,000 acres
'Uplands of East Africa SyndlcaEé?~350,000 "

Grogan Forest Concéssions....... 200,000 "

Lord Delamere......cceev.. eeseess 100,000 "

Lord Delamere, the chief spokesman of the'white
,settlers“ later acquired more land in the Highlands be-.
tween the Aberdare and Lake Nalvasha totallng not less

than 125 square mlles. Apologlsts for‘colonlallsm and

AN
7George Padmore, op. cit., pp. 212-213.

8Ann'Seidman,"Key Variables to incorporate in a
Model for Development", The African Case. Paper presented
at the Royal Soc1olog1cal Society Conference, Denver,
Colorado, 1971, p. 2.
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imperialism have consistently claimed that large areas of
land were 'unoccupied' or ‘'unclaimed'’ wheh the first set-
tlers arrived. . The argument sounds like vultures claim-
ing that the woufided beast they ran into was nobody'’s,
since, at the time of their arrival at the scene of their’
prey, there was no killer around. But these same apolo-
gists fail to recognize their ignorance of the African .
concept of land occupation and ownership. Hence, Captain
Lugard once said:
Here am I to take over a valuable tract of land,
and to gain possession of the site, on which I
wish to build the fort, together with adjoining
lands, 1nclud1ng the regular meplng ground, and
" the reply is, there is a honey—pot on the site;
the fact is that waste land in Africa is literally

no man's land, and a neighbouring small village.
headman has no more claim over 1t than you or I.

Contfary to Lugard's view, T. O. Elias maintained that:
. As a rule, dustomary tenure knows nothing in
the nature of a prescriptive claim to land.
The theory is that no land is without an owner.
Thus the 'waste' land belongs to the community.lO
The settlers'did not however, restrict themselves to the

alleged 'unoccupied' areas. They took whatever suited

90uoted in T. Olawale Elias, pp. 165-166.

#101pig., p. 166.
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their purpose. Even after éome landlhad been allocated
as 'Affican reserve’, thé same éettlers nibb%ed deeﬁer )
and deeﬁe; into ;t'whenever they considered that therland
in sight was suitéble for their farming.
| To soﬁe extent the European 'oﬁeﬁing—up' of Kénya

was a by—prodﬁct of the building of the railfoad, at the

. beginning of the 20th century, froﬁ Mombasa\to'Kisumu on
Lake Nyanza (also kﬁowh as Lake Victofia). Much of the
early land settlement in Kenya followed the railroad
line, being a device to profrect thgﬂrailroad frém‘éttagkgu
or sabotageAby the Africans who were than upset over the
invasion of their ancest}al land. Land in Kenya, and
all over Africa for thét mattef -~ is life:; for the peo;
ple of Africa, whether they be stockmen or cultivators,
lénd.is the basis of society, of social organization. As
far as Africans were concerned, progress and development
began with security of tenure.

The total area of Kenya is"224,960 square miles. Of
this, however, 151;000 square'milgs is Semi-desert and
about 5,000 squaré miles is lakes. Very small popu;
lations lived in the arid regions; most Africans i;ved in
an area of about 52,000 square miles (what the colonial

authorities called the 'native reserves'). The 1948
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census produced the following figures:1ll

AELACANS.«eeieinneeerannneersanness 5,251,120
EUropeansS.. veceereaaanan ..... ...... . | 29,é60
Indians (Asians).ﬂ ....... B 50,528
Goans...;........;.....; .......... . 7,159
Arabs ........ e eeevaeaee. . 24,174 .

OLhEY St vereesevocsonnannsennanees 3,325

This means that, under colonialism, 52,000 square
q}leg-oﬁ land was reserved for the bulk of more fhaq,five—
and—g—quarge#»miiiion Africans whiié 1§igoo équére miles
Qas rese?ved for fewer than 30,000 Buropeans! Moreover, .
this 13,000 square miles wés.thé pick of the most fértilé,
best-watered laﬁd. Furthermore, many of the European
population were engaged, not in farming, but in business
and'the professions in Nairobi, Nakuru, Eldoret, Kisumu,
Mombasa and other.urban areas. Indeed some were absentee
farmers in the sense that they lived outside Kenya. It is,

therefore, true that the number of Europearns actualIy N

Iiving on farms was much less than 30.000. This handful

llKenya Colony and Protectorate: 1948 Census (Nairobi:
Government Printer, 1948).
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of people occupied appfoximate%yfforty ber cent of the
country's best agr;cultural land. . e e
Oeer—croﬁding and land hunger in tﬁ/”'African

reserves' was so 1ntense that there was general starva—
tion. Mr. Norman Humpreys, who was Senior Agrlcultural
Officer in Kenya, made a survey in 1945 of the 51tuat;on
in South Nyeri in the Kikuyu reserve. He foﬁnq that not -
only was there overerowding, but that the position was ~
steadily deteriorating. ‘As He mentioned in his report:12

In 1936, the density of people per square’

mile had been 463. By 1944 it had risen

to 542 and at.that rate ‘of aduapce it was

anticipated that by 1955 the den31ty would

reach 674.
Mr. Humphrey found too‘that "tﬁe average family of between
five and six persons had an average of 6.71 acres, out.of
which to get their li\}ing."l3 "On the assumption then',
the Senior Agricultural Officer concluded that "the area

available per family for crops and grass leys in 1944 is

no more than 3.35 acres and in 1955 would be reduced

l2colony and Protectorate of Kenya, Repotrt by Norman
umpreys, Senior Agricultural Officer on Population in
Natlve Reserves, 1945, p. 12.,

- 13

Ibid. <
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still further to 2.61'acres'".14 These are, tp say the-
least, mere sample figures. 1In some areas the over-
¥ ., } i B i

crowding Qé; evénAworsgf;ﬁSrm\as Mr. Humphrey showed, -
"an average family could ﬁot/ﬁave its minimum needs satis—‘.
fied 6p'less than ll%‘acré?{"ls ' (/
Many of ‘these people% stfuggling hopelgssly against
starvation, were d&ble to sge the laﬁd, whiéiréﬁce belqnéed.»
to” their family; undef European occupation. Nof was their
title to the land something belonging to the misty past:
the acfual takeover was of living memory.

what was. worse, and what made the resentments more

L

intense, was that a large.partAof the Highlanq réservedf
exclhsively for Europeaﬁ océupation was not even used.
-The colonial govérnment set aside land for European set-
tlémentJ but, unable to attract enough immigrant settlers,

kept the land barren.l§

On 16th July 1952, the then Colonial Secrétary
Mr. Oliver Lyttelton was questioned in the
British House of Commons about the use to which
land in the 'White Highlands' was being put.
Mr. Lyttelton answered that: .

41pia. - .

151bid.

16 : )
British Parliamentary Debate, 16th July, 1952.
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the total amount of land reserved for Europeans
was 7,372,880 acres of which 368,644 acres was
- uncultivatable. The area unallocated was 207,987
‘acres of which 140,826 acres was suitable for -

grazing and 7,497 acres was suitable for culti-
vation.,

of the land supposed to be in use Mr Lyttelton gave the
g(follow1ng flgure' "under crops, 1,002,871 acres; grazing

6,001,365 acres".17 So, in fact, iess than ene—seventh -
of the land reserveé fervEuropean use was ectually pro-
ducing crops! That this vast area of "grazing land" was, \b‘
inadequately developed is shown by the'official bréauction
fiéures for 1951: The 6,001,365 acres_Q; the 'White High-
land' alleged to have been under grazing "produced only
12.9 per cent of the tetal valﬁe of production."lsr And“
this figure inciuded dairy production as well as meat. .
Looked at another way, the figures show that one-seventh
of the European—reserved land was producing 87.1 per cent-
of the total production.

The lack of development in the other six-sevenths

showed a greed that was socially ‘criminal, in view of

the land hunger and starvation conditions in the nearby

171bid. _ .

18East African Statistical Department, Kenza Statis-~
tical Abstract, 1951, p. 4.
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African reserves. Karari Njama -~ who, during:the 'Mau
Mau' upsurge was known as 'General D. Karari M. Njama'
notes: '

That a good deal more land was alienated than
could be put to effective use by the settlers
is explained in large measure by the white’
colonists' need for African labor. Lord
Delamere, a leading settler spokesman, made
~this clear in his appeal to the Labour-Com-
‘mission in 1912. In order to force Africans
into the centers of European enterprise, this
renowned settler leader urged that the land
reserved for 'natives' be cut so—as to prevent
them from having enough for a self-supporting
level of production. How, he pleaded, could
Africans be obliged to labor for Europeans if
they had enough land to successfully breed
livestock and cultivate crops ipﬁpsale. This )
plea did not go unheeded. By 1934 some 6,543,360
acres of land had been alienated for occupation
by 2,027 settlers; an average of 2,534 acres per.’
occupant, of which ogly 274 acres were actually
under cultivation. %sh}ate as 1940 there re-
mained over one milliomn acres within the White
Highlands which lay unused for either crops or
pasture. By 1952, some 9,000 settlers held ex-
clusive rights to 16,700 square miles of Forest
Reserve, while several million Africans sought
to eke out a livelihood within their increasingly
congested reserves.

In order to win immediate support from the Colonial
Government for ‘African labor, European farmers resorted

" to many alternatives -- all of which were no better than

19ponald L. Barnett and Karari Njama, Mau Mau From
Within: An Analysis of Kenya's Peasant Revolt (New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1966), p. 32.
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the Nazi treatment of Jews —— except that whereas the

Jews were herded into gas chambers en masse, Africans -

-y

were collectively.'slaughtered' slowly through depri-

vation of their land, taxation, low wages and forced
labor. ‘

B. Demand for African Labor and Taxation: )

Wﬂen European settlement began to take shape in the-)
Highlands, Lord Deiaﬁére and~his European supporters a
staged a vigorous campaign for free labor from Africans:
And'bgcause the latter héd previously refused to t;ke
part in the construction ;f the failréia from Mombasa to
Ki§umu.(on Lake Nyanza), the settlers therefore felt that
it woﬁld be equally difficult to éxpect Africans to leave
their homes willihgly in search of agricultural employ-
ment on the land alienated by Euroﬁeans. As a result,
. the European‘settlers resolved to'plan a strategy.

In February 1905, Ainsworth suggested that "therel
was an ample supply in the country which, only requiredi
020

proper leglslatlon and organization to bring it out.

Almost 1mmed1ately follow1ng this report the Colonlstgﬁ

s

20Marjorie Ruth Dilley, British Policy 'in Kenya'
Colony, 2nd Edltlon (London: Frank Cass and Co., Ltd."
1966), p. 215.
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Associat'oh_(a settier organization) headed by Lord
Delameref'approached the colonial government with tﬁe
féllowiﬁg resgautidns and demands: (a) land in thé Afri; -
can lands be sevéfely curtailed; (b) introduction and
intensification of taxation among Africans; (c) labor on
contract with heavy penalties, for infringement, the suc-
cess of . this was .ensured by the introduction of finger; s
printing or registration of évery African méle éuspected
to be sixteen years old and above. (d) to keep a record
of chiefs and heaamen who were helpful and those who were
not, to be reported to the GoVernprifor immediate repri-

v i i
mand and dismissal, (e) settlers and th;zr agents to have
theAright to enter freely into the 'Native Reserve' to
get in togch wifh chiefs and headmen for the purpose of
rec;uiting 'native' labor, (f) full Government.support foi'
the policy of driving Africans out from their homes to
work on European farms.

The Government accepted all these demands —- although
eveﬁ at this time, Africans continued to refuse to co-
operate, especially-with regard to labor. To the African,
working for someone-else for money was.soemthing completely
foreign, moreover, it meant suffering the'indigniﬁg - the

denial of manhood -- especially working as a serf on another
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man's stolen land. President Nyerere on this point noted:

...the word "worker", in ‘its specialized sense
of "employee" as opposed to “"employer'", reflects
a’ capitalist attitude of mind which was intro-
duced into Africa with the coming of colonial-
ism and is totally foreign to our thinking....
In the old days the African had never had labour-
ers or "factory hands" to do his work for him.

Campaign to drive Africans into'European plantations in~

tensified .to a point that The East African Standard --
-~ .
a settler newspaper had this to say:
We consider that taxation is ‘the only possible
. method of compelling the native to leave his
reserve for the purpose of seeking work. Only
: " in this way can the cost of living be increased
s ‘for the natives....It is on this that the sup-
: ply of labour: and a rise in thé<Xate of wages
would enable the hut or poll tax of a family,

.sub-tribe or tribe to be earned by. fewer ex-
ternal workers.22

Although the newséapér méntioned only the cost of living,
it aid not, however, mention that taxation was introduced
also so as_to meet the cost of the railroad which had
-been conétructed mainly for the transportation of set-
-flers' goods; And even though direct slavery was not used

by the railroad per sé, neverthéless,‘Africans who were

217, K. NYerefe, Freedom and Unity - Uhuru na Umoja
(London: Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 166,

2?East African Standard, May 18, 1913.
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forced to auction their labor to European farmers, trav-
elled to and from European farms by way of this railroad.
' R . ‘ .
Taxes were:classified as 'Poll tax' (or 'Graduated
Tax'), and 'Hut Tax'. Poll tax was that tax paid by
every African male who was presumed to have attained- the
age of eighteen or over. Lots of discrepancies obviously
occurred. since, as, it were, people did not possess birth
certificates. A 'Hut tax', on the other hand, was that
levied upon any African male who had a house {or as the
colonialists called it a 'hut', or'a place to sleep in').
It also.meant that any polyganist male (with moré than
: ' - i e
one wife) was obliged to pay taxes equal to the number of
wives and unmarried sons- aged eighteen or over, still
under the care of'their father. Norman Leys describes
the nature of these 'hut taxes' thus:
Thus a number of taxes paid by an individual
depended squarely on the number of wives and
sons who were at 18 or over in that parti-
cular man's home. For example, if A had four
- wives and ten sons, out of whom seven had
attained the age of 18 (daughters were not
taxed) and each had his own 'hut' primarily
for sleeping (According to African social
custom teenagers and adults do not sleep in
the same house with parents) the father paid.
. a total of 5 taxes -- one poll tax plus 4

hut taxes. The seven -teenage sons also paid
- one poll tax each -- as long as they remained
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‘unmarried. We therefore conclude by saying
that total taxes collected from this Mr. A's ~
homestead would be 12."23

4

He concludes:

Here we now find the many reasons why Africans
left their homes and sought emploggent on -
European farms. and/or Asian shop.

e

While Africans were being compelled:to pay taxes, Euro-

peans rémained exempted until 1913'when_the_Imperial

grant-in-aid was stopped and the Colony became self-

supporting. It was then that "the non-native poll tax

was introduced, and for the first time Europeans exbe—

rience& direct taxation. "2 T e

Re51stance to taxes was staged by people of all -

' walks of llfe. However, the reaction by the Colonial

Government to the defiants ‘differed according to race or

‘color'. Norman Leys again observes:
’

- It was seen to fall with obvious injustice on

" those who did not, or could not, conceal their
incomes, and was repealed. The Europeans who
successfully resisted the income -tax are the
most# influential people in the colony. Afri-
cans who attempt to evade or who refuse to pay
the hut-tax are punished, in accordance with

23Norman Leys, KENYA (London: The Hogarth Press, '

1925), pp. 336-337.

4

241bid.,. p. 337.

2°Marjorie Ruth Dilley, op. cit., p. 45.
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the law, by having their homes burnt down. 26

The deliberate intention of thedéettlers to reduce the

Africans'to povérty‘and force them to provide cheap or
free—laborﬂwgs re;émphasized in 1918 following the Crown
Lapd‘Ordinancerf 1915 (which granted settlers the ﬁigh—
lands for 999 years). In that year (1918) the Chief
Native Commissioner, John Ainsworth, introduced a Bill-
into the Legislative'Council designed to encourége more -
modern farming methods into the 'Native Reserves'. As
expecféd, there was an outcry of protest from the set-
tlers that_Sgch a policy would ﬁrevéntiggsm from obtaining
adequateisupplies of’ labor, and also th;; such a policy
would éreate agricultural cémpétition thus threatening
Eurqpeah monopoly. In the face of this opposition, thel

bill was withdrawn.

In 1919, the Government established a 'Native Regis-.

_tratioh Ordinance' which compelled all Africans over the

‘ age of sixteen to redister by way of finger-print impres-

sions which were immediately forwarded to the Central

Finger-print Bureau in Nairobi. By this method, any
; . -

26Norman Leys, QE; cit., p. 337.
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African laborer who broke a labor contract by deserting '
from a European farmer could be traced and returned to

his European employer handcuffed. This is how it loqked

like:

‘No African can obtain work for more than twenty—

four hours without having a "KIPANDE"27 or regis-
tration certificate. A male African who comes
within the category of "native" must register .

. himself, .receive a kipande, and thereafter carry
this certificate upon his person at all times.
The impressions of the fingers and thumbs of
both hands are taken and are forwarded to the
Central Finger print Bureau, so that if the
African deserts his employer or commits any
criminal offence he can be easily tracked down
and arrested. When the African enters employ-~
ment the employer must enter the date of engage-
menti...When he leaves, the empldyer must again
endorse the date. If the employer gives leave .
.during the period of employment, these dates
must also be erntered....If the African is ‘caught”
away from work without his certificate being
endorsed, he can be arrested. The purpose of
the kipande is clear. It guarantees that employ-
ers retain their labor supply.

[

27The 'Kipande' (certificate was sealed in a llttie

_-metal box and suspended by Africans around their necks by
- means of a suspender. This was by and large similar to

that worn by Africans in South Africa and Zimbabwe
(Rhodesia). However, after continued outcry and protest

. by Africans, led by Jomo Kenyatta, their suspension

around the necks was withdrawn and the metal container
was changed to a pocket-sized booklet.
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...The power. to demand production of the
kipande is open to abuse by the pollce, who
sometimes exact bribes. TIntimidation is
easy...sFor offences against the Native
Registration Ordinance, the African becomes
liable to a fine of L 20 or three months'
imprisomment. These offences include being
found in any district without his kipande,
refusing to producde his kipande when told
to do so by a lawful authority, mutilating
his kipande, obtaining a new certificate
without reporting the loss of the old.one.
.Qr holding two certificates at the same
time.28

‘

The 'Northey Labor Circular' of 1919 widened the
scope of labor when it recommended that the government
and European settlers should make use.- of every p0551ble
influence 1nclud1ng force, if necessary, *¢& get labor
from African men, women and even children. The.legality
to hire and/or fire children, howevef, came into effect
in 1927 when a "Native Labour Commission" advocated
juvenile labor by suggesting that “it would benefit the
children. by proniding discipline and-training as well as

‘better conditions."2?

In 1944 the number of women who
. ' 30
formed the bulk of casual laborers was 9,377 , and in

1945 more than 42,000 juveniles were reported to be

28paronovitch, op. cit., pp. 113-114.
29Labor Commission, Report, 1927, pp. 28-29.

30Aarongvitch, op. cit., p. 105.

~
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employed in agriculture on monthly contracts. Figures
showing African labor units per month employed on Euro-
pean farms from '1920.to 1932, indicate a positively

-

marked increase:

‘Average Monthly Labor Uniis on,European agricultural

HOldings:31

Year Number of Laborers Year Number of Laborers
1920 T 53,7097 1926 T 84.611 -
1921 67,388 1927 102,074
1922 61,649 1928 114,320
1923 70,957 1929 . 110,697 v
1924 87,023 1930 125,885
1925 . 78,527 1931 120,210 -

1932 104,120 ’

In the year 1924 the yield of direct tas-%ion from 'natives’
32

, whereas "European poll tax

yielded less than L 9,000">>. From 1901 to 1924, the

in Kenya was L 561,828

total yield of 'native' hut and poll tax was L5,839,236,
Q . .

while the total of the only non-native taxes of general

application was L231,942 from poll tax and L94,654 from

" 34

Governor Sir Bdward Gridgg, speaking at a

St. Andrew's Night banquet in Nairobi on November. 30,

31Marjorie Ruth Dilley, op. cit., p. 235.
32chief Native Commisioner's Report, 1924. 4

33W. McGregor Ross, Kenya From Within (London:
Frank Cass and Co. Ltd., 1968) ,<p. 145.

341pid., p. 151.
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1926 reported that the following tax had been received in
1924:. Africans L 999,840; Indians L165,813; Buropeans
1L444,789; Goans 153, 423' and other races L35,000. 35
In 1920 the colonlal government issued Ehother
Labor Ordinance which granted European‘farmers the right
to hire and fire farm workers. The farm workers wefe to
be known -as ‘squatters'. These were to be tied to the -
farmers by forced arrangements {otherwise called 'con-
tract') which gave them the status of serfs. Mr. Fenner
Brockway, a British M.P. who made field research in Kenya
s-gave a lengthy account of the condltions attached to thlS
system when he said inter alia:
. . +..The name should be "serfs" rather than
squatters. I know of no labour conditions
. ‘ in the British sphere of Africa closer to
: slavery.
The squatters must sign a three-year con-
tract. They are given up to two acres of land

on which to grow food for the familg they
must not sell any of their produce.

©

35East African Standard, December 4, 1926, p. léc.

36Fenner Brockway, M. P., Why Mau Mau? An Analy51s
and A Remedy (London: Congress of Peoples Against Imperial-
ism, 1954), p. 5. p
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?
Citing one'specific ‘contract’ dated between May 1949 to

May 1952 (Mr. Michael Blundell, the deader of the elected

European group in the Legislative Council, and the mosﬁ

- outspoken settler- against African advancement), Fenner

Brockway said:

...during the period of this agreement the
resident labourer and every male member of
‘his family who is of the apparent age.of
sixteen years or over and is resident in
the occupier's land, and who is not working
under any law for ‘the time being in force in
the colony relating to.the employment of
servants, shall each work for the occupier
at such times as the occupier may direct,
for not less than 270 days at the election
. of the occugier in each period of twelve
months;...3 . . T ww

" Furthermore, said Brockway,

No cutting live or dead trees, no donkeys,
All women and children to work when required
by owner. Continually being late or &bsent
can mean instant dismissal and loss of shamba
(hut and land).. .

. The squatters are not permitted to leave the
" district, whether to visit relatives or friends,
-or to spend an evening in town, or even to pay
poll Tax, without permit from the manager of
the farm.

371pbid., p. 5.

381pid. ¢
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Mr. Brockway pointed out that the 'contract' did not

state what payment would be made ta the women and child-

ren, but ahotherllconﬁract' which he obtained in respect

of Kaﬁézi Esféte; Lfd., -- a farm at.Nakﬁru said that

"women and childrgn shall pick pyrethruﬁ when fequireé at

one cent a pound."39 Thus torearn one shilling they had

to pick one hundred .pounds of the little feather-like
‘flowers. ‘

Mr. Norman Leys ‘gave the following statistical

Breakdowﬁ of the African 'squatters' resident upon Euro-
pean holdlngs in Kenya as on July 30, l930°40 |

t:"“‘.

o

—¢a

39Ibid.

4ON‘orman Leys, A Last Chance in Kenya (London: The
Hogarth Press, 1931), p. 172.
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Provincg Total Per cent Acres occupied
. o - ) Total Per Head
" Coast. “ 503 0.5 2,806 - © 5,3
Ukamba 5,943 5.4 79,680 . 13.4
Kikuyu - 27,096 24.6 209,123 7.7
Naivasha 16,083 14.6 - 133,642 8.3
Rift Valleyll,b 940 J10.8 85,365. . 7.1
.Nzoia 29,195 26.5 388,338 13.3
Nyanza 19,396 17.6 162,929 _ 8.4
9.6

TotalllO, 156 100.0 1,061,88

A BREAKDOWN OF NATIVE SQUATTERS IN. THE KIKUYU PROVINCE:

" District- - - -Tetal- --Per.cent Acres occupied
) ' Total Per Head
Nairobi 1,330 5.0 21,330 ' 16.0
Kaimbu 11,479 42.4 63,745 5.5
Fort Hall 10,674 39.4 79,581 7.4
Nyeri,North 3,567..*. 13.1 445857 ‘ 12.5
Embu & Meru 46 0.1 — ———

Total 27,096 100.0 209,123 - 7.7

C. A BREAKDOWN OF NATIVE SQUATTERS IN THE NYANZA PROVINCE£

District Total Per cent Areas occupied’
Totdl Per Head
Nyanza Cent. --—- ) -—= L =—— -—
Nyanza North 432 2.2 678 .. 1.6
Nyanza South --- - T -—- —-——
_Ksu Ldi = 9,026 46.5 84,081 - .

_ . 9
Kericho 9,938 51.3 78,170 7
‘ Total 19,396 =~ 100.0 162,929 8
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Such were the economic conditions of serfdom. The
physical comditions were scarcely less than those of
slavery.: As tﬁ; abéve 'contract’ describes,'theyférm:
laborers were not allowed to travel outside the district
or the farm without a written permit from the farm dwner
or>by his managér. Even to go into town oxr qearby
‘village' on an evening or weekend or to visit relativés
or to-pay taxes they required this permit. To go away
from the farm without permission was to risk arrest and
imprisonment.

The isqugttei;‘ could not break his contract. More-
over, if the farmer sold his farm to anziﬁer BEuropean

farmer, he automatically sold his contracts -- a;d the
'squatters’ -- along with it. The laborers and their
‘famiiies wefe passed over to the new owner as if part of
the chattels of the farm. If this was not in fact as well
as in sPirit slavery, then the word has no proper defi-
~'ﬁition! . 4 . )

Africans submitted themselves to such coﬁditions
which removed from them every‘vestige of physical and
_economic freedom Dbecause of econoﬁic circumstances. If
a mén had no land in the "rese;ve' and could not find a

job in the town{ and he had to survive, support his family
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and relatives, what else could he do? It was the delib-
erate policy of the colénial governmént to create bitter
economic c1rcumstances in whlch Africans would be com-
pelled to ” provide a contract pool of cheap labor for the
settler farmer.

The folléwing is a summary of revenue collected in

1931:4 ; e

-

4lparonovitch, op. cit.; p. 161.
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In 1938, Hut and Poll tax Africans paid amounted to’
L534,361, and in 1944 they paid L 524,719.42 . The revenue
received from and grants to Africans ended up behefiting
Europeans more than it actually did to the Africans.
McGregor Ross observes that:
The explanation of%all’ the adroit attempts to
prove that the Europeans in Kenya pay’ a reason-
able share of taxation (in view of the benefits

they rezgive and the wealth they make) is they
. do not.

. He concludes by saying that in actual practice "Europeans

.
were subsidized by funds derived from native sources."44

Ay

C. Education:

_. Education in.Kenya’during the colonial period was
influenced by the spirit of racial discrimination just
like.all other aspects of life already mentioned in the
colonial Kenya. Whereas all sons and daughters of the
ruling settler group had comprehensive and well developed
Uéducational facilities, the African children were simply

looked upon and laughed at as though they were 'Charley

421pid., p. 165. ' ‘ .

43McGregor W. Ross, Kenya From Within -A Short
Political History(London: George Allen and Unwin, 19679,
p. 164,

441y,44.
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Brown' cartoons. It is true, however, that if it had not

been for the half~hearted—generosi£y of the missionaries,

the.majoriﬁy of fﬁe pfesent educationally enliéhteﬁed .

Africaﬁs'wouia probaﬁly not have had.the same opportunity.
‘ While ali European pupils were provided with pré—

fessional kind of education, Africans were required to

.pay--'fees".and were subjected to rudimentary and irrelevant

kinds of education such as memorization of Christian

religious beliefs and practices {without permission to

question.their validity) and the history of Britain (such - -

as Ollver Cromwell Shakespeare plays, -and ‘'the war of
ity

Jenkin's ear', etc.),.were dominant subjects in the
curriculum. Aaronovitch JSbserves:

The white farmers (coming from Britain or South
Africa) wanted some better system of education
for their children, who became the direct re-
sponsibility of the Kenya Government. For these
children, education was put on a professional
footing with quallfled teachers and suitable
buildings. The aim, now achieved, was that all
white children should be able to det education
up to university standard within Kenya itself.

-No_such aim embued African education. It is
© . now largely where it was in the early part of

- the century in the hands of the missionaries,

. whose chief aim is conversion, whose educational
training is often defective, and whose activities
at all times have been hampered through lack of
funds. Thus, the missions remained entrenched
as the chlef agents in African education, ensur- .

L5
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ing that the vast majority of Africans will
never be educated, that those who are will
learn little, and that the greatest pains

will bertaken to protect them against- "danger--

ous ideas".

are able to show that proper education for Afri-

cans would have enlightened his hopes and ideas for edual—

ity of men, demand for independence and the recovery of

his Highlands, all which, according to the European set-

tler, were "dangerous ideas". Aarcnovitch once again

observes:

For Europeans, school education in Kenya is

comprehen51ve, of good standards and expensive.

‘It is compulsory for all children between the

ages of seven and fifteen. PostZsChool train-
ing is provided by Government departments, the
Egerton School of Agriculture and in overseas
or South African universities by means of
scholarships.

Indian education has now reached the stage of
compulsory education for all Indian boys resident
in the towns.

African education is another tale. Inadequately

inspected mission schools, in many of which
standards are too poor to qualify for a grant6
form the basis of the African school system.

455,

and K. Aaronovitch, op. cit., pp.. 132-133,

" . 461bid., p. 135.
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With regard to g0vernment's educational expenditure,

another confrontlng contrast revealed that "for every

shllllng spent by the Government on an Afrlcan child at

school in 1945, 150 ‘were spent on hls European counterpart. '

The figure for European children remained at L75 - 6 shil-
linés per head (eince there was compulsory education), but
expenditures per - head on African children was reduced to
3.07 shillings, or 500 times lessj"47 The folloﬁing
table shows the fﬁnds expended on education for the years

1936 and 1945.

471bid., p. 139.

l} :

o



"

L=

"o¥T d ' *PTaigy

0 ~0T-0 896'8T¢ 892 '0TT . 0 ¢ 4L ooo’'e . GTC/TST SveT

1
)
ps
Aﬁﬁ ) .
\A. 0 -9T-0 02L’'00T 12L'08 - . S L' 92 mmm.ﬂ $18'6% 9¢6T
( © . : L .
. BOIPTITYUDS STOOUDS,K [TB oanjipusdxy USIPTTYD pPedy STOOUDS T1B SANFLIPUSUXT JIeex
-peay xad sTtdng -oN JUBWUISAOH x2d sanytpusadxy sTTdnd *ON JUSUUIDAGCH
sanjrpuadxy L 4 , ) .
7 E UOTIeDNPY UeoTify : uoTjeonpg ueadoing

m,.v"ZOH,_H_A.NUDQm.* NYOIYdY dNV¥ Zﬂmmombm NO HYALTANIIXI ININNIIAOD

o ’ ) ._mmqmmm_ .



M o -

.

- C -104- .
o .

As early as 1925, as a result of government:s
failure to grant Africans their due share in education,
andbthé missionaries‘ attitude toward African tradition
and culture??, Afridans resolved to build for themselves
the Kehya Independent Schools Assoéiation (KIsa). Mbiyu
Koinage became the Association's president in January *
1939 upon his return from the United States after com-
pleting éradgate studies at Columbia University., The
colonial and settlers' attitude. By 1953 the Association
had built more than 400 indeéendent schools with an en- - .
rollment_of'mofe than 62,000 pupilé;' BeThuse of the
.colonial situation -- egpecially_during thg‘Emergency,
the éovernmeﬂt dehied these youngsfers' hopes and aspi-
rations for high education on the allegation {which they
could not substantiate) that these schools were centers of

'Mau Mau'.

-

49For instance, female circumcission among the
Gikuyu (For further details -- see Jomo-Kenyatta's Facing
Mount Kenva, Chapter VI, pp. 130-154; and Carl G. Rosberg,
Jr., The Myth of Mau Mau, Chapter IV, pp. 106-135,
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The Report gave the following number of pupils in' each

racial category:

. -, _TABLE 5

NUMBER OF PUPILS IN EACH RACIAL ,CA.’I‘EGORY51

. 3 ) Teacher
Category Secondary Primary Elementary Training

European = 772 726 1,513 8

Asian 809 3,605 12,256 11
Arab 24 189 81l —

African 395 7,226 200,959 738

a

51Colony and Protectorate of Kenya: Education

Department Annual Report,- 1946, p. lo.
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TABLE 6

A COMPARISON OF RECURRENT GROSS EXPENDITURE BY THE
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT DURING THE PERIOD 1950~ 195152

Pupils Gross ] 1950 - 1951

European 3,841 (1950) 351,243 447,475
4,598 (1951)

. Asian - 22,176 (1950) 268,582 - 348,248
22,992 (1951) :

Arab 999 (1950) . 19,550 38,386

1,234 (1951) .. 77 . L

African —— 410,069 543,050

Mixed Races . . _ 1,255, 1,401

Total . + L1,050,700 1,378,540

52Kenya Colony and Protectorate: Department of
Education, Annual Report 1951, p. 17.
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Total expenditure of the colony in 1950 was L8,888,482,
and in 1951, L 9, 721,139. Percentage spent on _education

in 1950 was 11.87 and-in 1951, 14.2.

~

“r
TABLE 7
RECURRENT NET EXPENDITURE DURING 1950-1951°3
Pupils Net 1950 1951
European and
“Mixed Races - - - . .186,789 . 223,876
Asian 203,585: 270,248
- Arab and .- ) B
. African 420,264 570,916
Total 810,638 1,065,040

53Kenya Colony and Protectorate, Educatlon Depart-
ment, Annual Report, 1951, p. 17.

*I, Stands for a British Sterling Pound.

e
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TABLE ‘8

HIGHER EPUCATION AND OVERSEAS BURSARIES
2ND SCHOLARSHIPS 4

Government i Number Total Number of

Dverseas Government Awarded Bursaries held
Bursariés Grant -in 1951 ~_in 1951
'Euroéean 3,é4b oo 12 43
Asian . 3,000 16 ' 43 ok
Goan 770 i 5 14
Arab 960, 1 4
African - 5,040 . .. 3 e 12
iy

54Kenya Colony and Protectorate, Education Depart-
ment, Annual Report 1951, p. 27.

v
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TABLE 9
NUMBER OF GOVERNMENT BURSARIES HELD 1960-—196255
Pupils . 1960 - 1960/61 1961/62
Europeans 53 ) 56 . 53
Asians 62 " 75 : 80
Africans 28 - 34 40
TABLE 10.

- NUMBER OF LOANS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION OVERSEAS
1960-1962°6

Pupils . 1050 . 1961 - g 1962
Europeans’ 29 - ’ 33 . 35
Asians 63 77 72

Africans 32 35 46

55p. P. Ghai, Portrait of a Minority:. Asians in
Bast Africa (Nairobi: Oxford University Press, 1965}, .
p.”123. ° o

56p, P. Ghai, Asians in East Africa (London:
Oxford University Press, 1965), pp. 122-123.
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Furthermore, in 1952, 7,115 Europeanxchildren received an
allocation of L512,581l; while 337,60Q,African children
received a sum of L’}f089,742.57, This, in essence means
that aﬁ average-of L 72_5 yeaf was spent on a white child,
while only L 3 on an African. .

Af the same time a special Ten-year Development
Fund prov1ded for-the-expenditure of L .999,207 on_edu-
catlonal projects for European children and 'L 350,196 for

58 VThe-grossﬁdisQarity,in,public ex—
penditure on education between the races show that the
wh%te—dominated government did not wish to provide op-
portunltles for African advancement. The ovC”wheiming
majorlty of African chlldren received no more than prlmary
education and the average total number of years each per—
son spent at school was no more than six, usually at some
time between the ages of ten and fourteen. BAccording to
the 1952 records, only 3,891 African children were en-

rolled in secondary (High) schools and only one hundred

and fifteen in post-secondary educational 1nst1tut10ns.

57Kenya Colony and Protectorate, Educatlonal
Expenditure, 1952..

581pbid.
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Much of the difficulty, in addition to allocation
of money, was the curriculum and thg numerous and dif-
ferent examinatioms given to different racial groups ‘in -
the country. _Whilé'Egropean and Asian children were
offered training relative tovtheir future primary needs,
Africans were subjected to a secondary and subordinate
future.

The ééademic periqd for both European and Asian stu-
dents was diyided'intovthree stages: a. six-year primary
education, then a five-year seconaary education. After
éompleting a six-year primary education, both races had
e;ery oppo?tunity‘open for -them to prbcéeduia the Cam-
bridge Overseas Schooi Certificate without unnecessary
interrubtion. The cblonial government's policy of
'superannuation'59 did not apply to the above two races.

African pupils, before embarking oﬂ the secondary
level, were first:requiréd to sit for and pass what was
known as 'Kenya African Prellmlnary Examlnatlon' (K A.P.E;3;

Thls was the most notorlous examlnatlon/ for 1t was

59‘Superannuation' was a policy recommended to the
Kenya Goverrment by the Archbishop of East Africa, The Rt.
Rev. Leonard J. Beecher. He suggested in effect that if
an African child or pupil failed to obtain a complete
pass in any examination, the pupil would automatically be
‘'withdrawn from school regardless. These unfortunate .
youths ended up auctioning their labor power on either
BEuropean farms or in Asian stores doing back—breaking
jObS, and those who did- not find work ended up in untold
misery.
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intentionally maae so stiff as to hope for large number
of unsuccessful young people tc auction their labor-power -
to European farmers as well as to Asian businessmen. .
Still anotherﬁexamination was held two years following
the one above.' This was known as "The Kenya African
Secondary Schools Examlnatlon K.A.S.S.E. ) This was
held two years prior to the Cambridge Overseas Schooll
Certificate. By the time an African had completed‘ e
_twelve years' of studious life, he had at least hurdled
three superannuations. ‘

Even the 'School Cert' as it was often called --°
was structured in such,6a way that if, for.instance, an

"

‘African passed all-subjects but failed in English lan=
guage,:the student_ﬁould be autonatically pronounced 'é
failure'. The examination itself.was set in England by
the Cambridge Syndicate. Special invigilators were
app01nted to superv1se the students’ taklng the: examination,
and 1mmed1ately following the wrltlng of the said exam1;
nation, the papers were collected sealed, and then flown
to. England for correctlon. In essence, this was yet
another way of 'britainizing' the African youth. Of the
few who entered Makerere University College in Uganda --

which provided higher education for the whole of East

°
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-Africa‘(inéluding present-day Malawi and Zambia), only
thirty four African students from Kenya 'in.l952.

Up to 1952, pot a~single Afric;n agriculturalist,
doctor, engineer, chemist or even a lawyer had been edu-
cated at.an’;pstitute éf higher learning. The Europeans
claimed £hat.gniversal educéfion could nof be afforded.&
But such arguments‘aré aboﬁt'priorities. European set;
tler farmers gnd businessmen were making exorbitant
profits from the exploitétibn of the country's natural
resources from the alienated land and numerous taxes, and
also from the exploitation of cheap African labor. Out:

- N

of these résources'a%‘well as’others,‘ﬁﬁequlpnial gov-
. ¥ [ . Co R

ernment found.itself able to offer compulsory and free
educé£i6n only to quopeang and Asiéns; )

Ali the top jobs in the Government and business
were reserved for Europeans; next in the strata of impor-

tance came Asians: for Africans, only the next lowly work

(manual or casual) was open to them.

D. Disruption of the-Africans' Communal Life:
—=

" The soéﬂ?l distinctions were reflected in wage

earnings. Figures prepared by the Kenya Government's

Statistics Department over the years illustrate exactly
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what the problem was all about. A look at 1964 (imme-
diately following the attainment of independence), might

give a fairily goodaview:60

Income Group " Africans: Arabs & Somalis Asians EBuropeans

Pound Stgrling Per Cent Per Cent Per cent Per ?ent
Under - 120 . 91.4 . 86.0 | 11.0 - 1.5
120 - 159 4.7 ” 7.2 4.3 3.2
160 - 199 1.7 1.9 3.3 0.6
200 - 399 1.7 _ 2.0~ 13.0 2.5
-400 .& Over 0.5 2.§ ) 68.4 92.2
Total - 100.0 ©100.0 100.0  100.0
| . e 4

From the ébove table, it can be seen that ninety-one and
ohe—half per cernit African émployeeé earned less than
L 120 per annum, and only zero point-five per cent earned
L 400 and ovér; whereas, Asians and Europeans had a very
small percehtage represented in the L 120 pounds bracket,
and sigty;eight'and onefhalf per ceﬁt, and ninety- two ™
péf cent were in the L400 and over bracket, respectively.
In practice, wages prescribéd for Africans neither
had any relationship to the actual labor generated into

the production of the goods and services by them, nor did

60Kenya De&elopment Plan, 1964-1970, p. 34.
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the wages refleét the value of the goods and services,

but they were derived rather from the unscrupulous method

of "estimated monthly requirements of a single man", as

the following tabie.illustrates:61

TABLE 11

'ESTIMATED MONTHLY REQUIREMENTS FOR A SINGLE MAN

A. Food . . B. Clothin
) 1/6 of'il

36 1b. Maize (corn) meal (1
5% 1lb. Wheat flour (1
151 1bs. Potatoes - + 1/1l20f 1
21 lbs. Sugar 1/240f (1

8 1lbs. Beans (dried) % {1
4% 1bs Meat

K.D. Shirt;
K.D. Shorts
Cotton Vest
Blanket

K.D. Jacket
K.D, Trousers

- 79 1bs. Veg. (green ieafy) C. Fuel and Lighting

7% pts. Milk One 70-%%I®

L
1 1b. salt

~""  D. Cleaning materials:
2 1lbs. Soap

K.D. = Khaki,Drill

bag charcoal

3 1b. Tea Three pints paraffin

6lcolony and Protectofate of Kenya, Report of the

Committee on- African Wages, 1954, p. 64.

.
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The mo$t dramatic and significant aspect of the
abdve table is that the European employers éxpected
Africans to'use onky “one khaki-drill shirt, one pair of
shorts, and one cottén_&est, one blanket and one jacket
in one sblid month. From the same liét it can also be, -
ascertained that AfricanS‘we;e not expected to drink
coffee despi%e the fact that the product is grown in the
country witﬁ their lab;r, A more interesting aspect is
the.absence of insurance, medical‘and rent reserves or
allocations although such services were hardly free of
charge. " Whereas Europeans and Asians received what the§
called salarieé,‘Africéns'weré confinéd.to‘ﬁﬁbsisteﬁce
wages. Even the wages received were too meager to p;ovide
them with the essentials of life. Conéequently, "he was
assumed’ to require only food (of the crudest type),
shelter (equally crude) and enough cash to pay his'taxes."62

But often Africans were caught‘with no extra cash
.fér taxes because of the inadequété wages, and more im-
portantly Becagse of the unique nature of numerous taxes

imposed on them as already described. Where and when an

62K, paronovitch, op. cit.,.p. 108.
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African failed to comply with the tax regulations, the
colonial government took the opportunity to seize pért
of the victim's livestock, or sometimes land, for auctien.

When and where such opportunity could not be secured by

the authority, the African was arrested and taken to a -

European farmer for whom he labored for several months b
in lieu of the missed tax.

It is not unfair to.say that the Eufopeans resented
African advancement. Even on their small plots of land,
Africans were prevented from advancing themselves. There
were rest;ictions on thém gréwiﬁg cash crops such as ‘
coffee, sisal and tea. The Europeané'claiﬁ@d that they
aid not wiéh the quality of these éash crops. to deteri-
orate and plant diseases to spread beéause of Africans’
inferior methods of cultivation. But Africans could
hardly resist the conclusion that what the European
farmers actuallyAfeared was economic.competition from
éxpanding African agricultural production.

"In the towns, African pove;ty was even more criti-
cal. The thousands of homeless in Nairobi, for instance,
crowded i#ﬁo the rooms of friends and relatives or passed

the night in the shelter of store fronts or in the dingy

markets of 'Barma', 'Kariokor', and 'Kamkunji' -~ to
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name but a few, where they huddled under arly scraps of
rag or paper which they could §§ivage from the garbage
dumps. Eveﬁ those’ who had jobs —-- usually at wages of
less than sixty shillings a month. {(less than $9) fqﬁnd
the going. increasingly-difficult. '

| "following Woild_Wafs I and IT, and éépécially after
the laﬁter‘:the cost of basic African food reguirements
such as corn-flour had r;sen by more than éix hundred
per cent. And, such is the African humanism or extended
family -- the concept of helping one another -- that most.
men in jobs>would by their tradition shgrebﬁheir accom;
modation and Qhagever food they had Qith those less
fortunaté. This practical, instinctive, African mutual
help makes even uglier the hypocrisy éf the colonialists
who so~often claimed they entered Africa bringing 'civiQ‘
lized' Christian values, but in fact left a trail of
social diéruption, péverty and misery wherever they
Went; |

Fenner Brockway, British M.P., tells how he and a
colleague Leslie Hale, M.P., visited African reservations
in Nairobi.and found,that:
We app%bached a brick structure which lookéd

like a row of latrines. It was pre-war muni-
cipal terraced housing. We knockede-at any
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Ypr
door by chance. The one room was ten feet
by ten. It had no window and was dark.
Three married couples were sleeping in it,
their quarters limited to narrow beds behind
curtains! We went up to a newer housing
estate, architecturally picturesque. We
knocked at ‘the first door. It was again a
one-room dwelling, fifteen feet by twelve.
Two families lived.in it, four .adults and .
four children.63

(NI

Mr. Brockway then poses this question:

Is it surprising that the death rate from
tuberculosis has increased _in Nairg&i by
threefold in the last seven years?

Condifions attached to the farms seemed so intol-
erable that many 'squatters' who felt they could no

fbnger beér it sought to d;ift away. vz

With regard to the size of land occupied by Afri-
cans tﬁe Morris Carﬁer Commission recommended in effect
that:

the size of the Reserves be limited and that
the size be based upon the number of wives

-

and be progressive and that also that it ought

to be a system of identification by regis-
tration, based upon the South Rhodesia Native
Pass Consolidation Ordinance...if registration
proved ‘inadequate, then a Pass Law, on the

63penner Brockway, M. P., op. cit., pp. 4-5.

641piq.
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~—~~_ . lines of the one in force in South Rhodesia,
should be introduced.®5

The” contlnued economlc and polltlcal lltlgatlpn between

-

European settlers and Asians especially over the High-.
lands finally compelled the British Government to inter-
vene in 1922 by appointing another Commission headed by.

a Conservative Secretary for the Colonies, the Duke of

1 L+

Devonshire. ' The statement, generally known as the
'Devonshire Declaration' said inter alia:

Primarily, Kenya is an African territory and .
His Majesty's Government think it necessary
definitely to record their considered opinion
that the interests of the African natives must
be paramount, and that if and when,. those
interests and the interests of the 1mm1grant
races should confllct the former should
Arprevall .

But the prlnc1ples enunciated by the Duke of Devonshire
' were never heeded, indeed, there had never been any effo;t
to give practical expression to them. Over the decades,
instead of protecting the. rights of Africans, especially
oneirland, the British Government éurrendered_mofe and--

more absolute powef inte.the'hands'of the settler com-

Michael Blundell, Captain

munity led by Lord Delamere,?

’65Carl'G. Rosberg, Jr., The Myth of Mau Mau:
Nationalism.in. Kenya(New. York: . Frederick A. Praeger,. . .
1966), pps- 45-46. . N

66Great Britain, Future East African Policy(London:
cmd. 2904, 1927), pp. 2-3.(See also Cmd. 3574, 1923).
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Briggs, Charles Markham, Harvelock, Ferdinand Cavendish-
Bentick and other hard core settlers:

Africans could not belie&e in goodwill from Brit-
ain. When they senf delegates to London they were
treated with hostility and insults. In Kenya they were
treated céntemptuously as .'foreigners' in their own couﬁ—
try. Herded into reserves bf forced into slave-like
labor, they'ﬁad no way tq»escape.

| The Europeans claimed to be developing Kenya,.but
it was primarily development for tﬁe European settler
community, and the imposition of their culture on Afri- -

. cans. For instance, the best roads were‘thcgg linking

-

European~owned farms and proViding communications for
Europeaﬁ<trade. These roads did not penetrate into the
African areas (Native Reserves).

Tﬁé”dfban centers were developed primarily for the
convenience and pleasure of the Europegns.v This is
obvious from the construction of these areas where there
waé a smart Eugopeanized center, an outer band primarily
Asian and, on the fringeé and beyohd, the so-called

‘African locations'. In these urban areas the color-

bar was rigorous: hotels and restaurants exclusively for
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whitess éebarate scheols; separaté hospitals, separate
lavatories for Europeans, Asians, Africans; éverywhere
segregation'and-insisténce on European superiority;. Mr;
Fenner Brockwéy, M.P;; once again observed:

In Nairobi in 1950 my companions were the
representative of the United Natiéons in East
Africa and the First Secretary at the Office
of the Indian High Commission; the former
. distinguished African, a doctor .of philosophy B

at Columbia University, New York, the latter .
distinguished Indian, an Honours Degree graduate
at Oxford. We searched Nairobi for one hour to
find a xestaurant or hotel where we could have
a meal together. We failed. "Europeans only"
was invariably the rule. We had finally to
resort to a rather low dance hall down town.

. i I was ashamed and my friends were humiliated.

o
Racial discrimination permeates every sphere of
life in Kenya....In towns, the races must live
in different locations -- African, Asian, and
" European. The races are educated separately in

the schools. There are separate hospitals and
clinics. Everywhere there is racial segregation. -
I regard the separation of children in the
schools as_the greatest social crime committed
in Kenya.

On Wages Mr. Brockway .observed:

Europeans, Asians and Africans who do the ;gﬁe\
work are paid on different scales. The Gov-

N ernment gives a lead to private employers in
this matter by paying Europeans more than Asians
of the same grade, and Asians more than Africans.

67Fenner Brockway, op. cit., pp. 6-8.
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2

A deputation of African veterinary surgeons
waited on Leslie Hale and myself. They had
qualified at Kakerere College, but when they
took posts. in the Department of Agriculture
they found themselves working under an un-
©  cqualified Buropean who was gaid a higher’
y\\\ " salary’ than they received.®

/ \\\W/ Quotlng the Department of Labour's annual report Mr.

Brockway continued:

. The .lowest grade among Europeans was under
L600 a year. There are between two and
three thousand Europeans rece1v1ng less than
that in Kenya.

The lowest grade among Asians was under L180
a year. There are between three and four
- thousand Asians receiving less than that
P in- Kenya.
i : .
The lowest grade among Africans was under .
L24 a year. There are 46,000 African workers L
-receiving less than’ that in Kenya. )
* Clothe these figures in flesh and blood, picture
what they mean in physical existence and social
‘and educational opportunity, and the whole
scene of racial differences in Kenya is revealed
in its stark injustice and cruelty.

In 1959, Mr. John Stonehouse, Britain's Labour M. P.,
speaking'in the House of Commons, appealed to the" British
. T ' Government in conjunction with the Colonial Government

to change the old policiee. He pointed out that "it was

681bid., p. 8.

691bid. - ‘
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time the colony .forged ahead economically, socially and
M

politically".70‘hAgcorqing to Mr., Stonehouse:

1. the country should have eventual self- ’ -
determination on the basis of universal
adult franchise:

2.- there should be no discrimination among the
different communities.7l

Mr. "Stonehouse warned his iisteners, the British and
Kenya Governments and the Kenya European farmers alike

that if the British Government had not reserved the

‘fertile land' for European use oﬁly, and also if the

-

British Government had listened to the plea made in 1952

for land reform, it was possible that'"fhe‘yhole awful

business of Mau Mau would have been avoided”.72 Mr.

Stonehouse finally recommended that "those Europeané who
R
could not stomach such a policy would have an opportunity

to leave the country"f73

— . C 70"Parliamentary Correspondence: African Affairs at
- Westminster", Journal of Royal African Souls, Vol. 56,
No. 230 (January 1959), 47.

71l1pid,
721pbid.

"731bid.
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Summary:
' This ehapter first noted a repid transformation ef
the nghlands as a result of continuous influx of Euro- *
pean settlers. This became a 'Land Rueh' period. Syndl—
cates, Corcessions, and individuals -- all.lined up to
' grab as‘much land as>their'qapacity;could eiiow. To
_them, this was 'no man's land'.

The railroad, which covers a distanceiof'about‘&BO
miles from Mombasa to Lake Nyanza (or Victoria) was con-
structed for economic political purposes.. Politically,
it gnabled the British to transport drafted Africans and;
‘British troops to Central and North Africa fgﬁ%ight other
iﬁtruding Buropean nations. - These troops were also used ) ~
to put éewn Africans rebelling against the European
influx. 'Economically, the railroad facilitated the
importation of Africans to Eurepeans' farms, and also the
importation of raw materials te Britain.

) ‘U?o build the railroad, and also protect it'from
possible attack by rebellious or hostile Africans, Indian
coolies and.sepoys were imported by the British authorities.
Generally, Africans refused to woik on the construction
due to traditional norms (which lacked the employer-

employee concept),.-and also due to. thelr hostility. agalnst

s

R}
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thg railroad itself, and what it stood for).

On account §f the dispossession of the land, many
‘Africans who were unable4to‘find accommodation elsewhere
became squatters on'whiﬁe plantations. Under the law,
squatters labored for the white man.fof nop less than
180 days a year in order to be allowed to use a little
piece of land on'which the ﬁaﬁ and his family squattefed.

-,

) Anothef method adopted by the colonial authorities

in providing the white settlers with abundant supply of

cheap .labor was the system of direct taxation. Every

African pfesumabiy over the age of eighteen had to pay a
-poil tax. folygynists paid 'hut tax' on‘theﬁhasis of the
number of wives.

Toienable the Eﬁropean settlers to keep control
over their labor supply, a labor certificate or a pass
(KIPANDE) was introduced by the colonial government.
Under the 'Native Registration Ordinancé', every African
Was.compelled to carry the pass. To be found without it

"waé a'criminal offence liable to heavy fine,_iﬁprisénment,
or both. |

The pattern of government was based oﬁ the philos-

ophy of ‘white supremacy'. For example, there were three

gystems in the colony -- Buropean, Asian and African.
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The latter received the least attention. 'While white
children eﬁjoyed freé.compulsory é&ucatién, theomajoFity
of tﬂe Africén children of school-going age received nb =
educéfion at all. And the few who-managed to get'in£94
schools (méinly mission schools), paid school fees. Be-
cause 6f this negleét, sodip—economic evil; among the

Africans were rampant.

PR
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CHAPTER IV

¢

AFRICAN RESISTANCE TO_ EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT

A. Pre-Mau-Mau Period:

.Towards the end of 1919, an organization called.the
East African Association was formed under the leadership.
of Harry Thuku. In:1921 this,organization;coﬁvened a
_meeting at Dqgoretti, near Nairobi, attended mainly by
‘chiefs' and 'headmen' who authorized Harry‘Thuku and a
few others to draw up what was probébly the first African
Petition to the British Government protesting against

Eurcpean hegemony through forced labor, the iniquitous
‘"hut and poll taxes, the alienation of their igads to
Eﬁrdpeans, and the ehactment-of the” 'Registration Ordi-
nance'..rThe Petition ended by enquiring of the British
Governmeﬁt whether the oppressive measures enacted against
African§ was the quernment's way of acknowledging the
faithful service rendered b&_the ‘Carrier Corps', con-
‘siéting largely of Africans, in the war effort_aQéinsﬁ the
Germans<in the then.German'colony of East Africa.
The Kenya Government's response was to laungh an at-

: \
tack on Harry Thuku and his associates which culminated

in the arreét of Thuku on March 14, 1922. Thuku was

-129-~
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held in custody at the Police Station in Naircbi. On
learning of the arrest of their léader, thousands of
Africans begén aésembling near the Police Station and
demandéd his release. " Exasperated by the refusal of.thé
Chief. Secretary, Sir Charles Bowring, and the Governor
General; Edward Nbrtiey, té_releése Thuku,vAfricans
_gathered at tbe Police Station and attempted to enter

the Station en masse. The Police openeé fife. According
to government gzéhorities,."at least twenty-one of them
lay dead".l‘ Scon the government banned the East African'
Association, and departed Thuku ts Kismayu, a remote area
'in the Northern Province of Kenya:; he was né%i%eleased
uﬁtil 1931. _. - B

Eéflier,in 1923, the government allowed the for-

mation of a political body provided such a body confined
itsvmembership to a single ethnic group. In this way the
colonial government hoped to foster ethnic divisions
‘wifﬁin the country. Accordingly, in 1923, the,Kikuyu

Central Association was formed with Joseph Kangethe as
B

luthe Rise of Political Parties in Kenya", by
W. Kirumba. KENYA TODAY, No. 9, September, 1970, p. 30.
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president and Jesse Kariuki as vice president. Almost
simultaneously similar organizations were formed in other

parts of Kenya. For instance, two organizations emerged

in Nyanzé provinde - 'Piny Owacho' (the country speaks).“

Young Kavirondo Associationz, Carl G. Rosberg Jr.
‘Observes:’

While the struggle over land intensified the
- growth of political consciousness among the

Klkuyu during this period, this consciousness.
was no means restricted to them. Associations
among the Luo and Luhya in Nyanza, the Wakamba
in Central Kenya, and the Tdita near the coast,
protested Government policies and actions and 3

) demanded redress of economic and land grlevances.;

He contlnues. ~ o
o
Major urban protest4was expressed in a strike
at Mombasa in 1939.7 C e

In 1928, Jomo Kenyatta, then Secretary of the
Kikuyu Central Associétion, was chosen to present African
land grievances to the British authorities in England.

His mission was unsuccessful. In 1932, Kenyatta was
. 1 AN ) ///\$\\

2The association was\iegg;,changed into 'Kavirondo
Tax Payers' Central Association', and shortly afterwards
to 'Kavirondo Taxpayers' Welfare Association', at the

insistance of Archdeacon Owen of C.M.S., Owen hlmself
became pre51dent of the Association.

3carl G. Rosberg, Jr., The Myth of Mau-Mau:.
Nationalism in Kenva, p. 136.

4Ipig.
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again asked to return to England to press further for the
return éf the Highlanas, but his mission was once again
of no avail. -In the meantime, Protestanﬁ Missionaries .
launchéd'a camp&ign agdinst female circumcission. Anf—
one refusing to give support to the Missionaries' demand -
"was réqﬁired to remq&e his/her child from mission school -
and the family was excommunicated. This undertaking led
to the formation of the Kikuyu Independent Séhools Asso-
ciation, the Githunguri Teachers' Cqllege, the Karinga
Independence Schools Association, the African Independent‘
Orthodox Church, and the 'Dini‘ya Msambwa ' (a secret .
.éult).-- ' ‘ -
n Africans' feelings were more “aggravated particularly
when in i933, Kenya Land Commission under the chairman-
ship of Justice W. Morris Carter felt that their °terms
of reference precluded_them from rg@ressing land griev-

ances of Afr-icans",5 and went on to recommend in Section ¥

1971 of the Commission's Report the-legislatidﬁ_bf

K-
5Kenya Land Commission: by Justice W, Morris
Carter, 1933 Section 1971, p, 49l..
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"approximately 16,700 square miles" as "the European
'Highlands".s "At the time when ﬁhe-Commission reported";
wrote Lord Hailéy, "the actual area alienated to Euiopeaﬁs
was ld,§45'square miles; of which 11.8 per cent was o
cultivated, 40.7 per cent used for European stock, 20 -
per cent occupied by native squatters, ané.27.5 pexr cent
not in use.._The margin between the 16,700 square miles
which were eventually defined by the Commiésion as
reseryéd for European occupation and that already held

by settlers was therefore considerable; there was an even
greater disproportion between the area reserved and that
" in beneficial use...."’ 1In 1938 the Akambamigsociation
ih conjunction with the Taita Hill® Association organized
a maraﬁhbg protest march to Government House against the
confiséétion énd slaughtering of thousands of their cat-

tle by the government under the order of 'destocking'

(or_what the govefnmeﬁt called 'an anti-erosion measure)8

61bid.

. » ' ’
7Lord Hailey, An African Survey, rev. 1956 (London:
Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 750.

8Odinga, op. cit., p. 96.
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under the recommendation of Morris Carter's Land Commis-
sion Report which said inter alia:

v

with all the emphasis at our command, that
action be taken with the least possible delay
to inaugurate the cutting of surplus stock

and to pursue unremittingly a policy of con-
trolling the cattle population within the lim-
its which the grazing facilities .available

from time to time dictate. -

Meanwhile, other sporadic ofganizations and protests were
staged in ofher parts of the country. Such~organizapions
included, among others, the East African Trade Union
Congress, the Ex—Service—ﬁen Association, the two cham-
bers of 'Parliament' and the 'Thirty Group'.lo Later,
_all these formed what was to be known as'theiﬁLand Com-~
mittee'. This Committee resolved\EP send Aching Oneko
and Peter Koinangerté Londoﬁ once égéid to plead with the
British government to allow Africans to occupy and farm
fhose parts of the Highland that were idle. They took
with them a petition to His Majesty which bore some "67,000

s:Lgnatures"ll and when the delegates asked to see

9. Morris Carter Land Commission Report, 1933,
Sec. 2011, 'p. 501.

10For the functions and aims of 'Parllament' and the
'Thirty Groug (See Oginga Odinga, .NOT YET UHURU), jsio
111-112. :

llcarl G. Rosberg, Jr., op. cit., p. 224.
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the Secretary of State for the‘éolonies, Mr. Oliver
Lyttelton,fthe latter refused to see ;hem and so turned
down all the ‘delégat;i.ons-" proposals summarily. Ziske'd to -
repeal the .two 1938 Ordinénces which denied land righté

to Africans, the Colonial Office "argued that the land the -

]

""Buropeans had occupied had been empty and unused, con-

sisting of enormous tracts of grass and bush, uninhabited

save for wild animals and periodical visits By savage -
herdsmen with their herds of cattle.f'12 The Colonial
Office argued that it was "only the Kikuyu (that) were

opposed to the Kenya Land Commission"l3, and that the

sty

. oppositions e . -

...has been organized mainly by the so-called
"Kenya African Union', which it.should be
noted is still, despite assertions to the con-
trary and efforts to enlist support from other
tribes, an almost entirely Kikuyu organization.
The majority of Africans of other tribes are
indifferent to it, many with just cause and.
suspicions;. and others openly hostile.

Mo ”~ kS ~

o

This aétion-by the British Government acted as a

catalyst to the already fermenting African feelings.

121bid.
131bid., p. 225.

l41pia.
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The lattéer finally demanded a formation of a country-wide
G

organization in place of ethnic or fegiona} ones that had
hitherto 5een in operation. The Africans' objective
this timé was to coordinaté their efforts. This ga&e
birth to the Kenya African Study Union, iLater in 1945,

. the organization changed its name to "Kenya African
Union", with James Gichuru as its President. In 1946,
K;nyatta becaﬁe its President following his return from
seventeen ‘years of self impésed exile in Europe, and the
organizatioan inténsity flourished as its new and forﬁi-

.dable oathtaking drastically intensified the Africans’

~--thinking. peee )
... -Oginga Odinga observes: . N

Never in the history of Kenya was there a
more crucial period for the freedom of
struggle in the years from 1946 to 1952;

the great upsurge of support for KAU when
Kenyatta returned in 1946 was the overt
expression of the tumult among the people.15

‘He continues:

Oaths had begun to have political significance
in the twenties when the land agitation started
in force, but a new type of oath -- the adminis-
tration of a mass oath to a whole community --

1l50dinga, op. cit., p. 98.
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emerged in 1947-48 when .the crisis of the
Olengurone squatters came ‘to a head. Eleven
thousand Kikuyu were faced with forcible
eviction .from their lands; the oath taken

on that occasion was not the entry to a secret
society of the select, but a community pledge —-
a commitment to-a klnd of verbal constitution --
to resist removal and agrlcultural restrlctlons,16

""The Colonial Office deliberately overlooked”numerous depu-~
tations and demonstrations from other ethnic groups such
és the Wakamb;, the Masai, .the Kavirondo Associations;
the Taita Association and the East Aﬁrican Association’
all of waomlhad as early as in the 1930's and 1940's
staged demonst;ations demanding the repeal of the Land
Ordinances of 1902, 1915 and 1934. Thus, thé*&éputations
and delegations to the coloniél aﬁth@rities returned to

—thelr people empty—handed and without the slightest en-
couragement that there mlght be 1mprovements. ‘

Thus Britain did, through its Royal Commissions and
government create aﬁd institutiénaliée ah entity struc-

- tured along color line -- as one hisﬁorian commented:

The Commiésion's recommendations, whgch were
accepted by the British Government, implied
- that Kenya was to be partitioned into two

racial blocks, African and European. And in
the ‘African sector, all economic, social and

{

161bid., p. 97.
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political developments were to be conducted
on tribal lines. Rac1allsm thus became
1nst1tutlonallzed

on April 13, .1944, three European settlers and

colonial administrators made it crystal clear in the

_Leglslatlve Counc1l that the nghlands belonged to the

Buropean settlers, and that they had no intention of

giving them up: They also claimed in their speeches
that the Africans had no inferest in the Highlands. They
said:

We have established the fact that we have
rights in the area known as the Highlands,
and we have not...the slightest 1ntentlon
of giving up those rights or hav1ng tidm
interfered with, and I think it is a real
waste of time for minorities in this Council
to keep on questioning them.l18

...It is the policy of this Government sup-
ported and confirmed again by the Imperial
Government, that the Highlands of Kenya shall
_be reserved for the ownershlp and occupation
of white residents only. !

" 17Walter Rodney, How Europe Underdeveloped Africa
(London: Bogle-L'Ouverthre Publications, 1972), p. 251.

ey .

18Major Sir;ﬁefdinand Cavendish-Bentinck (Member
for Agriculture and Animal Husbandry). Kenva Legislative
Council Debate, April 13, 1944. : .

~

19C.'E. Mortimer - Commissioner of Lands and Set-
tlement. Kenya Legiglative Council Debate, April 13,
1944,
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The natives of this colony have no land inter-
ests in the Highlands....They have no rights
to the land, and I hope they never will. 0

B. Mau Mau Showdown and the Declaration of Emergency:

The first néws which the world at large heard of
an impending crisis in Kenya was- a sensationally-angled

- story spread across the ﬁronﬁ pages of both The London

Times and East .African Standard dated March 17, 1950.
These newspapers told in highly colofed terms of an

alleged plot to murder all Europeans in Kenya. The story

- 3
flared and theén petered out. Then came occasional reports

of spasmodic acts of violence.

Nonetheless, European groups in Kenya we?g%agitating
tﬁat‘there_was a serious threat tanlaw aqd order', and
préssed the Government to take some drastic action. The
. Press, senéing a good story, began to build up every inci-
dent they could track down into a sensation.

The expression "Mau Mau" crebt into the news column.
* No oné'knew its origin or meaning. Many African leéders,
spear-headed by Mr. Jomo Kenyatta repeatedly said publicly

that they neither knew its origin nor its meaning and

20Montgomery (Nominated Member for 'African-Inter-
- ests'), Kenya Legislative Council Debate, April 13, 1944.

-
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objective. " For example, on February 4, 1951 Kenyatta

addressed a huge rally at Kaloleni in Nairobi, during

which he said that he did 'not know of the word 'Mau Mau'

or in what language it occurred”.2l

However, in Barbette Blackington's Masters Thesis,

~‘one Kikuyl.informant is reported to have givén the fol-

lowing explanation about the origin of the word 'Mau Mau'

in 1950:

The word 'Mau Mau' is a rather Kikuyu word,
“"but since it is a repitition of two words,
very few Kikuyu people have come to think

of its real meaning. 'Mau' means 'those’

in the English sense of the woxd. When the
first trial was held in Kenya at a place
called Naivasha (on or about March 1777950,
accused of oath taking), one of the accused,
while attesting evidence was cross examined
by the prosecution to say what he was told
nét to tell anyone by the ocath administor.

His answer was that he was told not to review
'those things'. The prosecdutor insisted, what
were those things, but since he never wanted
to tell the court he continued saying 'those,
those, those things'. Here the reporters put
the words as 'those those things', which in’my
Kikuyu language means. things not to be reviewed.
Let me put it this way, 'those' means ‘'Mau’ and
those things means 'Mau', therefore, !'those
those' means Mau Mau.

2lcarl R. Rosberg, Jr., op. cit., p. 269.

22Barbefte Blackingtdn, A Study of the unrest which
was the Mau Mau Movement: Unpublished M.A., Thesis, Howard

University, Washington, D. C., 1962, pp. 177-178.



The author then asserts:

It is essential to understand that until the
commencement of guerrila warfare in Kenya in
late 1952, Africans did not use’ the word Mau
Mau regarding themselves. The Mau Mau Asso-
ciation was a term invented by a European in
1950 in an effort to label activity in African
society about which Europeans were ignorant.
The activity was the secret, but nevertheless,
legal, administration of the "Oath to get the
lands back." Having -called the activity which
they wished to attack by a foreign name, and
having termed it an association when it was
. not one, in order to bring it within the realm
of legal prosecution, the Europeans had moved
several steps away from the reality known to
the Africans. The people engaged in taking and
giving the "Oath to get the lands back", never
called each other, or anyone, Mau Mau. There-
fore, African leaders who were fully cognizant
of the:"Oath to get the lands back", could
- truthfully say that they did not know what Mau
Mau was. They did not. This is not a%l‘»ngue-
in-cheek "'béhavior. "The Europeéans invented and
used Mau Mau at this time_to arrest and harass
Africans., The African- leaders sincerely de-
nounced Mau Mau as a fiction used to slander
and assault the African community.23

However, it is true that the peasantry who resolved
to revolt against the settlef goverpment organized thefn-
selves in the ‘Maﬁ Hills' of Kenyé: some of these men
were in the Aﬁerdare Mountains, Kenya Mountain, whilé
others were in the outskirts of Mount Elgon. This was

necessary since trying to do so in the open would have

231pid., p. 149.
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endangeréd or risked their overall objective. The gov-
ernment security forces, on hearing some reports that
many of these people were in hiding in the forests of.Mau
Hi}is, wit@wthe inﬁenﬁién’of reyoitiqg against the gdvérne
ment, sought to call these people (and everyone élse that’
--was in sympthy with them) 'Mau Mau'. . »
Meanwhile in Kenya, thé African-political leaders
were busy witﬁ.constitutioqal activities. The Kenya
African-Union (K.A;U.) had become a mass movement, and the
Kenya Land Petition was reaching its~climax. For instance,
in ﬁay 1951, K.A.U. issued yet another_land petition
' enfi;led 'Préyer for thée Restoration of our Lard', a copy
of which was handed to the Secrqgéry‘of State for the_
Colonies,iJames Griffiﬁhs) on>his visit to Kenya. The
Petition listed several grievances resulting from Land
Ordinance of 1938 and others. These grievances included,
among others;
the creation of 'a population of over- 250,000
squatters -- with no rights of security, in the
European areas, the exodus of large numbers of
Africans to the towns to serve as cheap labour,

the increase of poverty, malnutrition, crime and
moral degradation among Africans.24

24Mbiyu Koinange and Achieag Oneko, Land Hunger in
Kenya (London: U.D.C. Publication, 1952).
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The Petition continued:

The Crown Land Ordinance passed in 1938 had
been to establish a European aristocracy ]
based not on moral or mental superiority, -
but on an artificially created monopoly of
fertile land-situated-in a climate g1v1ng
the greatest opportunity for health, in
contrast -- a large part of African popu-
lation is compelled to live in dry, hot and
unhealthy areas insufficient in extent and
fertility to maintain existence. In the
rural areas the result has been over-stoé¢king,
soil' erosion "and deplorable agricultural. con-
ditions; in the urban areas overcrowding,
vice and ghetto-like conditions. The African
L~
people in Kenya do not recognize the moral
authority of either the Crown Lands Ordinance
or the Native Land Trust Ordinance. Their
land has been taken from them without their
consent

X
The Mau Mau propaganda had in fact -beguh” three or

four years before the Colonial Governor, Sir Evern Baring,

declared a state of Emergency on October 20, 1952. Steps

to suppresé African political activity and remove the po:

litital leaders had privately been suggested by European

settlers.’

Indeed some advocated the execution of Jomo

Kenyétta, Oginga Odinga and other top leaders. ?his is

revealed through -the secret circular of the Electors'

Union (an organization of European settlers in Kenya) dated

251bid.
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August 7, 1952, which was marked, 'NOT FOR PUBLICATION'Z°

(See the circular in the Appendix).

The Mau Mau propaganda continued to mount and |
reached a hysterical pitch'%p mi@—August11952. For
instance, on, August 24, 1952 the Kenya Colonial Government‘

 issued a statement referring -to what it called "evidence |
of growing unrest and disregara‘for law and order".27
Cﬁrfews were iﬁbosed in three Kikuyu districts: Nanyuki,
Nyeri and Fort Hall. Meanwhile, Britain's Lancashire
Fusiliers stationed in Egypt were flo@n into Kenya, and
the 4th Uganda Battalion of the King's African Rifles werez
sent 1ntq the.country. Over 2,500 European-se%fier/

farmers joined the Kenya Police Resgerve. 1

' In September, a Mr. E. R. St. A. Davies, the-'Chief
. <

Native Commissioner' and Member for ‘African Affairs',

and Mr. John Whyatt, the Attorney-General flew to London

for discussions with.fhe Colonial Secretafy. On the day

the Emergency was declared, hundreds of Africans were

) 26plectors' Union, August 7, 1952. (See also .
Anthony Howard, Xenyatta, A Photographic Biograph (Nairobi:
East African‘Publishing House, 1967), p. 86.

27gast African Standard, August 25, 1952.

.
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rounded up and detained. Top leaders of k.A.U.'headed by
Kenyatta were flowh'to Kapenguria (in the remote part of
northern Kenya)'where they were prosecuted and later im-
., brisoned for, seven years fgf "maﬂaging 'Mau Mau'." ‘ |

The causes of 'Mau Mau' revolt aroée mainly “from
deep-rooted and continuing frustration -- a‘ffustration.
which the Africgn could never avoia. Mr. Fenner Brockway,
British Labor M;P., gave a rather comprehensive account.
of this episode.28

v While in London, both Achieng Oneko ana Mbiyu

Koinaqge séid that the Kenya African dnion (K.A.U.) and
all African leaders had no knoWledge of a ﬁéu MZ movement.
Tﬁey'said, howewer, fhat Africigrdiséqnteﬁt grew as a
result of the failure of‘both the British Qovernment and
the Kenya settlers to return the land to Africans. They
‘'referred to Kenya Land Petition and to the fact thatiabouﬁ
two hundred British Lébor M.P.'s has signed a ‘Parliament-
\ary motlon supportlng the Afrlcan demands.

The tremendous 1ncrease in the membershlp of the a

Kenya African.Unlon, and the growing support for the

28por detailed account, See "Why Mau Mau'" by
Fenner Brockway, M. P., in the Appendix.
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demands of the Africans in other parts of Africa, and

especially those in foreign countries, including Britain,

alarmed the leaders of the European Electors' Union -- a
consgrvative:organization_-4 and most of the European
farmers.-

Under the pretext of suppressing 'crimé® and estab-
lishing 'law and order', the reéresentative organizations
of the Africanslﬁere attacked. Meetings of the'Kenya
African Union were banned. .It was even illegal at that
moment for more than six Africans to meet without prior
permiésion from the Government.

‘Even before the Emergency was officiailYQZEclared
on'October 20, 1952, the Govern@%nt had indeed begun to
také action thch created an at&gsphere of'foreboding.

For instance, road travel in and out of Nairobi was banned
bétween the hours 6f 7 p.m. and 5.30 a.m.

;; Afte;_his returh from London, the Aﬁtorney-Genefal,
Mi..John Whyatt introduced a series of bills into the
Leéislétive Council which gave the Government wide-powers
to‘contfol the Press and organizatignsland to restrict the

. mongent of persﬁns they suspected bf"subversive activities'.
All printing‘présses had to be licenced and the Govefnment

could seize and destroy newspapers printed on unlicenced
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presses. Societies with ten or more members had to be
registered and those not admitted into xegistration auto-
matically became iliegal. 'Any organization with inter—

. national reputation or aff;iiations such as K.A.U. could
be proscribed if the Government deemed ifAnecgssary.

There wefe greatly increased penalties” for sedition
and the way was eased for Courts to find a person quilty
of ‘'seditious aétivities'. No lonéer was direct evidence
obligatory; statements could be taken on affidavit which
became valid evidence in court; confessions made to police
officers under duress were admitted as evidence. A pro-
vincial commiséioner or even a district officerzwho was
satiéfied that any person was iimembe; of Mau Mau or‘ahy
4 'udapproved} organizatioﬁ could)order his removal to a

restricted are; and disobedience of such’én order was
punishable by a fine of one hundred péunds (a fortune to
most Africans) and/or‘twelve monthsr impriéonment. Cer-
\fainly“these measures overthrew basic principles gf “legal
jﬁstice. gut they were nothing compared to the wﬁolesale
abandonment of légality and ruthless fepression which was
soon to follow. Meanwhile, the police appealed to Euro-

pean farmers to form 'home guard' for 'night patroling.

On October 20, 1952, some-additional troops were



.~~'\'/'  i . | i ’\

¢

"2148-

flownAinto kénya_—— the last Battalion of Lancashire
Fusiliers from the Suez Canal area: a battalion of the
VKing's Afriéan ﬁifléé ermVTanzaﬁia‘(then Ténganyika):
‘and ‘two further companies from Uganda. The same night thé-
Governor ordered the police to strike at the headgquarters
‘df.the Kenyé African Unibn and the homes of*tﬁé Union's
executive officers, and more than a hundred others were
apprehended. Jomo Kenyatta, President of -the Uﬁion;
Achieng Oneko, General Secretary; Fred Kubai; ‘Bildad

Kaggia and Kungu Karumba were among the first to be

rounded, up.

Lt

Police and troops ébncerted this drive into the

African 'reserve', seafcéhing houses, surrounding men and

women for 'questioning‘. " Road blocks were set up; trucker-

dogs were uséé'to hunt down anyone running away. In the
cities --especially Nairobi¢{detachments of the Lancaéﬂire
Fusiliers patrolled the streets with fixed bayonefs{
Thqusaﬁdé of Africans wére‘arfested indiscriminétel;; A£
this time in Kenya cqnstitutional methods of struggle were
now utterly unapplicable. The only law was that of the
‘bludgeon and the gun. Police and troéps moved systemati-
cally'through-the African locations an& reservations.

There were all kinds of atrocities: killings, beatings,
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répe, lootings, arson, etc. Thousands of Africans -- men
and women alike, began to flee to the forést, the last
hope of safety. - - )
. i Everywﬁere Africans were beiﬁgArounded up on mere
suspicion of being either a member of ‘Mau Map'ﬂor a i
" sympathizer; or any Afriéan'whé:openly mentioned the
opinion that his-land must be returned to him és.the
rightful 'owner' was rounded ﬁp. Tené’of thousands of
Africans -- especiélly belonging to Ki%uyﬁ, Embu and Meru
ethnic groupings were expelled from European farms. In
Nairobi-the palice carried out house-to-house. searches for
. . . wie .

unemployed Africans. As people were constantly a?iested
and getained-iﬁ"éeveral Emergenc§ éampsﬂ the Government

and European farmers moved bull-dozers in the African
'villages' and‘destroyed their houses and crops, and had
their land confiscated by the government. Everywhere there

- was chaos. Prisons and detention camps were crammed to

4 X -
suffocation. There was no doubt that the settlers'’ and

~r

government's principal aim was deliberately to create mass

4
starvation.

This state of affairs was spearheaded thrbugh com-
munal punishments. A special tax was imposed on each

N
ethnic group as a contribution to the cost of the Emergency.
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And every member of the ethnic group was held respﬁgzjble——

b& a system of communal punishments -- for every act com-
N %

mitted by 'mau mau’ If a 'Mau Mau' incident occurred in
. some=diétrict or location;br—réservation, all- the inhabit-
ants were rounded up and questioned. If they. failed to
give information leadiﬁg to the arrest of tﬁérpeople
responsible for the act,.then the cattle, goats, sheep,
even crops, bicycles, wheelbarrows and other pfoperty of
the entire community were seized. Here are some examples
. of communal. punishment: Jack Woddis writes:
Such was the case at Olenguruone in Kenya,
towards the end of 1949, when, in the, half—
light of an early dawn, a squad of armied
police, commanded by European officers,
descended on the 11,800 men, women and child-

. rén of Olenguruone, and threw them out of their
huts, which they burned to the ground. Crops
and food stocks were destroyed, and livestock
numbering 1,600 head of cattle and nearly 9,000
goats were confiscated.?2

And on November 17, 1951 "over two hundred police and
mercenaries.arrived in Engare-Nanyuki, they set firq to.

the pebple's homes, burned their crops and drove away

their cattle."30 Al ' N

29Jack Woddis, The Roots of Revolt(London- Lawrence
and Wishart, 1960), p. 14. .

301bid,, p. 15.

/
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November 10, 1952 all livestock within eight
_Square miles in the Thegenge location were

rounded up by police and troopst 3,775 head
of cattle, and 6,095 sheep and goaﬁs were
taken to Nyerl. "This followed the lynchlng
of Senior Chief Nder1.3l

- -

Again, on Eebruary 1, 1953'

- 300 cattle and 800 sheep were rounded up at
Mataara and Marianini.in the Gatundu area of
Kiambu on the ground that the people were
withholding information about the abductlon
of two elders.32

These.confiscations led to more embittered young and old

men running off into the forest either to hide or to pre-

pare and organize themselves for direct confrontation with?®,

.the colonial éovernment. The British eventﬁaldigsought to
contain the revolt by adopting a new-agricultural policy
. o :

in. Kenya.

C. The Swynnerton Land Development Plan (Report):

In the wake of 'Mag Mau' the colonial government
began to give'serious‘cons;derétion to new agricultpral
Wpolicy} As a result, in 1954 a new African Agricultural
developmeht plan (otherwise known as Syynnerton Plan) was

creéted as alfive—yeaf—plan. While the purpose of the plan

.

3lgast African Standard, November 11, 1952.

32Kenza Report, lst Edition (Published in London,
1954}).

<
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was not to deal with the demands made by the 'Mau Mau'
insurgents, it was no doubt hoped such a pol%Fy would alle-
viate the African lénd,grievances.' In addition, detenéioh
of~thousands of Africans during tﬁe Emergency made pos--

sible the change.in African land- tenure which was envisaged -

under theAPlan._ For ihstancé},the plan souéhf to raise
the output in African areas of high potentiél, the con-
solidation of African holdings, survey and registration of
such holdings, Fhe expansion of cash crops, provision of
water sppplies,»as well as settlement and réclamgfion
séhemgs. _

While the scheme would improve African gg%icpltural

potehtial,'it was also envisage9~to create a landed and a

‘

landless class. In the words of the Swynnerton Report:

Once registered, farmers will be able to buy
and sell land; amongst other Africans only,
and to mortgage titles to land against loans
from- government or other approved agency.

In the past Government policy has been to
maintain the tribal system of tenure so that
all the people have had bits of land and to
prevent the African from borrowing money
against the security of his land. The result
is that there is no agricultural indebtedness
by Africans to the other races. In future,
if these recommendations are accepted, former
Government policy will be reversed and able,
energetic or rich Africans will be able to
acquitre more land and bad or poor farmers
less, creating a landed and a landless class.
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" This is a normal step in the evolution of a
country.33

The Report ndted the folloﬁing_ecoﬁbmic benefits which,

would accrue from the Plan‘

Survey of holdlngs will be necessary both for,
planning lay-out and development and for the
registration of titles of land. From this
follows the need to provide the African farmer’
with an increased agric¢ultural and veterinary
advisory service which will help him to plan
his farming, to grow cash crops and to improve
the management of his livestock. This intensi-
fied farming will yield a number of advantages.
In appropriate areas surplus.'food production
will be increased to feed urban populations,
employed labour and for export. A number of
substantial and financially wvaluable cash crop
ipdustries will be developed. The output of.
stock products will be increased. -Jugkgas the

. Kipsigis tribe in Kericho now employ large
numbers of Luo labourers, so will this farming '’
development provide substantial employment for
African labour. The Wealth engendered will.
create employment for large numbers of people
in derivative occupations. Just as the Chagga
on Kilimanjaro have utilized their income from
coffee to import for slaughter large numbers of
cattle from the -pastoral tribes of Tanganyika,
so will thefe be created a large market for
slaughter stock, helplng to draw off surplus

" cattle from the semi-arid pastoral areas for
which it is hard o find outlets at present.

33Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, A Plan to
Intensify the Development of African Agriculture in Kenya,
by R. J. M. Swynnerton, O.B.E., M.C.(Nairobi: Govt.
Printer, 1955), pp. 9-10.

341bid., p. 10.
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Although the Swynnerton Plan did not seek to alter
the ownership of the Highlands, it marked the first bold
step in the deve;opmen£ of African agriculture. In other
. words, unlikg the earlier policies which restricted Afri-
can and European competition in‘the production of cash
crops (with Africans being only a source of ctheap labor
for white farmers) the new plan sought to make them com-
pete with white farmefs, and also make them self-support-
ing. The plan laid down a fifteen-year cash crop planning
program based upon three phases by which a given acreage
had to be planted up, each year five-year phase being

o

planned accordlngly. oy

TABLE 12

PHASED DEVELOPMENT OF CASH crops35

‘Acres Acres Acres Acres
Crops 1953 1958 1963 1968
Coffee 4,000 . 18,000 43,000 17,500
Pyrethrum 1,300 12,000 30,000 48,000
Tea 35 . 2,000 6,000 12,000
Plneapplés 3,000 10,000 18,000 25,000
Sugarcane 200 10,000 25,000 45,000

351bid., p. 15.
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The World Bank Mission of Kenya in 1963 also reit-

erated Swynnerton's capitalist theory of creating a few

_ African landlords through funnelling of funds, who, in ﬁhé

. event, would be used as a shield against any demand for

- ¢
B

European Agricul%ural disintegration. The Mission's
intention was vividly demonstraﬁed when it said that it
would prefer to see more assistance given to these few

landed Africans as "experienced farmers with substantial

-

capitéi“?Grather than those without.

While the issue_éf the Highlandé was not negotiable
at this stage, it became so five years later, primarily as
a resuft of political agitation for Kenya's indepéndence.
As the British Information Service Report observed:

Towards the end of 1959 a new land policy was
introduced by the Kenya Government, designed
to. ensure that the basis of tenure and manage-
ment of agricultural land would in future be
similar throughout Kenya 'regardless of race
or tribe, sa far as local economic and agron-
omic factors will permit'. Henceforward land
transactions in all parts of the countxry would
be judded only on grounds of sound agricultural
policy and the economic use of land. A new
system of controlling land transactions was

- introduced, and the Highlands Board was replaced’

36yorld Bank Mission Report, The Economic Develop-
ment of Kenya, 1963, p. 83.
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by a Central Land Advisory Board responsible
for advising the Governor on over-all land
policy.37

D. TImpact.of the Swynnerton Plan on the African Lands
- and the Highlands: . ‘ .

The Plan introduced an individualizétion of land
. ownership through regiéﬁration}_thus altered the African.
‘traditional commpnal land tenure. .This individualization
authorized one to buy or sell.land as one wished. More .
than that, the écheme introduced during the height of the
'Méu Mau' Emergency did not allow the Africans to voice
their Qpinion on the project. Those whé dared to 6ppose
the scheme received lesser land than those wﬁo éither co-
opéfafed with the government orhsimplyzkept quiet. Those
who strongly refused to accept t;e scheme wére forced out
of their land and were reallocated in a remote area far
away.from their'original locality.
Authority over iand by clans and communities began
té disinfegr&te as a result of communal land ownership and
maﬁagemqpt was shifted. Moreover, those who had no 'agri-.

cultural skill' or money with which to pay the government

37British Information Services Bulletin,, KENYA,
I.D. 1475, September, 1963, p. 11.
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for surveying and registration expense received little or
no consideration. Tﬁose absentg(e.é. detaiﬁees, prisoners,
or those in the forest) were .automatically disqualified
'?y the government for land, énd,,as it happened, their
land was confiscated and eithef given away fo’the 'loyal-
_ists'.or became 'governmeént property'. 0dinga observes:

Treachery was well rewarded. The government
used the Emergency years to force land con-
solidation in the Kikuyu reserves. With one

and the same re-allocation of land holdings

the government bought collaborators and wreaked
vengeance on the leaders and patriots who were
fighting in the forests or detained in the camps.
Agricultural policy was made to serve the po-
litical ends of the government and the punish-

° ment doled out to the men forcibly absent from
the reserves during the Emergency contiiifed to
be exacted in the period after that. The gov-
ernment's agricultural offlcers who worked the
land consolidation programme managed to put it
through only because the leaders were locked
up and the people were unable to resist it.

The government ignored the blatant fact that
if land consolidation were done at a time when
great numbers of the people were forcibly ab-
sent, many would be permanently dispossessed
or, at best, allocated the worst land even when
. the country returned to normal. This is exactly
. what happened. The men in the prisons and '

_...detention camps were unable to present their
cases before the land consolidation committees.
These committees were composed of loyalists
and home guards who were bitter enemies of the
detainees and took advantage of their absence.
When the doors of the prisons and the camps were
opened; seven, eight, and nine years later after
the imposition of Emergency rule, men who had once
owned land and been prosperous farmers were desti-
tute. Freedom-fighters had lost their land to
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collaborators and 'good boys' .38

Although the Plan 'aimed at raising the surplus

output of

or more apiec

1.

¢

6,000 famllles from 'L 10 or so per annum to 1100

e'39, nonethelesgs, it had its shortcomlngs:

the architects of the Plan sought to divert the
attention of those who were seeking a reform in
the Highlands by concentrating instead on the
consolidation.and registration of 'fragmented’
African 'Reserves', which would, in turn, safe-
guard the European holdings in the Highlands.
In other words, the creation of an African
landed class in the 'Reserves' vis-a-vis Euro-
pean landlords in the Highlands would contain
the African demand for the Highlands: ’

Since most of the activities of Highland reform
were flghtlng and others were in hiding, deten-
tion, ‘and prisons (or killed by the govirnment
forces), it was envisaged that those present-
and loyal to the colonial government, upon re-
ceiving individual tltles to land, would form

a viable force against anyone who would or
might eventually try to challenge their right
to land ownership. Pedraza summarises the
adverse consequences of the Plan in so far as:

a. it consolidated widely separated fragments
- into one holding:

" b. The issue of individual titles, which are

hecessary to give-security from.litigation,
did, in fact, also abolish the authority of
clan elders over land, as well as the

\

380ginga Odinga, op. cit., pp. 125-126.

_3gswynnerton Plan, p. 62.
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abolition of boundaries (or frontiers)
.between -different-clan- areas,-where the

requirement of consolidation made this
desirable. ‘

c. Prohibitioﬁ of. sub-division of land through

inheritance below what is-.considered to be
an economical holding.40-

. Pphilosophical Interpretation of;the Swynnerton Plan:

Undoubtedly the Swynnerton Plan was designed to

introduce to the Africans a sense of individual ownership

of not only land, but all that pertains to life, as

opposed to communal or family cohesiveness. With this

philosophy of life, the Europeans' objective was to crys-

‘talyzé their continued grip of the Highlands and &

piécateAtheir continued claipm of same. Garey Jones offers

Es
this observation:

The Swynnerton Plan implied a complete change

in the basis of the economy and the disappear-

ance of the idea that everyone must, or can,
have some land. It implied a landed and a
landless class....It further implied that the
landless would live (and not merely earn

 ﬂmoneyJ,bymemployment.,,,By creating individual

land ownership the plan produced a situation

in which it was expected that this would happen

naturally in the course of time, as those who
were not 'real farmers' sold their land to
those who were.

40g. . W. Pedraza, "Land Consolidation in Kikuyu

Area of Kenya', Journal of African Administration, Vol.
-1956, 82-88. - '

4ly, s. Carey Jones, The Anatomy of Uhuru(New York:

Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1966), pp. 54-55.
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He continues:

.. . There were dangere in the.plan: The idea
of a landless would not readily be accepted
even though the reality was already®in being.
The rigidity introduced into the actuality
of landed and landless by the registration

‘ of titles would cause tensions. The success

. of the plan depended on continued, rapid, eco-
nomic advance in the’ country in both agriculture
and 1ndustry, so that the landless could be
mopped up in other employment while-the govern-
ment was laying its plans for a new social secur-
ity system. Firm administration and the main-
tenance of order were essential during the tran-
sition period while the new situation was gaining
acceptance....If order could be maintained during
this period then the new situation would become
the accepted mode of things and force would no
longer be necessary. The country would have been
set on a new course. When a sailing ship changes
course there is a period when absolute discipline

. is required. When the new course is set, and

everything has settled in its proper pil:ze, the
captain and crew can relax....Virtually the plan
required a continuance of colonial administration
if its fruits were to @e garnered_

As to the philosophy of the Plan and its effect on the
social structure of the Africans, Carey Jones said:

The . Swynnerton Plan set out to bring together
the interests of the country and the self
‘intereést of the individual....The principle
of the individual land-ownershlp, brought into
- being-a-given point in time cut across tribal
traditions. The tribe could no longer pretend
to shoulder its responsibilities for finding
land for its members....The introduction of
the new class structure did not reflect tradi-
tional class structures and traditions. Africans--

-

421bid., pp. 55-56.
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found themselves more sharply divided and
bewildered. Not only were there landed and
landless. The former included the progressive
farmer who had fully adopted the new ways and
was rapidly making himself part. of the economy
and becoming 'rich'. It also included those
who were still thinking in terms of traditional
agriculture although anxious to secure their )
- own-land titles.. .The landless were driven back
on to traditional ways that gave no comfort
and -they had found, in the Mau Mau, that tra-
dition did not support them. *Having failed to
secure their end in the distortion of tradition,
they began to look to independence to solve
their problems and to an African government
under which they would find new land for sub-
sistence agriculture on the European farms.
They transferred the land-finding function
to the tribe to an independent African gov-
ernment .43 . ’

Summary:

s

In this chapter, we established that sdciogzconomic
and'politicallconaitions foistédggn,thezAfrican people, and
the failure on the part of‘coloni;l authorities to correct
them, gave rise to Africans' resistance. Because of the
loss of their land, aﬂd the kind of life they had been
forced to adopt., a revoit against these injﬁstices wés
ﬁlétqntlgﬁqringvitéble. The Afriqags Qere convinced that
it Qas sheef conspiracy on thé part of the Europeang to
make Africans what they were. |

In 1952, the Africans finally rose up against the

British colonialists. This came to be known as the 'Mau

43carey Jones, op. cit., pp. 57-58.
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Mau rebellion. This struggle was directed against colo-

nial oppression in general, and land alienation in par-

. ticular. , . .

-

A state of emergency was declared on October 20,
‘i952. All top African leaders of the Kenya African Union,
headed by Jomo Kenyatta, Bildad Kaggla, Fred_Kubal,
Ramogi Achieng Oneko, paul Ngei and Kungu Karumba --
" these men were tried and imprisoned for seven years' ._
hard labor. Other Africans eook refuge in the forests

-

and mountains, where they organized guerrilla detachments.

The war lasted for almost four and a half years.”.ﬁewaise
noted that early in August, 1952, some Europeanvgsttlers

demanded the liquidatioﬁ or neutralization of some -

N .

Afrlcan pollt1c1ans. 7

The Swynnerton Land Development Plan was 1ntroduced
in 1954 (named after its drafter doctrinaire, R. J. M.
SWyhnerton); aAlthough the Swynnerton Plan mentioned for
the_first-time‘the colonial government's concern to
infeﬁsify tﬁe development'of’Af;ican agriculture in the
sofcalledh'African Reserves,‘however, our analysis of the

Plan ﬁullifies this concern.

| The Plan condoned continued Eurqpeans‘ presence in

the Highlands, and Africans' landlessness and poverty in

perpetuity.
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CHAPTER V

LAND POLICY: LAND CONSOLIDATION AND REGISTRATION
- FROM 1954 $0 1960

A. Land Ownership:

The 1954 agricultural census ;evealed that more thénb
half the European commercial farms (about 1,600) averaged
i bétween 506 and 2,000 aéres, and many settleés“had ﬁore
than one farm of enormous size. In that same year, there-
were 762‘farms.of over 2,000 acres and these inéluded
ranches and only partially—developed'%&nd. The remai?ing
farms were. on.a much sﬁaller scale —- 477 bétween 200 and
500 acres each, and 462 under 200 acrés each,l.. 7
I"The 1954 census -also drew light on the nagﬁge of
the cultivated and un—cultivate@ land.in the-Highlands;
.More than 46 per cent was-classified as 'agriculturally
unproductivé' and 44 per cent was used only for grazing,
which means, therefore, that only 10 per cent was used for
_crops. Of the'land classified as 'agriéultdrally un-
erduetive' 24 per cent was forest, 1l per cent undef—
developed or unused, ana 11 per cent was classified as

'waste, buildings, etc.' Of the-3,163 cultivated holdings

in the settled area 527 were plantations and 316 were

lggricultural Census - European Large-Scale Farms,

1954.
-163~
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ranches. All these were European owned, and wére eé—
cluded f?om Maudling's one-million-acreyscheme. (This

'is described in Chapter 8). It shoﬁld be.noted-aléq;

'-phat these European-owned cuitivated holdings, 351 were
producing coffee, 601producipg tea, 43 producing sisal,

. 38 producing wattle, andf35-proqﬁqiﬁg sugar. The remain-
der (nearly.threg million acreg) were mixed—fafming land
-~ a third of which the British ‘Government propoéed to be
purchased at exorbitant prices for the purpose of set-

tling subsistence peasants.

A S —

B. ‘Governor s Speech in Leglslatlve Council on Lapd
Consolidation and Registration in Afrlcan Areas
as.a New Government Policy:

kY

on Octdber 23, 1957, sir Evelyn Baring, Governor of
Kenya during his address to the Legislative Council said,
inter alia:

In the African areas of good rainfall the
- consolidation of holdings and the expansion’
- of cash crops will be continued, and special,
.- attention will be paid to the development of
: holdings on sound farming principles, in-
- cluding methods of animal husbandry adapted
to such holdings.

The progress of land consolidation in the
Kikuyu areas continues to be most encouraging
and the newly established land.registries are
operating smoothly....Preliminary drafts of

o
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Bills covering the process of adjudicatign.
and registration are providing the machin€ry
for land transactions after registration
have been prepared by a Working Party which
I appointed earlier this year and are now
being examined by Government, .

In the Central Nyanza District, where agri-
cultural improvement is very necessary, small
pilot schemes are making some progress, albeit
slowly. My Government has no intention here,
or elsewhere, of imposing land consolidation.
We hope, however, that as the peoples come to
know more'-of its nature and of its benefits,
they themselves will demand increasingly
active measures. We are confident that with
greater knowledge, doubts and misconceptions
which are now current will be removed.

From the agricultural point of yview land
consolidation is, I need hardly say, no more
‘than a means to an end -- good husbandry and

a rise in the standard of living....2 ™%

The African Members did not accept, the deernor's views.

: ] .
Their oppositiéon was vividly expressed on October 30, 1957
when they gave the following reply:

Mr. Mate —-- Member fof Central Province:

.+.Tied up with land consolidation in general +
~is the problem of the landless people and the
unemployed. It is a fact, Sir, that generally
in the Central Province and especially in some
of the districts the question of land shortage °
is a real problem, and alsc unemployment. Land
consolidation is going to make it more acute

in that if, in a family where they all need to
come together one of the members of the family

’ <
2Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, Official Report -
Debateé October 23, 1957
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is, by agreement, left to farm a piece of land,
and others may not be able to farm it. So he
will be employed. The land available is by
far much less compared to the population....3

-On May 29, 1957 Mr. Mate elaborated on the consolidation

issue when he said:

u

The idea of consolidation and putting together
pieces of land means interfering with the tra-
dition and the native law and custom....The
father knew how to distribute the land to his
sons according to custom. That was always
clear. But_what do wé find today?....What
happens when the father wants to give land to
his son who has now grown up. We are told

that we cannot divide the land up again. Now
this creates a psychological position in the
African mind which the Government cannot afford
to overlook at the same time it creates the
other problem of individual ownership" as:npposed
to communal ownership....Land consolidation ‘is
not a panacea for all agricultural ‘development

and I maintain, very sinterely ‘that the idea

of the ownership of land and change of title
of land should be gone into very, very care-
fully and when it comes to the idea of regis-
tering land, Government should be very Zareful
to look into the customs ©f the people.

.Masinde Muliro, M.L.C. (NYanza North): had -this -

to say 6p November 14, 1957:

...As far as land consolidation is concerned,
we (African Members of the Legislative. Council)
have said that there should be no direct or in-

direct forcing the people to consolidate their

3colony & Protectorate of Kenya -Official Report’

Debates,
4
Debates,

October 30, 1957.

Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, Official Report,

May 29, 1957.
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land. However good the change may.be, the
people must have a changed attitude towards
that change...some administrators probably
or agrlcultural instructors, very eager,
wanting to get: .promotion, Mr-. Speaker, use
certain language...in Central Province they
say: "If you don't consolidate your land,
you're Mau Mau", in my own locality, people
are very afraid of the word "Msambwa"...and
now they are told "If you don't consolidate
your land, then yeu belong to the 'Dini ya:
Msambwa'.

The urgency applied in implementing land consolidation

took ‘precedence over other considerations. Complaining

about this'precedency,~Dr. Jd. Kiano,_M.L;C. (Central

Province South) remarked on May 29, 1958:

~

It is amﬁsing that Sir Michael Blundell, who for years was

“The second rule of common sense and good\agmlnls—
tration is that in the carting out of the* policy
of land consolidation, a just and equitable_dis-

' tribution and allocation ©f the:land holding

must override considerations of speed and quick
completion of the programme, even though the two
are not mutually exclusive. In other words... -
that at times there has been an over empha51s

on the speed w1th which the programme is carried
out, and a desire to finish it quickly, even if
that, at times,- muet be at the expernse of an
equitgble-distribution and allocation of the’

. land.

»
i

"a diehard supporter of land cohsolidatioﬁ, all of a

5Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, OﬁflClal Report -

Debates, November 14, 1957.

6Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, Off1c1al Report -

Debates, May 29, 1958.
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sudden p01nts out 1ts consequentlal deficiency of creating
few landlords among the landless masses. This happened

in the Kenya Leglslatlve Council on Nowember 11, 1959
when he said: |

We are moving into a new age in this country
and. it seems largely for a matter to which the
Governor referred. —- Land Consolidation. That -
Land Consolidation is a process which I vigor-
ously supported when I was the Minister for
Agriculturée. Without it we cannot raise the
economy- and development of this country but it

> brings with it consequential problems which, I
believe, the Government must address herself
to with vigour and energy, especially amongst
the Africans: Wé must remember.that the moment
we indulge in the phy51cal act of land consoli-

- datlon and issue titlé deeds a landless class
is creatéd. ‘with that landless class the tra-
ditional securlty to which . they have been uc-

..customed has gone and we_are faced with the

problem of unemployment.7h\ ! .

it is no secret that European'ﬁarmers in conjunction -

with the colonial Government-in#roduced the intangible
“ concept of land consolidation and registration in order '
to contain firmly the Africans' old demand for the re-
possessien-of theiriHighlands. Once mos£ Africans Were
appertioned a piece ef land to cultivate in their old

~

7Colbny & Protectorate of Kenya: Official Report =-
Sir Michael Blundell - "Speech from the Chalr", Kenya
Legislative Counc1l November 11, 1959, p. 89.
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"Reserve” and a narrow eﬁrip in the Highland periphery
and supported with mediocre loans from the European con-
trolled financiai ipstitutions! their quest for the re-
mainder of ‘the Highlands ceuld diminigh. This idea was
perhaps made clearer by Mr. Oginga Odlnga in his speech
in the Legislative Counc1llon Novembex 12, 1959 durlng
which he said, inter alia: -

e I know the Government is trying things like
land consolidation in the hope that when
the land has already been consolidated and
everyone has got their piece those people
who have got their land will be satisfied
-with what they have got.

Mr. Odinga then warned:
. Lo L3
.«.But despite all these things, a2 man must eat.

" He must eat. Wherever you take him he must feed
himself. You might succeed at the very begin-
‘ning to keep him where he is for a certain time,
‘but the time is coming when you cannot. It is
.like the water which comes from the top of the
hill., TIf you put a stop to. it you can stop it
for*a certain while, but when it gathers force

- whatever you do it will break through and find
its own course right down to the deep sea. And
therefore, these restrictions and suppressive
‘measures will not help. They will only be
temporary, but they cannot help.9

.

8oginga Odinga, "Speech from Chair", Kenya iegis—
‘lative Council, November 12, 1959, joio l27 128.

9Tbid. . G
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only history will .tell this country and the

whole world that the Government made a serious
mistake in introducing land consolidation...
‘because it was introduced during the Emergerncy
when their (Africans) free expression of opinions
was not actually allowed, and they were forced

_ to take part. Now we have K.K.M. (Kiama Kia

a7 Muimgi = Council of the Masses) and it is accused
of being just another evil society, another Mau
Mau; yet I am told it is the movement against
land consolidation secretly....I want to say that
the land question is the,crux of all troubles in
Kenya. The Kikuyu, even those who made trouble
during Mau Mau, made it because of the question
of land. When they died, I said here last year,
some of them took soil and they ate it, saying,
"I am dying because of the soil."

While moving~the motion, Kiano called for appoint-

ment of 'Land Consolidation Committee' to.lock into al-

°

leged. African grievancés about land cdnsolidationgggAnd

o

although Kiano stressed that he was not particularly op-

W
. _ Y
posed to land consolidation per se, he was, however, op-

Al
posed to "the way and methods in which the policy of land
. consolidation is carried out."ll For land consolidation

to be a successful land reform in African areas, Kiano

.

l 10kenya Legislative Council Debates, May 29, l§58,
p. 1155, ‘ ‘ .

1lypia., p. 1129.
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laid down what he called some 'five rules of common sense

and good administration’'. These were:

1. that the programme must be vqQluntarily accepted, -
that the programme must be gladly welcomed by
- the majority of the people:.

2. that in the:rcarrying out of the policy of land
consolidation, a just and equitable distri-
bution and allocation of the” land holding must
override considerations of speed and quick com-
pletion of the programme, even though the two
are not mutually exclusive;

. 3. that disinterested and quasi-judicial bodies
must at all times be the final authority in
these matters, and that demarcation shall not
take place when serious disputes are not fully
settled;

4. there have been criticisms that decisions pre-
If we want the programme to be successful, we
‘must emphasize that decisions previously given
by judicial bodies shouldinot be altered unless -
a clear case of violating the principles of
equity and of fairness can be proved;

5. that land units already in one consolidated form
should not be separated or seriously altered as
far as boundaries are concerned, unless this is
definitely unavoidable.

At .the end of the Debate, the above criteria as well as

the call for the Land Consolidation Committee were

o

12Kenya Legislative Council, Debates, May 29, 1958,
p. 1131. ' )
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“negated by 44 votes to l7"l3 (mainly by the European and
Asian Members of the Legislature who'constituted a major-
©ity); and this rejection was later upheld bywthe Colonial

Government.

C. Political Situation During the Transition Period:

© By 1960, the political température in Kenya -- and
indeed in Africa as a whole —-- took a drastic turn from

European domination to the Africans'- agitation for ulti-

mate take over. This 'whirlwind' (as Dr. Kwame Nkrumah
called it) culminafed when tﬁe new Secretary of State for
the Colonies, Ian Macleod conceding to the Africans'
demands.fo; political change called for a conferencéég%
Kenya at the Lanqaster House in London betﬁeen Fhe months
of January. and March, 1960, to consider the next stage of
constiﬁutional aavance.~ While this was going on, Britain's
" Prime Minister Harold MacMillan was adding more fuel to the
élready inevitable storm when, while in South Africa, after
‘a brief stop in Ghana, he talked about the 'winds of
changé' biowing across the continent of Africa. Thesé

further announcements, made about the same time concerned

(a) the British Government's decision to end the state of

'131pid., p. 1169.
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emergency which'had been iﬁ force since October'ZO, 1952
(b) re-examination of the 'treaty' in respect to the
coastal strip, and((c)'itsvdecision to end racial barriers
of land owﬁe;ship thfoughout Keﬁya‘ﬁ— with special em-
phasis to the Highl;nds.'

The Second’conferenCe on Kenya ‘took place early in
February 1962 which set Internal éelf—gdvernment for
Kenya on June 1, 1563;’ Full political independence was
proclaimed on December 12, 1963. Transition period,
therefore, refers to this particular period.

' Poiitically by 1960, it was beéoming iﬁcreasingly
inevitable that Jémo Kenyatta who had been impfisoi:d by
the colonial autgsrities would soén be rgleased, and,
certainly, wouid once again take charge of the African
political drive for independence. This indication emerged
¢ especiaily following the first Lancaster House conference
as already méntioneq aone and Oginga Odinga'é consistency
_botﬁ.wifhih and without the Legislative Council thaﬁ‘
Kenyétta was the only leader épd therefore, must be ;e—
leased by the government. |

Meanwhile, opposition to land~consolidation.énd
registration had constantly been voiced by the African
.mas§§s;includin§7politicians -- notably Oginga Odinga --
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whose constituency (Central Nyanza) had openly refused to
have their land surveyed by the administration for the
parpose of consolidation-and tegistration. When this
voppositioﬁ inténsified, the éoéernment decided not to
widen the scheme through force. . ) .- , -
B Meanwhile, the 1960 constitutibﬁal conference
herélded a more considerable political advénce than ever
before; for it _introduced.for the first time a majority
of elected members in the legislature and a majority of
ministers drawn %rom the non-foicial members of the
i;gislatyre. More- importantly, it provided for a lower-
ing of the franchise qualifications and the intrdauction
of comﬁop roll elections, although it fell short of full
adult suffragé since it still resérved a cer£ain number
of mini;teriai posts and of elected seats for each of
the non—Afric§n communities.

Under fhé above constitution, the new Council of
Ministefs consisted of 12 ministers, of whom 4 were_of—
ficials and 8 unofficials (4 Africans, 3, Europeans and
1 Asian) with an Arab representative gfanted the right of
atténdance. The new Legislative Council had 65 elected
meﬁbers, comprising 53 direétly elected.oﬂ a common roll

and 12 'special' members elected by the 53 elected members
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who formed an elechral collegey Of the 53 common-roll
seats, 10 were reserved for Europeans, 8 for Asians and
2.for Arabs. The 12 specially elected members compfised
- 4. Afrlcans, 4 Europeans, 2 A51an non—Moslems, 1 Asian_
Moslem and 1 Arab -- with the Governor having the right
to endorse or reject applications. for the 12 'special'
seats.

Following this conference, elections were held in
February, 1961. The Kenya African National Union(K.A.N.U.)
outpolled the Kenya African Democratic Union (K.A.D.U.)
by 67 per cent of the votes cast against 16 per cent for
K.A.D.U. however,'K.A.N.U. declined to accept effiqg~un—
S, - -
less Jomo Kenyatta was released unconditionally from
restriction. ‘During the election campaign, every K.A.N.U.
party candidate.undertook to sign the following pledge:

If elected I promise td abide by the Governing
Council decision that (a) Kenyatta, being the
leader of our, party and the father of our .
_ .nationalism, must be the first Chief Minister
- or Prime Minister. No KANU member under
. pressure direct or indirect -shall accept ap- -
pointment to such a post and (b) in the event
of Kenyatta not being released before the
elections all KANU candidates 1nd1v1dually
and collectively undertake to give up any
such seat as will be decided and to cause a
by-election wherein' Kenyatta would be returned

to the Leglslatlve Council to lead KANU and
head the first government.

140ginga o0dinga, op. cit., pp; 203—204.
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Bécauée of the KANU's refusal'fo head the formation
‘of a coalition government, the Govérnor invited R. G.
Ngaia, leadgr of KADU tb.form a- coalition government which
;hé'gnd‘the paxty agreed and Ngélé became 'Leader of Gov-
ernment Business!f '
Uncertainties and fears by Eurapean farmers -- and
Asian businessmen under an African.majority government
" were already being expressgd. Consequently, the.néed to
reach some firm agreement with the B;it;sh Government
about future policy was urgently demanded by these groups:
‘and, as a ;esult, the Secretary of State for the Colonies
anngunéed once again that the second conference-woﬁiﬁ'be
' held in iqndon in February 1962, to disc&ésfthe consti-
tutional framework for Kenya's advance througﬁ internal

e

self-governmentl

In August, 1961, Kenyatta was released from Maralal
just in time to.get readyAto attend, the said c§nference ‘
(if‘qonditions permitted him). He did attend despite
continued settlers' objections, however. .Prior to his
release; the government undertook to build for him a‘
house morevor less as an appeésement to him for his house

which tﬁe colonial government had demolished immediately

following his arrest on October 20, l952.°
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on the day of his release, and immediaﬁély after

word of it, lots of 'kickback' (or bribe)iih thé‘ﬁqrm 6f
gifts were presentea td the 0ld man. Eufopéans and o
Asians alike ‘were busy competing.for'one ﬁinévofJfavdrj'
or another. For instance, Asians hurfiedly stocked,Mzee's;
house with'fﬁe best furnitﬁre inéluding aq‘endrﬁoﬁé:telev
vision set and a radiog;gm (although the govérnmen? had‘
already appropriated a budget for this pufpose). some.
white settlers offered some land, livestock and imple-
ments; the American Embassy, not wishing to be left out

of the 'friendly' roster, gave Mzee a brand new Lincoln
Continéntél automobile. - Africans also crowded Mze:?:
residencé,with presents, including'animais, It is fair
to suggest that these people's presents were for the most
part genuine, élthough it is equally true that some oft"
wthem -- especially former loyalists to the colonial gov-
ernment, especially during the Emergency &éars wished
. Mzee at this time to reckon them as part of the 'good.
Africans'; 7

For some“"weeks Mzee aeclined to join either K.A.N.U.

or K.A.D.U., and when he finally announced his decisibn

to join K.A.N.U., the rift between the two parties widened

sharply.
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Time was now opportune for the settlers to smear
its campaign about 'tribal' animosity. The European set-
tier,‘meanwhile, adVlSed K.A. D U. to demand from British
dee%nmentia‘deeentraliZed form of gbvernment based upon
regional constitution in the independent Kenya -- with
each regioﬁ‘having‘ifs owﬁ legisiature, poiige_aAd the
power to control theLr ethnlc land The cry for "Region—
alism" or "Majlmbo" all- of a sudden became the most
important political issue then: meanwhlle~European set-
tlers were busy recruiting a few African ’young\landlords‘.
Some of the African politicians (especially the influ-
entlal ones) mysteriously became unscrupulously wealthyl5
probably as a result of some funds which were'prlvately
~ subscribed by both Furopean and Asian-lukewarms. N. S.
Carey Jones, fer instance noted:

| The seeds of division within the post-inde-
pendence African leadership were securely

planted and well watered with golden showers.
‘The different vassals were given the power to .

15The 'new African’ being a victim.of 'colonial
‘psychosis' today-demonstrates his 'wealth' by buying one
. or two of Germany's most famous Mercedez Benz automobile.
Today this group of Africans has been nicknamed the
'WABENZI "TRIBE"' or "JAGUAR TRIBE" or "BINTO".
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buy support and divide counsel. The natural
forces making for division were sufficient,
without this reinforcement, to make-unity dif-
ficult. The effect was likely %o paralyze a
sane appreciation of pr‘oblems.l ) :

-

L “The Eurépe;n architects of 'Regionalism' were them—'
selves fearful of what they called 'African tribal sphere
of influence' meaning in essence fhat the most populous,
ethnic group which for long had suffered from shortage
of land -- (especially the Gikuyﬁ'and the Masai) -- would
dominate the oth;r ethnic groups: European settlers were
apparently aware that unemployment and the demand for
land had been increasing among these people. The European
settiefs pretended to be concérned with the‘intefeszi*df
the smaller ethnic groups but actuaily.they'fegred that at
independence fhe'Africaﬂs would éimply move into the Euro-
pean farms, maké their farming impoésible, and effectively
arive the Europeans_éut. By this time the lesson of ﬁhe
Zaire (theﬁ Congo)- was available. -The Gikuyu were hatéd
.by the.Eqrépeah settlérs ﬂot merely because they wére .in

the majofityf but because most of them were the ones who
. I B IR : ;

léx, S. Cérey Jones, The Arnatomy of Uhuru(New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1966), p. 143.
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actually had put up a stfong fight for the libefation of
the land or 'Mau Mau'.  The settlers were able to equate
'B;iéish sphere of influence' with 'tribal sphere of
influence'. A serious caméaigﬁ was launched to seek
division among Africans, and even- to hope for civil war
among ethnic'éfoups as i‘tactic to force Britain to. delay
independence. o ';V

Negotiations‘ét the seéonchonstitutiohal confer-

ence proved the longest ever in the British constitu-.

tional corference history. The conference began on

February 12, 1962, and did not end until May that'year.

I3

The principal obstacle of the conference was K.A.Dul'z's

i

a

insistence -= with the Euiopeaq settlers’' blessing --

that ﬁnleés a‘regional formvoﬁ constitution was introduced,
independence would have to be delayed, or that the coun-
try would have a civil war. For instance, William Murgor,
a member from Kelenjin said during a poiitical rally in

~

Eldoret that i@ 'Majimbo' (Regionalism) were not intro--

duced in Kenya he would "sound a whistle to my people

declaring civil war"l7. K.A.D.U.'s general secretary

170dinga, op. cit., p. 227.
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Martin Shikuku spoke in the same vein .as Dr. K. Af Busia
did when he said that Africans in Kenya’werq not readyv
for independence and "threatened that his party would do
‘without independence for anﬁthgf‘ten years if it did not
get its way Qver_regionalism".18 Anq Jthroughoutvthe
talks KADU maiﬁtained'this pbduracy"lg.

According to the constitutioﬁ resultirg from this
conference, five coﬁﬁissions were set up immediately: a
Régional Boundaries Commission, a Constituéncies Delimit-
ation Commission, a Fiscal Commission, an Economy Com-
mission, .and a Commission of inquiry to ascertain public

s

opinion in the Northern Frontier District regarding<ts

future. - o
Sﬁali aé Kenya is (224,000 square miles with a popu-
lation of approximately 8 million (1960 census), the
country was inconveniently fragmenﬁed in the following
manﬁér:
< There was to be a two-chamber parliament; six
regions derived power from the constitution, -

not from central government; the regions were
to have their own legislators, administratiom,

181bid., p. 238.

191big.



-182-

financial and executive powers, and control
over land and police. BAll Crown lands and
trust lands. came under the regional author-
ities. Scheduled land (including the High-
- lands) came under a special central land
: board, but this board was composed of six
. reglonal nominees, and 6nly one from the cen-~
tral government, plus an independent. chairman.
Constltutlonal amendments required 75 per cent
and in some cases 90 per cent of the vote in

each of the two Houses.

- iy

e 200d1ngar__g;,c1t., p 230..-{(See also_Jacob Oser,._
Promotlng Economic Development with Illustrations from
Kenya (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1967),
pp. 164-165.
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MAP SHOWING KENYA'S NEW REGIONAL BOUNDARIES
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The Regional Boundaries.Commission squeezed out the
Gikuyu into a tiny 'region' as the above diagram/map il-
‘lustrates. But the'danger-arising from landlessness and
ﬁnemployment'qould not be overccmé mexely by regional
demarcation. .

MeanWhlle, European farmers, anx10us about what the '
future would provmde for them, ceased to run thelr farms
as they had in the past. Indeed it became qulte clear'
that whatever profit the} got from the farms was'sent

3

abroad. The first consequence was a drastic fall 1h,em—'
ployment, partlcularly on these farms. Some people_i
~drifted into towns where congestion increased severefyrfx
Those who had been working for European farmers for sev;u
eral years and had their lives conditioned to farmlng on
those particular farms, refused to move or be moved to
their new regicns because the new regional boundaries
meant that all settlement schemes were intendedvfor a par—l
tlcular ethnlc group, and, therefore, any other schemes
’could not accommodate any other person from outside the
“'fegion no matter how destitute or landless one was, and
“also regardless.of whether or not the region or the.. |

scheme was over-crowded or under-settled.

More than that, the country as a whole had not been
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evenly developed throughout the colonial period (both

economically and edugationally). Thié»poligy meant,

‘that those regions with more educational and economic

‘endowment could not take in or help those more destitute.

‘Meanwhile, land consolidation and regiétrapion, es-—
peCiaily in'the-Gikuyu districts of the 'Central Region'
was stepped up. People were now being vigorously intro-
duéed to land sale aé opposed to their traditional dis-
tribution or inheritanée of it. Those who.did not cope

quickly with the changing trend were caught up in the sea

"of misery. European settlers arqued that free distribution

2

- of the European farms would mean "a return of these®™ands

to subsistence agriculture, the destruction of the eco-
nomy and tﬁe disappearance of any hope of providing for
Kenya's growing 'popﬁlation".21

The lesson of the Congo (now Zaire) induced the

settler government to launch a new 'peasant' scheme, im-

mediately following the first Lancaster Conference in

1960. This settlement scheme, was intended to cover ap-

Highlands' 3,000,000 acre periphery, (out of a total of

2lcarey Jones, op. cit., p. 140.
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approx1mately 7.8 million acres of the entire nghlands)
‘Thus the Swynnerton Plan was belng expanded and land
reforn' was indeed underway. _

Next another scheme called 'Yeoman'-nas soon to '
follow (this and others will be descrlbed dater). The

coalition government -- of.whlch Eurppean settlers were

in the majority -~ was thus trying deeperately to "satisfy

African land hungeir" writes'Carey Jones, "but at the same

time to ﬁaintain the Buropean economy"zz.

Despite this effort, the schemes were‘ih serious
jeopardy because of many reasons. ‘For instanFe, European
settlers who decided to sell their idle farms to the govi-
_ernment for .this purpose demanded more money- than had
originally been agreed on. Also the govérnment's:policy
required that the new African applicants for settlement . N
haye Ya reasonable amount of money, and agricultural know-
how" before thex could be enrolled in the schemes —-'$3O
per acre. ‘

By 1961 the situation was rapidly deterloratlng
almest to the point of total disaster -- especially when the

Africans showed that they did not have the required funds,

221bid., p. 152 (the italics are the author's).
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and the number of landless and unemployed was soaringtdue :
. to the continued release of ex-Mau Mau detalnees and prlson—
ers., As a result, the government decided to 1n1t1ate
meager a351stanoe programs (these too will be descrlbed

in detail later). Becéuse the 'Yeomen' scheme had ac-

~ commodated only the so—called 1nfluent1a1'local Afrlcane,
most of whom were both natlonal as well as petty or local
'leaders~, it soon became apparent that they too (at :
least ﬁany of them) did not have the necessary financial
capability of meeting the L500 required_working ca?ital.
(See forjinstance,'chapter Three regarding income dis-
parity in Kenya duriag colonial times ana,eveh post— i
Uhuru period). ’

Meanwhlle; the number of. returning detalnees and
political prisoners continued to grow at an enormous rate.
All of them were destitute in perpetuity since their land
had been confiscated by the oolonial administratron'during
the Emergency, and had been redistributed to the so—called“
'ioyalists' under the consolidation and regietration pro-
gram; . ' P

By this_time opposition to the governﬁent'e land
policy was_mountihg almost throughout the ooﬁntry. The

government, in desperation. approached some African leaders --
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especially among the Gikuyu -- and asked them to persuade

‘the landless Africans not to 'occupy' European farms and,

~

introduced by the gq&ernment would be completed in two

or three years'instEad~of five years as had hitherto been

Plahned;

Because of pe;sqnal'rivalries ana desire for po@er
aﬁd popular favor, many of these leaders all cf a sudden,
became the 'advocatus dlaboll' (devil'e~advocates)

They started campaigning for the acceptance of the
*schemes andgreglstratlon of 1and titles. M.P.K.Sorrenson
obsegyesi , ‘ u. =y

Since 1960 the K.A.N.U. leadership has taken -
ah increasingly firm stand in support, of con-
‘solidation and redgistration...that the real ®
struggle between the Kikuyu leaders and the
officials was over power, not over the merits
of agrarian reform. So long as the Kikuyu
pOllthlanS were excluded from power they used
every device at hand to attack the government
but as the power conflict was gradually resolved
‘they came to accept the agrarian policies of
the existing government as their own.23

23M.pP.K. Sorrenson, Land Reform in the Kikuyu
Country' A.Study’ in Government Policy(Nairobi: Oxford
Unlver51ty Press, 1967), p. 249.
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He continues:

No landowner who had gone to the trouble and
expense of building a new home,. planting
boundary hedges; breaking up the soil and
planting new crops {(even subsistence crops)
wantéd'togo through it all again. Those who
lost land or who got poor land naturally re~ -
mained disgruntled; but equally those who
galne& were happy

-

Whes the government discovered that Africans were feeiinge
the government's 1ntentlons, the coalltlon government
accelerated the implementation of these schemes. European
farmers then employed very intensive tactics ofAselling to.
the government some of the land close to the African ‘
"Reserve{ to;be part of the schemes. The selling'of‘EQ}s
neighboring area was obviously.intended to avoid'ﬁounting'
fear of farming close to Africans'’ 'awellingsi. - And with
lﬁhis meney they moved and bouéht some_othef land in the
interior;of the Highlands in order to avoia anpicipated
harassment and fear. Furthermore, some of these'moving'
settlers tried to appease Africans by offeriné the;r ser-
vices%infthefsettlement'schemes through the Depaftment of

Agficulture and Settlement. Carey'Jones again writes:

241bid., pp. 249-250.



-190-

The settlement project was particularly fertunate
in having available on the spot a supply of able
people, well-versed in local farming conditions,
and used to administration, from whom to draw its
staff....This staff came from ex-farmers and ex-
farm managers. Europeansg who hoped to continue
living in Kenya, but whose farms had been bought
and who wished”to see how_things went-before re-

~investing in the country.

g Africahs bitterly oppesed the idea of allowimg ex-

farmers to direct settlement schemes. To the Africans,

'these people s motive was understood to be directed at

sabotaglng their farmer's chances of taking over the land.

But the government offered them no assiduity. One African

is quoted as_ having expressed this sentiment and fear or

susp1c1on when he sald'

ey

They must want to destroy us; if you had sold
the farm that yoéu had intended to pass on to
your children gff@ then had the job of putting
Africans on 1t ~wouldn't you want to destroy
them?26 .

Carey Jones justified this observation when he said:

These attacks coincided with attacks by Euro-
peans on the schemes which seemed almost to
justify the Africans' attacks..% .There was 27
resentment at handing over farms to Africans...?

3 ) ¢
25Carey Jones, op. cit., pp. 160-16L.
261bid., p. 161.

271bid.
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He continued:

how real distress builds up into anti- —-Buropean
hostility. ' This last boiled over into resent-
ment of the idea that Europeans who had been.

. bought out being allowed'to buy land elsewhere,
and even greater resentment of the few Asians
who took advantage of the opening of the Euro-
pean areas to buy farms. all right, if we can't,
bit don't let any new Europeans or Asiang get
them 28

As the transition period moved toward independence,
the land transfer scheme all of a sudden came to a stand-
still partly because of the rigorous policies-the coali-"
tion governmen£ had-initiated especially over price and

compensation. and partly because of.the settlers' -refusal

&._.w

to cooperate fully with the government because of their — v

fear of African.majority rule which was now ‘in sight.
During this time, however, wide-spread acceptance
of'settiement schemes, land consolidation and regiscration -
were already on the lips of many African politicians. It
is this writer's conception that this acceptabilitylcame
about primarily because their contact with foreign, dis-~
ruptive influences was already enormous. Besides, Michael
Blundell's political arithnetic of 'moderating' some Afri-
can politicians appeared to have gained momentum. A.few '

AY

281bid., p. 171.
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African politiciané were the principal target. Jomo

" Kenyatta, for example, faced the exigency by being bom-

ﬁarded by settlers wifh“qaestions'and statements of
anxietj. Scores of European 'adviaors; followed him
wherever he went. "Mboya .and a few others had already suc- Lo
cumbed to the'settlers 'breakfast show', while Oglnga
Odinga had been labeled b§ the settlers as 'the most
undesirabie: and, therefore, had been excluded from £he‘
coalition government. / 7
By mid 1963, Kenyatta, much like other_African poii—

ticians, appeared to have already been 'conquered'. For

Ty

—instance,-on August 12, 1963 he went to Rift Valley. . - e

Province whére he addressed several hundreds of European

‘farmers and their wives in Nakuru (then as headquarter of

Buropean farmers in the Rift Valley). There he told them
amid thunderous applause:

We want you to stay and farm well in this
country: that is the policy of this government
....What the Government needs is experience,
and I don't care where it comes from. I.will
take it withyboth hands:...Continue to farm
your land well, and you will get all the
encouragement and protection from the govern-
ment. 29 ‘

2950mo Kenyatta, Harambee(Nalrobl' Oxford Unlvers1ty
Press, 1964), p. 109.

<

A
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Meanwhi;e,'African leadersy instead of re-examining the
manner in which the settlement schemes, consolidation and
registration were désigned, their desire for more schemes§, -
more.consolidetion ana registretion grew in proportion.
Thus the Uhuru Government began its era with an a;ready
committed 1and policy to pérpetuate the very policy pre-
viously worked out by the same 'enemy} whose land policy
the African massée-aod politicians had for so long ob-
jected to and fought against.
on Juoe 1, '1963 in view of the complexity and un-
workablllty of the ﬁéglonal constltutlon, Kenyatta asked
~vHer Majesty -s--Government t0¢change it, espec1ally meth
respect fo the powers of the regions. If_this were not
implemented before 'Uhuru', he intended to do so himself
immediately following the attainment of independence in
*the same manner Dr. Kwame Nkrumah applied to Ghana's
:regional'constitution;‘ Accordingly the British Government,
-in order to avoid yet another embarrassment, agreed to

comply by reducing the regional powers in October, 1963
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. . . r
D. Political and Economic Conditions for
'Uhuru' (Independence):

B& l§60 cenditioqs for independence took several
dimensions, namely: (1) the"Higﬁlend‘question, (2) com—
_ peneaéion for‘expétriate civil eervanesp:and (3) "Bill of
Rights". . _
“From 1957 to 1962, the Highlands' issue was domi-
nated by agitation for political reform in the couﬁtry.
°
On the one side there were settleds, Asians and the
Colonial Office all.edvocatingAthe concept'of a multi-
raciel socie£y based upon the partnershiﬁ of all the
races. On the otﬁer'side were Africans who insistedtan
independence based on a majority government. The Afficéhs'
'demand was viewed by the European settlersxee a prelude
' to the eQentual take over oflthe ﬁighlands by the 'majority
government'. Coﬁsequenfly, durieg the numerous conferences
gﬁe settlers demanded that a séecial "Bill of Rights" be
gormulated:end incorporated in the censtitution as a
éuaraﬁtee of continued land ownership. One of. the Af:ican
participants at the said conference observed:
Two thorny questiens tht hand in hand througﬁ
the protracted negotiations of the Lancaster

House Conféerences: the timing of self-government
and independence, and the cry of compensation-
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for the settlers and British Civil servants.30

Thus, at the close of the conference held in London in -

January and February, 1960, Mr. Ian Macleod, Chairman of

' the Copferenge{ and Secfetafy for .the Colonies told thé'

delegates that:. s - . .

It is the firm view of Her Majesty's Govern-
ment that legal provisions are needed in the
proposed constitution, which will be made by
Order in Council, to provide for the judicial
protection of human rights, on the lines of
the provisicns in the Nigeria (Constitution)
Order in Council....I have asked my.own Legal
Adviser, Sir’ Kenneth Roberts -- Wray, to
supervise the drafting of these provisions.

In this section of the constitution, Her
"-Majésty's Goévernment consider it important to.,
‘include protection for property rights....Ac

~ " cordingly, Her Majesty's Government think it

: right to include provisions foundéd on-the
principle that there should be no expropriatirig
of property except to fulfil coentractual or *
other legal obligations upon the owner, or for
purposes to the benefit of the country (due
regard being paid to human needs and individual
hardship, confidence and stability, and advantage
to the country's economy). Full and fair com-
pensation should be given to the owner of any
property expropriated, together with the right

*  of recourse to the Courts. (including the normal.
‘channels of appeal) for the judicial determi-

-

300ginga Odinga, Not Yet Uhuru (New York: Hill and
Wang, 1967), p. 257. ) ) :
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nation of his rights, and of the amount of
compensation to be paid to him.31

The "Bill of.Rights“'clause_embodied in the Keﬁya‘s Inde- .
pendence Constitution thus firmly»closed the channels

through whlch the majorlty government' would use to

1ntroduce a mas51ve land reform. Excerpts from the Constl—
tution's sub-heading ' PROTECTION OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS

AND FREEDOM OF THE INDIVIDUAL', the "Bill" noted that:
: p
1. ©No property of any description shall be com-
pulsorily taken possession:of, and no interest
in or right over property of any description
shall be compulsorily acquired, except where
" the following conditions are satisfied, that
is to say:

“(a) the taking of possession or acquisition **
- ~ is necessary in the inter&sts of defense,
public morality, public health, town and
country planning or the development or
utilization of any property in such manner
as to promote the public benefit:; and

(b) provision is made by a law applicable to
that taking of possession or acquisition
for the prompt payment of full compensatldh.

2. Every person having an interest or right in or
. over. property which is compulsorlly taken
- possession of or whose interest in or right
over property is compulsorily acquired shall
have a right of direct access to thé Supreme
Court for:

-

3lreport of the Kenva Constititional Conferencée
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Offlce, Cmd. 960,
January—February, 1960), pp. 9-10.
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(a). the determination of his interest or right,
the legality of the taking 'possession or
acquisition of the property, interest or
right, and the amount of any compensation
to which he is entitled' and

(b) the purpose of obtalnlng prompt payment of
o that compensation....; . )

3. The Chief Justice may make rules with’ respect ~
to the practice and procedure of the Supreme
Court or any other tribunal or authority in
relation to the jurisdiction conferred on the
Supreme Court by subsection (2) of this section
or exercisable by the Gther tribunal or authority
for the purposes of that subsection (including
rules with respect to the time within which .
applications or appeals to the Supreme Court
or applications to the other tribunal or
authority may be brought)

4. No person who is entltled to compensatlon under
‘this section shall be prevented from remitting,
within a reasonable time after he-has receivéd
any .payment of that compensation, the whole of
.that payment (free from any ‘deduction, charge
or tax made or levied in respect of its: re-—
mission) to any country of his choice outside
Kenya.32 . .

At this time, nearly every European farmer or civil
servant was panicking. The ﬁajority of them were‘hardly
- prepared to live under an African majority government
heeded by‘KenYatta who, during the Mau Mau Emergency, haa

been called by colonial governor Sir Patrick Renison as

32Const1tutlon of Kénya, December 12, 1963 - Kenya
Gazette Supplement- 105, lbth December 1963 (Leglslatlve
Supplement No. 69). Supplled by the Offlce of the Prime
Minister, Nairobi. : .
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. being the "Afirican leader to darkness and .death". As a
‘fesult,,man Europeans -- farmers and civil servants
‘alike -- wished to pack up and leave before Kenya attained

her independence. Their memory*of what happened:to the

Belglans in Lumumba s Congo follow1ng her 1ndependence

~on June 30, 1960 aid strengthen thelr de51re to qult

Keny& 1mmed1ately. But they were adamant that first they

sell their farms to the highest bidder -- the incoming

government (since there was no evidence that Africans --

especially the die-hard landless, had money with which to

purchase land from the panicked European farmer).

Jacob Oser observes: . Ly

~When it became obvious that Kenya was headed
for independence, with the Africans getting the
vote, and that there would be a land reform, the
Europeans panicked.. Many threw their farms on
the market for sale. Land prices by mid-1960
fell to 40 to 50 per cent of the 1959 level and
even by mid-1965 had risen only to about 85 per
cent of that level. Wwhat, then, would be fair
compensation for buying the European farms, with
most of the buying occurring during 1962-647
Should it be determined by current market prices

_or pre-panic 1959 prices?

The government, as a sporting gesture to the )
European land-owners, paid for -the land at prices
that prevdiled on January 1, 1959, between wil-
ling buyers and willing sellers....Buropean pro-
fessional valugrs assessed each farm bought by
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the govermment at 1959 market values. If the
farmer was not content, he could take the
matter up with the senior executive officer,
a European, who had dlscretlonary powers to
increase valuations up to 5 per cent. Payment
for the land was made in sterllng or in East
African currency transferrable in sterling

to London. .

" The British Government(proposed to the. African delegates
" to the London Conference that the "incoming government

- take charge of buylng out the land from whoever w1shed

to leave Kenya. The African delegates agreed to this in
principle. But it was at this time quite obvious to all
including the participants at the conference, that the
incoming government_would not have the necessary funds
with whlch to buy out these European farmers unless they,

agreed to borrow1ng, w1th the lender hav1ng the rlght ‘to

"

dictate the terms of repayment. The African 'leaders'’

were also subdued by being convinced to concentrate on
arid intensify agricultural improvement in African ‘areas

by utilizing .the Swynnerton Plan rather than seeking to

-buy out European'farms. Accordlng to the 'advisors' this

undertaking was hoped to be 'more reasonable and cheaper'

. 33Jacob Oser, Promotlng Economic Development— with
Illustrations from Kenva, p. 186.
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ironicélly,'African 'leaders' accepted such advice which

" is expressed in the off%gial statement which said:
What is now urgently needed is development,
not.merely land transfer.... )

" -The settlement process was inherited from the

~. British.and was deSLgned more* to aid those Euro- -
peans who wanted to leave than the Africans who
received -the land. Our land problem should not
be settled on terms decided in the United. Klng-
dom. Instead, our policies and plans in agri-
culture should be determined by our need to
develop, and financial support sought for these
plans from séveral sources. However, there have
beéen reasons for settlement. Many Eurdpean
farmers wished to leave and the United Kingdom

-- -Government was willing to give grants and loans
to Kenya to enable them to go. Neither of these
reasons takes into consideration the present
need for development in Kenya. It is unlikely
that Kenya, in acceptlng the debt burden, has
obtained economic benefits of anywhere near, the

’ amount of thé& debt incurred.34

i

'mThﬁs, the Europeans knew that thelr ttick'had worked
~- African ';eaders' had already been_trapped. -In fact
many of the Européan farmers had not really intended to
leave. This was confirmed in 1967 when it was reportéd
‘that "many prospective vendors had decided to stay and
mcontinue.farhing in Kenya." A prominent up-country land.

agent'noted that farmers were making good money out of

‘34Republic of Kenya, African Socialism in Land:. Its
Application to Plannlng in Kenya{(Nairobi: Govt Printer,
1965), p..37.
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thelr farms and therefore, expected hlgher prlces than

-, the 1959 values on which valuatlons are based for the

Million Acre purchase programme" 35

The Afrlcan government 5 acceptance of the "Bill of
'nghts" and agreement to buy out European land created the
beginning of more problems for,-at this juncture, the . EBuro-
pean erpatriates in the Civil Service aieo demanded com-
pensation. Noting'the Africans' dilemma, the British
Government proposed to grant Kenya Governmentba loan
(otherwise known as 'independence settlement'i of *
L6O,OOO,OOO36iat46.5 per cent interest. This was broken

down as follows: : . - Lo

’
Money given exceeds L36,000,000 whilst loans and '
services are-valued at L23, OOO 000. “QOver
L12,000,000 is to.be spent on land settlement,
L10,000,000 to assist the Kenya Civil Service
-in recruiting technical experts from overseas and
L8,500,000 on development. Military aid is worth
L10,000,000. Existing loan repayment obligations .
worth L6,000;000 have been cancelled, and L14,000,000
will provide compensation and pensions for ex-
patriate_Civil:Servants who are prematurely
retired. '

»

-

35Department of Settlement, Annual Report 1966-
1967, p. 47.

36overseas Survey 1965, p. 96.

371biq. (See also odinga, op cit., p. 258).
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On learning of this huge 'independence settlement gift',
many European civil servants alsoljoined their kith and
kin in the ﬁighlands and demanded that they too be termi-
nated - and compensated accordlngly. ‘Oser observes:

When the Africans took'bver from the Europeans,
the question of what to do about the foreign
civil servants arose. The Rew regime wanted
most of them to stay on, but many were not
inclined to .do so. Both the few who were: dis—
missed and the many who wanted to leave were
offered compensation for the interruption of
their careers. The reward for quitting was so
attractive that most European civil servants,
even if they had wanted to remain in Kenya and
work for the new regime, quit their jobs, took
their termination pay, and immediately accepted
other government positions:.,.The amount of
termination pay depended on the civil servant's
‘ - age at the time of termination, the number cl=
- years he had worked for the Kenya Government,
and his average salary. . The hlghest compen-—
sation went to those who ‘were 41 years old in
1963. “Thus if a man was 41 years old, had
worked 15 years for the Kenya Government, and
had been paid an average salary of L1,500, his
lump-sum compensation would be L12,000($33,000).
" In addition, he would get a "commuted pension
gratuity" of 14, 000 ($11,200) payable over a
few years. As this represented only part.of his
future pension rights, he would also get a
pensidn of L600 (31,680) a year for life, even
- if 'he took a new job. All these payments were-
and are of course, tonvertible into sterling
in London. No wonder this is called in Kenya
the 'golden handshake', a sweet way to be bid
adieu.38

38gacob Oser, op. cit., p. 195.
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And since the overwhelming number of banks in Kenya @ere
British-owned (the same'situation has not changed even at
the . time of thlS wrltlng), nearly all the European payées

preferred to have thelr payments dep051ted in a London .

branch wheré individual accounts were readily opened.
Oser once again observes: |

Most of this rather large amount of economic
aid from Great Britain to Kenya never reached
Africa. - Sterling bank accounts in London were
transferred from the British treasury to the
Kenya government to the private accounts of the
departing Buropean settlers and retiring civil
servants in Kenya.39

While some subremacist farmers and civil servants were
panlcklng and gettlng ready to receive compensatlon and
qult Kenya, others organlzed themselves and formed what
they called "the moderate group" headed by Slr Machael

Blundell.40 This group's main objective was to 'moderate’

»

. 391bid., p. 186.

40Incidentally,'Blundell is now an industrialist
and a'farmer in Kenya. He owns at least one very large
éstate in. the Hibhlands between Gilgill and Nakuru, and,
in addition, is one of the "Top Fifty Directors"” in East
Africa (with 14 directorships as of July 12, 1967) and
is also one of the chief: advisors to the Kenya Farmers
Association and the-Government agencies.
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Africans’ view on both poliﬁical and economic stand.

. Blundell himself explained his tacticé when he said:

unless Great Britain was prepared to support
continued settler rule,,K white domination was

Lo impossible....I was trylng to make our position
safe by other means.

He édhtlnue5°

the only possible policy was a liberal one
which attracted the best of the new African
thought which was now coming to the fore,
allied with measures which created a wider
economic ‘sphere ‘for the African generally.

He outlined. the most probable consequences very explicit-

ly when he said:
. As Afrlcan polltlcal thought becomes morek,q
- - experienced in the actual practlce of gov-

" .ernment, there will be a re-grouping on
economic lines...in Kenya: one party will
be socialist and revolutionary in concept,
loeking to the landless and lower paid wark-
ers for .support, while the other will increas-
ingly be progressive evolutionary alliance
of property owners and 'haves' as distinct
from the 'have nots'.43

* 41Michael Blundell, So Rough A Wind, The Kenva
Memoirs of Sir Michael Blundell (London- Widenfeld &
Nicolson, 1964), pp. 178& 287. .

421pig.

431pig.
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It is rather important to note ﬁere tbat Blundell echoed
.the same sentiﬁent and used almost the same phrases and
words as previously expxessed by J: W. Swynnertoﬁ in his
'agficu;tural répdrt of 1954. In Qt@gr words, bofh‘ L
Swynnerton ;nd Blundell lay a foundation for Kenya:

"a society of well—to—dé ‘haves' deféqding tﬁe status
qquagainst growing humbers of landless Ahavé nqts'.44

~ - N «

E. Beginning of 'Tokenism' under the
Land Transfer Program:

In 1961, shortly before independence in December

1963, the land in Kenya was classified as 'Scheduled' and

wloa’

'Non—Sgheduled'.,‘(the former referred to the former

'White-HighléndsL while the létter referred'EO'thg former
'Native Reserves'3.» In 1963 these names were further
chénged into "Tﬁe iafge Féxm Area", and "The Small Farm
Area" respeétively. 7

It must further be stated that the boundaries which

existed in colonial days corresponding to the 'Large' or .

'Small’ Farm Areas are still in force under the independent .

government.' The 'Large Farm Area'_comprisesvapproximately

-

44pnn Seidman, "Agricultural Revolution™, East
African Journal, Vol. 7, No. 8, August, 1970,_p. 35.
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»f.8 million acres of }and,'ﬁhile the 'Small Farm'Areaﬂ
covers 18 million aérés, of ‘which over- 10 miiliqn‘acreé-
can be cultivated, the rest are partly arid and partlf

-,swaﬁps. .In-ofhef words, the “Large'Farm Area' is.the
laﬁd c;péble of intgnsive fariing with raiﬁfall of over
36 inches pei annum; while‘thex'Small Farm Area' covers
the land with a low rainfall of less ghén 30 inches per
annum or land of impédéd‘drainage and, therefore, suitable
only for subdivision into smaller holders' sc@emés. Thesé“\
émaller schemes were further divided into two types oper-
ated by the Settlement Fund Trustees and, are, distin-
guished'by,théir différiﬁg sources of Development‘léan*éw
finénqgi '

. 7 It should also'ﬁe notéd here that during this period
1960 and 1961, there were approximatély seven million
Africans who occupied approximately 52,000 square miles of

% poor and semi-arid land. In dther words, the averége of
Fultivéble land available for a European farmer was ap- i

;prokimately 472 times as much as for an African peasant

farmer. (See Table 13 below).
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Land Allocation 1954-1963. EarlierYin'l955,’the

~ . .

agricultﬁ%al Ordinance of the East African Statistical
Department establlshed a list of all European and A51an
farmers.46 At the time of 1960 census, there were 3,609
farms as agalnst 3,163 recorded in 1954;.wh1ch 1nd1cates'
that the rising trend eatanliShed over;thevpreviouewsix

years continued. The number of farms recorded in each

census year beginning 1954 was as. follows:47

Year Farms_
1054, e e et s . 3,163
2055t eee e eeereaee . R A P2
1956 eeennnnsienannennnnnnnnnnns e... 3,322

. L ceeeess 3,451
1958-... ..... sesean csrssesennsosa R 3,540 e
1959. 7. . ... ettt aeaaaaan «+ 3,593 ‘

1960.4.cuennnn.. I Y-

46According to this Ordinance, a farmer was defined
as "the person (persons or company) who has control over
what is grown on the farm, and the flnan61al receipts ob-
talned from its produce.

47Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, Kenya European
and Asian Agricultural Census 1860 - A Statistical Analysis-
(East African Statistical Department, Kenya Unit, 1960),

-pp. 1-2. (See also East Africa Journal, May 1970, p. 7.,
~ -~ Jacob Oser, Promoting Economic Development: with Illus-

trations from Kenya (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1967), p. 151, and Leonard Barnes, African
Renaissance (Indlanapolls. The Bobbs—Merrlll Company, Inc.,
1969), .p. 9.
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These farms occupied an’ average area of approximately 7.8
million acres. A look at the.census over the same peried'

beginning 1954 to 1960 explains a steady increase in the -

number of acreage occupied by European sett;ere.48

Year Co- . . . . - Acreage -
1054t e s ienennnnnnn. Terrrieeeeenes. 7,016,000

1,1955..-......-......c...}:;.fi...-u..'7,086,000'
1956 .t eenececenencaseanannnnas ceesa.. 6,991,000
1957 eniennnnnnns e cesseceasea.. 7,350,000
1958....0cnnnn ettt v... 7,577,000
1959, . iiiieeanennnnann ceeee T e ennn .. 7,695,000

1960 ... i iei ittt it e i, eee-see 71,731,000

According to the 1960 census,- the total area available in-

Kenya for European and Asian farmlng Had expanded to 7. 73,‘

.mllllon)acres distributed as follows.49, . : =
The Highlands ..... eesedeeenana 7, 415 000 acres
Central Nyanza.......eccee-...-.  38,000°

- Taita District...............s... 154,000 "
Coastal Strip........ ceeseesse.. 124,000 "
Total 7,731,000 acres

48Cc>lony & Protectorate of Kenya, Kenvya European

"and Asianh Agricultural Census, 1960, A Statistical
-Analysis, p. 1. -~

49Colony & Protectorate of Kenya, Kenya European
and Asian Agricultural Census - 1960 - A Statistical
Analysis (EBast African Statistical Department Kenya Unlt

. 1960). p. 2.

B 23 N
.
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Jacob Oser also observed thatrthis vast land was divided
amongA"3,4OO white farmers™in Kenya Which;means that the

whlte .area has an average of 2, 400 acres, or four sauare
50 S : ‘ -

. miles per family. : _ ,#ﬁffi; . T T

N . N ) - -

Summary: . e

-

-In this chapter, it was noted that in 1954, more

than half the European commerc1al farms (about 1, 600)

v

averaged between 500 and : OOO acres, and many settlers

" had more than one farm of enormous size.

During tﬁe same period, only 10 per cent of_the
Highiands was ﬁsed for crops, more than 46 per cent was
. * K_ ",

classified as 'agriculturally unproductlve,'and 44 per cent

was used only for grazing. Instead of openlng ‘up these

‘areas to Africans, the Governor announced in the Legislative

/
Council, on October 23 1957 that the Government had re-

solved to consolldate 'Afrlcan Reserve Areas'. Thls an-
nouncement was carrled.out albelt.lt was vigorously de;
nounced by the African Representatives in the Council.

: . By.l960, the political barometer in Kenya had greatly

changed. "Africans' representation in the council had largely

increased, and, as a result, the British Government called

~

SOJacob Oser, op. cit., p- 151.
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off the state of Emergency. Meanwhile constitutional

conferences were held in London, to work out Kenya's po-
M -, ’
litical. future. '

_demand by,thg,Airigaﬁs for-the unconditional 5

.The

g a
&

release of Jomo kenyatta Was'now‘reaching the ears of
the coléniai authgrities. 'Meanwhile, evéﬁfs in the -
uCongo-(nbw Zg;re; helped the Europeansjih Kenya to ﬁlan
yet another new strategy. A:regional_(or Mé}imbo) :
conétitution was éalledifor, whose aim was _to divide
Africans on ethnic lines, thus, guaranteeinglEﬁropeansf
continued grip of.fhé Highlands.
In spite;of this, however, ﬁhe panicked Européanhz?

E;rmersfdemanded at the conference a "ﬁill of'Rightsh,
afd 'fair' compensation be guaranteed in the 'ﬁﬁuru‘
Constitution. .

Méanwhile, European farmers, in conjunction with

. the Colonial Office,iopeﬁéa'fhé door by releasing one-

- .

million-acres in the Highlands to be settled by Africans

.who ‘'had enough capital as well as those who were desti-

tute. This gesture was the beginning of tokenism.




‘CHAPTER VI

POST INDEPENDENCE ERA: LAND POLICY {AGRICULTURAL REFORM) .

+

A, Uhuru Government‘s Land Consolldatlon and
Registration Program-

By* 1965, the' effect of thé Swynnerton Plan of indi-

. vidual ownership of land (as opposed to cdmmunal ownerShip)
.had vigbrously taken effect on the country. Africens had
elearly been divided into;two distinet groups: one which
‘had been swayed to favor 1nd1xldual ownership of land and

‘unllmlted accumulatlon of property, and the other which
fayored contlnued;adherence to trad}tlonal ‘communal eowner-
ship of land and.limitatlon of property ownership. \

| Along.these'lines the government raised two most =

"serious que;tions- {a) whether to secure the - return of

all the land from European settlers, and how; (b) or

whether or not the® emphasis should be placed instead on

S <

continued consolidatidp and registration of the land once
know; as "Africdn Reserve"l and acquire only a small pert
of the nghland perlphery for the purpose of settllng a
ffew "landed and landless“ Afrlcans._
- Because of pressure generated by settlers and their

supporters, the Government was 'forced' to appoint the

Stamp Commission to examine how land transfer and re-

=212~
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seftlement in the former white Highlands could be carried

IR

out "without'ﬁeopardising agrigﬁiturél prodiction”.- In
that.year the British Government éimultaneously'responded

to expropriation-demands by informing the Kenya Govern-—

ment that it would be unable to continue to finance the

Kenya Government in her effort to purchase European- farms~
. . s

in the settlement programs. And as expected, ‘the Stamp

Commission equally advised the Kenya Government that the

idea of traﬁbferring land from European to African owner-

ship would not éignificantly further Kenya's economic

" development. .As,a result, the Govetrnment decided to

,imbark on'the‘second élternative of giving much greater..,

emphasis to-devélopmeht of the "African Reserves" through

consolidation and registration. Messrs:Gichuru, Mboya,

McKenzie and Angaine (all Cabinet Ministers) went to
Brigain in August to inform the British Government of the
Kenya Govérnment's new land policy, and also to ask for
financial assistance'in this matter.

While iﬁ London, this delegation held a Press con-

‘ ferénce at which one journalist pointed out tﬁat_the

State Paper on 'African Socialism' (otherwise knowh as

.'S?ssional Paper Number 10' which the Government had just

.published) ap?eared to give priority to the development
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of the 'African areas'. "Did you mean that Kenya would

o

ask .for less money from Britain for the purchase of

-Buropean mixed farms?" .the journalist asked. To this
Mboya replied: -- - . . S

- Special attention must now be given to what
had previously been called African areas-as
against what had been termed the White High=-

- lands. = Buying out white farmers and dividing
their land among Africans did not in itself
lead to development; change in ownership did- .
not necessarily increasé production. Opening

" new farming areas for African peasants did,
however, mean development and larger output.

Mboya then added:

-

We have ceased to depend on White Highland
farming. Land in the former African areas
has greater potential. Our purpose is more ..,
diversification and more land under culti- -
. vation in the ‘African land units.2’

i

_ The potentiality 6f African reserges‘Mr. Mboya was.refer—
ring to, this writer does notAreaLiy know., Geographicall?,‘
apart fro@ the Highlands, most of Kenya is almost barren
and, therefore; uncultivable;'. .After the delegatés.re—.
turned, .the Kéﬁya éé%ernment applieddto the British Gov- .-

‘rernment for a commission to conduct a survey of Kenya and

lpast Africa and Rhodesia, Auqust 5,~l965,'p. 769.

~

21bid.
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advise how consolidation and registration of land in

" the 'African Reserves' could be expanded. The British

. honored this request

-+ PFollowing the publication by the Government of the

'Sessional Paper No. lO' (wnich will be discussed in'the

‘next section), and the -return of the cabipet delegation
to London, the Uhuru Government requested assistance from

the British Government for a broad program df agricul-

& - : . . . . «
tural development. The objectives and priorities of

.. this program were as follows-

The Kenya Government herewith applies to the
Government of the United Kingdom for capital
and technical assistance for a broad pro-
“gramme of agricultural development in Kenya,
to be financed by a seriegs of loans and. -
" . grants the details of which will be nego- -
tiated every few years over a period of
‘fifteen to twenty years....The major objectives
of this programme are: '

N 1. To establish the pre-conditions for a
rapid rise in productivity in Kenya's
peasant farming areas, which constitute
well over -80 per cent of the land.now
devoted to some form of agriculture.

" Mpst important, the pre-conditions is a
basic reform in the tribal system of land
tenure, to be accomplished through an
-accelexation of the process of land con-

. solidation and registration. :

2. As an initial step towards attainment of
the first objective the Kenya Government
"decided to ask the British Government to
supply on technical specialists to prepare’

-
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- a.thorough report on land consolidation and
registration and suggest a long-term pro-" "~
gramme whlch is realistic and economlc{3 .

on November 22, 1965, thelfollowiﬁg tea@'Began deliber-

s s 4 S L RN
ation and, inquiries. in’Kenya. (Its terms of reference

appears in the appendix).

2 &

Mr. J.C.D. Lawrence (Chairman . }
C From Britaip

Mr. S.R. Simpson -
Mr. C.P.R. Nottidge ’
Mr. J.D. MacArthur

e Nt e N

Both European settlers
residing in Kenya

Mr. G.M. Gaitta = ’ ).Boﬁh'Kenyans

*Mr. J.H.O. Qmino . )

First the Comm1551on seemed to have had reservations

e

about the’ outcome of the. env1saged program Their mis-

_glVlng went back to the hlstorlcal realltles of con--

solldatlon and reglstratlon as it was flrst applled in
Britain between 1760 and 1860 known as "the Enclosure

Movement". , Quoting Professor Cheshire's book "Madern

Law of Real Property" the Mission observed:

-the ' Commissioners visited the locality, publicly
took evidence from those who desired: and those
who opposed enclosure, and made a final.- award by
which they granted to each person.a -self-con-
tained freehold estate in lieu both of: the.

4’

3Report of the MlSSlon on Land Consolldatlon in
Kenya -1965-1966, pp. 1-2. :

Ibid-/ p'- 3. i
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.scattered strips and- oF the communal rlghts "
‘he Formerly poSsessed.

The Comm1s51on *went on to emphasizé that:

In Britain, as 1n Kenya there was no intention
to harm the small man and his.apparent legal
- ‘claim was €fully recognized, -but in the effect
" he was often squeezed out and though he received
full monetary compensation, it was, like his
extinguished land rlghts, very small and so.was
- soon dlssa.pated.6 ' .

The Report ended up with thls warnlng.

After “a hundred years there was only 2% mllllon_
titles on the Engllsh register. These are malnly
urban and most of the English farming land is un-
registered and nonetheless were farmed for that. |
All -the cocoa, palm oil and groundnuts of West
Africa have been produced without registration
.0of title, as have coffee in Chagga country of
Tanzania and’ cloves in Zanzibar....We feel we
must make this clear because, in making it an
aim of policy to apply registration of title
unselectively to all areas capable of develop-
‘ment’ throughout the whole country,'Gthe Kenya
.Government is not only attempting a task of
unparalleled. magnitude but' could in many: places
be merely handing_a stone to the man who is :
.asking for bread.

R

In other words, the growth of the gigantic capitalist
imonster in England and later- in other Western countries

stemmed first from the expropriation of peasants from -

51bid.., ‘p. 8. -
61bid. <

7Ibid., p. 9.
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their land, then quickly followed by accumulation of
- capital by a few, leaving the ;anqiess,proletariathin a’

. S " - - e
much more terrible situation. The Kenva's Sessional

PaEer No: 10 did not -overlook this Fact when it said:
The encloser movement and the industrial re&oe
lution had created a landless proletariat and
was ruthlessly exploited by thosé with economic.‘

power who had much the samg absolute rights as
those of the feudal lords.

If this is really so, then Kenye.was essentially

. put to the same‘capitalist test. According to the Com-
mission's Report, consolidation and registration in .\
Kenya .involved costs separated-into categories: (1) = ...,

survey costs, and (2) land adjudlcatlon costs.v These
costs v;rled from district to dlstrlct.- ‘For 1nstance,
adjudlcatlon fee in the Klkuyu DlStrlCtS of the Central
Prov1nce where there was much fragmentation and the
country was very much broken during colonial invasion,
and partlcularly durlng the ‘Mau-Mau period, a fee of ten
shillings an ‘acre was 1mposeo7 in Embu and Meru, and Taita
'ﬁistriéts a fee of fiQe shillings -an ecre‘was charged, and
Aeverywhere else four shillings. A coneideretion was later

N ~

8african Socialism and Its Application to Planning-
_4in Kenya (Ndirobi: Government Printer, 1965), p. 7.
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given to e general'rise iﬁ adjudicatiqn fee to an pver-
all. average figure of ten or twelve shillings. - The fee
th a land case:in theﬁAt;icengqourt‘is one hundred and .
tWehty shillihés;: The avetage‘cost.of-survey is.about
shs. 12.50‘an acre, while‘atregistration certificate of
\>\%§itlercosts Shs. 25.00 - at leest.until the #ewrenee
*Commission recommended that such fee should—be withdrawn.
Between 1961 and the‘begiﬁning of 1967, the number
: of acres with registefed titles was somewhat more than
two million, "still only a small portion of the estimated
million reglstered acres in the country"9 According.to
the Government s Report issued in January 1969, the- valie™
of known‘sales of major agricultural products in’ con-
solidated districts had approximately doubled in the

L 10

decade. But some economists have refuted this claim.

’ 9ann Seidman "The Agxlcultural Revolution", Eastr
s .Afrlca Journal, Vol. 7, No. 8, August 1970, p. 26.

»lOI. K;ﬁKituku, Senior Economist/Statistician,
Ministry of Economic Planning and Development, "Land
.. Consolidation and Registration - Kenya's Experiénce",
IDEP/MISR Quarter Continent Cenference on the Experience
with Plannlng Agrarian Change in East Africa, January
1969. oL v

Z

N s
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For instance, Ann Seidman once again observed that:
This 4n itself is not very-convincing, however,:
. since the value of known sales from the non-
« " consolidated districts ‘also multiplied rapidly,

more than doubling in Ceéntral Nyanza -and in-
- ‘creasing almost 4 times in Machakos.

} The same.ﬁeéort\\Fgues-thet mofe creait was granted to‘
farmers in the consolldated areas, presumably made pos-
s1ble by registration of tltles. Here one is tempted to ”'
question whether consolidation and registration was the
:only critefiqn on which credit could be exfendeq. Once.
again Ann Seidman answers this question when she saye

thaf:

0

In Kenya, the private commercial banks and e

¢‘ Government assumed it was the only way, so
’ they could not be expected to extend as much
credit to areas where consolidation and ... .
registration were not adoepted.
The Report adpitted, however, that landless groups were . - >
"uncoVered" by consolidation. As of 1968, the progresst
‘made in respect <of the transfer of agrlcultural land,

"from non-c1tlzen ownershlp to citizen ownership" since .

;pdepepdence_amounted to 900,000 acres or 14 per cent of

11lSeidman, op. cit{; p. 26.

121pid., p. 27.
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Jthe total Highlands. The total possession by Africans
of land within-the Highlands, arnd around the Highland
~ vicinity amounted to 2,306,600 acres as the following

table illustrates.

bl
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~

B. The.Lawrenee Mission's Report & Recommendation
~on Land Consolidation and Registration: .

The Lawrence Mission submitted a host of detailed
recommendatlons for land reform They also made proposals

for the reorganlzatlonand expansion- of the Land Adjudi-

cation Department {(which at.that tlme was‘called the *

'Land Consolidation DepartmentL). The Miseion's program
involved adjudicating 3.1 million he'ctares14 of land
scheduled for the period‘1966/67 to 1969/70.

The program was expected to cost L 3.4 million. Of

the total area involved, 1.0 million hectares were in the

high rainfall agricultural areas, while 2.1 million

hectares were 1n lower rainfall pastoral or range areas.

The Mission submltted ‘also that:
No registration should Be contemplated in
high-potential, ‘mixed farming areas of Masai-.
land or West Pokot until public attitudes to
ownership of land_ by persons of other tribes
chapge. (para 111)L> :

The Mission also submitted in its report the public atti-

tudee toward the land reform program'as well as its eco-

nomic.and social effects:

l40ne Hectare equals 2.4711 acres: 1 Acre = 0.4047
hectares. 3 .

15Lawrence Mission, Report of Land Consolldatlon
-and Registration, 1965- 1966 )
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the landowners in the first areas to be con-
- solidated there clearly have reservations
and sufficient of them haveé refused to move
"to their newly consolldated-holdlngs as to
hold up completlon of the scheme. Public
opinion is likewise strongly opposed to con-
. solidation in the fragmented high-potential
- , areas of Machakos and Kitui Districts....
.It was undoubtedly fear of consolidation
which prev1ously led to opposition.of land
- registration in Kericho District and some:
. parts of western Kenya,...

The report contlnued'

The w1despread demand for reglstratlon is
undoubtedly due in large measure to the
support of political leaders. These same
leaders were not always in favor of “the
process and indeed=many opposed lt with
deep~rooted conviction. (para 81)

Many people”of various ethnLcAgroupsrv01ced their ope By
position fo land consolidation and registration as this

system was forelgn to them. _Por instance, the people of

‘WESt Pokot relterated-

-

i We Pokot would like to take this opportunlty to
register and clarify our justified and leglt—
imate” right to our tribal land as provided in
the Constitution and customary law of the coun-
try and.af protected by Trust Land Board.

- (para 87) ’ : :

161bid., (para 80), p. 83.
171pia.

. 181pia.
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It was quite clear in the minds of the members of the

Mission that a majoxrity 6f>theﬂpeople in Kénya including
. & . . s

some'pdligical'leaders were oppdsed to the land reform

as exemplified by the former colonial government, and

l( . i . . ..
pursued by the Uhuru Government, save a few politicians

" and 'some others th thought they would(beﬁefiﬁ from the

" ‘program.

The Socio-economic effects of the Program: The

plight of the freedom fighters' land that was cdnsoli-
dated and registered under the colonial goverhment!s'

supporters' ('loyalists") names as the new owners has-:
already been indicated in the preceding chapter.

The Uhuru Government in its support for consoli~-

_»dation and registration program outlined what_is called

"manifold benefits". Among these aréS; T .

Time .and money no longer need be spent on land
litigation, nor is it necessary for farmers to
waste time travelling between numerous scattered
plots of land. The reform acts as a powerful
. stimulus to agricultural development....Because

T agricultural development proceeds more rapidly

S after land rights have been  adjudicated, the
reform also tends to encourage a much higher
level of employment in’the rural areas.l

.19Republic of Kenya, Development Plan, 1970-1974,
p. 210. ) -

>
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But a closer look at these*;ésﬁﬁétions migh? help
understand their. misconceptions. For instanee, corre-
lation between acreagés cdhgolidated énd regi?tefed and
increésed in agricﬁlﬁural proddctiéngdges'notjalways
giveba reliable indiéation of the deveiopmeqtre%fects
even of a lana reform programpéombined with én ;gri-
.cu;tural follow;up program. For instance, Meru is esti-
mated to have roughlyASSO,Obb acres. of high po}ential land
suitable for registration, but by 31st March 1965, only

40,700 acres had beer registered. In other words, Meru

-achieved its increase in coffee production without con-.

i
. 2

solidation and‘registrationy even though some other ; i
selected4cro§s indicated a development trend as shown by
~the following'figureé from Nyeri District where regis-

tration started in l?éskaﬁd was completed by 1959:



. A s A ‘
o | N -
TABLE 15

SOME . SELECTED FIGURES OF PRODUCTION FOR NYERI DISTRICTZ? ..

'Tea-Green~leaf sold Pyrethrum Flowérs Whole Milk “'000

{(million pounds) -  {(tons) " gals sold to dairies

1955 0.0 . . . .18 6

1956 0.0 - 29 . 76

1957 0.06 27 - - 783!

1958 0.24 28 . - 96
- 1959 . 0.60 - 37, figures unreliable

1960 0.93 - 89 . T 113

1961 1.1 112- 205 v
, 1962 1.4 126 L 256

1963 2.0 ) 189 . 736

1964 3.5

77 1,110

’

The Report reiterated, however, that "it is unsafe to -
draw conclusion féém such figures for there are very‘ﬁany i
variable faétors-involyed,.Such asrthe‘intrpduction of
<new crops (tgé’in this instance), a rapidﬁe#pansfon.of'
mérkets for prod@ce (milk‘in this instance), volume of
;7 credit, or the farming attitude of the loéal people.Zl
‘_ The Mis;ion also confirmed the>criticism that consoli-

dation  creates unemployment and landlessness. In this

réspect, the Mission observed:

~ . -

20Lawrence Mission, op. cit., p. 18. .

2l1bid. .
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B o
In. Central Province the landowner possessing -
many fragments was freguéntly unable to. culti-
vate all ot them and so allowed tenants (zhoi)
to cultivate the least desirable and more
‘remote of these.fragmentg. At the time of
consolidatidon the ahoi's cultivation rights

-~ were extinguished and they found themselves

landless and _with llttle hope of immediate
employment..

B I

The Mission contlnued-

it must also be remembered that although con-
‘solidation as carried out ipn Kenya has cured
- the problem of fragmentation of. holdings, it
has not affected the problem of sub-economic
"parcellatlon. Thus ih Nyeri district 34,500
out of 43, 200 holdlngs are of six acres or
less.23

It is true, however,-that land consolidation or enclosure

can be producfive if proper materials used are stock-

-]
"proof, in which case it economises on labour in herding,
h‘proteets crops f;om straying livestoek,»ahd facilitates

.  the control of animal diseases But it can, however, pos-
A R

sibly be that enclosure, even if the hedgiﬁg is’ not stock

" proof, will encourage limitation of stock number to the’

carrying capacity of the land. ' ‘
In Kenya, registration resulted in many land dis-

’ putes and cases. For example, in 1964, 666 land cases

- -
.

227bid.

. 23Tbid. -
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wer® heard in ene district alone (Kisii); and.after
their rev1ews and appeals, they totaled 1, 080 at a.cost
of L 25,164, 24 The following dlstrlcts also experlenced"
similar problems. Central NYanza 550 ‘South Nyanza 479,
Bungoma 83,‘Bu51a l4l, Kakamega 459,*Machaﬁge 679,
| Kitui 11-3', and Meru 122.25 R N

© and altﬁough title to land would provide a con-
venient form of’security'fertloans fram sources not
! previously available to the African farmer; howeter,'
_the provisioe of a secure title wﬁich can be pledged as
security‘for loan made, if the loan is used for un-

s

productive purposes, or-if the rate of interest is ' L
exorbita;t‘(the present rate of lnterestpis 6.5 per cent)]
or if there‘is>a sﬁccessioniof crop failures, leads to

a’ serious state of=chronie.lndebtedness, a- farmer may,

as a result, lose his land; and even if he retains hde
land, he would be deprived by debt charges'of most ef‘his

incdme, and will then lose the incentive to farm properly

and with determined effort.

-

241134,

251pid. ' L
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Othér dangers which regisfration imbues are the
unfettered iighﬁ éf indiyiduéls to dispose of land and,
- as a result, may encouragé the:improvident{to sel} their
- land to prqvide“;eady’casﬁ for ndﬁ-produqtive purposes; .

and although it caﬁ be argued that such sales contribute
'to.aggravatibn of holdings iﬁ areas where fgzgé’are:in‘
general toé_sméll to pérmit‘develogggnt, nevertheless,
the sdcial problems posed Sy such é;tiop on a large
scale are magnitude. 6n the question of transmission
and inheritance of.land, the Mission advised thelKehYa
deernment to re&iew its present policy of vesting the
deceaséd's‘land ih SOmebddy who is not actually shown sn Ko
'tﬁe Regisféi.zej '

Now that Kenya has alréad§ optéd for.a policy of

encouraging the emergence of individual rights in land,

) 261t is both 1nterest1ng and appalling that the
Kenyatta Govermment had to approach the British Govern-
ment for 'assistance' in this matter of 'inheritance and
transmission' which arises on the death of a landowner

subject to customary law, as though both Kenya and
Brltaln exerc1se the same customary laws.
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.as'opposednéo epllective or communal ownership of same

(it._should be noted very seriously that individual rights

" denstitute ownership of land by individuals), it should,

however, neyver be forgotten that registration of indi-
vidual ownerehip can prove on occasion to be;e,eerfous
obstacle to agrlcultural development If the pattern of .
ownershlp is out of llne w1th what is requlred for actual
land use-f Reiterating on;;hls pomnt, Gerald Meier for ,
instance, observes:

The generel economic aréument for land reform

as distinct from the social argument for more

equallty 1s that these systems of ownership glve

rise to 1arge incomes which are not reinvested '

in production. They give rise also to social , =

attitudes inimical to investment. Land owners
spend conspicuously; buy more land; or invest

‘. in urban house property: or land at extortionate

rates of interest_to cultivators for non-pro-
ductive purposes.

In'the>Seme vein,“the Lawrence Commission Report pointed
out, however, that consolidation and registration does
nhot necessarily provide a panacea for the pitfalls arising

from the misuse of land. It said:

~

27Gerald M. Meier, Leading Issues in Economic
"Development, Studies in International Poverty Payments,
2nd Edit. (London: Oxford University, Press, 1970),.p.
423,

-
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It should, however, never be forgotten that

registration of individual ownership can prove

on occasion to be a serious obstacle to’ agri-

cultural development, if the pattern of owner-
- ship is out of line with what is required for
. actual land use.?28

a

While pﬁblié opinion tends to lean towgﬁd’accépting 4
'consolidatioh of fragmented éreas1in terms of §iable‘agri-
cultural develépment, it is nevertheiess'élso true that
“'the same public is strongl§ opposed to the registration
of titles to individuals.. Africans-are aware that.the
. registration system was introduced as a way to safeguard
the Eurépeans' continued presence and alienation of the *

»

Highlands. Furthermore, fhe number of quarrels betweeﬁ‘ =
familieg, ;lanS'and neighbors over land rights has in-
‘creased. If it iésdecided in. any locality that consoli-

" dation is necesséfy for development, further investigation
and examination of whether or not this undertaking would

. diérupt¢commqnal-;ife of Africané, and if at all, formulate
wayé and means to alleviating or avoiding any such from

«

occurring or how to effectively combat it.

Coe

28Lawrence Commission Report, 1965, para. 90, p. 27.

. - S
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"African Socialism and its'application to Pléﬁning

. . in Kenya" (Sessional Paper No. 10) as g governmeﬁt's
Developmént Pblicy: The !Uhuru'governhent' upon assuming
office on Decembér:lz, 1963 extended the agricultural
program ?ﬁ land consoiidation and registratipP as first,
expounded b; the colonial government's stratégist, J. W.
Swynné;ton in 1954, hefeiﬁafter referred to as "Ihe
Swynnerton Plan". -

Because of strong opposition to the Swynnerton
Plan by some African politicians and others alike, the

A . ®*
Uhuru Government decided to implement its aims and ob-

@

jectives through other means. ‘ S e

President Kenyatfé's bustling "Back to the Land"

‘on the need to, secure the rights of all the land in-

— cluding the Highlands once lost to the Epropeans, but
rather emphasized the need for developing the small
acreage attained .so far, and called for an accelerated
prograh of consolidation and,fegistration of the land in
“the so-called "aAfrican Reserve". The President said:

our greatést asset in Kenya is our land. This.
is the heritage we received from.our forefathers.
In land lies our 'salvation and survival. It is
this knowledge that'we fought for the freedom

of our country.  Whatever our plans for the
future, they must spring from a resolve to put

T — e
Qe wmas  irpr AT de NITE | A Sewr oo -
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to maximum production our land, however small
the acreage we may possess.?2

Thus, the speech disseﬁinated the 'Uhyru Goverhmenr‘s
new,praorities she was fermulafing in,agricuitural_pro—
graﬁ of "small acreage"'in respecﬁ fo aevelopment.* These
: vpriorities‘were shertly afterwards outlineg?and elab-

orated in the Government!s Sessional Paper No. 10

Y

entitled""AfricaﬁySociaiiém and-its Application to Plan-

. ning in _Kenya. When this document was unveiled for-

the first time in Parlrament on Apr1}<27 1965 by thé *,

late Tom Mboya in hls capac1ty as Mlnlster for Economlc
Plannlng and Development Kenyatta warmly embraced hlm,{,;A

and also“called it "the Blble for Kenga s furure 30

“

Mr. Kenyatta 3 expre551on of a

. appears in its Foreword. 'This documenﬁ, whilé reaffirm-

" ing that: —

Cey,

o =
.

29Jomo Kenyatta; Harambee (Nalrobl- Oxford Uni-__°
ver51ty Press, 1964), p. 60. . .

30Afr1can Socialism and its Application to Plan—'
ning in Kenva (Republic of Kenya: Government Printer,
April 1965), Para. 101 p. 36. See also. Reporte®, .
May 7, 1965, ) o R

&
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Agriculture .is the domlnant sector of the-
. economy, encompasses the whole country -and
" promises.a living for the majority-of Kenya
famllles.,..3l- .

announced Ehat within this large sector'
e~

.

e Development in agrzculture will be given first
v priority in the African areas. The nse of
. funds here will ipcrease output,.yields, employ-
-ment. and per capita income much more rapidly-
-and .effectively and on four to six times the
acreagé than the. use of these fund$ for set-'
tlement....What is now urgently. needed is
development, not merely land transfer. Con-
solidation and registration will make farm
credit. and moderrn methods of agriculture pos-
_8ible and should expand employment much more
“rapidly than-settlement can, by bringing more
land into productive use.32 o
L1 -

[ - ‘e

—~

*Its7ConCept of Land: There is a great deal said?*

in the above document about land, and whose intangible

—F

and vague concepts such as "the tradition of political
democracy and the 'feellngs of mutual responsibility'
will play a part in preventlng the universal law of
hlstory from asserting itself, I.e., that in the final
analysis a state.is controlled by the class which owns

its means of productlon. Yet when it comes to the most

tanglble tradltlons of land in African society which are

" really inimical to the creation and maintenance of a

31Regorter, May 7, 1965.

321pig., (para 102), 0. 37.
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united society, such traditions are fejected in favor of

~ a 'disjointed - historieity" of the future society. Ob-

4

‘éerve, for instance, the foliowiﬁg argument for the

encouragement of individual land owneréhip instead of

-2

There is some conflict of opinion with regard
to the traditional attitude towards rights to
land. Scome allege that land was essentially
communally or tribally owned; others claim -
that individual rights were the distinguish-
ing feature? 33

What apparently emerges from this historical debate,
according to the Paper, is the fact"that land and other

productive" assets, no matter who owned or managed fhém,ctw

were expééted to be used' for the genéral welfare of the

éociéty gs.a‘Whole;"34 Yet after hinting.that this ‘noble
tradition éccords with the lgtest developments ig,so?
cieties where the states have the right to oréer the
uses to which property will be utilized, the Paper goes
on:

.  , These Agfican traditions cannot be carried out

indiscriminately to-a modern monetary economy.
The need to develop and invest requires credit

33zbid (para 28), p. 10. .

341pia. -
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and a credit economi’rests on a system of land
titles and registration. The ownership of land
must therefore be made more definite and

explicit.,..3> .

Property in land and other préductive assets in
’tradiﬁibnal?Afric;n 56ciéties {including .that of Kenyé‘—-
of course) was. made to serve the genéral welfafeunot bej
cauéé.of_thé"unifying principle' per se, but the.unify—‘
:ing principle emerged.from fhé fact £hat landeas in the
laét anal&sis owned by the community as a whole.

- It may perhéis be that the tréditional-gonéepts of
African society havé beéh so eroded that, in Kenya, for .-

Sxamplé, a period of individual anership 6f part of the.
land is a neceésary transition staée as the Document ép— =T
’bgars to indicate. quever, the authér(s) of the.?ape;
may'not have realized that behind today's references to
‘credit' ‘economy' and ‘modern ﬁonetary~ec6nomY' actually
mean bonéé and mortgages: of -high interest rates and
 foreclosures—— tﬁe.treasop,and nightmare of all so—called'
'undevelpged\small_tun fish whose survival rests on the

continued"borrowing and protection of 'special means of

© s
.production' from the so-called 'developed' 'big whale".

351pid., (para 30), pp. 10-11.
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*;

another nightmare that does'not-spring from the\

- African tradition but rather from the Paper concerns the

role assigned to the Republic of Kenya under its 'Afri-
can Socialism' concept. The government's support and

encouragefient of the emergence of an entrenched class
h - : . T i v
accumulating large tracts of land or numerous farms and

other wealth is further reflected ih the Document which
in effect states that:

The state, therefore, has a continuing function
to perform, not in subordinating the individual
in society, but in enhancing the role of the
individual in society. Individuals derive
satisfaction not only from the goods they con-
sume. but also from those they accumulate. )
If human dignity and freedom are to be preserved ...
praovision must be made for both activities by =
the individual--consumption and accumulation.3©

'ih other words thé Paéef firmly advocates individual
accumulation of the means of production, and of profit
derivings from the latter. .Th; Paper then warns that |
“under African Sogialism ané>power‘to control resource
use résides with the Stafe_but to imagine however, that
the;ﬁse'of reséurces can only be controlled through
tﬁeir'ownership is", says the Paper, "an error of great

magnitude".37

361bid. (para 33), pp. ll-12.

371bid. (para 31), p. 11.
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It is in connection with the same thought that the
Paper proceeds*to equate the accumulation of private N
wealth-with human dignity,and‘freedom; Apparently the

architect(s) of the‘Paper either was .ignorant of or

merely overlooked the fact that all governmgpts regard—

.less of their system of operatlon play a very s1gn1f1cant

role in economic plannlng,and control. The United. States'
Government, for example has Anfi—Trust;Laws.

Thelbaper states that "no class problem arose in
the. traditional African soc1ety and none exists today

S
among Afr1cans."38‘ There is scme truth in the first

part of the statement, however, not in the latter part =k

of it. It 1s a well known fact that class problem arose

. < .
with the emergence of colonialism in Afrlca -- and

-

surely Kenya was no exception, and even today this menace .. -

continues to mqltiply with an alayming rate. The Paper

.then maintains:

The class problem in Africa is therefore largely
one-of prevention, in particular to plan develop-
ment so as to prevent the emergence of antago-
nistic classes.

381bid., (para 36), p. 12.

391bid.
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But"planniﬁg developﬁent' withbut proper checks ahd
balances through nationalization of the means of pré—
- "duci;i'bn' is itself s'eif-defeating and, indeed, fruitless.
_This lack of magnitude'is-reveaiéd in both the Consti- ' -

s

tution and the K.A.N.U. Manifesto (Election Platform .
: . J

" 0f .1963) both of which are quoted in the abové'Paper
which states, inter alia:® -
The Constitution and KANU Manifesto make it
. _ clear that African Socialism in Kenya does
not imply a commitment to indiscriminate
nationalizatioen. These documents do commit
Government to prompt paymgrt of full coni-
pensation whenever nationalization is used .40
After the Document, was rushed thrqudh Parliament
and was apcepted-on May 7, 1965, it immediately came
e : under fire from various circles both within and outside
Kenya. For instance, a newspaper in Tanzania, The
Natibnalist, attacked it as being "neither an African
. . .
nor a Socialist".4; The editorial ended up by declaring
that its content' "far from being a policy for socialism, _,
all the arguments advanced are AGAINST socialism, and

for capitalism."42 Patrick McAulan in The Venture, a

ERERY ~ = 401bid., (para 73), p. 26.

4lThe Nationalist, June 28 and 29, 1965{(See ex-
cerpts of the Editorial in the Zppendix).

42

Ibid.
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British Fablan Society's monthly Journal, had thls to
say about the Document-

The paper is lukewarm on limitations on the
size of individual land holdings, surely the
.one measure above all others which should be
taken in a predominantly rural society to.
ensure that economic power group do not arise.
. e ,

“The overwhelming.impression one gains'from
the Paper is that the Kenya government have
opted for the capltallst dlrectlon of eco-
nomic development.,

And in the book of 'A Working Pafty', Who Controls

‘Industry in Kefiya? said that the Document "leaves Kenya

exposed to a danger that should surely be faced sooner

-rather than later".44 A Working Party offers some sug-

k o3
gestlons,nsuch as: . -
. the ' 1mp051tlon of a ceiling on acreage owned by
any individual or group:; the principle of lease-
hold, whereby ownership reverts to the state
after a period of years, or a system could be.
created whereby society would prevent limitless
accumulation of land by a wealthy class, a
development which has had suc2 costly conse-
quences in so many countries. ‘

o«

43The Venture, September, 1965, (See also Reporter,
October 22, 1965, p. 12.) . i

 44p Worklng Party, Who Controls Industry.in Kenva?
(Nairobi: East African Publishing House, 1968), p. 212.

“45ipid., pp. 212-213.
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The authors end with the warning:

If no steps are taken, the owners of agri-
cultural land, or speculators who buy likely
plots in anticipationof development, will
‘be able to hold the community to ransom, in
the hope of--large profits. Legislation is .
‘urgently needed to empower public authorities
te buy land "at existing use valués" i.e. as
agricultural; etc. land. The profitson any
enhanced value thus accrues to the society
which created such development.46

1 .
Oginga Odinga later in his ‘book 'Not Yet Uhuru' revealed

that the Document's "drafter turned out to be an Amer-

wd7 of Mboya. A commentary:

entitled "The People's Front of East Africa" which ap-

peared in the Reporter of.September 24, 1965 had this to
e

say about the 'Document':

Now, it is only a fool who can support the
theories which go under the namé of "African
Socialism" which are, in reality, claiming
special African features as a cover for their
lack of socialist understanding, and encourage
illusions about political problems as well as
economic problems. The term "African" is .
used to cover up the fact that the "socialism"
advocated is in fact a negation of Socialism. -
It is used to flatter African intellectuals -’ .
. -that.the new ideology is of their own creation -
‘ . ...a dishonest smoke-screen for capitalism and
A - fhe ownership of property by individuals....48

"461hid., p. 213.
47Oginga Odinga, op. cit., p.- 311.
48Reporter, September 24, 1965, pp. 9-10.

~
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Summary:
In this chapter, we noted that by 1965, the in-

tended efﬁé&ts of the Swynnerton Plan had begun to be

realized. This-redlization was reckoned with the Uhuru

GoQérnment's publiéation of the Séssional Papsf No. 10
(African Sociélism), and the afrival of the Lawgehce
Mission of Land Consoli&gtioh and Registra;ion;

The ideas as expressednin the Sessional Paper No:
- 1% on Lanq were the very opposite of the African éoncept
on land ownership and its use. Instead of taking the
task to develop it along the lines of traditional norms

.

based on communal ownershié, the Uhuru Government-embarkéd M;é
ﬁpdn expandiﬁg a new development based on,individua; owner-
ship as propoﬁnded by the European settlers.

The document's theofieg on land and development are
false. The document stages categorically that the Afri-
. can traditions'canqot be carried out indiscriminately‘tb
a modern monetary economy} which rests on a system of
-land'gifles and registration. Therefore{ the ownership
of land ﬁust be made more definite and explicit.. fhe\
Document alsé reaffirms that development in the 'African

Reserves' will take precedence over settlement in the

Highlands. In other words, whatever has been done through
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the resettlement program, has accomplished its intended

pufpose. -

The‘Lawrence Mission's Report showed skepticism
aboutﬁﬁhe'guccess of consolidaﬁibn and fegisﬁration of
land in Kenya, and/é; elsewhe;e.' Public opipion waé
 equélly ggaiﬁst the idea of consolidation and:régis—
tratibh;of land. For inst%nce, the Missiqn's Report
noted social‘unrest arising from ‘big increase,of land
cases. The Report aiso observed that consolidatien
created in Kenya more unemployment and landlessness. ;
The 'ahoi' among Fhe Gikuyu are a case inbpoint. The '
Report also pointed oﬁt that although‘conéolidation'cured
the probieﬁ_of fragmentation of holdings, it has not,‘in

fact, affected the problem of sub-economic parcellation.

Lt



CHAPTER VII

MAJOR LAND PROGRAMS

. In 1960, as a result of impending political changes
.-in the country, éo@e ﬁuropeans resolved‘ﬁo sell to the

government part of ‘the idle land for the purpose of set-

‘tling some landless Africans. On January 1, l§6l an
initial progrem was launched te settle landless Africans-'
on goverﬁment land purchaeed from some.of these European
. settlers. On that eame dey a Land Development and Seﬁ—
'tlement Board (L.D.S.B.).was created fo administer the
settlement operatlon. Funds totalling L7.5 m;lllon were

provided for this purpose. The new 1nha@1tants were =

-

first divided into three principal categories::

1. Small settlement Schemes: These comprised land
primarily in the mixed farming areas of the High
Density and Low Density areas. These were in
what may be called the sub-periphery-of the High-

x lands -- i.e. outside the Highland perimeter
which included the 'Million-Acre-Crash-Program'.

- 'In other words, these wgre what may be called-
“'Disguised Peasant Settlement Schemes'.

. 2. Medium Size Settlement Schemes: These were situ-
v . ated in areas in the zodiac of the nghlands which
N - 'were acquired by either co-operativés or indi- *
viduals. The latter group comprised mainly the
few elite (local pdliticians, businessmen, senior
¢ivil servants, and some non-citizens living both
within and without Kenya, byt who had 'friends'
in the country). The minimum number of acreage
each individual acquired is estlmated to be be-
- tween 25 and -50 acres. -

3 -
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3. Large-Size Settlement Schemes: These were areas
of the former Scheduled Area .(Highlands) but
which- had remained idle (uncultivated). Such
areas were taken over by Government either. in
joint ventures with priv companies or inde-
_pendently-on a minimai/gzifg\qnly through the
B rsponsorship of the African Devélopment Corpo-
ration. (A. D. C°)'x§ . : ’

¥

- . "L L
Later, however, these categories were reduced to -

two; ‘the first one was nained the.“Peasant:Seftlers'

while theulast t&o“ware cSmbined to form what was called
“'Yeoman Settlers' Scheme' (Otherwise referred to as
'Assisted Owners' Scheme'). It‘is estimated thét the
!yecman' settlefs received-an averagexof_lz to 15 acres
each while the 'beasénté' received as little as 3 acres...q
'Ann'Seidﬁén noted that "there was not enough land to

. B A - .
satisfy all who were eligible"l. Departing Eurcpean

farmers were baid one-third.in cash, with the balance
séread aver seven equal annual instalments payable in..
London. - A

préver, tbis program Was éuddenly abandoned in-
MarcH('l961[ apﬁanently due to'miscalculations, poor

“

“planning and mismanagemenf,, Oginga Odinga noted that:

" lann Seidman, "The Agricultural Revolution", East
Africa Journal, Vol. 7, No. 8, August 1970, p. 25.
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B |

The first settlement schemes prepared under
Britain's guidance and executed by a Ministry
top-heavy with old style civil servants (the
former settler-owners were empldyed .as set=
"tlement officers) was rushed through in antici-
pation of independence to take the steam out = . -
of ‘the land issue, even a raging grievance in
Kenya, -and as an overture to African political
-, forces. . The Coalition. Cabinet in which: the
- KANU Ministers were Kenyatta, McKenzie, Mboya,
Gichuru .and Chokwe sanctioned the Kinangop
" Scheme which hag,prOVed virtually a write-
off: the planneis of. this settlement ignored
the basic ecological deficiencies of the
area....2

In November of the same vear, the program was resumed
after the British Government loaned the Kenya Coalition
éovernment additiopal money. But when the deéarting

settlers learnga of the extra loan from Britain, they
- objected to the former arrangement and demanded that they
be paid half the purchase price in cash, Qith.the balance
paid in three equal annual installments. The,Ken&a
: CoalitionTGovernment promptly agéeed -- possibly because
‘the majority of thefCab%net members were fellow European
settlers:and sympathizers.

_ ; After December 12, 1963, when Uhuru Government,

headed by: Renyatta finally assumed responsibility., the

20ginga Odinga, Not Yet Uhuru (New York: Hill &
Wang, 1967), pp. 258-259. -




» -/ .
‘ -248-

* old settlement programs were apparently continued. In-

deed much of the Government's agriculturaf‘policy'of

land transfer and settlement,p:ogfams in the former High-

lands'"reﬁained relatively meager. Dufind this time the

masses ('wananqhi')@pfessed their government te honor the '

pre4independencehdemands for the immediate return of

1jﬁﬁ§?Hiéﬁlands (from the Eu;gpeag farmers) but the gov-
ernment continued to résist such demands as well as
pariiamentary motions for expropriation of thevHighlands
{even with combéﬁsation if necessary). |

Meanwhile, the increasing number of former farm
¢ a . . . =5

laborers under the ruthless redundancy programs Europeans

hadeénitiated in their various—-enterprises, iﬁéluding
the" number of ;éturning detainees as well'as»the forme£
Mau Mau 'escapeeé' (who for over seven years had remained
.in hiding‘in_thé forest) forced the government to.inevi%
‘tably feckon with. Moreové&, due to the facf that there
were at that time mére appiications for settlemen£ than
the'lhnq available could accommodate, the government
latéf expanded its settlement program by introducing
Se;éral small—scéie_farmers‘_schemes. The most noﬁable
a;an these werév(a) a g}llion—Apre Scheme: (b) the

Squatter Settlement Program; (c) the Harambee Settlement

- ' . -4

e
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Program; (d) the Ol'Kalou Salient: (e) ﬂarge—§cale Co-

_operative Ranches and (f) the 100-Acre Farms.

K. The Mllllon-Acre Scheme' ) o . : R

=

Contrary to the Uhuru Government's clalm that set— ‘
tlement schemes, and‘;art;oularly therone—Million-ACre
Scneme are ‘a genuine attempt to embark upon the first
stage of taking ovef'European—EOntrolled Highlands to
provide farms for the landless Africans, the evidence on

hand shows that they are nothing of the kind. Evidently,

. ’ . o [
there -is nothing original in thiSAplan,first announced

by Secretary of State for the Colonies, Reglnald Maudllng,

in July, 1960, on his return to London from hls fact

finding mission ﬁo Kenya. All that Maudllng dld was to

announce the proposal first initiated to h1mxby~European
settlers tbemselVes;together with their political and
financial advisors in both Kenya and Britain.

After the Kenya African National Union (K.A.N.U.)
declined Eo form a coalition gouernment in 1961 until
Kenyatta was uncondltlonally released from detentlon,
the Kenya Afrlcan Democratlc Union (K.A.D.U.) agreed to

join hands with the European settlers in April 1961 to

. form a minority coalition government. The latter along

with some European settlers soon began conferring with the



. =250~

¥

British Government about implementing the settlers'
"proposal of purchasing European mixed farms for/IaR&less
Africans, "the total value of whlch was put at L45 mll—

Ll 3
~lion". By November 1961 the Daily Telegraph reported

that: .. ;

Improvements in the scheme for settllng 200, OOO
‘Africans in farms ‘to be bought from Eurdpeans
in the White nghlands of Kenya have resulted
from discussions in London between the Brltlsh
and Kenya Governments....

It continued:

...Sellers will get half of the price in cash
and the rest in three equal annual installments.
The bonds.can be met in sterling by a London
bank acting as agent for the Kenya Government,
instead of only in East African shllllngs 1n
Kenya....

The value of land under European cultlvatlon
in Kenya is estimated at L135 million, of which
about L45 million is used for mixed farming
while the rest consists of plantations.” The

. scheme would apply to‘about one-ninth of the -~
mixed-farming land.®

In fact, Mr. Patrick Wall, M. P., one of the Tory

diehards, proposed~in the British Parliament early in

3The Daily Telegraph, ‘"Better Terms for Kenya White
Farms," November 21, 1961. ) :

“41pid.
S5tbid.

61pid.

e

S
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April, 1960, (three months before Maudling Fﬁnounced
supposedly "his"'schemef that "the British Government
purchase one million acre of European land in Kenya for

L30 or-L40 million". 7 On May 10, 1960 The Tlmes reported

that "a sum of LBOhmllllon had been mentioned as the pur—,

Chase prlce for all European mixed farms", and claimed
thet thls would be between LlS and L25 mllllon short of
thelr theoretical value. [Then it revealed the secret
thet "negotiatioﬁs were still at a delicate stage,.but
were understood to have made encouraging progress". 8

At the same time, European settlers_xgre exerting.
pressure on#Britain by raising the value of their mixed-

" farming land_froﬁ L45 million to L75 million. OneAugust

6, ‘1962, The Times revealed once again that the Maudling

e

scheme was ‘indeed under discussion as early as March 1962.

In that day's issue appeared in the following despatch
from European settlers in Kenya:®

The plan for a really large settlement scheme
for Africans in the former White Highlands was
"in fact jointly put forward at the Lancaster
House Conference in London in March 1962 by

the -Kenya Coalition Parliamentary Group, the
Kenya National Farmers' Union and the Convention

.

"7The Times, 2pril 6, 1960.
8The Times, May 19, 1962.

9%he Times; August 6, 1962.
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of Farmers' Associations. The only change from
that plan is that the time of purchase origin-
ally put forward was three years instead of the
present five and that a total of two million
-acres should be bought in flve years.

The above despatch was 51gned by L. R. Maconochie Welwood,
Delamere, President . Kenya National Farmers' Un}gn
(K.N.F.U.), and HfB.W. MacAllan, Vice—Chairman,:Conven—fr
tion of Aesociations; . ‘, ‘ . =
Five years was the originai,period proposed by

Colnnial Secretary Mr. Maudling, However, his successor,
Duncan Sandys reduced it to one-million acres to be pur-
chased in four years (i.e. up to 1966; however, this did

L=

ndt materialize until the end of 1970). Neither Maudling  =i*

. nor SandyS'mentioned the purchase price, but Mr. Bruce

McKenzie then Kenya's Minister for Agriculture, later

estimated it would be about L18 million. Twe members of

. the Kenya Coalition party (the voice of the die-hard

‘settlers) Mr. Dav1d Cole and Mr. L R. M. Welwood, were

invited to London te,discuss the proposed price. The
inviﬁeee pressed for the 1959 price index.
For decades, the buying and selling land among

Europeans in Kenya had forced land values up to an ex-

tremely art1f1c1al high level. For instance, in 1945,

the: land value in Nairobi, the capltal went up from
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L4 million to L48 million in 1959! Mr. Norman Leys givés v
a bright example of one farm of 540 acres in Kiambu being
- sold to the Government in 1903 for LQS, two years later,
it was sold to anothef:farmer for L640. . This farmer ‘
bought machinery andkmade improvements estimated Fo coét
LQ;OOO and in_l§l3 the farm was sold to a rich buyér for
L17,500 -— two hundred Eihesuthe origin;l price! No
wonder the ‘author remarked: .
No supporter of the existing sysfem would
dispute the fact that most of the 10,000 square
miles of alienated land was alienated in ex-
change for sums that were ridiculously trivial
compared with the prices prevalllng in the free
market at ‘the tlme ‘of sale.lO 2
In 1952 the minimum prlce proposed for European land in
"the "White nghlands" was L18 an acre, whlch the white
settlers procured in free grants or for a maximum of
1%d. per acre.

Eariy in 1955, in the last stages of the armed
étruggle by landless Africans (otherwise referred to as
'Mau Mau'), tﬁe Eurobean séttlers were still quite con-
fident Ehey<woulé reserve the Highlands for themselvés_'

forever. At a meeting in the Nanyuki district they vowed:

10Norman Maclean Leys, KENYA (London: The Hogarth
Press, 1925), p. 151.
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The sanctity of the white Highlands is an ideal
for which we are prepared to fight if necessary,
and therefore issue a solemn warning to the
Government of the United Kingdom that any move
on their part to alter existing conditions under
which land therein is only available to Euro-
pean, ownership "and occupation w1ll be met by all
means at their ‘disposal. -

- Officially, thfg scheme came into being dﬁtihg
October 1962. It applies to the“semi;productive areas in\
the former '‘White Highlands': The program included also
farms purchased and settled under what the éovernment
called "Assisted Owners Scheme". In other words, the
scheme was primarily intended for peasant farmers with
little or no money. During its initial stage®, the pro- -
gram was divided inte eighty four small echemes, all "
situated in what the governmenf.called 'hlgh den51ty area'.
Each scheme covered ‘approximately 10, OOO acres, and com-
prised about 300 small farms with an averagetbf 3 to 12
éc;es per peasant farmer. These farms were designed to
pfovide the farmer and his family with subsistence living,
with an annual\net inéome ef L25 to L40 or L75, after re-

payind any government loans. Over 1964-67, a sample of

High‘Density Schemes showed roughly over 80 percent . of the

llrondon Times, January 31, 1955.
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land was allocated to grazing and about 20 per cent of
the land allocated to cash and subsistence crops,  such as
maize (cprn) and millet, riéing over that period from 6

per cent to 12 per cent. Because of inadequate funds

a

and acreage, hlrlng of labor in these farms was lmp0551ble.
I

The pr1n01pal flnanc1ers of this undertaklng weres
(i) the British Government (H.M.G.): (2) West German Gov2
ernment; (35 International Beﬁk for Reconsrruction and
Development (World Baq}): (4) Land Bank and Agricultural
Finance Corporation; (5) Kenya Government, and (6) The

Commonwealth Development Corporation (C.D.C.).

< : 4 = . . .
The Million Acre Scheme was divided into about 135 et

- settlement séhemes totalling approximately . 33,500 plots

wirh a population of about 170,000 formerly landless

‘persons. The estimated expenditure from June 30 1966 to ',\“/)

December 31, 1970, was as follows:12

lZRepubllc of Kenya: Department of Settlement
Annual Report 1970, p. 12.
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~To meet the above expenditure, the fdllowing grants and

loans were received by December 1971:

Grant Loan_' Total

L0OO0O LO0O . LOOO
British Government 10,541 11,284 21,735 - .
West German Government. ) - 1,218 1,218
I.B.R.D. . Co . -— 1,080 1,080 -
C.D.C. : : . . - - 676 676
Land Bank & A.F.C. - — 1,355 1,355 .
Kenya Government ) 2,810 2,356 5,166 .

Total: 13,261 17,969 31,230

..Settleﬁent of Families on the One-Million Acre .

Scheme: The following is the number of families-septled

on the 'One-Million Acr%QScheme' in succeeding years:l3

Fl . v

e
 Year : . - | Familips = |
_1962—1963.;....;. ............ 5,200

1963-1964 .. ccvenscnsaccnnnns 10,500

1964~1965. .. .0 - ceer e 8,000

The above figures show that while the rate of settlement
in l963/64ldoubled that of 19%62/63, it fell by about 31
per -cent between 1964 -and 1965. It was hoped that the

'Million-Acre Scheme' would be completed by the end of

13pepartment of Settlement - Kenya. Annual Report
1964-1965: Director's Report, p. 1.
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1966 at the cost of L9,303,756 broken up in the follow-

ing sequence:14 . - -

 Year Acres . Price Paid

1960-1961 : 3,824 46,732

© . 1961-1962 = 148,514 8097658

vl96gfl963 . 211,088, 1,749,293
1963-1964 360,008 3,981,495 B

1964-1965 : 276,636 2,716,578

Total: . 1,000,070 9,303,756

3

A most appalling trend emerges from the figures of

i

land tra@sferned-oqtside the settlement scheme which the
phuru Government claims to have accomplished since inde-
pendence. For iﬁétance,'by 1964, Europeans‘held 249 |
farms which had at least 5,000 acres each. These made up
8.4 per ce;t of the large farms and had 60.3 per cen£ of:

fhé land in the large estates. With their 4,098,000 acres, -
their average ﬁolding‘was 16,458 acres, or 25.7 square‘”
milés: Furthermore, of the 1965 transfers, more than half

of the farms were acquired by Europeans, while Africans

acquired-.less than forty per cent. Of the 1,185,299.acres

.
-

. 141pid., p. 3.
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of land transferred, European individuals and companies

acquired 635,182 acres, as the following figures-show:15

TABLE 17

LAND TRANSFERS-OUTSIDE THE SETTLEMENT SCHEMES BY 1965
W AR

Africans Europeans Asians Total

Individuals 62,502 159,777 5,503 227,782
Cooperatives 122,297 —— —_— 122,297
" partnerships - 171,860 38,000 17,087 226,947
Companies 110,596 437,405 60,322 608,273
Total: 467,205 + .635,182 82,912 1,185,299

A-racial breakdown shows, therefeore, that Africans acquired

39 per cent of the total, Europeans 54 per cent, and Asians

7 per cent. lFurthef analysis reveals that of the total
land area'sqld to individﬁals, as shown above, (excluaing
cémpanies), about 70.14 pef cent was acquired by Euro;
éeans, Africans\27.44f.and Asians 2.42. This means, there-
fore, that land trénsfér program which was assumed to have
geen fo;mdiated by the Uhuru Government for_£he sole béne—
fit of Afriéans'is indeed not true. Many Europeans and a

few Asians who apparently received compensation from the
_ﬂ .

7
150ginga oOdinga, op. cit., p. 261.
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Government for. the loss of 'service and land are the ones

who are benéfiting from the program, and not the poor _

‘landless Africans.

Thé;Miliion—Acre'écheme was originall&‘set at the
end of 1966 as a target period for completion; but by \
June 30, 1967, not only 30,000 acres still remainéd to béb
purchased,vﬁut over 100,000 acyxes remained to be deﬁar— -
caéed. The failure to meet the target period was at-
tribu£ed to several reasons: (1) iﬁefficiency on tﬂe part-
o£ the administration. Many of.thé administrative advis-
ors were former European farmers. (2) the demarcation |
work in the figld’b} contractors was both slow and in- =
édequate because, fér-cne thing, Séil ConserQafion U‘nit_r
withdrew its macﬁinery and support from many Settlement
projects; (3) ‘lack of a parallel organization on the
accountiﬁg side; (4) due to a hardening of the land
mérket, and reluctance on the part of many European land-
lords to agcept‘the land purchase offers made to them:
(5) the amount of ‘loan issued and the re-payment con-.
dition; (6) lack of expansion of the scheme and poor
method employed in selécting candiaaées.

In 1966, a Jo;nt Kenya/Brltlsh Government MlSSlon _—

the Van Arkadie MlSSlon, was appointed to 1nvestlgate
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problems enqounteredAin the One—Million—Acre Schene.

The ﬁission’s report suggestedAé number of ways in which
the program could be improved, and through which experi-

ence gainéa from this sgheme'could be used to improve new .

settlements. ‘As a result of the Mission's rééommendations,

a riumber of changes were initiated by the goVerhment. In

particula:! the Kenya Govérnmgnt combined both Low.
Density and High Density Schemes for settlement and
administration. By the end of 1969 the Department of
Sétfiement reported that "99 per cent of the 33,354 plots
in the ambitious scheme had been settled, and there were
‘approximately 165,050 formerly landless persons raising
cash and subsisténqe crops on 135 settlement schemeg."16
‘And by the end of 1970, the same source reported that’
"34,032 plots haa been demarcated out of wﬁich 33,873 hgd

been settled by the end of the year."l7

l6Republic of Kenya, Department of Settlement, -
Annual Report 1968/69d(Director's Report), p. V. .

-17Républic‘of Kenya, Department of Settlement -
Annual Report 1970 (Director's Report), p. vii. .
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éummaﬁy: when more Settlemeht Schemes %ere laun-
ched by the Uhuru Government, these were first divided
up into three principal categories: (1) smali éettleﬁent
schemes, (2} medium size seﬁtlement schemes and (3)

s

Large-Size Settlement Schemes. Later, these were re-

a

‘duced to two; the 'Peasant Settlers' Scheme' --- com-

pfising the firsf scheme, and  'Yeoman Settlers' Scheme, _

which combined the last two. The Yeoman Settlers'

Scheme was later changed to ‘Assisted Owners' Scheme.
The success (or failure) of these schemes depépded,

for the mbst éart, on these factors: the availability of

funds (as‘workinggcépitél, and for compensation), willing-

. ;"j;‘-'?

- ness on the ﬁart of the departing settlers to cooperate

with those beiqg re-settled, and managerial skill on the
part of those being re-settled.

The, small Settlement Schemes (or 'Peasant Settlers’

“Scheme) was divided into (a) One-Million—Acré—Scheme, (B)

the Squétte# Settlement Program, (c) the Harambee Settle-—
ment.Program and (d) the Ol'Kalou Salient. Both of the
Medi;m SizeVSettlement Schemes, and the Lérge—Size Set-
tlement Schemes, were combined into Larg -ééale Co-

operative Ranches and the 100-Acre Farms, respectively.

The study noted that the One-Million-Acre-Schemes,.
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which were annouriced in April by the Secretary of State
for the Colonies, Mr. Maudling, were‘in fact suggested
hyvthe European farmers, andinot by the Uhuru‘Government
as originally, claimed. . The idea behind this venture was
to change the old Africans' demand for total ownership A
of the Highlands, to partnershlp w1th the Europeans.
And although it first seemed as though the European
farmers were genuine with this offer, what -actually
emerged was that the soheme was situated in the high,
density area. The participants were settled on an aver-
age holding of 3 to l2 acres per person, at a target net

?

income of L4O In essence, what Africans emerged with in

'thls scheme was a bone rather than a piece of flesh.

This scheme was first hoped to be completed by the

end of 1966. However, owing to administrative and finan-

.cial difficulties, the completion was not realized until

1970.

Following the'recommendations of the Van Arkadie

. MlSSlon Report, which investigated the problems experlenced

in the Million-Acre-Scheme, the Uhuru Government combined
both Low Density and High Density Schemes for proper set-

tlement and administration.

ENEPEE AP
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'By the end of 1969, the Depertment of Settlement
reported that 99 per cent of the 33,354 plots.in the
one~million~acre scheme had been settled on 135 setéle—
ment schemes by some 165, 000 formerly landless persons.
And, by the end of 1970 the government reported that
34,032 plots had been demarcated out of whlch 33,873 had.

been settled. ’ A o -

The Low Density Schemes: Thesevcomprise 35 schemes

fof farmers with some experience and substantial capital.
Each scheme has an average farm size of 11 hectares,
while some schemes had a total of about 5,000 acres with
about 130 sllghtlg larger farms'of about 37 acres each L
v designed to provide_subsistence, loan repayments,.and an
average income of L100 per farm per annum. These have

also 16 large-scale co-operative farms or ranches. Co-
operative farms. and ranches are run as medium—scale unit,

" primarily” because they are situated in areas where the

land is eenside;ed to,be suitable on a low density farming.
Altoéether, these large farms and ranches are planned to
comer an area of aboﬁt 72,000 hectares of land to_ac—
commodate about 1,700 families. Thése schemes have been

financed by the Kenya Government, British Government, the

International Bank of Reconstruction and Development
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(World'Bank), West German Government, and the -Common-
wealth Department Corporation {C.D.C).

From 1964 to 1967, farmers on Low Den51ty Schemes_
allocated. approx1mately 85 per cent of thelr land to

grazing and the remalnder to cash and sub51stence crops,
with the proportion of 13 per cent allocated to.maiZe
(corn). These farmers reported hiriné roughly 20 per -
cent to 30 per cent of their labor. It is significant,
however, to note that eonly 12 per cent of the farmers
actually achieved the target_ income above. . \

By mid 1968, nearly all projected Low Density
Schemes had been started,‘while ebout a half dozen High ‘ <&
Density Schemes and three of the Large—scale Co- operatlve
farms still remalned to be establlshed Twenty—flve
mllllon pounds had been spent on this program by the same
date. Of thlS, about.L 10 million had been received from
the British Government, part of it as a grant, the rest
was a loan. Eleven million'was received from a variety of
undisc;osed overseas eources, and about'L 3.5 miilion from
the Kehya Government funds. v

of thls amount L1,.3 mllllon was used for develop—

ment loans for settlers' co—operatlve societies. Small
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Farm Schémes are characteriéed by varying degrees of )
dispersion ofkholdings. By the end-éf lééé,uthere were
abou£7139 §ettlement ;chemes of various sizes. In 1965,—
the largesfarms ranged  from 20 to cvef SO{OOQ acres. in
size; the aver;gé was over 2,000 acres. The general'
pattern of a few very large units and- numerous smaller

ones is shown by the fact that 16.5 per cent of the

holdings covered nearly 73 per cent of the total Large

- Farm ‘Area, whereas over 50 per cent of the farms has . less .

than 1,000 acres as the following tables show:

- TABLE 18

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF LARGE FARM HOLDINGS IN KENYA, 196318

' Per cent of Per cent of
Slze of Holdlngs in Acres Total Holdlngs Land Area .

20 - 124 16.2 0.4

125 -~ 499 18.4 2.2

500 - 999 20.8 6.2
1,000 -"2,499 20.5 18.3
2,500 - 9,999 . 12.8 27.7
10,000 -49,999 . 3.3 ° 32.6
50,000 <=and over . : 0.4 12.6

18Kenya Ministry for Economic Pianning, Economics
and Statics Division, Agricultural Census 1963, Large.
Farm Areas 1963, Table 4.

Ry
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TABLE 19
SIZE OF DISTRIBUTION.OF SMALL FARM HOLDINGS Ing
- CENTRAL AND NYANZA PROVINCES OF KENYA 1961 . i
Size of Holdings % of Total Holdings % of Total ’ i
in Acres . . Land Area R
~ . ‘Central Nyanza Central Nyanza
Under 2.5 Acres . 32.4. 22.8 9.7 .- 3.5
2.5, - 4.99 - 32.4 24.8 | 25.6 9.6
5.00 - 7.49 18.4 14.5 22.9 9.5
7.50 - 9.99 7.6 8.7 13.3 . 8.1
10.00 =~ 14.99 5,9 11,7 14.2 . 15.0
15.00 and Over.. 3.3 '17.5 14.3 54.3

The same census showed the correlation by average number
of persons supported per acre by Districty/Province.

These were ag}follgws? T -
: A

19Kenya Ministry for Constitutional Affairs and
Economic Planning, Economics and Statistics Division,
Kenya African Agricultural Sample Census, 1960-1961,
Part 1, pp. 20-21. ’ - e
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Summagz: The 35.Low Density Sehemes were designed
for farmers with subsﬁanrial capital and experience.
Fach scheme has an average farm size of 11 hectaresr
Each farm was 1ntended o prov1de the owner w1th an aver-

age annual net income of L100. Some of these farms were

turned into co-operatives or ranches._ A total of 72,000

hectares of land was made available to accommodate 1,700
famllles.

. The small holders of the Low Density Schemes had.
less.agricultural experience, but had to be able to pay
legal fees plus a down payment ranglng from 10 per cent
to 50 per cent of the’price of theeland and any capital
1mprovements it mlght have contained. The remalnder ofk
the cost of the land plus general development flnanc1ng,

was covered by meager loans from the Agricultural Finance

Corporatlon (EFC), and other flnanc1al 1nst1tutlons._

The study cancluded by observing that many ‘of these '

young farmers also began to ‘experience realltles of

hardships in land dlstrlbutlon, loan repayments and farm

production.
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B. The 'Yeoman' Scheme:

This was. also established in 19605aiong with tEe_ -
oﬁe—ﬁillion;acre séheme. ”E_ch'seiectedi‘farmer' receivea
holdings‘betweén 100 and;%éi acres along the'periphery
of the Highlands,~with.a target annual net income of
L250 and with con51derable capltal » -

The scheméLwas not at all.intended to make any
significant changes on the old grip over the'Highlands,
but rather somehow 'cool off' the old African agitation
for avdrastic change. This was a very cleverly calcu-

lagsd political arithmetic on the part of the'European

farmer politicians who knew that it was only the African

-

politicians and a few businessmen who, after ‘assuming

political ‘power' and influence if not properly checked

by inviting them to join the European settler group, could

have destro§ed the old status quo in thé Highlands.
.Carey Jones, a former senior European expatriateﬁ.

observes that this scheme:

-~ was intended to be on the periphery of the

' European areas and-to be merged later with -
the African Reserves for administrative pur-
poses, since it. was assumed that peasant
‘settlément would be similar to Afrlcan land-

- holding in the Reserve.21

2lcarey Jonhes, Anatomy of Uhuru, p. 151.

L
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~He continued to state that the scheme:
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was thus intended to give these areas a small
dose of African ownership which was not too ~
great to be absorbed by the community. It was
to be operated as an offshoot of the Board of
Agriculture (Scheduled Areas) -- the. European
farmers' board -- and under the same chairman.
It would preserve the larger-scale European
Agriculture.22

He elaborates: . .

The essential need was ‘to make a demonstrable
attempt to satisfy African land hunger but to
maintain the European economy on which the
wealth of the country was based and from which
any future dewelopment must grow....In order
to ensure this, the new African settlers were
required to have money and agricultural ex-
perience before they could be accepted for the
scheme....Would this be enough to appease
African land hunger? If it were, then European -
farming could continue, and the future seemed
e reasonably assured. ’ . .

Because of the economic attraction the scheme offered,fo
some ambitious African politicians and some semi—wealthy

T recipients,%the government was pressu;éd to accept it.
The'same‘authpr again observed:

...eventually the large houses caught the eyes
of’ the new politicians and a scheme was devised
for setting aside a 100-acre farm around each.
large house and offering the lot to 'important'’
people. This had the advantage of committing

e

—

/221bid. . p. 152,

231bid.
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the leaders, including many minor leaders, to
the scheme, since any free distribution or
seizure of land would also involve their
holdings.24 - =

But the official Government Report described®this' venture

in the following words:
Great efforts were made in disposing of per-=
manent -improvements, particularly standard
houses which the Government decidéd would be
offered together with 100 acres to form single
units., These units were sold to the wealthier
members of the community who could atfford to
make a 10 per cent deposit at the time of pur-
chase and who could prove that they were able
to raise an additional L500 working capital to
finance the project as a supplementary contri--
bution to development loan finance made avail-
able to them.Z25

This scheme was later renamed “"Assisted Owner
Scheme". It is both interesting and disturbing to note
that'the-governmeht was sympathetic with these "wealthier

members of the community" by offering them such big plots

1

" of land, and a 90 per cent loan -- a policy which did not

include the poor peasants. The Settlement Report of

1963-1964 stated inter alia:

| 24Tbid.; pp. 164-165.

25Kenya Department of Settlement, Annual Report
1964-1965 (Government Printer, 1966), p. 31.

A,
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By direction of the Cabinet a new policy was
started towards the end of the year whereby the
better class houses on large-scale farms had a
100-acre holding planned them, regardless of
tHe size of the plots in the remainder of the
scheme., This was done so that the ‘house and
the 160-acre holdings could be sold to a leader
of the community such as a member of the
Central Assembly or a Senator, etc. 26 .

The Government acquired also somé funds from the
Brltlsh Government as well as the 'World Bank' to assist
new 'farm-lords'. The Colonlal Development Corporatlon
(Cc.D.C.) and the 'World Bank' then issued the following
statement explaining that their funds were directed to
finance development loans to settlers in the first two .

. e
schemes only.zz : .
(a)Assisted Owners Scheme for Experienced farmers:
with substantial capital:; each holding to be '
sufficiently large to provide the settler and
his family with subsistence, the means of meet-

ing his financial obligations and a minimum
annual net income of L250:

26Kenya‘ Department of Settlement, Annual Report
1963-1964 (Nairobi: Govt. Printer, 1965), p. 5. (On
January, 5, 1967, the Kenya Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives merged to form the Unicameral National Assembly
of Kenya).

'27WOrld Bank Mission Report, The Economic Develop-
ment of Kenya, 1963, p. 83.

s
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-

(b) Small-holder Settlement Scheme: for experienced
farmers with some capital; each holding to
provide for subsistence, financial obligations
and a minimum annual net income of L100 (the
target under the Swynnerton Plan in the non-
scheduled Areas);:

(c) Smallholder Settlement Scheme: for Africans with
limited capital and agricultural knowledge; to
prov1de subsistence plus a minimum annual net
income of L25- 40.

Summary: The Yeoman Scheme was established in
1960._ Each selected Affican 'farmer' received between
100 and 200 acres including residence building and agri-
cultural equipment attached‘to the farms. Each farmer
was expected to earn subsistence plus L250 net income per
annum. The financial institutions weré also prepared to =
offégmassistance. | |

‘.As expected: the prospective recipients were local

‘pol;ticians and a few wealthy business men. The study
noted that Ehis was a political arithmetic on the part of

the European settlers ‘to use these Africans for their own

economic bain.“This political arithmetic was well rewarded.
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C. The Harambee Settlement Scheme: !

§

This program, which assumed Kenya's motto "Harambee"

-

meaﬁing united effort -- was planned to start in 1967.

Its aim was to, settle between.300 and 400.families on a

number of small farm areas. When it was launched, the Gov-

ernment hoped to cqmplete it around 1968, but owing to
continued—administratiée diffigplties resulting mainly

from formexr EBuropean settlers who Wefe part—éf the admin-
istration, and whose ideas and objectives were against Afri-
cans taking over the land, the scheme was temporarily aban-
doned until the beginping of 1969.

Coupled with numerous difficulties, the government
waé forced to cancel allearambee1Schemes except one. at
0l1'Arabel, consisting:of an area of about 428 plots of lénd.
This land was supposed to accommodate some 396 new farmers
with an avetrage size of about 1.08 acres pef farmer (or
family), with a target cash income of between L40 and L75

per annum.

D. Ol;Kalou Salient:

Thisvland totalling about 130,000 acres was ori-

ginally owned by 104 European settlers who, in 1964 and

1965, were bought out by the Uhuru Govermment with the pur-

pose of expanding it, and turning it to large scale co-

P 4
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operative farming units under the managership of Salient -
one of the former European owners.
" By 1968, the scheme had a total cost of approéii
’ mately-L-lIQSd,OOO. The scheme was hopéd to-agcommodate
about 2,000 families. The Salient scheme was later divided
up, and some various commercial and industrial-intereSts :
acquired someé of-the.land. For instance, the East.Afri—
~can Breweries (a European owned énterprise) agquired
approximately 3,000 acres needed for barley and ranches.
According to the Government's Development Plan fé:
the period 1966-1970, 100;000 acres of land were trans-

s

ferred for settlement, out of which 80,000 acres went to iy
the large‘Afric;n farmers (the ‘haves'), and 20,000 acres
to the peasant férmers'(the ‘have-nots'). In other words,

the Government clearly demonstrates an open neglect of the

" w._needs of the,landless peasants.
.
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B. The.Squatter Sefglement Scheme:

The squatter problem in Kenya is as old as colonial~-
ism iéself. which involved the alienation of ‘African iand
by the influk of.Europeaﬁ éettlers. Some of the Africans
who became destitute as a result of losing their land,
resolved to 'squat’ on the "European settler farms“; .

Few of these-Qere 'granteé permission' by the Eurcpean
» farmers to continue living on these farms providing they
suppliea their labor power to their 'Buropean boss'. Those

who did not get such permission were subject to eviction

- with or without due notice. Thfyproblem of eviction and

E

" unemployment continued throughout the colonial era - =
especial;y during_the.Mau Mau emergency.
Shortly after independence, with the Uhuru Govern-
ment's continued poiicy 6f land coﬁsolidation and regis-—
.wx\trat;on, the Equatter problem did-not appear to have been
solved or eliminated. Many complaints were réised by the
displaced familiés and théir"ﬁbliticél representatives as
well as éympéthisers such as Bildad Kaggia and Oginga
Odinga (both- longtime political colleagués of Jomo Kenyatta).
As «a result, the Uhuru‘Gévernment decided to dévelog_a'
'squatters' settlement program on low cost lands acquiréd

through' utilization of forest land and taking over of idle
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and mismanaged lands. The scheme was merely to provide
destitute peasants with small acres of land -- averaged
between 1.5 hectares per family. The provided land was
‘expected to‘yielg én annuai income of approximaﬁely L.25
to L40 per family per annum. It was reported that the
selecpion'procedu;é of those to be settled under this
program was béry poofly executed, Authority for nomina---
ting persons.to be offered settleﬁent plots was vested inv
a féw sélf—seeﬁing hands. Ann Seidman notéd, for

instance that:

Although the labourers who had formerly been
working on each farm were originally expected
to receive priority, the final approach was
apparently to remove all those who were not
members of the tribe to which the settlement
was to belong. From those remaining, only
those who had worked there for four .years
were permitted to stay....The'rest were forced
to leave, not infrequently to "squat" on
neighbouring large farms from which they had
o to be removed, in some cases by police action.28

" Following continued criticism of the Uhuru Govern-
ment's contlnued colonlal actlon against the squatters,
in 1965, the government established a "Special Comm1551oner

for Squatters" within the Ministry of Agriculture, subse-

quently referred to as the Ministry of Lands and Settlement.

28ann Seidman, “The  Agricultural Revolution", East
African Journal,Vol: 7, No. 8, August 1970, p. 25.

g
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The Commissioner was vested with responsibility to
tackle the squatter problemf Conséquently, the Commis-
sioner established a Squatters' Scheme: and immediately

bedgan to. register and to-sgttle'Squatters; By 1968, the

Ministry of Lands and Settiement registered-approximately

46, 000.squatters, and it was 1ntended that all these’
would be placed on squatter settlement schemes.

"By the end of 1968 approx%mately’lB,OQO of these
squatters had been settled on a total of 29 équatter
settl;ment schemes in the Ce@tral,'Coast, Eastern and

Rift valley Provinces. That is, only 28 per cent had

been settled since thefprogram's'inception. The costs of

the Program were to be recovered from thé‘peasants over a

périod of years.“%g. Each holding was based on the equiv-'

alent of 2.4 hectares per settler or a total of about

59,000 heéta;es of land. Apparently,-the'Goyernment_made N

“no special arrangements .to supply the‘squatters with
development, loans for,ihe purchase of livéstock, housing,

fencing .or 6ther improvements",3o_ This means that these

-

. 29Repub11c of Kenya, Development Plan 1970-1974,
P- 207. i

301pi4.
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L3

settlers were expected to-manage their own affairs with- -

out help from the governmght. . -

-

" Co-operative Development: - Cooéerative.farming iskhot
new in African t;aditionai life. Culturally, coéperation
is viewed as the bést and most suitable-means of pooling
the péople“s:resoﬁrcés and their labor for the bettér-
ment of all. The Uhuru Governﬁeﬂﬁ therefore g§tablished
co—operatiQe farms.Where economic and ecological factors
led to the conclusion that it @ould be unwise to fragmeﬁt
the land and farm individﬁally. By 1966, 15 such co-
operative farms had beéﬁ established. These ranged in
size from 130 acre coffee co-operative with 50 members'fo

. a 41,257 acre beef cattle ranch with 90~membe:;.

Available evidence suggests that majority of the

-

- Cooperative membership are European settlers who form

"shadow" partners, and who also form the real source of
funds with which to run the co-operatives, since the bulk

of orig;nal_African‘laborers could not afford to pay for
L3 . B

~

' shares of ownership. By 1964, 8.4 per cent (249 farms
witheSver 5,000 acres each) held 60.3 per cent of the land
: e .

in the large farms. Their average size was 25.7 square-
miles. 7
. -

#



-281-

-

Most of ﬁhe African members of these schemes. are
indeed government officials or business men who had;.’
_made money in politics, trade or transpdrtation. Studies
indicate £Hat in: some caséé theée people depoéited as
little as 40 to 50 per cent of the purchase price'of the
land frbm their own resources and then borrowed the:rest

from the government or the commercial banks. Further

‘study indicafes that by 1966 Africans belonging to co-
operative societies owned 750 large-scale‘farms averaging
about 800 acres in size. However, it was also noted that
these new owners had little working capitéliwitp whiéh to
operate ﬁheir fayms efficiently. As a 'result, many farms
deteriorated." ' ‘ _ \ ‘
Between 1968 and 1969, a total of 125 cooperative °
societies had been registered, ‘"consisting of nine co-
v\\bperative farhs; eight co-operative ranches, one coffee
Sociéty,~195 mixed farming so¢ieties and two unions --
They had appxoximéﬁeiy 31,000 members".3% The total
B turnover:in 1969 of the societies, amounted to Shs.

48,514,530.44, an increase of 36 per cent over 1968 as

the table below indicates.

, . 3lpepartment of Settlement, Annual Report 1968L63,
p. 8. o ' . : : :

BT
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Although co-operative societies do show a tendency
to grow in size and activities,'nevertheless, they have
beénvsubjected to government scrutiny and discouragément;
partly bBeéecause of their threat to the established Euro-
pean farmers who still fight for agricultural monopoly,.
and partly because of their own inefficient managémeﬁt, and’
also theirriack of financial resources. For instance, out
of a total Land Loan issued during 1966 of L.952,000, of
which’L670,000 were granted to High Density Schemes,
1,281,000 to Low Density Schemes, the Co-operative so-
cieties received only L 1,000. The government said:
...a high proportion of co-operatives have been e
inefficiently managed, although strenuous
efforts are now being made to remedy this situ-
ation; but where alternative market institutions
exist and co-operatives cannot compete ef-
fectively, the Government does not intend to
give them any special protection....32

T TTTTWriting about the co-operatives' difficulties,

Odinga indicated.that."co-operatives are required to

make a down payment of,50 per cent of the purchase price,

and only then do they qualify for loans from the Land -

Bank."33 The rate of interest is equally very high and

that "there is no moratorium for repayments: repayments

must start six months from the date of the loan, which

. 32Republic of Kenya: Development Plan 1970-1974, p.
198. . :

33Oginga odinga, op. cit., p. 260.
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puts a heavy burden on new farmers' trying to develop".34

In its defence the government issued a report in

which a number of co-operative societiés’' pitfalls were
summarized, Thereport stated:

Mismanagement of societies' affairs are common
owing mainly to reluctance to employ adequate
and experlenced staff capable .of running the
societies' affairs properly ....Many members

do not understand the pr1nc1ple of the Co-
operative movement. Lack of financial management
and control, planning and co-ordination are

other major problems which have to be solved.
Fraud, embezzlement, and mis- approprlatlon of

the Societies' funds have been proved in some
CaS€S..a.

Settlement schemes have also been hampered by the lack of

transportation and communication facilities -- especially =

-

roads. This was very noticeable, for instance, in 1969 —-
as the official government report observed:

‘The condition of roads in the settlement is a
cause for concern. Although all access and-
secondary roads were constructed to a reasonable
standard during the initial layout of the schemes,
no provision was made for subsequent maintenance

341pid.

35Republlc of Kenya: Department of Settlement Annual
Report, 1965 1966, p. 10.
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by either the county councils or the Ministry
of Works. Attempts to organize self—help
efforts by the settlers have failed.36 -

e TraihinglFacilitieé for Co-Operatives: Co-operative

societies require strong guidance in running their afj
fairs. For one thing,it is imperative .to train the A
staff with—ee—operati;e advisory knowledge, and also to
train the managers or individuais responsible for the
day—té—day running of the societies. 1In addition to
financial difficulties and lack of appropriate infra-
structural facilities, African farmers have also been

2

confronted with shortage or lack of knowledgeeble person-

ar

nel.

"By 1970, the Kenya government had established 29

conventional Farmers' Training Centers in the major agri- —

- cultural districts where training was spread over a period

_ranging between two days and two years (a rather insuffi-

cient period), as well,as a wide range of other courses

are taught at these centers. In 1969, for instance, 4,496

students attended the following six Field Training centers:37

36Department of Settlement, Annual Report 1968-1969,
p. 13. -

37Republic of Kenya: Department of Settlement, Annual
Report 1968-1969, p. 4.




Training Center

Lugari
' Njabini F.T.C.

Ol'Joro Orok F.T.C.
(to March 1969)

‘Machakos F.T.C.
Wambugu

Naro Surra F.M.T.I.

Area
Western Prov.

Kinango

Thomson's Falls

- Machakos

Nyeri

Baringo
Total:

Number of Total
Students Students

Days

1,962 10,535

1,076 ° 6,422

988 5,138

- 189 1,323

275 958

6 540

4,496 24,916

®w
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" TABLE 21

PRODUCTION MARKETED THROUGH CO-OPERATIVE SOC
(1n Shillings)

Totals

To May .31,
- Crop 1963 1963/64 1964/65 1965
Milk 293,835.60 2,357,420.00- 5,697,140.00\ 8,610,2
Butter-fat 320,342.50 1,149,840.00 1,318,300.00% _1,989,4
Pyrethrum 173,173.00 452,480.00 2,198,420.00 \\8u572,5
Wheat N e 64,260.00 644 ,400.00 623,9
Maize (Corn) 19,410.00 25,600,00 123,960.00 674,0
Wool —— 21,940.00 193,700.00 650,8
Coffee , 64,800.,00 211,400.00 479,1
Cattle -——— —— 1,167,360.00 lk0§6
Hides ——— 3,640.00 4,240.00 *
Manure —— 33,340.00 64,200.00 *
Vegetables —— 100.00 227,840.00 *
Sugar Cane —— - - *
-Barley - ——— —— -
Others** —-——- 168,380.00 425,960.00 825,8

806,761.10 4,341,800.00 12,277,120-.00

23,552,6

*Included in "Other" in 1965/66

**Firewood, .Charcoal,

etc.

© ***Included in "Others" in 1967/68

p. 37.-

38Republlc of Kenya: Department of Settlement - Flve—Year



TABLE 21

(1n Shllllngs)

W MARKETED THROUGH CO—OPERATIVE SOCIETIES FROM 1963 196838

"1963/64 1964/65 1965/66 1966/67 1967/68
,357,420:00 5,697,140.00 8,610,208.50 10,380,222.71 13,069,052.95
,149,840.00_ 1,318,300.00 1,989,473.47 2,095,291,77 1,956,377.11
- 452,480.00 2,198,420.00  8,572,529.13 15,937,685.45 22,093,294.26

64,260.00 . 644,400.00 623,914.44 1,362,216.55 918,725.50
25,600.00 123,960.00 674,069.30 1,926,605.48 3,354,670.47
21,940.00 193,700.00 650,858.13 654,972.20 714,751.47
64,800.00 211,400.00 479,158.27 506,611.60 548,793.51
—_— 1,167,360.00 1,066,576.09 755,551.15 1,267,810.25 *w
. °3,5640,00 4,240.00 ., * 2,283.55 *ok ok
33,340.00 64,200.00 * 68,604.00 Kok
100.00 227,840.00 * 176,566.00 452,651,25
——— * 1,705,828.78 3,729,721.74
_— —_— ——— R 98,471.12
- 168, 380.00 425,960.00 825,821.08 66,547,61 310,210.81

e

,341,800.00 12, 277 120.00

23,552,608.41

35,638,987.25

48,514,530.44

n 1965/66

Five-Year Review and Annual Report 1967/68,
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Co-operative Bank of Kenya: This was established

during- 1968. By June (of the same year), 63 societfes

had subscrlbed a total of Ssh. 18 900 to the Bank s share-
capital". 39 However, the Settlement Fund Trustee (s.F.T.) -

has been the principal source of loan funds for settlement

co-operatives for capital expenditure. For instance,

during 1967, 30 societies borrowe& a total of Sh. 7,575,484.

In orxrder for agricultural co-operatives to quelify for a

Land Bank Loan, the co-operative must raise at least 40

per cent of the total cost of the farm. So far only very

~few of the regiétered farm co-operatives have been able

to raise funds £0r the stipulated percentage.
And even the majority of those successful ones can-

not strlctly be called co-operatives. As one observer

indicated:
St— .

Sincde a majority of the subscribers are
absentees, these farm purchase co-operatfives
are in fact companies; to be true co- ratives,
the members would all be sharing in the work.

39Republie of Kenya, Department of Settlement,
Five-Year Review and Annual Report 1967-1968, p. 15.

40National Christian Council of Kenya, Who Controls
Industry in Kenya? (Nairobi: East African Publishing
House, 1968), p. 245.
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Another co-operatives' pitfall is their dependence
‘on capital egquipment.acquired by means of hire-purchase
agreemenﬁs with high interest rates as it is rather dif-

ficult to subééribe‘necessarg funds to buy their own .

equipment.

1

.. Summary:. This study showed that the purpose . of
co-operative .development was to produce and to market the
cééh crop,with'whikh it was concerned -- export érops such
as c&ffee, tea, sisal and pyrethrum; or £he major cash
crops destined for internal cohsumptioﬁ: maize (corn}),
millet and wheat. However’, many cooperatives acted as
outlets for agricuktural machinery, seeds and fertilizers.
There are few consumer cooperatives, however.

The study also indicated that majority of fhe mem-—
bers of the marketing co—éﬁeratives are European farmers.
:;\weil'as wééléhy and influential Africans. Majority of
the small African farmers belong.to consumer. co-operatives.. .
Beéause of the inf}gence thé marketing co-operatives are

- able to exert. on the  Govermment, the latter, therefore,
.considers development of consumer co-operatives secondary
in importance to that of the marketing co-operative societies.

With regard to co-operative training, the government

haé estabiished conventional Farmers' Training Centers in
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major agricultural districts. By 1970, 29 such centers
had beéﬁ established where training was spread over é.
period ;anging’between two days and two years. By 1969T
for instance;.about 4,560 sfﬁdents attended six Field
Training Centers. L

In 1968, a co-operative Bank of Kenya was estab—
lished by 63 soc1et1es, with a capltal of Sh. 18,900.
‘However, full utilization of this bank proved difficult
since it was stipulated that in order for agricultural
co-operatives to qualify for a Land Loan, at least 40
per cent of the total operative cost must be raised.

Another co-operative pitfall is the inability of

the members to raisé'eﬁough funds to buy their own farm

equipment. As a result, the members depend, for the most

part, on capital equipment acquired by means of hire-

.*Eﬁrqhase—agreeﬁents with high interest rates.

sy
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F. Credit Programs for African Small-scale Farmers:

~

The government's land consolidation and regis- -
tration was séen as a pré—requisite ‘to agriculfural de-
velopmént.A Likewise, capital injection was nééeésary in
order that the maximum development may bé'obtained ‘from
the newly creéted condﬁtions.. Con§equen£ly, duriné
financial year 1959/60, the International Co-operation
' Administration, (I.C.A.}, subsequently renamed 'the
Agency for International Developmént (A.I.D.), maae a
grant totaling L225,000 to the Government for use as a
revolving fund for loans to various bodies for agri-
cul&ural development in the African "Reserves“. However,
. in the following year,‘more funds were received .from the
British Government which were voted to areas above 4,000
feet with an annual rainfall exceeding twenty-five inches.
hyXE’a‘result, i£ was then resolved that the funds received
from fﬁe I.C.A. revolving fund would be used exclusively
in;thosé areas,ekciuded from the other program. (that is,
areas belo& 4,000 feet, and those above this height with -
an average annual rainfall of twenty-five inches or less).
By the middle of 1964, it was noted that approximately 42§
loans had been made undgr thié program, inVolvipg a total

sum of L29,769. - - Y
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In 1960/61 financial year, the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank) agreed
to proﬁide assistance to African farmers_providing that
.the Kenya'G§Verpment provided L3 for every Ll the I.B.R.D.
granted. 1With this understanding, L391,136 were loaned,
and 3,903 farmers were provided with assistance. Durihg

-3

l962/63’addi£ional'funds were obtained from the West- - >
, German’ Government and 2,185 individua;s were helped.
It should be stressed, however, that under all
these programs, loans were‘made not only to small African '
farmers, but also to la€ge farmers irrespective of race.

" Indeed, loans, grants and advances to the latter group S o
took up the greater portion éigce the agency .directly
responsible for adminisﬁering these funds -~ Department
of Agriculture -- was heaaed by Bruce McKenzie, one of

~—~the European settlers. This Department continued to
: administer such funds until September 1963, when the Agri-
cuiturél Finance Corpofation (A.F.C.) took over this task.
when aﬁplication for loans were made bylindiyidua}s
througﬁ égricultural committees, which made their recom-~
mendations before passing them on to the Central Agri-
cultural Board (C.A.B.) in Nairobi for consideration, the

~filoaning«authority madé a charge on those approved ~- by
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requiring the borrowers to surrender whatever security
the borrower could offer, including anything that could
be given "through the back door". Usually, this toock ~

the form of a charge on the registered land, a-.general

chattels MOrtgage.

crédit From Qgﬂmercial éanks: Theré'was no proper

arrangement by the’fihancial institutions, nér the gov-
érnment how loans should be granted to African farmers
by the commercial banks in Kenya.. Individuals simply
apply to their local manager who, in general, can grant
or refuse applica:i?ns at his discretion. Even when a
loan has ‘been graﬁted, the funds are handed over to the =

recipient who then.useé them as he wishes. |

Usually, loans to African.férmers are short-term

rahging from one year to one-and-a-half years. Repayment

15 in even mon%hly instaiments. Furthermore, banks .

prefér to lend only to those individuals with permanent

or regular employment to ensure repayment, thus discrim-

. inating againsﬁ those with ifregular income, part;cularly
the farmers, as a report to the Kenya Government indicated,
inter alis:

the banks prefer to lend to those individuals

who have an existing, regular source of cash
‘income, which is usually derived from non-
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farming sources. This fact implies that a
significant proportion of the credit advances
made by the banks go to individuals, who -
personally devote only a part, probablﬁ the
lesser part, of thelr time to farmlng.

—

In 1963, the World Bank Mission advocated the’ channel—
ling of 1ts funds primarily to relatlvely large—51zed
capltallst farmlng_%glts for wealthy Africans, indicating
in effect that "it would prefer to'.see more done for
‘those Af;icans’qﬁalified as 'experienced farmers'with
substantial cepital."42

In some instences, however, some banks offer grants

to those who agree to surrender title to their land as
,éecurity. In the.event of default, the bank assumes title =

of same and seiis it to anyone who has the money with

which to pay the outétanding balance. In some cases, the

forfelted land is sold at a profit. Consequently, a
—

farmer who does not intend to risk his land title, is

placed at a definite disadvantage when seeking a loan

~

4lRe_tport”of Kenya: Report of the Miésion‘on Land
Consolidation and Registration in Kenya 1965-1966,'p. 125.

42yorld Bank Mission Report, The Economic Development
of Kenya (Washington: John Hopkins Press, 1963), p. 83.
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- from commercial sources. For one thing, interest rates

:

swing like a pendulum, and no ceiling to the amount which

-
- - .. . -

~can be advanced .in this way. And more important there
is no proper prov151on accorded to weather conditions.
All these factors have placed most African farmers-in a
bad situation, although they may be trying their best
. ) to make proper use of the tltle farms they have acquired.
The follow1ng table shows the dlrect loans to small- Y

scale farmers up to 30th June, 1964,

. TABLE 22
DIRECT LOANS TO SMALL- SCALE AF&}CAN FARMS UP TO 30th
- JUNE:;, 1964 . Ay
- Source -, : . No. of Loans Amt . Advanced

1. Kenhya Government (ALDEV) . . .. 1,336:. . . 77*506
2. I.C.A. (A.I.D.) - 426 7729,769
S 3. I.B.R.D. 3,903 . 391,136
' 4, West German Government 2,185 175,508
. Total 7,850 673,919

Tea development ‘loans 19,775 500,000%*

" TOTAL ALL LOANS ' 27,625 1,200,000%

*Approximate

43Republic of Kenya: Report of the Mission on Land
+ Consolidation and Registration in Kenya, 1965-1966, p.

125.
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Summary: The study noted thaﬁ theVCOmmercial banks '
are so far the only fihancialAinstitutions which grant
loans to African small-scale farmers. Neitﬁer_the govl'
ernment.nor-tﬁe financing institutions ha&e proper ar-
rangements how loans should.be-granted.to African Small-
Scale farmers. Therefore, pfoblems encounfered iﬁ admin-
isteriné loans for Small-scale farmers have been very.
serious. '

Usually, loans are short-term, r@néing from. one
year to one-and-a-half years. Furthermore, banks prefer
to lend‘only to those individuals with permanent or regu-
lar employment. As a resél£, those without permanent or
regular'emPIOYmenﬁ'(WhOy in fact, should be given more
assiétange), are‘left destitute.

' Up to the present time, only about one per cent of
~the Kenya's small-scale farmers have received medium-term
development loans -- which average about 5 years.

Conditions attached to the granting of these loans
are very severé. ;For.insfance, applications for such
loans are ;pproved only where the applicant(s) brovides
land title deéds orl collateral for the loans. The mora-
torium granted to them does not exéeed six ménths before -
beginniﬁgdto repay the loans. Some farmers have found

such conditions difficult to accept.
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G. Credit for Large-Scale Farmers:

By and large the majority of the large-scale farm-

ers aré still.Européan settlers._'Th;£e'ére aAféQ Affizan
Bourgeois who, as, a result:of their position:have money
or influence to acquire large farms. Consequently, it
has not generally been difficult for either the govéxn;
ment ogjiﬂe commercial banks to make necessary supplies
of credit available to them. Agaiﬁ, most large-scale
. farmers; have access to long-term loans for land purchasg
(usually repayable'pver 20 years), and medium-term --
sometimes called 'develo?ment loans' -- for purchasing
"livestock, machinery and erection of fencing or small | =
buiidings, and plénting of coffee. These loans are re-
payable over periods ;anging from 5 to 15 years. 1In
addition, short-term loans exist as adyances on the Mini-
*‘mum,FinancialiReturn (M,F.R.), for the purchase of seeds, .
fertilizers, etc. , ) “ . A
So far, very few iqans either from the Land Bank of
other sources-have been made available to the_relatively'
poverty;fidden Africans who wish to acquire some large
farms in the former 'Scheduled' or 'Special' Areas (fofmer

»

white Highlands). In many cases purchasers of large-scale
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farms Lespecially thoee without close friends or rela-

tives 'among the elite'), rush and put all or most of

operate w1th or,lmprove 1t. THis happens malnly because -
of two principal reasons: (a) land hunger on the part of

Afriqane[ who, on hearing of availability of land ﬁor

: : A * - e
purchase (and since the rate of transfer of land from

- the Buropean owned to African is very slow) rush without

any consideration of any consequences and (b) because of

the influence learned from the Eurdbean settlers to the

_effect that it is only those with fixed assets (such as
§ S e

* land) that have the influence in the running of the coun-

Ed . Cmin,
. o

try.

Consequently, commerc1al banks have dellberately

'1gnored the African peasant farmer (the ‘have nots ) in

- favor-of ‘the*large=farmers (the 'haves'’ ). For ;nstance,

in 1964, agricultural loans amounted to only L7.242
million, (from the.comneicial banks) 70 per. cent of -which
went to the medium and long-term loans (the 'haves ).

Oonly 30 per. cent were lent for short-term crop flnanc1ng

(the 'have nots ). Bank authorltles' neglect of the small

farmer is due to the fact that the latter does not possess‘

the vrequi_f-ﬁ_i_fée..cplvl.,at,eral‘, or other assets to qualify ‘as a

R i
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sound credit risk, primarily, because. he has very negli-
gible acreage of land which is in most cases unproductive.
Therefore, even if the lending authority'were to repossess
it,rthey would not sell it %t a ‘good profit. ‘This is

what thevlending authority calls the 'conventional tredit.ﬂ-
criteria;. But one is,béund fo ask whetﬁer such criﬁeria ~.
are relevant in a situation of a developing nation based

‘for the most part on small-scale agriculture or whether
credit-worthiness should be assessed in terms of capacity

to p:oduceirather than by the value of property owned.

By 1966, the banks had not indicated that any significant
éhgnge in their éredit policy had occurred, or would =
occur in the near futufe. Thus, the government was leff

with the task of providing for the financial peeds to

most of the small African farmers.

T — Al

. Summary: 'Grénting of .loans to Large-Scale farmers !
is far more marked and easier than to the small-scdle
farmers, as aiready éxpl%ined. This is mainly due to the
fact thafkﬁany of the Large-Scale farmers are Europeans v
and influentiél Africans (who are mainly politicians}.

These farmers have access_té both medium-term loans
(or deveiopment loans), and long-term loans (or land pur-

chase loans). The long-term loans are repayable over a
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“period of twenty years, while medium-term loans are

payable over periods ranging from five to fifteen yéq;s.

In addition, short-term loans exist as advances on the
Minimum Fihahcial,Return (M.F.R.), mainly for the purchase

of seeds, fertilizers, etc.

.

H. Problems Encountered By Farmers Regarding
Repayment of Loans:

" One of the major difficulties of settlement schemes
. . 4
as a whole, seems to be the large burden of debt under

which each new farmer operates. Regardless of £ﬂé-§£§;vw'”
ductivity of his land, h%s own level of ability, and un-
‘controllable facﬁors, such as bad weathe;, poor transs- il_. b
portation aﬁd comm@nicétion, or loss. of animéls through
disease, the farmer "is still expected to meet his loan
obligations. Otherwise he loses his land. Furthermére,
~because some sthemes are overcapitalized; that is, too
mugh’capital invested in. the so-called big fafms, without
proper management and plénning; most of the borrowed
funds are:spgnt on relatively unproductivé channels. At
the end-of 1968, for example,‘"62‘per cent of the amount

due from large-scale farmers for development loan repay-
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ments was in arrears by six months or more". 44
The government outlined several reasons why many ’

borrowers have found it difficult to meet their loan

obligations:’

1. 1In the past the A.F.C. (Agricultural Finance
Corporation) has not always been able to
scrutinize loan applications very carefully,
primarily becauseof shortage of suitably
trained and experienced staff. Thus some
loans issued were not well planned and did
not result in farmers obtaining sufficiently
increased incomes to meet the loan repayments
requirements;

2. Many of'thé'ﬁéw farmers have not had either
enough capital or managerial skill to operate
large-scale farms;

3. Numerous ‘partners all wanted to stay in
management;

4.  Sometimes inappropriate repayment. conditions
that farmers were expected to meet. In
particular, long and medium-term loans have

e

been repayable in equal annual or six-monthly

— instalments throughout the repayment period.

However, it takes time to develop a farm to
anything approaching its full potential, and
these repayment conditions have made it diffi-
cult for farmers to meet their obligations

in their first few years of farming.

" 44pepublic of Kenya: Development Plan 1970-1974,
,p. 215,

451114,
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For over a decade, loan repayment has remained
considerably low. For 1nstance, during 1963-1964 perlod
"out of a total of L162,073, due to the Settlement Fund
Trustees in respecb of repayments, a sum of LlO2 868 was
repaid, i.e. some 64 per cent, "46 This is how the'situf
ation locked up to 1968: ‘ »

At the end of 1966 a total of KL.1.7 million
. had been billed to settlers, but 55.7 per cent
e of this amount had not been paid at that date
- rand 23.1 per cent had been in arrears for one
year or longer. At the end of 1968 a total of
KL, 3.9 million had been billed to settlers, but
43.7 per cent of this amount was in arredrs and
23.7 per cent had been-foutstanding for one year
or more, Thus while there had been some lmprove—
ment in the proportion of loan repayments paid,
‘the absolute amount outstanding had grown con-
siderably. At the end of 1966 more than
KL 900,000 was in arrears, whereas this amount
had grown to KL 1.7 million by the end of 1968.
© Similarly, the amount outstanding for 12 months
or morée was only about KL 400,000 at the end of
1966 but this hig increased to KL 900,000 by
- December, 1968.
Despite all efforts by the Settlement staff to encourage

settlers to repay their loans by way of deductions made

.

to their pr@ceeds received from their farm produce -- such

“as milk, the loan repayment.percentége dropped from 59,60

46pepartment of Settlement, Annual Report 1963-1964,°
p. 54.

47Republic of Kenya, Development Plan 1970-1974, p.
. 204. g .

»

v
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per cent in 1968 to 54.5 per cent in 1969. The following .,

table illustrates the trend of annual loan repayments

- £

collected during the period 1963 through 1969.48 1n
other words, what the table demonstrates, is that the
problem of loan repaymentslhas'neither been resblye@'

nor improved.

TABLE 23.

"ANNUAL LOAN REPAYMENTS COLLECTED DURING THE PEhIOD
1963 THROUGH 1969

. Amount Paid Percentage
Year Amount Billed up to date Paid
. L L.~

1963-64 163,073 ’ 102,868 ~ 63,00

1964-65 737,737 371,735 51.08 =
1965-66 1,745,513 800,321 45.09

1966-67 2,659,131 1,559,149 . 57.91

1967-68 3,940,535 2,360,152 59.60

1968-69 . 5,169,023 . 2,867,448 . - 54,45

Although the -government seems to be convinced that the
e <

economic factor derived from settlers' meager income is
the main reason that affects this rather deteriorating

deficiency, the political.fdbtor seems to be equally im-

. portant. - Some African farmers think that the Uhuru Gov-

48Republic of Kenya: Department of Settlement:
Semi—Annual Report, 1969, p. 1.

49Republic of KenYa: Department of Settlement,
Semi-Annual Report 1969, p. 1.
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ernment heé&ed by Kenyatta ente;gd into an écohomic and —
political ihéptitude or absurdity with the British Gov-
ernment. These new African farmers_while signing for the
loans they. receive indicate ‘that the loans will in the -~
future be repaia: However, they view loan repay@ent
siﬁﬁly as a betrayai on their part b& the Africén poli-
ticiéns. These loan récipients_thought thét they Had‘:é—.
covered their once lost land, and that the ﬁoney given to
them was indeed a reparation from the British for the
péfiod their kith and kin unlawfully held their lénd.
Percentages of loan repayments covering the period
from 1963 to 1970, show that there has been very 1it£le,

or no-improvement, as the following figures show:

s

Loan Repayment Position>©

. Year . Percentages -
+ 1964-1965 47.08
1965-1966 45.57
. 1966-1967 57.91
- 1967-1968 59.60
1968-1969 59.27
1969-1970 - 41.33 .

As a result, efforts .to iné;ease the collection of loans
and the confiscation of land of the defaultees were inten- ; -

*sified by the Uhuru.Government.

SORepublic of Kenya, Department of Settlement, Annual
Report 1970, p. 59.
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Their sentiment 'was expressed by Ann Seidman when she

said:
Some. Kenyans questioned the necessity of payi;g
these debts -- roughly half the total -- incurred
- to repay, the British for.purchasing land from
the former expatriate owners. In their view,

the British Government was, on its own initiative,

paying the foreigners for land which it had

" seized unlawfully from the Africans in the early
20th Century; since for the most part the money
was merely repatriated back to the United King-
‘dom, it simply constitutéd a transfer of funds

o between British citizens. They argued that

. there was no reason why the Africans, upon
recovering their land, should be required to
repay the British.?22

President Kenyatta is reported to have lashed out
~bitterly about péoples' ‘tefusal' to repay tﬂe loans. He
said "men with pofsoned_moﬁths are going round the vil-
lages- telling people who get -Government Loans £o refuse
to repay'them."53 OA June 22, 1965, the gbvernﬁent pro-

¥Tg}gated amehdmgnts to Agricultural Act regarding loan
repayment which meant:
- to‘give the Sétflement Fund Trustees additional

powers to enforce the recovery of advances made
to the settlers in respect of land purchase

52ann Seidman, op. cit., p. 25.
53
p. 31.

Kanya Land Settlement, Annual Report 1964-65,

T
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loans and development loans which, due to the
delay in the issue of title, have not been
secured upon ‘any land. - In future, loan repay-

- ment instalments which are not repaid will be .
-deemed to be civil debts recoverable summarily
"under the Debts (Summary Recovery) Act and the
‘debtor, on judgment being.given against him,

. will be liable to either a sentence of imprison-
ment not exceeding six weeks or render him,
liable to the attachment of his property or'
-salary. The Settlement Fund Trustees in those
cases where loan repayments are in arrears for
more than six months will be able to terminate
a settler's interest in the land and take

- possession of that land. -

On learning of the continued deterioration of loan re-
payments despite the above Act, President Kenyatta re-
viewed the reasons. Numer?us complaintsAwere presented‘
to him. The main complaint centered upon the existing six-
moqths moratorium period'after which the new farmers were
to start repaying their loans; and the short period during

which all loans were to be repaid.

Se— *

I. Transbortatioq and Communication: In addition to

inadequate marketing facilities,-"poor communications,
especially poor‘roads,‘havé also affected the settlement

.'schémes."55f For instance, it proved very difficult to

54Kenya Land Settlement, Annual Report, 1964-1965.
p. 31.

55Republic of Kenya: Development Plan, 1970-1974,
p. 206,
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transport sugar cane from the fields to the factory.5

As a result there was a surplus of overmature unharvested
sugar cane, The government reckoned that poor management
of the transport system coupled with 1nadequate or poor

equipment and funds were responsible. S

Suﬁmarz: In this study, we noted thar in general,
it has not been possible tolsupply enough credit to many
farmers (small-scale and large-scale alike). Thie is
because the_lean repayments received on many of the.loans
which have been issued have been very seriously in arrears.

The following are some of the economic reasons re-
ported to have cont¥ibuted to this state of affairs: (a) .
In the past, the Agrieultural Finance Corporatien (aFc) .
has not aiways been abie to scrutinize loan'applications
gery'carefully primarily because of a shortage of suitably

trained and experienced staff. Thus, !some loans issued

.were not well planned, and did not result in farmers ob-

taining safficieéntly increased incomes to meet the loan

‘repayment’requirements. (b) Many of the new African far-

,.mers have/nét had either enough capital or managerial skill

561pid.
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to operate iarge—scale farms*‘ (cy Inappropr'ate\repay— -
oL -

ment conditions that farmers were expected’ to meet. In

’
-

partlcular,Along and medlum—term loans are repayable in ' -
equal annual or 51x—monthly instalments throughout the
repayment period. .

Besides the economic factors, there are politicai
reasons also. Some African farmers ﬁhink that the Uhuru
Government entered into an economic and politicalaabsﬁrd—

v

ity with the British Government over loans, grants and
compensation. To the Afrieans, the recovery of their
land, and the money given to Fhem was.indeed a reparation e

from the Brltlsh for the period their kith and kin un— b

| lawfully held their land

Estimated expenditure'on settlement area roads

during the period from 1965 to 1970 was as follows:

S— 3
Year Settlement Area Roads Tourist Roads>/
ST L L

1965-66 —— o . 30,000
1966-67 50,000 E " 150,000
1967-68 200,000 - 260,000
1968-69 N 100,000 . 294,000
1969-70 - 100,000 300,000

Total: 450,000 1,034,000

57Republic of Kenya: Development Plan 1966-1970,
p. 284.
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" Consequently, "on 23 May, 1967, ﬁzgzg;éeigency the

President announced that all settlers settled éfter that
date would be allowed a two year moratorium before having

KN
%,

to pay their first insﬁalment;"58 It was also arinounced E\
in that same year that the Settlement Fund Trustees--, an
arm of the Department of Settlement, "in adcordance,with

. powers vested by virtue of Section 174 (3) of the Agrit
r E ) . .
culture Act, a total of 76 plots from chronic loan de-

faulters, out of a total of 135 recommended by the Loan

[

Defaulters Sifting Committee, were represented by the

Trustees during the year and the original allottees

59

.~ evicted" : alsc "in May 1969, 14 chronic_defau;tefs from

eight different schemes were evicted".60 The following

I steps were alsoc announced in the Development. Plan for the

' period_l970—74, i

"~ 1, The extension services are being improved and
a large-scaleé training centre has been
established at Thomson's Falls; and another

. similar centre will be opened shortly at
Eldoret. ~ . i

58Department of Settlement, Annual Report 1966-1967,
_Director's Report, p. 1. -

591bid.

601bid.
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The possibility of rephasing loan repayments so
that repayments can be reduced in the early

The Government is also contemplatlng the possi-
bility of imposing -supervision of management on
these farms where loan repayments are seriously
in arrears. )
The A.F.C. will not in future encourage farmers
to acquire the larger farming units. (vhich
require owners to apply for loan but later

fail to repay).

Irrigation and Water Supply: Prior to, and even

after independence, an inadequate irrigation and water

supply has bé;ﬁ\é%? of the irritating obstacles to Afri-

cans'
-

agricultural potential.. .Early attempts to build.

small -dams, drill bore holes, pump water from rivers near

plantations, or siﬁk'wells did not succeed apparently

S

5 due to lack of funds and greater concern on the part of

the administration. Kenya's irrigation potential is esti-

mated to. be more than 400, OOO acres of land. By 1969

only about 15,000 acres had so far been irrigated. Be-

tween 1959 and 1970 low—cost°1rr1gat10n progects were

-

. prov1ded in areas such as Mwea-Tebere, Perkerra, Galole,

+-Upper and Lower Tana; Kano, Bunyala and Ahero; all cover-’

ing approximately 400 acres of land.

p.

1.

6lDe];)értment of Settlement, Semi-Annual Report,1969,
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Irrational politics rather than economic well being
of the masses seems to have overwhelmed the ';eaders'..
In 1965,.for instance, the So;iet—Kenya agreement for the
former to spbnéor the irrigafion scheme for the Kano
Plain near Kisumu'(Oaihga's province), was ébruptly s

cancelled when the Kenyatta;odihga politicél feud erupted.

Between 1969 and 1970, the following areas of land were

under irrigation:62
Project ) . Hectares Expenditure
L .

Mwea Irrigation Scheme 3,890 © 237,000
Perkerra " " 570 —
Galole " " 570 80,000
Ahero Pilot Project 810 55,000
Kano - - 82,000
Yala Swamp . 3,750 . 51,000

All irrigation is under the supervision of the Water
Development Division in the Ministry of Agriculture with
Z#dvice from its two agencies: the Water Apportionment
Board and the Water Resourcés Authority. Ey 1967-68, ten
agricultural séhemes~were supplied with water reticulation
systems. Tﬁese:included, among othefs, Sabatia Complex

' and Passenga Scheme. Three more reticulation systems were

62Republic of Kenya, Development Plan 1970-1974,
pp. 228-232.
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completed by the end of the 1968-69 period. Altogether,
the system covered approximately 1,986 plots on sixteen .
schemes. ﬁy December, 1969, it was,reportedﬁfhat'a total’
of 26 schemes were supplied with fresh water, covering
about 4,228 plots. Installations of the 'Little Nzoia
Water Project' was underway towards the end of 1969.
Designs for .other wat?f projects were;being done for
Kaptagat Elgeyo border, and South Kinangop schemes: It
"was hoped tﬁat "when all projects have been completed, -
they will-represent an investment of more than KL700,000,63
most of it coming from I.B.R;D./ClD.C,
< In addition, the Qovernment also initiated self-
help water schemes. For instance, between 1964 ahd 1968,
"the people completed more than-3,400" such schemes,
"comprising nearly 2,000 springs, about 800 wells, 400
dafs~and catchments, and 230 piped water supplies."64
Since indépendence, development expenditgre on rural

water supplies is said to have averaged less than

63Republic, of Kenya: Department of Settlement,
Five-Year Review and Annual Report 1967/68, p. 17.

64Republic of Kenya, Development Plan, 1970—1974,
p. 371.
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‘KL 100,000 a year.656 But while this effort has certainly

brought improvement of water supplies and benefits to

farmers, the government;s policies ‘of financing and orga-
nization madé it poésible tg ﬁeet only a small ffaction
of water requirements. The inability to meet water re-
quirements'in the agficultufal éreas of thé'country”haé
been primarily due to the following aobstacles:

1. Up till now, responsibility for-developing
and operating water supplies has rested
with local authorities, most of whom have
lacked the technical and financial resources
for this work: :

2. terms of financing water schemes have not been
: sufficiently flexible to take account of local
conditions, while development funds for water
projects have been insufficient;

3. there has been a continuing shortage of skilled
‘manpower and an inadequate central organization
for water development.

Themgovernment'sjsggglopment Plan 1970-1974 reported that

"the country's irrigation potential is estimated to be
more than iéO}OOO hectares of high potential land.... At

present only about 6,000 hectares of land is_i‘rrigated."67

651pid., p. 370.

661bid., p. 371.

67Kkenya Development Plan, 1970-1974, p. 228.

<4
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Summary: In this study, we noted that Kenya still

experiences poor roads and peor communications. Because _

of this, it is dlfflcult to carry out satlsfactorlly
settlement programs, *especially in-so far as transpor- .
tation of sugar cane and other produce from the fields
to the factbries or to the pbrts.for export;)
Furthermore, inadequate irrigation and water’

_ supply has been one of the irritating obstacles ta Afri-
cans' agricultural potential. And although there have
been some attempts to alleviate‘this problem, however,
these efforts have been hampereé by lack of funds, and

<«

serious concern on the part of.the administration.

-
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CHAPTER VIIT

2

AN OVERVIEW OF THE UHURU GOVERNMENT®S LAND POLICY

A. Public Opinion: ,

Views expressed by various people including many

7 African memberé of the Kenya Parliament do indicaté that

the Uhuru Government's land policy is unpolular. These ~
views relateviﬁ particular.tdl(a)-the overall land

policy: (b) the amount of money new African peasant

farmers are obliged by the government to raise before

" their applications for settlement are accepted; (c) the

continued eviction of. so-called "squatters": (d)Apreseﬁt
purchase of the Kenya Highlands by foreigners; (e) the
government's failure to establish a control of the size
of landiholding7 (f)nloané‘and repayments: (g) trainiﬂg:
(h) irrigajion and water  supply.

The period between 1965 and 1967, will be remembered.
byﬁifricansAof'KenQa as the one of intenéive.debate in |
Kenya Parliament over the govérnment's overall land
policy. The follqwing‘éré excerpts of the speeches'some
members of Pafliament (m;ny of whom were govefnmént back-

Benchers) said about the land question:

-315-
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Z. Anyieni, M.P. (Majoge-Bassi Constituency)s:’

.. .Government must be able to know that the
reason why people became members of Mau Mau
was because they were told that if they became
Mau Mau the people would take over the land.
The redson why Mr. Kenyatta's name is very
big among the people of Kenya is because he
told the people of Kenya that if they fol-
lowed him he would bring them Uhuru and the
land would no longer belong to just a few
Europeans.l

The member then remarked:.
' We want to make it very -clear, Sir, that the
idea of -using the African people to join
us with winning independence and then change
after independence, and claim it just for
ourselves, take my word for it, it is wrong.

GfCHOYA, M.Pi (Gichugu) had this to say:

- - -

although the war in Kenya which was known as
the Mau .Mau war motivated by the desire.
to free this country, the principal aim of
this war was--te put the land back into the
hands of the Africans. This was understood
by everybody, because people had been removed
from their own homes and made squatters.
-~ _ Consequently, the only method for the ordinary
. person was. to understand that he had a duty
- to fight for ‘the liberation of his country,
- that he was fighting in grder to get back what
' had been taken from him. ‘ :

-

~

lRepubllc of Kenya, House of Representatives,
Off1c1al Report, -February 26, 1965.

5

27pid.

3Republic of Kenya, House of Representatives,
Official Report, April 2, 1965, Col. 1154.
= = :
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MASINDE MULIRO, M.P. (Kitale):

As regards the Ministry of Agrlculture, today
it is Vlrtually impossible for any African to
buy a-farm in Rift Valley, because Africans
are being called upon to raise 50 per cent of
the cost price of the farm before they 'can
borrow from the Land Bank another 50 per cent
..-.this is just directly saying, "we do -not
want to transfer land from the hands of Euro—

_ peans into the hands of Afrlcans "

e MAKOKHA, M.P. (Busia):

- ...It is a well known fact that Kenya pOllthS
have been revolving around the land, and will
cpntinue to do -so in the future.

.. .We remember the other day in this house, in
the gallery, somebody .asking in the gallery
"Where is Uhuru"? ...this very man specifi-

- - cally pointed at the hon. Koinange and the

) Hon. Odinga. I believe he did so because of
the past utterances of these two gentlemen.
They used to say that land in _Kenya belonged
to the black African....This man must have
‘wondered: what UHURU or freedom was when the
Africans were still being evicted from their
own land. The Afr%cans were still squatters

— on their own land.

H

4Republlc of ‘Kenya, National Assembly, Official
~Report, June 27, 1967.

5House of~Representatives,uOfficial Réport} Feb-
. ‘ruary 26, '1965.
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Perhaps the most aft%culate and most<perslstent op-
ponent of the Uhuru Government's land policy is Bildad _
'Kagéia; a;feng time friend and pelitigal co;league-of
Mzee Kenyatta.® Kaggia bittefly'eéﬁesed the'Governmeﬁt's
treatment of African agfieultural laborers (squatters)
onAEuropean farms who were subjecfnto eviction and the
loss of their‘propert?’despite the fact that some had
claimed to have been living on such farms fqr many years .-
as laborers. The eviction situation'grew.oﬁt df-éro-‘
portfon when the Uhuru Government decided to bﬁy‘oﬁt the
panicked Europeans who wished to leave the counhry.

‘Those w1lllng to sell their farms first demanded that ‘his'
laborers who had been squattlng on his farm iught to

leave or be forcibly evicted. Most of these declined to

leave —-- indicating that the long years they had lived
&

6Kaggla was among the five top Kenya African Union
~ executives arrested together with Kenyatta on the eve of
-Mau Mau Emergency on October 20, '1952. All were tried
together, -imprisoned for seven years' hard labor and then
detained. ZXaggia became Assistant Minister.of Education
in the Kenyatta's Uhuru Government, but later in 1965
. resigned because of sharp differences with Government's
land policy. He later became Vice President of the oppo-
.Sition party -- The Kenya Peoples' Political Party. '

. :

~
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on the farms gfanted them a right to claim part of the

lénd, if the Uhuru Government was to assume control of

’

same. Kaggia argued that the Uhuru Government's action
"~ of eﬁicting-these people showed that.it was behaving

exactly like its colonial predecessor when Africans used

-

to be herded by the Government and evicted from their
dwellings in order to give>room to the European influx.
,. One noted enample of Uhuru Government's actiqn over
'“;tﬁe 'squatters' is illustrated by Jacob Oser. ﬁe ob-
served that in Machakos District a European, who owned

2, 672 acres of land and had. an Afrlcan labor force of

I3

<i60 had his farm bought by the Uhuru Government for the
settlement of co—operatlves at a cost of L74,000 in-
cluding his livestock and machlnery.

When the time came to select 200 members for
the new cooperative, none of the origimal
Sr— labor force were included, even though many
" workers had been employed on the same farm
‘for 15 to 20 years and one had been employed
for 51 years.7

Ann Seidman,also observed a similar incident when

she said:

Although the labourers who had formerly been
At ’ working on each farm were originally expected

S——

7Jacob Oser, op. cit., p. 189.
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to receive priority, the final approach was
. appgrently to remove all those who were not
members of the tribe to which the settlement
was to belong. - From thpse remaining, only

- - those'who had worked there for four years
were permitted to stay. This is estimated
to have provided land for about forty per

—— T o To-—centofthe total number of foimer labourers.
t : S The rest were forced to move, not infrequently
to "squat" on neighbouring large farms from °
which they had_to be removed, in some cases. by
police action. '

- In this memorandum to his Cabinet'colleégues, with a
copy’ to the Press, dated April 14, 1964, Kaggia angrily
declared: ' '

Everyone in this country is very well aware of
the landhunger that has existed among Africans
as a result of the.robbery of their land by the
British Cdlonial Imperialists. The logical
method to solve the problems passed by.this
robbery would have been to nationalize all big
estates owned by Europeans and make them
.either state farms, so as to alleviate un-

JL» employment, or hand them over to cooperatives

\ S . formed by landless Africans.

— Every. day we hear of hundreds of poor help-
. * less African families evicted from farms on
. . . various excuses. Many of these victims have
o lived in the farms' for years with the knowl-
. ’ - edge and permission of the farm-ownérs. Even
- ' many of the so-called illegal squatters set-
-~ P tled in the farms as contractors: given con-
tracts to clear the bush or as charcoal-burners.

- 8ann Seidman, "The Agricultural Revolution", East
Africa Journal, Vol.. 7, No. 8, 1970, p. 25.
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Many of these contractors were also given
pieces of.land to cultivate by the settlers
themselves. But now, whenever a settler
wakes up from his day dreams and reports to
the police, these poor Africans are. termed
illegal squatters and.physically thrown out

R —on—theroads+—These-inhuman—settlers gre

not only evicting the TRUE SONS OF THE SOIL, .
but are also destroying their crops, making ‘-
our Boor brothers beggars in their own coun-
try. ' . . ‘

On April 20, 1964, Kaggia wrote another mémorandum:

this he addressed to all Cabinet members, in which he

said:

L.

...I feel very strongly on this quéstion and
it is my personal view that the Government
must rethink on the, Settlement Scheme, ifiwe
are to solve the problem. The intention of
the Settlement Scheme was primarily to relieve

- landlessness. But, today; with the prevailing
" craze on the part of the settlers, to sell

their lands to the Board, every settler is
trying to get rid of African squatters from
his farm at the earliest possible time, which
means that, every time a farm is bought by the
Board, more Africans are made not only land-
less~but homeless than can be settled on the

~land. This exercise is not only creatlng more

and more homelessness but it is also ruining
the agricultural economy of the country, as
the small fragments. under individual farming
cannot equal the big estates in production.
I therefore think it is high time the Govern-

‘ment changes the empha51s from small holdings

to cooperative farming.lO

Y0ginga Odinga, op. cit., pp. 263-264.

101bid., p. 265.
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President Kenyatta rejected outright Kaggia's as-

sertion in spite of the fact that Kaggia had proposed an

investigatibn and,analYSis‘bf his allegatioﬁ. on May 22,

follow1ng_letter addressed to Kaggla:'

Having carefully considéred the contents of
both these documents, I regret that I can draw’
no conclusion other than that the Press Release
is a general critieism against the Government's
policy of discouraging 1llega1 squattlng on
private property.... .

The circular letter addressed by you to
Ministers was inaccurate and misleading.
Settlement is not, as you state, ruining the
agricultural economy and creating homelessness;
. - the statistics available show that settlement
- has not only given settlers higher income and
: ‘better homes, but it has also resulted in many
schemes, with agrlcultural production being
much_higher than it was in pre-Settlement
day. .

Furthermore, I ém seriously concerned at
your repeated attacks on the policies of the
- Ministry‘of Lands and Settlement, and with

llKenyatta apparently did not offer any statistics
to support his statement: but, according to Ann Seidman,
"The small fa:h sector's share of total marketed agri-
cultural produce was reported to have risen from 25 to 26
per cent of the total from 1963 to 1967", which means

therefore, that only 1 per cent increase was achieved be- .
“ tween these years which was very infinitessimal indeed.

(Ann Seidman, op. cit., p. 24).
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your interference with land consolldatlon at
Fort Hall....

...If .-a Parliamentary Secretary is unw1lllng
to support and accept collective responsi-

bility foi any of the Government's acts—or

pollc1es, the only course open to him 1s to
resign....12 , Er

In June that year Kaggia resigned as Junior Minié—
ter, explaining that He,fbund it impossible to ignore
the ‘wishes of his electoraﬁe, including the land they
'fought for; He and others refused to abandon their con-
cern about the Uhuru Government's land policy. On
‘February 26, 1965, for instance, he del;Vered the fol-

~lowing speech in the Parliament:

...the question of eviction has been a great
social evil which has been troubling this coun-
try for a long time, I may say from the time of
--the Emergency. Many of us believed that soodn
after independence, this social evil would be
. removed completely from the face of our country,
e but it is surprising...to note that eviction
has become more frequent since independence
" than before independence. As we all know...
this is the sort of thing that is really in- *
creasing our difficulties in this country.-
These evictions do not only increase unemploy- .
' -~ ment in this country but do bring a lot.of
: social complications into the lives.; of our
people, before I go on...it is very important

l20ginga Odinga, op. cit., pp. 265-266.
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for this House and the country as a whole and
the world to know the policy on which K.A.N.U.-
"and other previous.parties in this country had
struggled for so many years and on which they
have fought and won election. Our policy...
has-been that the land in Kenya belonged to

the—Afrlcaﬁ'pébpié‘énd this Tand was stolen
from us. This is the policy not the slogan

as many: -people tend to make us believe. We '
have used this for all these years as a policy
‘and in fact ‘it has been-the backbone of our.
political struggle...we have been surprised

to see that whenever a Minister goes on a farm
he says, "we assure you, settler, you have
nothing to fear, you are here forever, we
dépend on you, without you we cannot live",
and not a single Minister...has said that
without the labour on these farms we could
not live. We have only a few hundred settlers
in this country, they could not farm if they
could not get these labourers -- not a single
Minister or Government representative -has’
said this....

kaggia ended hié speech wifh a suggestion that a:legis—

lation to protect.agricﬁltural workers be bfdught before .
thé'Parliament.' He also appealed to the House_Members.to i
réSESl the words ;illegalxsquatter"y the legislation; he
 $aid, shbﬁla make it positively the right of the African

workers to remain,on Ehe land until another alternative

v

has béen fégnd by the Government. Thus, it would be un-

Jawful for any settler to evict any person from his home

e

13republic of Kenya: House of Representatives,
Official Report Second Session, Vol. 1V, February 26,
1965. g
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untifvthe Government has found him'somewhefe'else. This
appeal was rejected by pro-government members.

Kaggia's views of g’é%ermnent's Iand policy led to

an open confiict with ﬁresident‘Keﬁ?étfa, For instance,

early in April, 1965, President Kenyatta at a rally at '*

Murang'a 50 miles from Nairobi', with Kaggia sitting

beside him on the rostrum. The President openly accused

him of‘unsett;ing the people by saying that they should

be given land free, l

President Kenyatta stared at Kaggia and declared:
Kaggia, you are advocating free things. What
have you done for yourself? We were together. -
in jail with Paul Ngei. If you go to Ngei's
home you will see that he has planted a lot of
coffee and other crops. Kungu Karumba, who was '
with us in jail, has built a bus company. What
have you done for yourself? '

Kenyatta then charged Kaggia witt "responsibility for the

- T — . 5 N

death of Mau Mau fighters who had stayed in the forests

in the belief that they would get free land and had been

recently killed by trooés.and police"a15 At _almost the

.the same time a K.A.N.U. Government Minister was quoted as

> l4pagt africa and Rhodesia, April 15, 1965, p. 526.

‘151bid...
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saying: "As far as the question of free land is con-

cerned K.A.N.U. has never, never promiséd that land would

be given away for hbthing."l6

ref)

" “Renya is actively engaged in 'attracting' foreign

investors to purchase or lease huge tracts of land for.

apparently “there are no laws which prohibit an alien

from owning or leasing lapd.“17

i

C

Land in Kenya is held on either a free-hold or
lease-hold basis, and is available to industry
for periods of 99 years: -

In Kenya, one-fifth of the assessed value of the

undeveloped land must be paid by the lessee as

a lump sum, followed by a yearly.payment of 5%
- ‘on the remaining four-fifths; this rental

remains constant during the 99-year tenure.18

In 1966, Kenya's Comm%ésioner of Lands authorized

1,400,000 acres (2,187 séuare miles) of land to be for -

tourism, cattle ranching and game cropping. These would

S—— <
be on lease for at least 45 years subject to renewal.- An

16past Africa and Rhodesia, April 22, 1965, p. 533.

=

17vgstablishing a Business in East Africa", By

' Doﬁglas F. Carroll. Overseas_ Business Reports, U.S. Dept.
- of Commerce, OBE 66-93, December 1966, p. 5.

- -

181pia. -
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American company -- The California Packing Gorporation is
reported to haVe’acquired some . 20,000 acres for.themﬁurz_m_,

"pose of canning plneapples for consumptlon in Kenya ‘and

abroad 'f'

The Uhuru Government's policy whlch permlts non-- *
citizens of Kenya to acqulre agrlcultural land in Kenya ——
especially in the Highlands has made several Africans of
' Kenya to raise'their eyebrows. In the Kenya National
Aasembly, seVveral members have on several occasions
questionedvthe Government on the matter. J. M. Kariuki,
M. P. (Nyandarua North) for instance, asked the- Minister

for Lands and Settlement if he could tell the House:

(a) -why have foreignérs been allowed to buy
agricultural land in Kenya since independence;

(b) what was Ehe‘total number of nqn-citizens who
had bought such land and how many acres had
“~_  they bought;

(c) what were the nationalities of these non-
citizens who had bought these farms.

The Minister of .Lands and Settlement (Angaine) replied:

“

‘ 19Kenya Natlonal Assembly, Oral Answer to Question
Nb. 5506 "Buying of Agricultural Land by Forelgners"
May €3, 1967.
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“ee+If we were to try to stop the sale of land
td non-citizens, we should destroy the free
marKet 'in land and with it the confidence of
overseas investors, and this- would have a very
harmful éffect on the economy on the whole
country. - For instance; the sale of land to

non-citizens ‘often results in the buyer brIng“————————‘_-
ing in money from outside Kenya to develop that-

land and such deqélopment benefits the whole '

country, in addition. to the investor.20 :

The Minister thern revealedAthe,number of non-citizens and
the number of acres involved when he said that:

...the approximate number of non-citizens as
individuals, private companies and partnership

» is 1,335 and the approximate number of acres
. involved is 973, 000.21 )

bl

According to the Minister, this number was broken up as
-fgiloWs:‘ 15 Americans, 1,031 British, 25 Dutch’, 44

Greeks, 56 Italians, 10 French, 17 Swiss, 16 Tanzanians

.and 25 Ug_a;ndans.22

" Arising from the above Vglue judgment, the Minister
S ¥ B =
was further® asked what economic consideration did the

govefnmenf take'into‘acéohnt Wheh'it sold paft of the

Highlands to foreigners\ranging from 50 acres to over 200

> v

_acres —-- which-could have been turned over to the landléss
" 201pbig.
2l1bid. \ -

221pid.
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'Africans. The Minister -(for Lands and Settlement) re--

.

plied that the sale of land is not under the juris-

diction of thé government, but rather "that entirely

~depen&s—on~wi&lin§ seller, willing buyer".23 When "he

was further préssed by the Members, the Minister retired.,

to his seat and said that it was thé Govermment .secret

which, as he put it, "I do not want to disclose to the

Meﬁbersa"24

On May 3i, 1967, J. M. Kariuki pursued_the'land_
qugstion'ohce again. He recalled that, on May 23, the
Minister for Lands and Settlement had declared that land

was open to-foreigners mainly because of (a) attraction

. to foreigﬁ capital, and (b) fear of possible decline in

land value. However, Kariuki reminded his colleagues
that:

“~—. the decisidén by Africans to transfer the former
European land to landlegs Africans was a funda-
"mental political commltment...qulte a good num-
ber of Europeans left the country.at the time
of independence because they did not approve
of this....However, now one would ask himself
a question: why is it that they are coming
back and repossessing more land in Kenya?

231pid.

2471pid.

¥»
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It is, also known that most of the owners of

the abandoned farms have now Come back to

this countrg and have taken possession of

land again. ‘ .
Kariuki dlsmlssed the Government 5 reason'when he sald'

In ngerla, in Ethiopia, in the United States,

they do not sell land to foreigners, but if . '

they .go there you find a lot of investment.

Therefore, this point of bringing foreign
capital does not hold water at all. '

S

‘The Parliament was in an uproar. Members were @n
_ a.state of disarray and vexation.- Oduye»(Elgon North),.
>for>instance, recalled that "it is thé desire of our
peeple that new we are independent, the land also must
berindependent of the foreignefé".27 Aceording to Oduya,
.the~nistake the Uhuru Govermment made "was to permit 1,000
.feteigneng;who have beught land since inaependence in
this eeﬁntry,:when our‘people -— you pass through Kiambu
going_to Teso, on both sides of the road, you will see
people living in camps....The problem is that they-have

not been given the opportunity to own this land that has

been given to the fo'reignefs.28 Oduya continued:

25Kenya National Assepbly, Official Report, May 31,
1967. )

261pi4.
 271piq.
281pid.
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If we are going ‘to -allow foreighers, who are
- coming here as tourists, to come and look
around the place and then eventually buy land.
before they leave the country, this is going
to be a very serious precedence ....The pro-
motion of tourism should not be the promotion
of buying land....The buying of land alone’
. indicates -that the government is run from

- abroad, and is not run by the people of this
country. It is not even run from Nairobi. )
It is not even ruym by ‘the K.A.N.U. Parlia-
mentary Group. .It is not even run from
Gatundu or from State House. ‘The Government
is run from Washington, Brussels, London, and
other places, because the foreigners control
the land. This is what we object to...for
information of the House, Carlsson, we know,
is-a safari driver in Europe who came one day
to tour a bit in the Nandi Hills and while he
was there he went and bought a tea estate. He
bought 300 acres while the Nandi people are
rotting there, sufferlng be¢ause they do not

- have the land. This is terrible and horrible.
It is a shame to this Government.2

Oduyé ended his speech by calling on the Govefnment
to resign. Gechago -- Assistant Minister for Lands end
éettlement - in defense of the Government's policy on
land replled that he was ."sure hon. Members of - thlS House
‘are not asklng the Government to set out51de the onstl—

:.30 -

tution (Here the Assistant Mlnlster was refefring to

the free marketfof land which is provided for by the

291pid.

301pid.
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" Constitution). Gachago reiterated to the members:
We should recognize the Constitution. We ™~
should recognize the economic stability  of
this country. I am sure some hon. Members
do not want to hear this but it is a true
- fact. If we.say that only Africans are to
be allowed to buy land, or we say that other
_people should not be allowed to buy land, . -,
then, what will it amount to is that it may
lead up to the complete death of our land
economy . 31
President Kenyatta later affirmed the above view when,
while discussing agriculture and the need to take over
) -
‘more big farms from Europeans and develop idle land in
the Highlands and turn it to the landless Africans rather
than to foréigners, he is reported to have told the then
Al ° . .
United States Ambassador, William Attwood, that "he didn't
feel that more big farms should be taken over.32
Attwood addé,~“He was pleased I bought land in Kenya“.33
;\\Other African Members of Parliament have vigorouély
called upon the Uhuru Govermment to control land sales in

terms of acreage. This has been voiced in reference to

311bid;-7

. Wllllam Attwood The Reds and the Blacks(London:
Hutchinson and Co. (Publishers) Ltd., 1967), pp. 286-287.

"331bid., p. 287.
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"the,ﬁact that the few @ealthy Asians, Europeans and Afri-
_cans, because of their financial capability, have had the
aavantage of Buying.several acres;of land at'theAexpénse
of the'boor peasants. op March 26, 1965 Z. Anyieni, 'M.P.

(Majago—Bassl) tabled the follow1ng Motion which was

debated on April 2, 1965: - j“*‘\\\r

THAT this House notes with great concern the
attitude of a few money possessors who are
buying -as much land as possible in the former,
Scheduled Areas; and urges the Kenya Govern-
ment to set up a committee to recommend the
maximum increase an*individual may be permit-
ted to buy and own in the former Scheduled
Area.34

Many Members called this "the mbst important Motion".
Kaggia, for 1nstance, declared while speaking in the

‘House that "this is a matter which heats my blood". 35 ge !
_and his associates_opposed uncontrolled individuél priy—
ate purchaserof land in the former White Hidhlands, or

' Quts;;;\thé settlemeﬁt schemes on two grounds: -

o .

34Republic. of Kenya, House of Representatlves,
Official Report,- March 26, 1965.

35Republic of Kenya, House of Representatives,
Official Report, April 2, 1965.

5
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They argued the need to settle those landless
Africans who were too poor to buy land for
.themselves; and warned of the dangers of the
emergence-of a new class of African large-scale
land owners who simply stepped into the former
European farmers shoes.

Kaggia thenAwarned the House:

N [

Since we have obtained independence, the Gov-
ernment has agreed to the policy of willing -
- buyer and willing seller, and all this land
which was-formerly owned by Europeans has been
exchanging hands very quickly. ' There are many
o Asians (and new- Afrlcans) who have the money,
and who have now left their businesses and
begun purchasing land because there is no limit
on the acreage which can be purchased as long’

as you have money....If the Government does not .

consider restricting the acreage, we shall see

in a very short time that the European settlers

have been replaced by Asian and perhaps a few
< Africans who have enough money to purchase land

ve. IE today, we come and say.we cannot restrict
the purchase of land and it is all right for the

people who have. money to purchase as much land

as they wish, then, we are betraying our people,

-the very people who laid down their lives for
independence. ) S

The few who opposed *the Motion argued vigorously for the

‘Agricans' participation in the process of property accu-
mulation. One Member, Khasakhala (Emukhaya) who took

-
this view, for 1nstance, argued:

RN 36Cherry Gertzel,.Politics of Independent Kenya
(Na1rob1° East African Publishing House, 1970), p. 48.

: 37Repub11c of Kenya: House of Representatives,
Official Report Aprll 12, 1965, Col. 1160.

C.N Lot ~
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- ...l think that it is most unfortunate that
such a Motion should come to this House, be-
causevalready...in Kenya today, Africans own
their-own properties which they are proud of
as their own. You cannot say that you are

"not going to divide the property of someone _
whlch belongs only to him as a person. .

The Members' feelings and attltudes toward land
were already clearly divided. Those who were in favor
sof equitable distribution of land vis-a-vis those who;
sided with the-government of letting a few enjoy the
freééom to accumglate land and other wealth at the ex-
pehse of the peor masses. The proponents of the Motion
then called fbr the'creatiém‘df a special committee which
would-be empowered to prevent the emergence of the latter
.by setting a celllng on land ownershlp. Cherry Gertzel

/L‘once again observes:
! The - independence struggleé-had been dominated
by the determination of the African people
T—-to.resume corntrol of their lands. Many poli-
ticians in those days had told the masses that
when ‘independence came the land would belong
to ‘them. Since independence,. however, it had
been a small group of individuals,many of them
pollt1c1ans who had been buying land and amas-
s1ng large acreages. .Others who would like to

~381bid.
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buy land would in the future be unable to do so,
because very quickly land would have been taken
by a few people. More important, many other

~ Africans would be left landless. To.avoid this
he (anyieni, M.P.)argued the Government to set
up. a committee to investigate methods by which
the amount of land any one individual could own,
could be controlled, and a maximum acreage
(economically viable) established for each part:
of the country.

. A majority of the Government back-benchers who spoke reject-

ed the’proposal to set up a commitfee: oﬁé member argued
in.support of.ﬁhé‘Govgrnment by "pointing out how much
land already been achieved in settling people, and asking
Members to ‘give credit where credit was due."40 Arguing
on _behalf of the Government, tﬁ; Assistant Minister for
“Lands and Settlement (Gachago, M.P.) distorted the actual

intention of- the Motion's proponent when he tried to say --

S

2 .
] amid interruption from other Members:

. What I thipnk and believe is that the Hon.
Members are confusing Government projects
with the open market in land. '

He continued: - -

. The Government of Kenya has rendered its
services miaking it possible to acquire, land,
and to ‘acquire land as an economic unit.

. Bor instance a coffee estate, which is well

39%cherry Gertzel, op. cit., p. 49.

4ORepublic of Kenya, House of Representatives,
Oofficial Report, April 2, 1965, Col. 1166.
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organized and well developed, I cannot reason-
ably see how that could be taken away from a
person and then be divided up into small plots.
I &o.not see what sort of economic asset that -
would be.4l ‘

But the Mover (Anyieni).on a point of order denied -that
such was the intention of his Motion. 'Anyieni explained:

.«.It is not fair for an hon. Member to mis-
represent another. Nobody who has spoken on
this Motion has said that the developed land
should be carved up into pieces to glve to the:
poor, and the hon: Assistant Minister is
actually alleging that some Members have said
so: the Motion does not say so and no Member
has alleged this.42 .

wWhen the House was called upon to vote, the Motion was
defeated by 51 votes to 24. However, at the conclusion
bk

of the debate, Tom Mboya, then Minister for Economic Plan-~

ning and Development, read to the House a prepared state-
ment from his Ministry, which, on behalf of the Govern-
ment admltted that:

the Government is not satisfied with the pres-
ent land policy, and that/the Government, in
the next few weeks, intends to make public its
approach to the land problem, including, if
necessary, the settlng up of a worklng party

413bid.

4271pid,
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+to investigate the whole land problem.43
Despite Mboya's promise, Cherry Gertzel noted that “the
available evidence suggests, however, - that no .real agree-
ment had been reacﬁed‘withinrﬁhe Cabinetion £his iésue.
No such Committee was set up during 1965 or 1966,-and .
even to this day - 1972;44A ‘

We noted that the chief causes of Mau Mau uprising
wefe”éocio-ecpnbmic imbalances. created by the-co;onial
‘regime and the European settlers. We élso established
that these imbalances created by colonial legacy were
passed on and inherited by the Uhuru Govérnment headed by
ﬁ;ee.Kenyatta. |

When Mau Mau erupted‘early in 1950's, the European
settlers and government reacted to it as a shock, albeit
they were aware of the socio-economic conditions prevail-

T — 3
ing at the time. They did not expect such a volcanic. *~

situation that soon. Yet it -is true that it was their
attitude which was:resﬁonsible for the uprising. The

. European settlers wished td retain their privileged po-

sition (mainly the land), while the poor, landless, and

-

431bid.

44cherry Gertzel, op. cit.. p. 50.
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homeless Africans led a miserable life.
It may be pointed out here, therefore, that if the

present Uhuru Govermment does not bring to an end the

IS

still prevéiling colonial legacy, then it is more likely
that the situation that rose in the 1950's may‘repeat' "
itself. And-if it did at all, it will be too' late to
deal with, and, £herefore,_the magnitude -of destruction
to the-'nation may be much more than the one the colonial
gévernment faced. Addressing a conference of the Nat-
ioﬁal Christian Council of Kenya (NCCK) in 1966, Mr. A. o.

Menya is quoted as saying: L
- There is a clear class division in Kenya's
society which is based largely on the share
of economic wealth of the nation. Kenya's h
society provides a very good example of the
haves and the have-nots....Kenya's ecohomy
is growing very rapidly, but the gap between
classes or between the haves and the have-
. have-nots seems to be widening. There is
clear evidence of a few African political
and bureaucratic elite who are slowly merging
~with the commercial elite to form an apex at
the top of the socio-political and economic
elite, while the majority of, Africans llnger
helplessly below the totem pole.

Mr.-MenYa then warns:

- This trend may defeat the very tenet of African
Socialism which in effect may lead to another

45A Working Party, Who Controls Industry in Kenya
(Nairobi: East Afrlcan Publishing House, 1968), p. 259.
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Industry in Kenya? asserted that "there is a trend to-
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revolution of an unanticipated nature and which
may end up. in the disintegration of the whole
Kenya society.

In the same vein, the authors of "Who ‘Controls

o

wards an accumulation of wealth in the hands of a com-.
paratively small group who are inflqential in the creation
of a political climate favoﬁrable to a pri&ate enterprise
Syspem in major sectors of‘the economy.:47 The authors’

ended with the following prediction:

Land-owning, business ownership, and political
power would increasingly converge, and the tax
structure will be neither stringent enough in
its application, nor sufficiently progressive -
in principle, to dislodge these accumulations
of wealth and power. Meanwhile, all around
Nairobi, Kisumu and Mombasa, slum areas of
eridemic poverty will be rapidly growing, and
settling into a self-perpetuating misery.
Measures against the urban unemployed will
become increasingly punitive, as unrest and
crime’ make the streets unsafe, and illegal
squatting upsets city planning, and ruffles
civic pride...and the impoverishment of a
growing number of marginal landless labourers,
dependent upon casual work at the barest sub-
sistence wage. On the settlement schemes,

the smallholder will have disappeared. - Indus-
trial development will have become frankly
dependent upon an alliance of government

461pid. . :

“471pid., pp. 260-261.
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( o
‘capital with foreign technical skill, against
which the enterprising Kenya craftsman will
not be able to compete. “The_national econocmy
will.be making encouraging progress: but the
nation will be falling apart.4 :

B. A Focus on the Present Land-Balance-Sheet:

In. Kenya today the love for materialism is rapidly
replacing that of humanism. Odinga reiterates Frantz
Q‘Fanon's thesis that unless the present situation is
éhénged:#the poor, landless-and the ungmplqyed may be
-forced by the circumstances to rise up and revolt. To
pﬁt it in PFanon's words: 7
) the starving peasant, outside the class system,
- is the first among the exploited to discover .
that only violence pays. . For him there is no
compromise, no possible coming to terms.49
JL- While it is the rgsponsibility of the Uhuru Gov-
! ernment to see that such a situation does not occur, this
can be™avoided only if the government takes the responsi-

bility to maké sure that these socio-economic imbalances

481bid., pp. 261-262.(Also see Peter Morris, "Eco-
nomics is not Enough' East African Journal, Feb., 1967.

49Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth(New York:
Grove Press, Inc., 1961), p. 61l.
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are corrected, first through the control and equal dis-
tribution_of.the land. BAny country that does not control

its land resource cannot in &ny way control her country's

~

socio—eéénomic as well‘as;political}events.

And although the Uhuru Government claims te be
trying to solve these problems through land settlement
» schemes, %owever, odinga chérges that land'settlement‘in
.Kehya is,no less than a mockery or fraud.

Our independence struggle was not meant to enrich
a minority. It was to cast off the yoke of colo-
nialism and of poverty. It is not a question of
individuals enriching themselves but of achieving
national effort to fight poverty in the country
as a whole.20 . '

-

He asserts that:
Our government's land policy was hobbled from the
start by wrong policies inflicted on us during the
negotiations for independence.51l

Mr. Mboya vividly confirms the prostitution of Kenya's
Ssa— « .

independence during constitutional negotiations in

. London when the Europeah settler}politicians held African

delegates to rénsqm:

" 50pdinga, op. cit., p. 310. ”

511bid., p. 259.°

‘
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When we entered into the Kenya independence
conference in London, our whole purpose was
to ensure that Kenya would emerge into inde~
pendence with a practical and workable consti-
tution, and the atmosphere and_circumsﬁancesf”M.
. in which we negotiated were such that, in our

" 7 judgment at that time it was necessary to maRe
certain compromises to get Kenya moving and
to avoid the possibility of conflict.>

Mboya, a brilliant and shrewd politician in the country

o -
’(whom both the British and the Americans nurtured as East

Africa'swtrade union and political leader),'did not see -
eye-éo eye with Odinga's and Kaggia's fee;ings about-lané,
reform in Kenya. Mboya himself once called these peoples'
tviews about land as "communistic"‘and, thereforé,_could
hot he 'tolerated' in the Kenya of today. During a poli¥
tical rally held in Nairobi én February 18, 1966 Mboya.
urged his audieqce to: . . .

vote against the principle of communism on

land. We have said that our government will
+-follow the principle of African socialism and

that we oppose both communism and capitalism,

We reject communism because those who preached

it did not want religion.’ We.do not want capi-

‘talism because the government wants the poor

to be held to raise their standard of 1iving....

Anybody who stands in our way is our enemy .23 .

52WYnn H. Jones; ed. Africa in Perspective(London:

5

ga Press, 1963), p. 251.

"Quedri

53East African Standard, February 19, 1966.
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The danger of iandlessness4aﬁd unemployment in
Kenya has been reiterated by several writers as well as
observers.' william Attwood listed three big issues in -
their order of -importance: land, ﬁnemployment and edu-.
cation., "landless Africans", he -noted, "who are not ye§ .
absorbed into tye new settlement scﬁemes, were squatting
on farmland....Iﬁ some areas"tﬁere had even'been demon:-wwrm
strations against the government for'ﬁeglecéing its own .
peop-lé."s4 Ramogi Achieng Oneko-?, like Kaggia and Odinga, -
strongly diségréed with the Uhuru Government's land
policy. 1In his letter pf resignation from thé Government
as‘Well‘as from Kenyaéta's governing party -- Kenya Afri-
can National Union (K.A:N.U.), Oneko said:
The role I havé piayed in tﬁe struggle for
JQ\‘ Uhuru is quite clear....I was a colleague of
¥ Mzee Kenyatta in the long imprisonment. This
’ long suffering gave me an opportunity to
~~-strengthen certain principles which I resolved

to respect and have since greatly cherished
regarding the future of our country. Many times

54william Attwood, op. cit.; pp. 159-160.

S5Ramogi Achieng Oneko was also among. the five
arrested and convicted along with Mzee Kenyatta on Oct-
ober. 20, 1952, and later upon his release became Kenyatta's
Personal Secretary and Minister of Information and
Broadcasting. Like Odinga, he was again arrested and v
detained by Kenya Government.
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when languishing in the detention ¢amp I was
approached by imperialist agents and advised
to denounce these principles. In every case

I chose continued detention....My resignation
is...to break the power of the European-minded

. clique which stand in the way of Pan-African

Unity...there is a very grave danger that the
exploitation of our people, jointly by foreign-
ers and "black Europeans", will be deepened
and continued....This is a situation our peo-=
ple will never accept. I will never accept it
....I have come to disagree with Kenyatta's,

S

<

1

<~

poticies—and—the—faiture-of-his—government—to

implement promises made to the public., - The

- government has taken no effective steps to

limit private ownership of property or to
nationalize utilities as it had promised. The
government should have already taken steps to
discourage and possibly eliminate the tendency
to create privileged classes through allowing
some govermment leaders to get involved in the
speculation or control ‘of Ege means of pro-
duction for personal gain. .

According to the Government's Sessional Papexr No. 10, it

was clearly spelled out that:

There is also urgent need for a land tenure
policy to ensure that projected agricultural

. development is not concentrated in the hands

of the few. Having regard to some of the
problems of transition, a working party might
be established to consider the need and practi-
cability of establishing ceilings on individual
ownership of property, and to advise on the
machinery for making these effective.  Here it
must be pointed out that any ceilings decided
upon must apply throughout the country. 1In

56New York Times, April 26, 1966, p. 8C.
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“t .

order to put an end to the buying of land for
speculative purposes by non-citizens, there
should be a ban on future purchase of agri-
cultural land by non-citizens.57

v

Yet theAGovernment's,pfeseht land policy is a total devi-

ation from the above declaration. This repudiation of

the earlier promises over land is the most serious of

'

the string of Broken promiéeS‘siggg“the end 9£H99}923§}WM_~

" Yule on December 12, 1963. Tens of thousands of starving
and‘landiess Africans are now tasting with bitter -irony

the aftermath of Uhuru Government and its 'African Social-
i
ism' slogan. So far, only one-seventh of'the land for-

merly held by European settlers Has been allocated for
T

settlement. It would, therefore, seem as though the
élogan '‘African Socialism* has beeh used, (and still is)
for the creation of 'African capitalism' at the ekpense

of the masses; as Odinga points out:
SN ) %

Everyone advocates 'African Socialism'-but in-
the case of most party and government leaders
‘this has become a cloak for the practice of
total capitalism. These politicians want to
build a capitalist system in the image of
Western capitalism but are too dmbarrassed or
dishonest to call it that. Their interpretation

'v57Republic of Kenya: African Socialism and Its
Application to Planning in Kenva, 1965, para. 106, p. 38.
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of independence and 'African Socialism' is that
they should move into the jobs and privileges
previously held by the settlers. If Kenya
started UHURU without an African elite class
she is now_rapidly acquiring one. Ministers
and top civil servants competé with one another
to-buy more farms, acquire'more directorships
and own bigger cars and grander houses....In
1963, M.P. earned L620 a year. This was in-
creased to L840, then to L1,200 a year, making
three increases and a doubling of salary in
less than three years. (And the L100 a mogth

- —is—augmented-by a daily sitting allowance ,
plus mileage and other allowances)e dJunior
Ministers earn L2,260 a year. The President's

~— " salary has been fixed at L15,000 a year tax-

free and including other emoluments....46
ministers and junior ministers earn between
them something in the region of a quarter of a
million pounds sterling a year, enough to
provide housing for 500 families....In six
months an M.P. receiveés more money than the
- average peasant earns in half a life-time,

Thus, the African 'leaders' of Kenya may not be charac~
terized along with people like Mohammed Ali Jinnah of
Pakistan, or Mahatima.Ghandi of India. The Washington
Post forx- instance, had this to say:
the breaking up of £ 1l system and that land
reform legislation abolished the special status
enjoyed by -the Zamindars who were the veritable
tyrants with authority to collect taxes from

the peasantry on behalf of the British Colo-
nial Treasury.

It is not like India gh re independence meant

58odinga, op..cit., p. 302.

59The Washington Post, August 17, 1967, p. 23C..
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The paper

continued:

It is not even like West Pakistan where land
reform became so vital in that the government
recognized the landlessness situation and

"managed to distribute some two million acres

to-the landless citizens. The result in later
years was encouraging and as a matter of fact
their national goal to get eneugh-fogd for the -
population came closer to a reality. 07

Cherry Gertzel gives a sound description and summary of -

-

'ﬁenya's dilemma:

.-

[y

Most Members believed that the Government had
failed to deal satisfactorily with these prac-
tical problems. Most were doubtful about the
economic viability of the settlement schemes
policy as a whole, which many insisted had
been designed to assist, outgoing European
farmers rather than new African farmers (a
point on which Government subsequently agreed).
The settlement schemes could not, the critics
argued, solve the problems of landless Africans
‘in Kenya whose landlessness and unemployment
constituted a major economic, social and po-
litical danger to the state. Some back-bench-
ers challenged th dea that land in the former
Scheduled (European) Areas should have been
bought at all. Since the land had belonged to
the Africans in the past it ought not to have
been bought, but requisitioned as needed; and
distributed free, not sold, to Africans. They
argued that this ‘land should have been national-
ized, either given to the landless, or worked
as state. farms. '

Those who adopted this stand argued that the
criterion for settlement should have been the
absorption of a maximum number of landless, not

60Ibid.
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the settlement of the problems of European
farmers. To spend L26 million to settle 30,000
families was not enough. They insisted that a
policy of co-operative farming on the former

. large-scale farms would much better achieve
these ends than settlement 6f individuals on
individual plots.6l

Thus in keeping with the objectives and wishes of
the European farmers as exémplified by their chief arghi-
" tects -- Swynnerton and Michael Blundell, the Uhuru Gov-

érnment ébught to a rather negatively skewed land progrém
.of ;egistering the lands in the areas formerly drawn up
exclusively for Africans by colonial authoriéies, while
not more than 2% million acres of the formerly idle or

-
mismanaged areas in the former White Highlands have so

<

far been transferred to a few Africans. It should aléo
be noted that out of these 2% million acres, about two

thirds of what is semi~-cultivable was granted to formerly
— .

poverty-stricken African peasants. The better part of it

went to a few wealthy Africans, thus leaving the real

heart and soul of the Highlands still in the grip of and
control by the Europeans.
By 1967, for instance, it was reported that "more

2y

than a quarter of the number of  farms once in the so-

6lcherry Gertzel, op. git., p. 45.
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called 'White Highlands' had passed to African hands.'6'2

However, theé figures given below suggest that only 10.9

per cept‘of the Highland.area had actually been acquired

by Africaﬁs, while 89.1 per}ceﬁt was‘in’the Europeans'

-

-

possession:

62R. S. Odingo, The Kenya Highlands: Land Use and
Agricultural Development (Nairobi: East African Pub—
lishing House, 1971), p. 191.

e
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< TABLE 24

LAND OWNED BY LARGE-SCALE AFRICAN FARMERS
IN THE HIGHLANDS 196763 )

' Percentage of

District .- Total Land Land Owned Total Owned-
(hectares) by Africans by Africans
Central Nyanza 17,917 304 1.6
Sotik/Kisii 7,525 6,839 9.0
Kericho - - 08,861 . 27,915 28.2
Nandi 57,994 5,883 8.8
Kakamega ' 3,394 335 - 10.0
Bungamo 5,814 3,063 40.3
Uasin Gishu 289,585 . 90,294 31.2
Trans—Nzoia ' 186,671 48,325 25.8
Nakuru . ..458,833 51,449 1.1
Baringo . 7,475 607 . 8.2
Nyandarua(Kinan- .
‘gop Plateau area) 152,531 65,154 42.5
Laikipia 709,213 - 17,756 2.5
Nyeri _. . 151,676 11,209 7.4
Kiambu «75,256 3,980 5.4
Nairobi Co 41,308 : 5,129 12.8
Meiu : ’ 87,990 640 1.0
Machakos 240,555, 52,534 22.0 .
JL_ - Total: - 2,592,598 391,416 . 10.9

Arising from_the~above table, the following figures have,
therefore, been establlshed in order to give a rathex

more detalled explanatlon of the land holdings in the

(or four years after Uhuru) a total of 967,228.078 acres

or (10.2 per cent) had been acquired by the Africans,

"631pid.

Highlands as of 1967 The figures reveal that by 1967
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whereas 5,439,340;840 acres (or 89.1 per cent) wére still
_owned by Europeans .and Asians. (See table 25 below).

It could thus be establishéd that the UhuFu Government
has been acquiriné the Highlaﬁds at the average of

approximately 2.75 per cent per annum.
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’ . TABLE 25
LAND OWNED BY LARGE SCALE AFRICAN‘%%%QEON—AFRICAN FAR
- i B owne Y -
Distriet Total Land: Afrjcans
Hectares Acres Hectares Acres
Central Nyanza 17,917 44,274,699 . 304 751 .214
Sotik/kisii 7525 18,595.028 6,839 16,899.853
Kericho 98,861 244,295,417 27,915 68,980.757
Nandi - 57,994 143,308.973 5,883 14,537.481
Kakamega . 3,394 8,386.913 335 827.81¢
Bungoma 5,814 14,366.394 3,063 7.,568.97¢
Uasin Gishu 289,585 = 715,593.494 90,294 223,125,503
Trans-Nzoia 186,67L 461,282.708 48,325 119,415.90¢
Nakuru 458,833 1,133,822.226 51,449 127,135.624
Baringo 7,475 18,471.473 607 1,499.95¢

Nyandarua (Kina- . N
ngop Plateau area)l52,531 376,919.354 65,154 161,002.04¢

Laikipia 709,213 1,752,536.,244 17,756 43,876.852
Nyeri - 151,676 374,806.564 11,209 27,698.56C
Kiambu 75,256 185,965.102 3,980 9,838.97¢
Nairobi 41,308 102,076.199 5,129 12,674.27:
~Meru ¥ 87,990 217,432.089 640 1,581.504
Machakos 240,555 594,435.461 - 52,534 129,816.767

TOTAL 2,592,598 6,406,568.918 391,416 967,228.07¢

Note: One Hectare = 2.4711 Acres; and One Acre = 0.4047 Hect:

64'I‘abqlati.on by the author. This tabulation is based on-:
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aBLE 25 . o

oY 1 : ntage of Total
Africans . Non-Africans owned By )
¥ Hectares Acres Hectares ACIES Africangss Non-Africans
274,699 T304 751.214 17,613 43,523,428 1.6 ' 98.4
,595.028 6,839 16,899.853 686 1,695.175 91.0- 9.0
,295.417 27,915 68,980.757 70,946 175,314.661 28.2 71.8
;308.973 5,883 14,537.481 52,111 128,771.492 9.8 90.2
,386.913 © 335 827.819 3,059 7.559.095 10.0 90.0
,366.394 3,063 7,568.979 2,751 6,797.996 40.3 . 59.7
,593.494 90,294 223,125.503 199,291 492,467,990 31.2 ‘68.8
,282,708 48,325 119,415.908 138,346 -341,866.801 25.8 . 74.2
,822.226 51,449 127,135.624 407,384 1,006,686.602 1.1 98.9
, 471,473 607 1,499,958 6,868 16,971.515 8.2 91.8
,919,.354° 65,154 161,002.049 87,377 215,917.305 42.5 57.5
,536.244 17,756 43,876.852 691,457 1,708,659.393 2.5 97.5
., 806 /564 11,209 27,698.560 140,467 347,108.004 7.4 92.6
), 9655102 3,980 9,838.978 71,276 - 176,130.124 5.4 94.6
,076.1.99 5,129 12,674.272 36,179 89,401.927 12.8 87.2
,432.089 640 1,581.504 87,350 215,850.585 1.0 99.0
1,435,461 52,534 129,816.767 188,021 464,618.693 22.0 -78.0
5,568,918 391,416 967,228.078 2201,182 5,439,340.840 - 10.9 89.1

53 and One Acre = 0.4047 Hectares.

-

This tabulation is based.on the computafion from Table 24.

I g
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The impact of land resettlement programs on the transfer

of land to Afrieans up to 1968 shqgwed that about one-

third of the nghlands were resettled

figures showf65

Type of Scheme‘u'

Acres

Transferregf

/

as.the following

o

Average.Size
No. of farms of Farms

to Afrlcané Established Established

-~
+1, Sub Divisional
Type Settlements
High Density 788,000 26,700 30
Low Density 188,000 5,200 36
Squatter Settl. 86,000 14,000 6
Total 1,062,000 45,900 23
2. Large-Scale Farms: i
AFE, ADC, Asst.
Owners, etc. 953,600 1,192 800(a)
0l1'Kalou Salient 121,000 19 6,368(b)
Other Co-operative :
Settlement by Dept. o
of Settlement ~170,000° 15 11,333
Total 1,244,600 1,226 1,015
TOTAL 2,306,600 - -

(a) The averaée size of farm is approximate
(b) These farms are owned and presently operated by the

Department of Settlement

p.

al

-65Republic of Kenya: Development Plan 1970-1974,

24,
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ﬁy December 31, 1970 it was estimated that laﬁd reform
covering 542 héctares (1,341,273.542 acres) had been
demarcated into\34,l44,plots -- thus giving an average of
15.6 heéfares»(38.549 acrqé)'per plot) -- as the following

table. illustrates.
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. TABLE 29 -
.o o , SUMMARY OF THE S';EATE OF SCHEMES AS AT I
g u -gm bt o mgo
O o m Lo 0O WO PP
Py 2ol — O f 0m 1
oo o 00~ A Hed A0
Ecp g m , 20 o
oA O A & P @ |
R s85 .- 2343 ¢EY
jra] Al a - Z
35 I.B.R.D./C.C.C. -
'Develop. Schemes 72,272 4,981 4,978 4,98
83 H.M.E. High Density 329,253 28,488 28,421 28,58
1l H.M.G. High Density" 863 — —_— -
not established .
2 Harambee Schemes ;
Established - 6,531 | 430 382 4%
14 Cooperative Schemes ‘ ..
— - Established 68,968 - -
3 Co-operative Schemes Fd
not established : 7,087 —_—— . ——— ' -
1 Scheme-Weru 207 o
transferred to . . N
Ol'Salient ‘ , 4,383 — - —_
1 Scheme in Kilobe 104 :
transferred to local
~-—gounty council 5,034 —_— - P -
140 ~Total - - 494,391 33,899 33,581 34,00

19 Co-operative Units :
0l'Kalou Salient . 48,393 —_— —— —

69Repﬁbiic of Kenya, Department of Settlement, Annual Rep
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, TABLE 29 :
OF THE STATE OF ' SCHEMES AS AT DECEMBER 31, :l..97069
o T T o m%o  aw & 99 36
m 40 0O WO P $4 O O Bg %'S 3%.
Pl ~ 01 Om! 0P A © P ©
00U~ A A O ~ g g Ed W 0 ne £ B2
v Psm mHoM &NE £ o gD "OE®™ Aw0
[ o D g | oA e oo .01 Pl
SEY 0 v +EN N 0o « Fey n-i9 ©
«0 9 Z o~ 0o ou =4 &Jh.g g Bl B QR
272 4,981 ' 4,978 4,981 4,98l 4,981 —— _—
253 28,488 28,421 ' 28,588 28,501 28,702 391 - 430
863 — R — _— 27 — ==
531 430 g2 - 431 398 431 - _— _—
968 e — 3 3 3 1,181 - 1,185
087 o —em .= — — — — 400
383 - --x === —— e —— — —
r‘f&
034 e
, 391 33,899 33,581 34,003 33,883 34,144 ,1'572 2,015
—— 1,808 1,808

,393. ——— _— _— ——

incl.
weru 207

“

artment of Settlement, Annual Report 1970, Appendix E, p. 67.
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The Uhuru Government's failure to question the poli-
tical intentions of the colonial administration with,
regard to consolidation.and registration of the Africaﬁ
land afeéé has-had reﬁércuséions and consequences in the
African areas. For instanée, we noted that already there
have been numerous land cases and deprivation of lani‘
«among some Africans. Thus the Uhuru Governmént did not
ascertain, whether or not individualization of land through
regis£ration woula be.politically and socially feasible.
Furthermore, if consolidation was seen by the. incoming -
gbvernment as both necessary and Eracticable, it should
certainly have been carried out without registration of
‘individuals unless the people or communities thémselves

Jq\requested such an undertaking (rather than the present

' method of almost compelling the people to comply). There
is, another obstacle to consolidation. As mentioned
earlier, consclidation of land implies not only the join-
ing together of separate fragments to férm one parcel of
land, but alsoxéhe:regrouping of land in any one area to
ensure that reseﬁtiement holdings are of sufficient size
‘to enable them to be developed as viable and sound farming
units. However the viability of such undertaking can be

meaningful if all,the fragmented land in the coun;ry is
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cohsolidated without necessarily registering the areas.
In some cases, qonsolidation of scattered fragments of
land may lead to ‘forced' qvaéuatianor movements -by .
some peqple.‘ &et, Kenya'ghMinistries ;f Agriculture and
Land’'Settlement have since pursued a policy of consoli-
dation and regiétrétion of a minimﬁm acreage, var&ing
!from'region to region, localiFy to locality-below which
agricultﬁfél deve;opment is almost unconviqcing. :Some
peoéle have been dispossessed as a result. Some of these

dispossessed Africans keep on rushing to the urban areas

in search of security and shelter-which the-government and

-
other agencies f£ind difficult to provide. Let us look at

the Kenya population from 1961 to 1970 and also, the num-

] Jlkber of Africans in some specific urban centers in Kenya
cy

between 1962 and 1969 (See Table 30).
T e : ®
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TABLE 31.

AFRICAN POPULATION "IN URBAN CENTERS OF KENYA
, 1962 AND 196971

o 1962 - 1969
Town : Number of Afri?ans Number of Africans
Nairobi 156,246 421,070 )
Mombasa 111,847 187,147 -
7:§akuru 30,189 = 42,190
kisumu . 14,119 : 24,978
Eldoret © 15,059 15,515
Thika 11,352 ' 16,574
Nanyuki 8,919 10,957
Kitale 7,000 ‘ 10,166
Nyeri ’ _ 6256 8,915
Kericho | 5,950 ‘ . : 9,039
Malindi 2,504 : 7,549

7lRepublic of Kenya: Statistical Abstract,
Statistics Division, Mlnlstry of Finance and Economic
Planning, 1970, p. 15.
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TABLE 32

KENYA POPULATION CENSUS, 196972

.Rva;‘ . NonﬁAfricahs and Nén—Kenyaﬁs
Non-African 209,503
'Nﬁuropean ) i ’ 40,593 “
*\'Kenyan : 3,889

Non-Kenyan . 36,704 ,
Asian : 139,000
" Kenyan 60,994 N
Non-Kenyan ° 78,043
Arab " 27,886
‘Kenyan : 24,199
%Q\ Noﬁ-Kenyan ' . 3,687

72Republic of Kenya: Statistical Abstract, Statistics
Division, Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning, 1970,
p. 13. .
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The Uhuru Government has thus overlooked tﬁe psycho-
logical and moral fights of Africans' traditional fabric
which, operationélly, form a sacrificial collectivity.

The hprooﬁing‘&% some Afridéns and reallocation of them
in otﬁer areas of the country gives them certain fears

~which interfere with their very existence: as Mbiti puts
A i Y , jesty

it

People walk on the graves of ‘their forefathers,-
and-it is feared that anything separating them
from these ties will bring disaster to family
and community life. To remove Africans by fdrce
from their land is an act of such great %g—
justice that no foreigner can fathom it.

From the above, a bold and African oriented policy
‘is called for. This will be examined in the conclusion.

/l. Summary: In this chapter, we established that the

¥
views expressed by various people, including African mem-
bers of Parliament show the unpopularity of the Uhuru
Government's land policy. ' These views relate in parti-

cular to (a) lack of legislation to restrict the size of

. 73J0ohn Mbiti, African Religions and Philosophy
(New-York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1969, p. 27.
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Tand holdings, so as to avoid future land speculation:
(b) the amount of money applicants for settlement have to

raise before their applications are accepted; (¢) the ever
e -

~

growinginuﬁbep of squatters, and the kind of treatﬁent .
the Uhuru Government renders to them: (4a) the\overall
’%gnd policy -—- which involves land consolidation and |
rgégistration, and the Governménﬁ’s refusal t@ ;;tionalize
thévHighlaqu7 (e) conditions for loans and répayments:
(£) laék of adequate transportation.and communication,
insufficient water supply and training of farmers:; (g)

the government's permission to let foreigners buy land

in the Highlands. ‘

The period between 1965 and 1967, will be remembered
by Africans of Kenya as the bne of intensive debatevin
yKenya Parliament over the Government's overall land

policy. -~

Many government's back-benchers charged that.the

Uhuru Government had not lived up tq its old pledges and
promises to the masses. lThus, fhe government failed to
honor tﬁe cry and ideology of the 'wamanchi' (the owners
of the land: i.e. the people); especially those who ac-

tively took part in the war of liberation of their land

(or 'Mau Mau').
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On the question of foreigners being allowed to buy
agricultural land in Kenya since independence, the gov-
ernment argued tﬁat it-was merely trying 'to protect the
f;eé mérkét in-land', whiFﬁ is based on the concept of:
'willing buyer, willing-seller'. The Governmeﬁt also
aigues thgt it .is trying to inject conf%&ence in over-
sseas investors. ‘

Many people have also voiced the danger of the
possible emergencé of a new class of African large-scale-
land owners, and the consequences arising from that emer-
gence. However, some Government members, and/ofAsupport—
ers have argued in favor of Africans' participation in

the process of property accummulation. Consequently, -

to work out ways and means of preventing the emergence of
the proﬁgfty accumulators. was nog carried out by the
Kenyatta regime. Thus; we find that the wishes of the
Eurdpean farmers, first_exempLified in ﬁhe ' Swynnerton
Plan',‘and later by;the Kenya Government's Sessionél
Paper No. 10 (African Socialism and its Application in
bevéioﬁment of Kenya), were very well rewarded.

Thus, the pre-independence promises by the African

political leaders, and the masses' expectations vis-a-vis

fLFhe demand for a. special committee by some Parliamentarians
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péSt—Uhuru realities show a very significant contrast.
We noted, for example, that more Europeans have acquired
land under the g;vernment's land settlemené program than
havé the-Africansl(who had assumed that the settlement’
programs had been formulated for them).

By 1967, we noted, for inifance, that 89.1 éer cent
©f the Highlands was still iﬁ the Europeans'. possession,
while only-10.9 per cent had been acquired by Africans.
By 1968, the studf indicates that 2,306,600 acres of the
Highlands' 7.8 million acres (or approximately 1/3 )
had actually passed into African hands. By 1970, the
'mercuty’ dropped, showing that approximately oﬁe—fifth

of. the Highlahds had indeed,beeﬁ acquired by Africans.’

jl?hus, by 1970, the situation regarding the Highlands

Is

' ownership had not significantly changed from that of pre-

S «
- Uhuru.



-~

CHAPTER IX

SUMMARY , CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATTIONS

Land is the basis of all life, To the Africans, it

©

is the basis of freedbm and independence; Many struggles
of history have all been fought over the question of land
—-- that is, who will own which land. Alienation of it

and its resources by someone else impoverishes the lives

'6f its rightful owners.

. The impoverishment ‘of African people's lives was
intensified during and after the Berlin Conference which
'authorized' the scramble for African land by the Western
world. Wealth was the primary pu}pose. Politics was

-

thus used as a weapon with which to maintain Europeans'

economic gain and power. ‘It was inevitable that the

- Buropeans would'grab the best land. In Kenya, as q}se-

where,wgg?re colonialism emerged, conquest, direct seizure,
pressure on African elders ('chiefs'), swindling ‘and
trickery in the form of 'Agreemehts' or 'Treaties' were
used. . . ay

"AS a result{.Africans were heraed and confined into

enclosures comprising the poorest land. On this land,

Africans were forced to ygrow subsistence crops while Euro-

peans grew highly profitable commercial crops. Africans

-368-
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were permitted only one or two plots of a few acres whlle
Eurdpeans were encouraged to buy large tracts of land.
Forced to pay taxes and buy European—prlced commodities,
many Africans had no>elternative but to seek employment
on Europeeq farms. Nwhose‘who tried to resist such pres—
sure were further confronted with greater force rrom the
colonial goverﬁment. Numeroueitaxes were levied,vdis—

criminatory wage structures were applied to Africans.

.

And ‘above all, the whole land became the property of
strangers_(Europeans), end ;he Africans became mere
tenants subject to the Qill of these straogers.

. We noted earlier that in 1915, during the heyday of
colonlallsm in Kenya, the Highlands underwent a different
kind of registration (whlch guaranteed European 1nd1v1dual
ownership of land de-facto for 999 years -- meanlng in
perpetuity). ) .

The sfudy was equally concerned with the socio-eco-
nomic and political problems emenating from the colonial
government's land. policy. |

In Kenya,'fhe cry "we want our 'stolen' land back"
has, ,since the comihg of Europeans; been heard from the

hearts of millions of land-poor Africans. When in 1932

Mr. Kenyatta said, "What Africans want now is not com-

»
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miséions (of inquiry) but the restitution of their land",
he was indeed echoing that cry. This demand, in essence,
refeﬁred to all the’Highlands alienated or 'robbed' by
thé European settlers and tﬁe Crown. This same man now
leads the Government of Kenya. Now, what has he done
about the land since the attainment of Uhuru in 19632
fhe study further sought to investigate whether or not the
Uhuru Government has recognized these socio-economic prob-
lems, énd, if so, what steps have since been taken to
alleviate and finally eliminate them.

During early settlement by the Europeans, the colo-
niai ggﬁefnment and the financing institutions did the |
besf they could to assist the embryonic European farmers

Jlin their agricultural endeévoi irrespective of their past

¥
experience or lack of it. Kenneth Ingham once noted:
TFe— ki
The banks were ready to lend money at reason-
able .rates and the Discharged Soldiers Set-
tlement Scheme, first mooted in 1915, was
adopted with enthusiasm....Although selection
boards were set up in London and Nairobi, how-
ever, there appears to have been little attempt
to distinguish between the ex-soldiers who had’
and those who had not sufficient capital or
experience of farming. When the first settlers
»  arrived this did not seem to be a matter of
great importance. Loans were readily obtainable

ot
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...Land was rapidly
ment was purchased.

lallocated'and heavy equip-

But the kind of reglstratlon which the colonlal gov-
ernment 1ntroduced in the so-called ‘African Reserves' in
1955, and later intensified by the Uhuru Government had a
different purpose. The colonial government did not in

-

%?Ct intend to assist African'agriculture:.fqr example,
laﬁd and anns were not made available to the.African
land poor. On the ‘contrary, their fundamental objective
was to create a few middle class Africans and use them to
_31lence the old polltlcal agitation, If this acquies-
cence by Africans were achieved, th;n European farmers
could continue to farm, utilize African labor, and con-
tinue the misery of the Africans, thus preserving tﬁe
‘\characteristics of colonialism into the new regime in the

form of Neo-colonialism. : This point is underscored by

M.P.K. Sorrenson, when he observes:

The European officials also saw the two things
as one but they thought im European terms: they
a55001ated a stable middle class (or a stable

1Kenneth Ingham, a History of East Africa (London:
€ox and Wyman Ltd., 1962), pp. 325-326.
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peasantry) with conservation; they assumed
that land consolidation would create a class
of land-owners who would refuse to have any
truck with nationalist -politicians.2
The performance of the Kenyatta regime since inde-
pendence seems to confirm thé above contention, and has
made it abundantly clear that the land issue still re-
mains unsettled, and that white land-owners continue to
eﬁjoy the same protection as in the colonial ‘era.
The pfoponentg of land consolidation and regis-
‘tration argue that such an undertaking would create large—
scale farming, and that large-scale farming has relative

advantages over small-scale farming ‘comprised of fragment—

- -
ed pieces of land. While we do not dispute this asser-

tion, however, we believe that this is only circumstantial.

Jﬁhere are certain factors which these proponents tend to

ignore.

T

Whereas farming on a relatively large-scale is
essential for mechanised cultivation in so far as pro-

ductivity per unit of labor is conceérned, heavy equipment

2M. P. K. Sorrenson, Land Reform in the Kikuyu
Country-*A Study in Government Policy (Nairobi: Oxford
University Press, 1967), pp. 250-251.
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like tractors, .cannot be used effeéfively on small and
fragmented plots. - Notwithstanding, increased produc-
tivity of lahd is due pfima;ily to such factors as care-
ful selection éf seeds, bettér manuring, improved irri—n
gation of wéter supply, crop rotation, etc. 1In facﬁ(
most of all these.are quite cdmpa%ible with small—scéle
f;fhing.
The ﬁée of heavy equipment,‘such as tractors and -
‘other machinefy contributes to raising or lowering of the
productivity of land depending on the quality of that
land. ‘gurthermore, large-scale farming tends to be in-
appropriate and inefficient, especially in developing )
nations, because of the problems of lafge organization ‘
4§nd management this undertakiné involves. From a psycho;
logical pgigﬁ of view, therefore, large-scale farming is
to be less preferred than small-scale farming. Thus,
Adam Smith writes:
A small propriétor who knows every part of his
little territory, who views it with all the
affection that property, especially small

property, naturally inspires, and who upon that
account takes pleasure not only in cultivating

but in adorning it, is generally of all improvers
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' the most industrious, the most intelligent, and
the most successful.3

One possibie reason why the present policy is pur-
sued is that thége who later.émerged as Kenya's post
independence leaders were not faithfully committéd to the
'‘Mau Mau' ideology, which sought the repossession of élll
the alienated land. For this and other related reasons,
thesé new léaders could easily compromise on this issue.
These men were political opportunists who capitalized on
the land issue Anly to further their political-goals.wd
They were not too keen about returning the land to the
rightfuirowﬁers, who constituted the landless poor.

As a result, that 'Mau Mau' ideology has since
ggilen into oblivion. Kenyatt; himself, for instance,
emphatical%z\denied knowledge of, or association with

'Mau Mau' and ifs ;'Ldeology.4 On this particular point,

3pdam Smith, The Wealth of . Nations, Book III,Chap.IV,
cited by Amlan Datta, ‘Essays on Economic Development
(Calcutta: Bookland Private, Limited, 1957}, p. 45.

45ee Slater Montagu, The Trial of Jomo Kenyatta
(London: Secker and Warburg, 1955), pp. 152-158.
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one journalist has made an observation when he said:

A surprising number of them, in fact, either
sat out of the struggle or were part of the
pre-independence colonial power structure.

.
.o

Assuming that was so, it would not be a surprise to see
Kenyatta and his government colleagues espousing policies
which are antithetical to thel'Méh Mau' ideclogy.

.

Another indication of the disinterest of Kenya's

post 1ndependence leaders in the 'Mau Mau' ideology was

v the lack of enthusiasm for the immediate. release of Mau

Mau detainees. 1In fact, these leaders made little effort
“to free their imprisoned brothers, éven at the time of
—
independénce. For instance, during the independence cele-
bratlon Kenyatta is reported as having not mentioned in
J%1s speech those who lost thelr lives during the Mau Mau
struggle. Odinga writes:
gg She—— ) g 5
Kenyatta's own speech made no mention of the
peoplé who had laid down their lives in the

struggle, the fighters of the forests and the
camps who have been in danger in Kenya of

<

5Fim Hoagland "Kenya's Rich Soil is still the Prize"

The Washington Post, January 7, 1973, p. Bl.
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becoming the forgotten men of the freedom fight
because it suits the ambitions of the self-
seeking politicians to divert our people. 1In
independent Kenya old colonial attitudes .
_whipped up dgainst the armed struggle, persist,
and this struggle led by Dedan Kimathi has not
beén recognlzed and honoured as the turning
point in the advance towards Uhuru.

Odinga adds:

s

. Most politicians have not been as foolish as
e to openly denounce the forest fighters but
. , rather have they connived at le;ting this
period sink into forgetfulness.

Thé\hext”factor for the Uhuru Government's ineffec-
tive land policy can be attributed to the civil service.
The rstention of European expatriétes made it difficult
for the quick transformation of the land owning system.

Wé noted that some of these after they resigned, and had
f?\been paid exofbitant compensation, were re—employea by-the
Uhuru Government Many _of them had been colonial die-

hards, farmers and businessmen. The Uhuru Government
invested these people with gxtreﬁely significant responsi-
bilities. Some became'settleﬁent‘officers, agricultural
advisors, and gové;nment's senior advisors. For instance,

Mr. -Bruce McKenzie, a former native of Boer South Africa

6Oginga Odinga, op. cit., .pp.253-254.

T1bid., p. 254.
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and a former colonial supporter, became Minister for Agri-
culture and Settlement in Kenyatta's Cabinet; and Sir
Michael Blundell -- a one-time chief spokesman for the
European settlers, became chief advisor to the Ministries
of Agriculture and Land Settlement. We also noted earlier
that the Eurcpean ex-farmers who worked as settlement
pfficers had different attitudes. The Africans who worked
with them in the settlement schemes often complained that-
these European officers did not wish the schemes to suc-
ceed. This is because their colonial attitudes and inter-
ests had not changed. Dr. Kwame Nkrumah experienced a
similar problem when he writes:
It did not escape my notice that where the
administrative service was concerned, if a
policy was laid down for the officials by the .
JQ\ Government with which they disagreed, means
i were adopted, by subterfuge or otherwise, to
wreck that policy....It happened too often
“~for it to be a‘coincidence that whenever gov-
ernment policy was to be put into effect; the

officials either dilly-dallied or saw that
nothing was done about it.

8Kwame Nkrumah, Ghana: The Autobiography of Kwame
Nkrumah (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, Ltd., 1957), p.
151. (See also, by the same author, Dark Days in Ghana
(New York: International Publishers, 1968), pp. 31-51.

L
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Nkrumah then warns:
A

Tt has always been my conviction that after
any political revolution, non-violent or

_ violent, the new government should, immedi-
ately on coming into power, clear out from

- the civil service all its old leaders. My N
owrt experience taught me that by failing
to do so, a revolutignary government risks
its own destruction.

E]

- Jack Woddis also observes that although:

. there may be some former colonial officials
who sincerely wish to assist the new states,
.~ but the majority of them, Whatever may be
their views, are willy-nilly part of the
imperialist establishment which trained
_them, moulded their outlook and continues
to retain them precisely because they are
, © still able to render a service.lO

. In order to keep the preseﬁt policy operative, the
Kenyatta regime has used the ministerial and Parliament-
ary powers of the State to help enterprising and ambitious
African politiéians in their quest for a foothold in £he
previoygly all white Highlands. This presumption of the

Uhuru Government's land policy was well taken by Jim

Hoagland when he observed ;hat:‘

9Ibid., p: 146.

. _lOJack Woddis, Introduction to Neo-colonialism
(New York: International Qublishers,.l967), p. 72.
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A growing land grab of the best farms by some
African politicians and civil servants in the
Establishment is earning for them the epithet
"the Black Colonialists" from critics. The
officials reply that they are merely trylng to
promote capitalism in Africa. . .

Hoagland contInﬁes: : .

- Kenyatta's cabinet ministers and, according
to increasing reports, Kenyatta himself and
his family are snapping up dozens of sprawl-’
ing farms, especially in the Nakuru area.

L Kenyatta's vice president, Daniel-Arap Moi,

who is_Kalenjin, is said to be gne of the
country's biggest farm owners.

Another related factor could be a£tributed to the
kind of education Kenya has consistently pursued. The
fact that the KenyarGovernment has not instituted a well
orgéni;éd égricultural program in her centers of learning
makés it crystal clear that the iand issue is still not

j@iven prioxrity in. the general‘schemes of things.

‘ If the land issue is to be dealt with seriously,
the grangzga of loans tovAfricans will not speed upoﬁhe
transfer of lan&é from whites to the blacks. The banks
and other financing institutions charged with such Loans

are not likely to ddle out credits to Africans. The

whites and the Asians are not going to issue out help

iy

117im Hoagland, op. cit.,

121pia
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without land title aeeds as collaterals. Even if they do,
their past record does not warrant unbridled optimism.

Another factor which contributed to the deteriora-
tion of the.%frican quest for the Highlahds was divi;ion'
among the African politicians along ethnic lines. Groﬁps

such as the Gikuyu, Kamba, Abaluhya, Luo.Kalenjin and
Miji-Kenda weré ready to fighg‘over land -- many of these
Elaimed rightful ownership of the Highlandé -- hence the
cry for 'Majimbo’ (or regionalism).

Any attempt to resolve the problem once and for all
would have triggered something more serious, includihg
KANU_and KADU fragmentation. Aléhough“the European set-
tlers would have liked to see Africans fight themselves,
énd their pélitical efforts disintegrate, however, they
too feared thaf such an occurrence might affect them..
This fga;\was in reference to the Zaire (then Congo) ex-
perience. African politicians therefore found it com-
promising to acquire‘only a smail portion of the High-
lands' periphery for the purpose~of settling {(or reset-
tling) landless Aéricans from various ethnic groups. in
. otﬁervwords, the whife settlers who formerly owned and
controlled théaHighlands under the auspices of the colo-

nial government, had now become a compromising force by'

°
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cpntiﬁuing to exercise the arip of'it, this time under
the auspices of the Uhtru Government7 compromising of
or dominated by a clique which, according to Hoagland,
was made up"of e?ucated kikuyu politicians ied by
Kenyatta, who had spent 17 years in Britain, and not to
the radical forces of the Nyeri group who were the Mau
Mau flghters...."i3 “ .

) Thus, durt/g4the colonial era the Afrlcans re-
garded the white settler as the enemy of their struggle
>for the recovery of their land and independence, but
when 'independence came‘fbthe Kenya politicians found
thatvthe_European settlers were not enemies after all,
and that the politicians were actually not ready to
reselve the lana issue. Accordingly, the Uhuru Govern-
<£Ent saw no alterﬁative but to accept the continuatien
of the very same colonial land policies which in essence
had been brought into operétion immediately following

the publication of the Swynnerton Plan in. 1954.

At the time of .independence, the African middle

class was so tiny and fragile that both African political

parties found that they could not very much rely on their

131pid., p. BL.
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number. :Because they,vas embryonic middle class did not
have a stake in fhe Highlands, they, therefore, used the
State power, on thé European settlers' advice, and
resolved to éxgagd this number by acquisitiﬁn of a few
acres in order to f£ill in the position and role of the
few departing European settlers on a 'williﬁg seller,

willing buyer' basis. These middle-class freshmen were
.

by and large politicians and senior civil servants who
became a neutralizing force in the heyday of independence,
and who thus continued to sﬁpport the presumptions of the
Uhuru Government's land policy. ‘ ) A
This idea of 'willing seller a;d willing buyer' of
land which became a commercialized entity was based upon
a European concépt on land adopted during the nineteenth
¢century for: | '
The dominating idea, regarding land, which
Buropeans brought with them to Africa was
therefore one of land-ownership rather than

of land-use: and of individual rather than
of communal rights.l :

N

14p, R. Batten, Problems of African Development,
Part I (London: Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 26.

4
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Whether or not the African politicians were aware of this,
and its implications, will be determined by future his-
torians and analysists (since this-is beyond the scope

of this paper).

Although the Uhuru Government announced that the
settlement schemes have served their intended purpose and
that the funds for settlement'proérams would be reduded

L
to only about 22 per centls, yet the govermment's statis-
ties, crude and scanty though tﬁey be, suggest that the
greater portion of the Highlands is actually still in
the ownership and/or control of Buropeans. Jim Hoagland
once again reports: ’
s
Twenty years after the Mau Mau revolt, an
estimated 3.5 million acres of farm and ranch .
land in Kenya are still owned or managed by
whites. This is nearly one-half the total
JQ‘ originally staked out for them.
One half million acres of the best farming
“Tand in the highlands is owned by 300 British
farmers who have not become Kenyan citizens.
Their land is suited for small cash crop
farming and livestock.l6
However, - further examination reveals that only

twenty per cent has éctually been transferred into

\

15pevelopment Plan for the Period 1970-1974, p. 192
refers.

16

Hoagland, op. cit.., pp. B1-B2.

T\\
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African hands. Hoagland's estimate of transferrals is

thus exaggerated} We noted, for example, in Chapter

“Seven that in 1965 the td@al lénd transfers and land

purchas;s, were about 70 per cent of the total land

acquired by European individuals. In other words, in N
the government's land settlement programs, more land -has

been repossessed by Europeans than have the Africans.

‘We also.noted that in 1969, there were 40;593 Buro-
peans li&ing in Kenya, of whom 3,889 were Kenya citizens,
and 36,704 were not. If we generalize that all the Eﬁro—
peans with Kénya citizenship, and five per cent of the
non-Kenya- Buropeans are farmers, (it ls highly improcbable
that any European who is not directly or indirectly con-
nected with farming or land owning in Kenya, would acquirev
Kénya citizenship). We would therefore, establish that .
about 5,000~Eurcpeans own and/or control about eighty per
cent of the Highlands' 16,500 square miles (i.e. 13,200
square miles). In other words, the average holdings per
Buropean farmer or land owﬁer wouid be 2.64 square miles
(or 1,689.6 acres). ‘Whereas many Africans who. have since
moved into the Highlands were settled on an embarrassing
average‘of 4 acres per man (or/and family). fhis means,

therefore, that the number of Europeans who have acquired
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land in Kenya since independence has increased with the
1960 statistiés, although the average holding has decreased.
In effect, the Uhﬁru Government has been ngrturing a dis-
torted or'a'myth transformation of the Highlands.
It was further established that” the settlement
program was kept within the confipes of the Highlands'
pgr}phery adjacent éo ‘African Reserves', and which the
Europeans did not in fact farm. We are, theréfore, at-
temptiﬂg to assume that these areas do constitute semi-
granite-sand-stone soil derived mainly from the banks of
the Rift Valley. If this assumptio§ is correct, we would
.then‘conclude by saying that even with reserves of capi-
tal, loans and technique, the Africéns who have been set-
jE}ed on this land would still.require enormous resources
‘and effort to make it cultivable and habitable.

For~the African masses everywhere (and especially of
Kenya), "Mau Mau remains an unfinished revolution that the
white Western worla has captured for its own ends“.17

The Kenya's general élection‘in December, 1969, demon-

strated ' further the degree of the peoples' discontent.

4.

171bid., p. Bl.
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Deépite the absence of an opposition partyls,the outcome
of that election symbolized the masses' reaction to their
Sgperience under the aegis of Uhuru Government's record
of ﬁnfulfilied expectations as well as broken promises
made to them during the heyday of the challenge to the
presumptions of the British colonial rule and its land

o

policy. The New York Times, for instance, reported that

"two of every three incumbent members who sought re-
election were defeated and in 22 districts the incumbents

did not seek re-election."19

In all, 96 incumbent legis-
lators out of 158 {including 5 Government ministers and
13 junier ministers) were defeated. It was further re-
ported that in the Central Province (especially in Nyeri
district where there was a élean turnover), out of eightf

veen incumbents, twelve were defeated. These were:

The— ¥

18mThe Kenya Peoples' Union (KPU), the only regls-
tered opposition party was banned about three months prior
to the general election, and.its principal leaders:
Oginga Odinga and Ramogi- Achieng Oneko -- president and
publicity secretary,’ respectively, had been arrested and
detained by the Uhuru Government.

19The New York Times, December 8, 1969, p. 10.



-387-

Y

Nyandarua South (G.G. Kago); Othaya (J.Mathenge):

South Tetu (H.C. Wariithi): Mathira (A.K. Wamuthenya):;

Nyeri (J.K. Theurl): Kigumo (K.K. Njiiri); Kandara

(T. Mwaura); Juja (J.M. Njonjo): Kirinyanga West

(J.N. Kibuga); Lari (J.M. Koinange); Kirinyaga East
- (B. Kathanga); Githunguri (W. Kamau).20 ' :

. % "

The election returns detailed ut supra is indeed a reaction

. . @
to the Europeans' compounded entrenchment in the Highlands

and apparently wrong land policfywhich the Uhuru Govern-
. :

ment has consistently pursued.

) -

. a -

Recommendations:

The Uhuru Government, in order to alleviate the
Kenya land problem, and to avoid mdchetes "being sharpen-
ed‘agézn"Zl, must have a new land policy. At this time
the Uhuru Govermment's first priority should be to cor-
4lzect the main root of the-inéquality: inequity and in- -
justice which the Africans of Kenya have éaffered for so
— .

" long -- that is, the loss of their most valuable God-

given treasure -- the land.

1. Immediate take-over by thé Uhuru Government of

“the lands still in the hands of foreigners (Europeans and

Asians). The problem-of satisfying the Africans' quest
. o g, ’

20East African Standard, December 8, 1969, p. 1.

2lgoagland, op. cit., January 9, 1973, p. Al2.
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for the recovery of the Highlands, and the Europeans'’
consistent resistance to give it up is one which the’
Uhuru Government can move to resolve by nationalization -
of the acreage still in posggasid&}Qf the foreignefs.

The acquired farms could then be turned over to destitute
Africans who then could form farmers' co-dperatives and

farm for themselves, or on behalf of the government.

2. Minimum compensation may be paid to those whose

land is re-possesséd: In orxder to ease the burden of the

peasants, the redemption money -- if this has to be paid
at all -- could be substantially reduced since most of
the foreigners who possess these farms have, since colo-
nial time, made enormous profits out of these farms.

3. More land programs should be opened up by the

\vaernment for the acute landless, especially ex—-Mau Mau

prisoners~and detainees: : Meanwhile, the estates which
were unfairly given to the 'good boys' as a result‘of
their collaboration with the .British colonialists, or by
other means, should‘pe tﬁrned over to the former rightful
owners,.- Further, the Government should initiate projects
to open-up new lands that are presently used by Europeans
as ranches as well as those which the government uses as

part of tourism. BAny land currently owned by Africans
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but uncultivated, should be given to those who are ready
and able to utilize it. Small plots of land could be
created from the‘state,resources and given to.those who-
galiantl? %ook‘partﬂin 'Mau, Mau' revolt against tﬁe
British colonialists and are still without adequate land,

. \\- .'.
and also to those with falkhly large families.

. 4. Establishment of land ceiling: The solution of
the Kenya Highland question coincides with tﬁe task of
democfatization of the social and state structure. This
democratization of the social and state structure must
be accompanied by the nationalizat}on of excessive land
held by those who do possess more than their democratic
and social need. The government, should, therefore,"

Jlémpose a ceiling on land holdings. How much acreage each

' individual African may possess ought to be established

and all surplus turned over to the government.

5. The need for intensified Research Programs:

The need for research in the fields of mechanization,
marketing, agricultﬁral'educafion and farm management is
called for. The hew farmers need to know how to effectively
utilizé the latest machinery and techniques. Likewise,

the young farmers need to know the market trends.
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6. Improvemgnt of Water supply and Transport: The

availability of water supply and adequate transport
facilities will help the farmers to move their produce
. and equipment to and from the market.

7. Credit to farmers: Credit facilities to Afri-

can farmers should not discriminate against the small-
N i -

‘scale farmers. On the contrary, these small-scale
f;rmers shQuld receive priority by being giQen‘financiali'
and mbral‘support'ahead of others. The government should
assume more responsibility in this venture rather than )
leaving it to the private financing institutions as it is
the case now. J

Credit facilities to farmers should not require
property as collateral, but should be based on viability

v of production, boverty and ability. It should be feckén—
ed once-~again that during the early days of European set-
tlement, loans were readily made available to poof Euro-
pean settlers, irrespective of tﬁeir past farming ex-

perience.

8. Elimination of land ownership by unapproved

.absentees: There ought to be complete and total elim-
ination of unapproved absenteeg as owners ofbland. Afri-

can land owners who claim to be owner-cultivators should

-
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be réquired by law to live on or near their farms, and
wholly or partially take part in cultivation for at
“least nine months in a year. This, if adopted, would
eliminate abéenﬁeg—léndlofds,-yho are reported to be

9. Minimum Farm Wages: The government should es-
- , :

ta?lish minimum farm wages, and also set up an effective

machinery to enforce that wage structure.
&

10. The urge to increase Co-operatives: In order

for Kenya to promote her agricultural potential, the
need to increase and expand co-operative farming instead
of the present individual farming, i; not only necessary,
but a must. Agricultural revolution will come about only
if and when all the farmers éome together and farm in

alliance with one another. However, all this cannot be

done if those.in the government are not progressive.

11. Restitution of Communal land ownership: We'
established that liquidation of the'communal land-owning
system and transfer ﬁf'laﬂd to pfivate peasant and elite
ownership "raises the risk of excessive indebtedness, and
eventual concentration of ownership of land in the hands

of thcse who have money to lend , and leads to the

b
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emergence of a destitute landless‘class".22 For this
reason and many others,Awe-thérefore recommend that
restoration of communal landowﬁership could avoid this
danger.A in'tﬁis_:egaid, the government would assume fhe

position of 'trustee'.

Unfortunately, as of now the Uhuru Government has
shoWwn itself to be incapable of‘re-orientation,.by pur-
suing the above course. This is demonstrated through her
unpopular land policies, inadequate loans and corruption
(involving government members)acquiring enormous farms at
the expense of the landless poor. Igporance of her ;iti-
zens'vabféctvpoverty is the pitiful condition of the

Government. Not only has the Uhuru Government forgotten -

O;Ldisregarded that old 'cry' for the return of the High- ..

¥
lands, and the need for a new socio-economic order, it

S <
would seem as though it is in league with the enemies of

that ‘'cry', and of that hoped-for socio-economic order.

22umhe Economic Development of Tanzania", The
Report of* a Mission Organized by the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development(Baltimore Press, 1961),
p. 95. 7
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"Hence, if the Uhuru Government persists in follow-

ing this course, it will definitely lead to rapid and

‘dangerous class differentiation and bifter antagonism

among Africané themseives. This authér is confident that.
no one in Kenya, including éﬁe govérnmenﬁgwould like such
an ugly state of affairs to emerge; But the land issue
in‘Kgnya cannot be resolved under the present circum-
stance; unless and until the Kenya Government comes out
clearly Qith its new economic and political path. The
present piecemeal policies are definitely not the answer.
It is our conjecture therefore, that Fhe government, for
the welfare of her nationals, will take amicable steps to
prevent an ugly occurrence. Otherwise, the people may
o?g? again be attempted t6 think that perhaps another
férm of confrontation or Vioience is the only and best

answer. TP

The point, £ﬁen, is that the Mau Mau.ideology which
was based on racism in reverse never materialized during
Uhuru (since its leadership never gained political power
in Kenya)i Thus the white racist policies of the colonial

. R
powers continued in Kenya:; but since the Kenyans who are

in power are more British than the British, it would

’
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hardiy be valid to blame the British for the perpetuation
of the colonial psychosis. To this extent, therefore,
our use of race as ; variable can be shown to be not the
only'céntrdliing'facﬁor (as would have been the case had
the Mau Mau ideoclogy proved effective).

Other factors include economic as well as the emer-
gence of a Kenyan middle-class as a by-product. (essentially
ministers, parliamentarians and top civil servants). The
government's fear is‘that the nation's economy would
collapsg if the whites were pushed out 6f"th§ Highlands.

In conclusion, we therefore assert that where the
following variables: (1) continuing strong colonial
presence in education and other strategic branches of
the civil service; (2) strapification system which is
g%owing increasingly rigid, and (3) political leadership
composed of~*moderate’ politicians, are present in a
natibn, it is here concluded that there will be a tendency

for eqﬁal land distribution not to take place.
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APPENDix I

THE I\dA‘\ 'i T AGREEMENTS
(Refeerivg ta Seclions GIS and 630 of the 2eport)
AGREFMENT. .DATED (o AUGUST, L, BEPWEL S IS
.\l.\.ll'H'l V'S COMMISSIONEFR o THE FAST WRICA
. PROTECTORNTE AND THE CHIEFR OF TITE MASAT
) TRIGHK ’ )
We, the undersipned, being the Lybon Chiefs (represeniative

of the |\i~lin;.-; clans ond ~eciions of the Maeai wibes in the |
Mrica Protectorate, Jsning this th day ol August, 1901, et
Donald Stewart, His Magesty s Connndssione e Sor the 1ast .\u
Proteetarate apd diseussed fully the question of o Lind sottdenont
sebaomne for the Masat, have of anr own free wil], decided that i s for
.. our hest interesis 1o remove our peaple, floeks and herds into definite
reservations svay o the wdlway e, snd away from dny Jand

that anay e theoswn open to Forapean setilement.

We have, afier uving alrcady divenssed  the aaadter with 3Mr,
Hebley st Nadvosha sael Mio Musevrth of Nairobis given 1lns malter
every cansideration, and we reeogmize that the Govermment, in talking
up this question, are taking ko consideration our bosy inlerests,

e Nt wechediner fully fatistied that the proposals for sur romoval

to definite and final reserves wve for the andoubted zood af oor raes,

Have asreed as dollowa- - .
. < That the Eiburea, Gehonuki, Loita, Damar and Laiiatok sce-
. tions shall resove absoliiely 1o Ladkipla, cad the boundaries of the

setilomnent shall be, approsiately, as follows 1 —

O the warth by the Teovoghi Meuntains,

On il west, by the L:likill_iu (Ndorar} Facarpiaent,
/L On thesouth, by the Lesuswa o Nyam and tisase Narok
y Rivors,

On the east. by Kisha (approxhinate).,

AW by the vemoval of The forescing sectites 1o the reserve o
widertake o vivate the winle of the Rift Valley, to L used by ihe -
Sovernnwent tor the parposes of ]'fnn-pn-m ~Adifensent, Forther, that
the Kapiei, Matguau, Ndogakani and Stearaei wections shiall ramnove
into the teemioey oviginadly n--np..l Ly them to the south of Twonyo
bamuyu (Nuonzol, ond e Rimarian strewn, ond o eomprise witliin
the aren the Donso Looneatis Nelogaland, snd Matapatu Moantains,
aned the Donva N: nr-L, aned to extend to Seadan on the west,

In aledivion o7 the foregeng, Lo, as Ciiied Lvhon, and his
sueeessars, 1o he allowel o cecapy the Lo Dvineg o ln'\n'rn sl
Mbagathi amd Kisearian s from Donyo Linyne o the paint
wherd hoth stevsne. mect, With the exeeption of Bad v nl\ oecupivd
by “Mreo Oubong Mreo MeQueen, and My, Puterson,
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In addition 1o the foregoing, we ask hat o right of road to include
cerlain aceess 1o water be geanted to us 1o allow of our keeping up
commbunieations bhretween (he two roserved avens, and, further, that
we be allowed 1o retain eontrol of at least five square miles of land
(ab a point on the slopes of Kinangop to be pointed out by Legalishu
and Masakondi), whereat we ean carry oot our ¢iremncision rites and
eeremanies, i accordance with the eustem of o anceslovs,

We ask, as o most imporbant point in this arrangement, that the
Gavernment will establish and mainiain @ stalion ou Taikipia, and
that oflicers whioni we know mnd frust mway be appuinted to Jook after

—

us there.:
- .
Alvo that the Govermmen will pay reasonable compensation for
any Masai eultivation at presenl eaisting neay robi,
[n conelusion. we wish to state that we are quife «atisfied with
the Toregoing srvangetwent, and we bind omrselves and our SWEERKOTS,.
as well ay our-peaple, to observe themny

We would, Lowever, ask that the settlenent now aerived at shall
be enduring <o Jong s the Masai as g oruee shal <, and that
Faurepeun or oty settlers <hall not be alfowed {o fade up Lo in
the Setheents,

Ao eondivimaticn of ihis Agreonenis whicl bas been read and
yoeaplained G we herehy st onr marks againsl our nmnes g

inpleriee
Lewara, Son of Mhatian, Lyben of all the Masai.
Musalanidic Kon of Aruria, Lybon oi Naivasha,
Signed st Nadvobi, 15t Nugust, (Wof:—.
Leinuid, Flinora ot H::lnp;niu,y
-~ : Leteregic Vs of Matapatu,
Lelwrarva, B of Ndogaluni.
Lakondhe, Il of Ndogalani,
Lisiwii, Fhoura of Neagalani,
Mepalin, Head Elniotan of Matapatu.
Loombaid, Tasanen of Nelowadani,

Nuavasha, representing Eloaen® Gelunuki, Lt Dianat and

ol —

SE— Clegutidhii, Ledmen of Piburegu.
Oliingea, Lemsman of Flhuran,
Ofuiv vnendn, 1 emman of Elburgn,
Olafogia, Beganra of iihurgn,
Olicti. Leganan of Blbureu, )
Lawdivagu, Lemon of Slhuren,
I.iu;/u:’:h;. Lesinan or Iburgu,
(,’Juumu';:, Lewgnan of Il
: Liwala, Legman of Gk,

’ Lewhogi, Teginan of Laitidal,
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Signed ot Nairebi, b Angust, 1004 —
Savori, dra of Elburga,

We, the un:](vrti;_;n\-". were interprelirs in this Agreoment: —
T Hol'vy (Swahili).
Mwe sfo L.:hugn (Massi).
Lublch sfo NKeretu (Masai).
. Waziri bix Muyihego (Masaii,

Y, Droald $iewart, K.CALG., His Majesty’s Commissioner for
1he East Africa Protecterade, hereby agree to the f: '.nm“, provided
the Becretary of Stale approves of the Agrecment, and in witness
thereof T have this 10th day of Aogust, 1004 st oy hand and seal.

D. Stcwart.

uned cfitcers of

the ¥

frien. Proteclorate

resent at the meeting
bthe Mazal af Naivasha on
vd this document fully ox-

between His Majestv’s Comninissioner ;
the 9th Aveust, 1904, aod we further

: ;,lnnn ¢ to stem, fm\l witnessed theiv warks wilixed te sene:—

Unlt/(‘zl Acting Deputy Connni

John Aiesweorili, This Majestv's

Ukaniba,

S. 8. Bagac, HAL Sub:Conuntssioner, Kisumu,
JoWL T MeClellan, Aefing Sub-Comnnissioner,

W. Jd. Aonson, Acting Sceretary to the Administration.
Dopald Stewart, K.C.M.G., His Majesty's Corunissioner for

the TTJ\L Africa Proteclorate, hercby further agree to the foegoing
parts of this Agreement coucerning. Kapte, \Ill"l]){'ll \«lonah.n anid
Sigarari Masai, provided ihe Qn(rmm\ of Stale approves of The Agree-

ment, and in withess Urereof | have this 15th woof August, 1611,
set mmy hand and seal.

n. Stewart,

We, the undersigned oflicers of the o<t Alriea Protectoraste,
hereby corrify that we were present at the nwedting bebween  His
Majesty-Lomnnissioner snd the Masai ol Naivebi on the 15th Angust,
1904, aud we further heard this document explained to them, and
witnessed their marks aflived o sione:

. W, Hobley, Acting ]lcpm} Cottnnissioner,
Joliv  Ainsieorth.  1is Majesty’s  Sub-Commissioner,
Ukainti, ) -
o P Gilkison, Avifhg Land Oflicer.
W, J. Manson, Aeling Sceretary to the Mdininistration
I, the undersizned, levelsy eertify that 1 translated the eontents

of this document to the Masai 1. yhich, who, I believe, interpreted @
«orrev l]\ to the Masai asserobled at both Naivasha and Nuivobi,

John Ainsworth, Uis Muje sty s Sub-Commissioner:




APPENDIX 1 - contd.

NGREEMENT O 1011,
AGREEMENT.

We, the undersimed, beiug the Parnmount Chief of all the Masai
il his regents and the veprosentatives of that portion of the Masai

lribe lnm" in the Northern Masai Heserve, o defined in the agr
went entered into with the Liie Sic Donald Willian Stewart, Knight
Commander of the Most. Distingnished Order ol Saing Michuel amd
Saint George, Tis Majesty's Coomupissioner for the Rast Africa Pro-
teciorate, gt the uinth diy d6f Jugasts One’ tousand nine hiadred
and four, s 1nore pu*luul.nl\ Set out i the Proclasation of May
thirticth, One  thousaid nine Tudred® and six, and poblished in
the Official Gazette of June e thousand nine hundred and
six, o hereby on e own behadf and an behalf of our people, whose
tepresentatives we are, being saiisiied that 36 is to the best intersst
of their tribe that the Musai peoophs -mufl inh 1hir one wrea and should
ot be divided into {wo scetion
- aforesaid whereby there were reserv cl ta tne ‘Il

el distinet aress of land, enter of our own free
wient with Sir 1ide -

hY

ui lubw twa cqvn‘atb
ill into the following
Cranwill Girovard, Knight (,om-
weder of the Most Dist Orier of Raint Micl mnd Saint
, Momber of the d Serviee Order, crnor and
e -in Ch;r-F of the [:,rw‘l Africa Yrotectorate, hereiuafier re-
ferred to as “the Governor'’

n

We agree (0 vaeate al, .surh thae as the Governor may direst the
Northern Masai Heserve whicl we have hitherto nhsbited and oc-
cubied and ln vemove by sueh routes as the Governor wty sotify to
us-our people, herds and tocks oo sueh aren on the souih side of the
Teanda R u]\\ ay ax the Governor saay loeate to us the =aid aren being
buun-lcrl approxiiadely oz follows, aud e shown on the sluwhed

wnp -

On the scuth by the Moglo-German Tronficr,

by the Amada Hiver, ather-

On the west by the Olomikoti Ban
/L, wise caibed Angearc-dabasd, oe Foge n-gipai, by the castern wnd
v uertlern boundaries of the Sarik Native Reserve, el by« line drawn
frorn the test povtherly point of e worthern e, vmlu\ of the
N tye Reserve tothe wx.lhu-\ St boradary of 5 ond <ot ns

. Meo Ho7Powys Coblb, on Mo

On s noeth by dhe southern and casiomn bonelaries of the sl
ord et aside for Me, B Powes Calh, ond by aowtishe line drawn
fromn the porthecastern hoandary of e sl Laned G the hicdest peint
of Mouni Sussae otlervise ‘-;-Il.-nl‘(||-llui||.\n—‘lu.:lnlu::

On the cast ‘rl ”I:' Southern Maoai Native He serve, s odetived
in tithe rochunstion dated Jone eighteenth, One thousond nine
hundred and sixe sad puldished inthe Offein] Coacite of July first,
G thourand nine hondread and six,

Providedd hat mahing in ablds aarecnnent contained shidl be deenied
. S tedeprive the Mo teibe of the vight s reserved 1 1t under the HyCee-
went of the Auvast vintl, One !nnn‘.ml nive Gardeed and foar afope.
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said to the laad on the slopes of Kinsngop whereon the ¢ oineision
Fites aned ceremonies may be held.

Tn witness whereof aud in confivhating of (his agrectnent which
has been jully explained to ns we herehy set our marks against our
naines ws unders--

Mark of Segi, Son ol Olonunz (fanana), Paranwoent Chicl
of all the Mazai.

Mark of Ol-ie-Grlesko aepatizhu, Tiegent duing the
winarity of Segi, head of the Molelyan Clan, wnd chici

N gpokesman (Ol swennnit of the T-Kitoip (I1-Merisho;
age grade of the Putke Mosa,
Mark of Ngaroga, Remeny duving the minerity of Segi, ot
the Aiser Chan,
JMark of fafde-Y ek, hed of he Mokesen Chn ol the

Purka Masi, and ond ol she spolicsien (Olaigwen-
anip of the U-RKitdp (1\-.\[{‘1#‘.!”) age grade of the
Purke Musai. .

Mark of Ode-Tareie, head of the Mohesen Clan of the
Porke Masai. . )

\ark of Ole-le-Maiit, one of 3asik oudi’s repaesentatives,
of the Yaginunae buaweh of ihe Alser (lan of the
Purko Masai.

Mark of OF1:-Mafipe, one of Maaikondi's ropresentatives,
of the Luganone beaneh of the Adser Clan of the
Purko Mas. -

Mark of Olle-Nubale, head ol the Pavoeero Clan of the
Turkn Masai.

Aark of O61e-Naigisa, head of the Adger Clan of the Purko
Masa..

Mark of Mermeroi, unele and personal attendant nf Nogl.

Aarks of Sabari. the Prinae Ainister of the lde Chicf
Ol-onana {Loenandd, ad principal eller of {he Seutham
Masai Heserve. :

AMark of Ltgali, unele of Segi, represeuting the Linttu
7\1:1.\':1'1. -

Mtk of (e Tayai, ol e Taresero Clan, chief spokvs-
man (Ol-aigwenanid of e Lomele (Meitzroni) age prade
of the Purlo Masai. .

The shove set their marks to this pgreement ad Nairobi on the
fourth day of April, pineteen frandred and, eleven.
. . A, C. Hollis, Seeretary, Nalive Affuirs.

Olele Masilondi, head of the Lughumae section of the

CAjser Clan, ehief clder ol the Purko Masai, eailed in
the former treaty OLOboni ot the Purlio Masui.

Olede-Baticd, hewd of the Aiser Clan of the Parko M
on Laikipia, Ol algwensni of the age known as 11
Merishio,
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The above set their nroks to this agreement at I\umurutl on {he
Path day of April, 1911, . )
D, Browne, Assist, District (.'nmlnissionm" [

il ipin.
J. M. Callyer, Distrier: Connnissioner, Luikipia.
HWis k- Glde-Lengiri, of the Aiser Clan, Purko Masai,
Wiw mark: . Glde-Gesheen, head of Tamosero Clan of
Purkn  Masai,
Tiis ek " OLLe-Salon, bother of - ln l\lln.msh a
deputy for Obde. Kitokosh, '
The'above set their marks"to this nereoment at Rumurati on thit
Hah day of April, 1911, . ’
E. D. Browne, Distriet Cominissioner, Laikipia,
We, the undersigned. urllf\ that we correctly interpreted this
docwment g the ehiefs, e s ispresentatives nf the Musai who
were present ot llm meeting ai Nairobi,
Hellis, Secretary, Native \fairs. .
l)l-lf-?'i).i.‘-l, of the [LAiser Clan, .
*We, the undersigned, cortiiy that we correctls interpretad this
femment {0 theqrepresentaiives of the Mass of Humurati,
Ao ML Clllyer, Disteiet Ceampissioner,
Oi-fe-Tiidea (is ark).

Witness -

\ssist.

< Poeer Ceanw S Girounrd,
wed Order of Saiut Michael
caished Serviee Owler, Gov-
® \rriea Protectorate, agrec

in vensideration of the abave, 1, Filoug
avight Cononander of the Mosi Distingu
ol Maint George, Moombor ot the Dist
crnor and Conmuander-in-Chick of the |

e hehalf of His Majoatv’s Govermneat, bai subiaet o tha approval
1
(N 1}

Prine m:«l S erean of Siate for the Colunies to
vescrve e e exelusive s Misai Sl the nrea on e south
sidde of the Uwinda fsdbvay s deteed Doce and we shinwn on the
chied map. which arca s coadounte wiih the Southern Masai
Naiive Reserve and o coeslend the cxesting Soutlorn Vasai
Native ileseree by un ton o an e of approxiantcole three
shousand and one ledeed sgrare iz so N wrea s shean on the
aeconpanyving soap the appeoviraie b dndes being on the south,
']' Anglo.Gerngn Froatior, v the B castern hoandars of the
ATEEsaid Soathern Mo o e et and cast by the
Foamda Railway cone drong the il i tooNSaltan fhonud railway
tation, thewee fnon line G i on to the northavest
proint of dhe Ciinln fiom iuin L to the
<ontfeenstern eatremiing tresale Vet ihe
reting point of the Ene. Teve Rivirs, theace

the Fraore Doana ver P the Aol oo Teant e and o
sndertake on b wn" o B Magestv's G mnont o codoavour o
roove all Parop A unl o Lease or
oot any lund within G aid apems 0 xeept sueh dnnd s sony he
coauired for nining pargeces ar fer ey qoelic parpese) witheut the
csetion of P parmgonnt elider and the repeccen’atico . of the Muosad
“ribe.

S the

<eftfees Sroony Phe - reas
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< of April, One thousand nine hundred and eleen,

4

hereunto set my haad and ofl seal
Oni: thovannd nine Lundred and eleven.

(1..5.)

Signed, seiled snd delivercd by ue: within namad  Sir Edounrd
Perey Cranwill Girounnd, in thie presenee of 1. . Hollis,
’ E. P, Ghamad.
Wo, tho undresigued. were present st mueting between Hiy
. Bxcelteney the Governo and the Mesai at Nuiobl on the fourth day
and we heard this
fie el andl the representatives of the Masai,

in witness whereof 1 have
this twenly-sixth day of April,

document explained tot
who enlered info this
knowledge ebthe contents (hereol. "

R. M. Combe, Crown Advocate. .

C. YW, Hobley, Provineial Cornmissioner, Ukamba,
John Ainsworlis, Provineisl Cennmissioner, \':\,'uny,:\,
c. B TLane, Provineial Commissioner, Nnivasha.
8. L. Hinde, Provincial Commissioner, Naivasha.
J.AY. T. MeClellnn, Provineh:l Cormissioncr, Kenya. -
A. C. Holliz, Severlary for Nutive Affnirs.

DLy

¢. C. Bowring, Treasures anad MULLC.

agreetent of their own freg will and with full
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The Extent of Land now in QGccupation by Missions, which

has been “ Taken from Kikuyu.”

(The reference is to seetion 541 of the Report.)

The following Mission Stations fall wholly or pirtly within the
aren whieh we have found to have been Kikuyu Territory, but have
been excluded fromn the nalive veserve:—

1. Chure

h of Scotlund Missivn.

Of the 8,000 acres of the Church of Scutln-ml Mission

2. Conso
Of t

8. The 1
Of t

4‘;_ The 1
Of t

Statjon at Kikuyu, the porjion which falls within the

area found to have been Kikuyu territory is 2,000-

acres
lata Catholic Mission. .

e Consolata Cathobie Mission Station at Nyeri the
portion-which falls within ‘the area found to have
been Kikuyu teritory is 2,227 acres, of the Con-

solata Catholie Mission Station at Limuru the whole .
(644 acres) falls within the area found to have been -
. Kikuyu territory .

Vhite Sisters Mission. .

e White Sisters Mission 5,150 avres fall within the
area which we have found to have been Kikuyu
territory, but is a part whielt we have found to have
been, s to half of it, “lost by abandonment.” The
amount. fully within the arca “taken from the
Kikuyu' is therefore 2,675 acres .
Vhite Sisters (St. Austin’s Mission).

he St. Austin's Mission Station the part which fulls
within the area which we have faund to have been
Kikuyu territory is 374 acres ...

5. Thu;Churéh Missionary Socicty.

The

Chureh Missionary Society’s Station at Kabete falls
whally within the area which we lave found to be
Kikuya territory -

8. Mission Islands in the Rescrve.
ride scetion 223 (o). Item 11).

There are several mission stations held on lense in the

reserve,. but these are not excluded from the reserve
atel are therefore not counted in this total. Only
areas held on frechald are counted. They conprise
1.0, 1170 (30 avres) and L0, 1667 (32 acrds), and
other small arens making up  the total of approxi-
mately 100 acres or D16 square miles

Tetal

Acres

2,000

2,871

2,575

374

19

100 ..

7.939
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APPENDIX 4

A

Box 1975 -
Nairobi
7th August, 1952

The Chairman

Elected Members' Organization
Box 1730 :

Nairobi . .
. - . R [
Dear Sir, .

In enclosing the attached I feel it might be useful to
you were I to give you the background to one aspect of the

recommendations of thé Executive Committee, namely, the neutral-

izatipn of political leaders.

The Executive Committee were very much aware of the fact
that in the past they had urged on the then Member for Law ’
and Order, Mr. Foster Sutton, the need to neutralize certain
African leaders. It is not necessary to mention names.

At the time Mr. Foster Sutton opposed this suggestion
on the ground that the neutralization of leaders would grant
them a very undesirable martyrdom. The:Committee then some-
what reluctantly accepted Mr. Foster Sutton's viewpoint. 1In
light of recent events the Executive Committee consider that
their opinion of three or four years ago has now been vindi-
cated and that in the case of subversive leaders it is quite
clear that steps must be taken in some way for their neutral-
izaﬁion or liguidation. - :
Al

The Executive Committee furthermore considered that to
permit such leaders to continue to operate was a dereliction
of the duty of Trusteeship as those who suffered most from
the activities of such persons undoubtedly were the mass of
decent law abiding Africans.

Yours faithfully

Signed, KENDALL WARD
EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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APPENDIX 5

Excerpts  from the Editorial of a Tanzanian Newspaper --
The Nationalist, dated June 28, and 29, 1965:

Readlng through the document one emerges with a strong
suspicion that the writer of this "African Socialism" is
neither an African nor a Socialist. Far from being a policy
for socialism, all the arguments advanced are AGAINST social-
ism and FOR capltallsm....Indeed from para 18 to 22 incluse
is a repitition of anti-socialist arguments one got accus-
tomed to reading from the capitalist economists. You waited
anxiously to read arguments against capitalism, even LAISSEZ-
FAIRE, but there was mnone....In other 'words, the writer is a.
capitalist who wants to make Capitalism accepted in Africa....
No wonder this "African Socialism" has been hailed by all
the capitalist Press in Kenya and in London as the best form
of socialism.

Socialism does not come by government decrees, either
as this document was presented to the people of Kenya.
Being an instrument of the people in the fight against
capitalism, socialism must come from the people themselves,
through their own party organizations which is uncorrupted
and uncorruptable by the machination of the forces of :
exploitation and reaction....Can anyone seriously suggest
that a reactionaryi say like any leading Kenya settler,
will automati aiiyybecome an "African Socialist!" once

~ he takes a party membership card?

‘He will certainly like to take a membership card,
not to become a socialist, but to make organization
serve his interests.

Para 27 to 30 mention about uses of resources one
of them being land. But this African Socialism does not
say anything about land reform. In essence it denies the
right of peasants to own land -by bringing in arguments
about traditional tribal land ownerships which are irre-
levant to modern requlrements. It does not say categori-
cally that tHose who have no land shall have it, but
instead begs the question by stating that "ownership of
land must be hade more definite and explicit if land con-
solidation and development are to be fully successful".
wWhat is to prevent those who have large tracts of land
from having more land at the expense of landless peasants?
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They will only have to prove that they are capable of
making "proper or better use" of the land and they will
have it! So capital resources will continue to expand
and the poor peasant with hardly any implements of pro-
* duction will progressively grow weaker until the state
eventually takes away the land from him on the argument
that he is incapable of making "proper use" of it. The
rich gets richer and the poor podrer, ‘

If this document was really for "African Socialism"
then co-operatives would have been the instrument towards
that goal.... (June-28, 1965), p. 6+

-

“

In .revolutionizing Agriculture through publlc owner-
ship of land, and co- operatives to provide modern technique,
there will be a greater supply of food....

Essentially, "African Socialism" as presented to us
takes a negative, capitalist approach to the problems of
economic growth of emerging countries. It is aimed at
controlling the social forces from exploding rather than
at mobilizing these forces for production. When masses
are mobilized for production they bring with them new
hitherto unknown techniques and innovations, unexploited
available natural resources, and history has shown that
these large unexploited backlogs make for a low capltal/
outﬁht ratio.... (June 29, 1965), p. 6.
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23 Settlement Schemes (African)
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> Completion of Million Acre Settlement (African)
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Fig. N1 The state of land ownership in the Kenya Highlands 1967
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Plantation Farming (P-Plantations)

@ Ranchmg and Dairy Ranching

(Dr - Dairy Ranching)
Forest Reserves

D Settlement Areas, Actual and Potential‘
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Fig. 82 Arcas considered unsuitable for settlement
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Fig. 85 Sctilement areas 1965
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