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UNDERDEVELOPMENT IN KENYA AND SOUTHERN RHODESIA
1890-1923: A COMPARATIVE STUDY

HENRY VUSSO MOYANA™*

Kenya and khodesia are two colonies on the African continent in which
European séttlers exploited the indigenous people with considerable
intensity if not viciousness. In these two British colonies, land) labour
and taxes came to be used as the major instrumenis ot exploitation as
was the case elsewhere in colonial Africa. Kenya and Rhodesia are
suitable for a comparative study for a variety of reasons. Both were
occupied by settlers, the bulk of whom came from South Africa, bring-
ing with them fixed notions about land and the equality or inequality of
races., 1 Equally important was the fact that these settlers regarded both
Rhodesia and Kenya as areas suitable for permanent European settle-
ment in the tradition of such settlement areas as Australia and New
Zealand. Both colonies were initially occupied by British chartered
companies namely, the British South Africa Company for Rhodesia and
the Imperial British East Africa Company for Kenya.

These factors combined to make these colonies unique in many
respects. The racist mentality prevalent among these settlers meant
that "native" policies were based upon the South African model. The
African came to be regarded as an object, and a source of cheap labour
to work the lands and mines of the settler communities. Great economic
hardships were created in the African sector and in many instances the

dislocation of family life and the erosion of traditional values became
characteristic reatures of the African communities. The expulsion of

Africans from all alienated land and the imposition of heavy taxes on
them in an effort to stimulate cheap labour was a source of many iniqui-
ties to the African in both colonies.
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It is my thesis that in both territories, the introduction of land
segregation did not only keep the African people in a state of serfdom
but also retarded the economic development of these countries by
preventing the majority of their inhabitants from active participation
in the exploitation of their resources. First, European settlers grabbed
more land than they could utilize, so that while Africans were compelled to
crowd in uncultivable reserves, a significant percentage of European-
owned land remained unused, thus contributing nething to the Gross
National Product, Second, because of adverse environmental conditions
in the reserves, Africans were unable to engage in profitable agriculture
and so contributed little or nothing to the national economy. Finally, the
policy of land segregation led to the creation of a cheap labour reservoir,
Africans who lived in European areas and who were without adequate
alternatives at the time of eviction were forced to accept small plots of
land from European landlords in exchange for their labour. The conditions
under which they worked were brutal and very often amounted to chattel
labour in both territories. It was during this early period that the seeds
of strife between the races were sown and the calamities of the succeed-
Ing years were merely postponed.

This essay will compare and contrast the implementation of land
policy and the levying of exorbitant taxes in both Kenya and Southern
Rhodesia and will examine the effects of land segregation on the labour
situation in the two territories,

THE EARLY ALIENATION OF LAND IN RHODESIA, 1890-1925

Southern Rhodesia was occupied by the British South Africa Company

in 1890 following the granting of a charter to Cecil John Rhodes, the
famous British imperialist, by the British Government in 1889, 2 That

the country was occupied by a commercial company fixed on making

profit was a cause of innumeratle economic, social and political hardships
for the African people, whose efforts to overthrow the new order ended

in ignominious defeat, Land segregation did not begin, however, until

1894 when two reserves, the Gwai and the Shangani were carved out

from the occupation of the Matebele, who had been worsted in a war

better known as "the war of dispossession" in 1893.3 When the British
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South Africa Company arrived in Rhodesia in 1890, its men had care-
whose military might

fully avoided a head-on clash with the Matebele
was well known, by moving to Mashonaland where the absence of a
centralised authority and ignorance of the whiteman's ways among the
Mashong made resistance less likely. But the gold which the European
pioneers had hoped to find in Mashonaland. was disappointingly scarce
and the settlers soon turned their eyes to the tempting lands of Matebele-
land. On 14 August 1893, Star Jameson, Rhodes' right-handman in
Rhodesi‘p, signed a secret agreement with would-be settlers at Fort

a for the invasion of Matebeleland.4 One of the clauses of the
'Each member of the attacking force will be entitled

morgen (6,000 acres) in any part of
e the troopers

Victori
agreement read that
to mark out a farm of 3,000
Matebeleland' .5 The significance of this clause is that sinc
de up the invasion force numbered six hundred and seventy-two,

who ma
and were alienated in advance.

about four million acres of Matebelel
a Land Commission was appointed to "deal
ement of Africans in Matebeleland".
already mentioned were created.
TA young

After the war of 1893,
with all questions relating to the settl

As a result of its work the two reserves
ess, sandy and unfit for human settlement.

Both were waterl
as a "waterless desert",

Ndebele scholar has described the Gwai Reserve

a view which is reinforced by the fact that a Government school called

Tjolotjo which was opened in the area in the late twenties was forced
to move to a place called Essexville on account of the endless drying up

of boreholes, the only source of water in the area.

of the two reserves in Matebeleland marked the

egregation in Rhodesia. One
gregation in Rhodesia different

The creation
beginning of the implementation of land s
feature which made the origins of land se
from that of Kenya was its vigour at the outset. The Rhodesian settlers

ctives with determination and decisiveness from the

pursued their obje
acillated and even

Unlike the Rhodesians, the Kenya settlers v

start.
a settler colony until the turn

doubted the viability of their new land as
of the century.9 In Mashonaland, settlers al
right from the start. These alienations, mostly on the highveld, often

ed in the eviction of Africans and in their resettlement in the lower

ienated large tracts of land

result
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altitudes where environmental conditions were adverse and where they
experienced a rapid deterioration of the soil and an increasing land
shortage. Alternatively they could remain on European land where they
were subjected to high rental charges. They could also pay ifor their
residence on European farms with their labour. These circumstances
created serious hardships as Africans came to be converted into chattel
labourers. In both Rhodesia and Kenya, African farm labourers
experienced some of the worst working conditions ever recorded in the

history of European colonialism in Africa. L

Moreover, Africans lost
their immemorial rights to the ownership of land and the principle of

land segregation, which perhaps started with Shepstone's locations in
Natal around the middle of the nineteenth c:entury,11 came to be adopted as

a necessary ingredient of "native" policy in Southern Rhodesia. Sir
Sidney Olivier, a critic of the policies of the British South Africa
Company commented:

The B.S.A.C. had a substantial and straightforward
reason for ignoring any kind of Native rights in the
lands whose ownership they had usurped. They were
an encumbrance which déprecated the value of that
land as an asset saleable in freehold to Europeans.
The Colonial Office, neglecting its duty under the terms
of the charter, for years winked at this scandal: if
attention was called to it the defence usually was that
at any rate the Mashonas were better off under
such conditions than they had been under the rule
of the Matebele and that the Matebele being them-
selves invaders could not claim any consideration.

After the creation of the first reserves in 1894, many settlers took
advantage of Cecil Rhodes' promise that after the allocation of those

Reserves to the Matebele, the rest of the Matebeleland would be
public land and that the pioneers would be allowed the first selection

Land was lavishly given out to the settlers. Ranger has
observed:

Within a few months of the European occupation,
practically the whole of the Ndebele most valued
lands ceased to be within their patrimony and
passed into the private estates of individuals and
the commercial property of companies.(14)
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In fact the subsequent alienation of land was so extensive and
detrimental to the interests of the African people that it compelled the
British Government to issue an Order-in-Council in 1898 making it
obligatory upon the B.S.A.C. to assign sufficient land for African use.
Under article 81 of the Order-in-Council, the Company was required,
from time to time, to "assign to the Africans inhabiting Southern Rhodesia,
land sufficient for their occupation whether as tribes or as portions of
tribes and suitable for their agricultural requirements". 15 Sufficient
land for Africans seems to have been interpreted by the settlers to mean
areas into which an overflow of Africans who could not be accommodated
as labourers on European farms could be resettled. 16 The term reserve

clearly carries such a connotation.

In 1902, Native Commissioners in Rhodesia were empowered to
carve out land for the collective use of indigenous peoples. But it does
not appear that any precise instructions were issued as to the principles
to be followed in selecting areas for these Reserves, nor were they given
any uniform basis upon which to calculate the amount of land necessary
in proportion to the population it was intended to carry. 17 In Matebele-
land, Native Commissioners based their recommendations on the Glen
Grey Act of the Cape Province which allowed nine acres of arable land
to each family. 18 In Mashonaland they allowed fifteen to twenty acres
per family. 19 There was no uniform policy nor was there an attempt at
impartiality. That this was done soon after a war (the Matebele war)
which had left much bitterness and ill-feeling on both sides, was a factor
unlikely to produce a fair policy to govern the interests of the vanquished.
As a result, the African Reserves so created were placed far away
from the railroad and from market centres which made the marketing of
African produce impossible. Secondly, the majority of these Reserves
were placed in the lowveld where the paucity of rainfall compounded by
other adverse environmental factors has made existence precarious.

By 1902, three quarters of all the land on the Rhodesian plateau had

been expropriatedzo and African landlessness, which was to constitute
the "sum total of all villainies" in subsequent years, had become a
marked feature of Rhodesian society.
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A characteristic feature of the Rhodesian settlers which draws
a close analogy to that of the Kenya settlers was their South African
origin. Most of the early Rhodesian settlers came from South Africa
where men tended to think in terms of wide open expanses of land,
adequate for grazing and for extensive farming. 21 The South Africans
had a tradition in which a farm was thought of only in terms of several
thousand morgen. Rhodes and Jameson were mindful of this fact when
they recruited for the occupation in 1890.22 It was for this reason that
the recruits were each promised a farm of 1,500 morgen (3,000 acres).
In the first few months of 1894, settlers poured into Matebeleland ih
considerable numbers many of them obtaining farms averaging 3,000
acres, twice the size of those pegged off in Mashonaland.‘?3 In the
district of Melsetter in the Eastern highlands, a settler named Dunbar
Moodie with his brother Thomas, who led a number of Afrikaans
trekkers from South Africa into the region pegged off large farms
which they allocated to each of the members of their families including
in fact their children, thus appropriating a total of 108,000 morgen. 24
This is reminiscent of Kenya's Lord Delamere who alienated 100,000
acres.,

By 1902, the expropriation of most of the African lands in
Rhodesia was complete. But various issues relating to the land
question continued to provoke debate among the settlers. At this time
the Africans lacked the leadership and the educational preparation with
which to effectively articulate and challenge European justice. So it
was the settlers who complained, adjusted and re-shaped land policies
as they pleased leaving the African peasants to bear the burden of land-
lessness and cruel exploitation. For examplé, by 1911, there were
approximately 23,730 European settlers in Rhodesia who owned some
19,032,32025 acres of land while 752,000 Africans occupied only

21,390,080:26 acres. But European farmers complained that the extent

of African land was too 1arge.27 For any shortcomings the settlers
suffered, they saw the Africans as the cause of all their ills. The Native
Affairs Committee of Inquiry which sat in Rhodesia between 1910 and 1911
shared the settler view that the land allocated to the Africans was

excessive and should be reduced.28 As a result of this and other issues,




a commission known as the Reserves Commission was appointed to look
into the question of land in 1914 and to recommend a final delimitation.
No African served on that Commission. The three men who served on
it were all either employees or ex-employees of the British South
African Company and the chairman, Robert Thorne Coryndon, was
actually one of those entitled by Jameson's infamous secret agreement
of 1893 to take from the Matebele people, a share of 6,000 acres of land ’
his gold claims and the loot thereof .30 In their interim report of 1915,
the Commissioners wrote: "This Commission is of the opinion that it
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cannot be assumed that every unborn native is to enjoy an indefeasible
right to live om the soil under tribal conditions and by the primitive and
wasteful methods of cultivation practised by their forefathers". 31 They
added that the Europeans had brought with them a civilization that would
break down the "Old Tribal system" and eliminate the need for more land
among the Africans.32 It was not stated how the breaking down of the
"tribal system" would replace the need for adequate land by Africans,

or why, if civilization destroyed this need, European settlers, who
indeed epitomized that civilization, displayed such an unquenchable
appetite for land.

By 1914, whenthe Commission started its work, there were
5,002 surveyed European farms in Rhodesia. Of these 2,080 were un-
occupied.:?'3 In spite of this startling fact, when the Commission released
its final report in 1917, it recommended the reduction of African
Reserves by 1,062,460 acrea.34 The Commission tended to reduce the

number and area of Reserves in the settled parts and created new ones-
in the more remote parts where the population had been sparse on
account of adverse environmental conditions. Interestingly enough, the
Commissioners did not hesitate to point out the impartiality of their
judgement, "if we err in degree at all, itis on the side of generosity

to the people who lived in this country for generations before the white
man came', they wrote.35 By the Order-in-Council of 9 November 1920,
the African Reserves were finally delimited as most of the recommend-
ations of the Reserves Commission were adopted.36 The land categories

then stood as follows:
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Cgtegorz Acres

Alienated Land 31,484,095
Native Reserves 21,203,498
Unalienated Land 43,529,880
Total 96 ,000,000

Thus by 1925, Africans in Rhodesia held less than 20 per cent of their
country although they constituted the overwhelming—majority. With the
creation.of the Native Purchase Area in Rhodesia in 1930, Africans

37

came to control a total of 28,591,606 acres”’ almost exactly the same

amount of land held by Africans in Kenya (29,977,300 acres).38

As has already been indicated, Kenya was initially occupied by
the Imperial British East Africa Company at about the same time
Rhodesia was being settled by the British South Africa Company. The
British East Africa Company received its charter from the British
Government on 3 September 1888,39 only a year before the British
South Africa Company was granted its charter. But as we have already
pointed out, the occupation of Rhodesia was a well organized, preme-
ditated affair,inspired by a conviction that there, on the African plateau,
lay a "golden eldorado" similar to the one found on the Witwatersrand.
There were no qualms about the climate for it was a well known fact
that the area between the Zambezi and the Limpopo possessed a bracing
and invigorating climate.[‘o The vigour and decisiveness of the occupation
of Rhodesia was also inspired by urgent strategic consideration. The
need to preempt the Boers, the Germans and the Portuguese, who were
encroaching infto the veld beyond the Limpopo, was a significant factor
in determining the speed with which the occupation was undertaken.41
In the case of Kenya, the occupation was motivated by strategic
consideration only. Dr. Sorrenson writes, "During the partition of
East Africa the main object of British policy was to protect the Suez
route to India".z"2 This goal could not be accomplished without the
controlling of Egypt, the Nile valley and the head-waters of the White
Nile. There were no prospects for the discovery of mineral wealth in

Kenya and the absence of any known commercial promise cast a dismal



picture on the economic prospects of the colony altogether, 43 The
Imperial British East Africa Com

all the time it was administering the territory and ended in liquidation
in 1895, The British Foreign Office took co
then became the East Africa Protectorate.

were very,

pany suffered declining revenues for

ntrol of the territory which
But up to this time there

very few European immigrants in the Protectorate, a situation

which persisted for almost another decade. Up till the turn of the century,
there was much uncertainty over what form of -colonization would be
most suitable and what type of economic development to undertake.[‘S

3 Fears about whether Europeans could settle permanently in a colony
which lies right on the equator were raised. Unlike the Rhodesia
settlement, the settlement policy of the Forei
vacillating and even haphazard, reflectin
Possibilities in the new Protectorate.

gn Office in Kenya was
g the uncertainty of commercial

The only attempt made by the Company before it went into
liquidation was the effort to settle a group of Austrian settlers who
belonged to an organization known as the Freeland Association,

and
hoped to found a colony near Mt, Kenya.46

At one time the Foreign
ettlers to occupy the Kenya
iot, who became High Com-
e confined to the lowlands.
he Rhodesian plateau had been
nd in Kenya was still owned
ut half a dozen Europeans

It was the completion of the Uganda
railway from Mombasa to Kisumu on Lake Vi

Office even considered bringing in Indian s
highlands. This plan was frustrated by EIl
missioner in 1901 and urged that Indians b
Thus up till 1902, by which time most of t
alienated to European speculators, the 1a
and tilled by indigenous people. Only abo
were cultivating land in Kenya.47

ctoria, together with a
growing belief among settlers already in Kenya that the Kenya highlands

were suitable for permanent European settlement which began to
stimulate immigration around 1902,

Once it was decided to encourage European settlement in Kenya,
considerable eénergy was spent on attracting South African settlers.,
This action had Serious repercussion upon the subsequent history of
the young Protectorate for it made Kenya a microcosm of South Africa

and set the races on a coilision course. The decision to stimulate




-

35

European immigration coincided with the end of the South African Boer
War. Many Boers resented being ruled by their victorious enemies
while many Englishmen were disgusted by the political concessions
made to the Afrikaans speaking community at Vereeniging. These
factors precipitated an exodus of Boer and Briton around 1902. Many
went to Rhodesia, others settled in Angola and still many went to try
i a new life in Kenya.49 The arrival in South Africa of the East African
Commissioner of Customs, Mr. A. Marsden, to publicise the
opportunities offered in the Protectorate was received with much
enthusiasm. But the task of recruiting would-be settlers soon fell ypon
two South African agents, R. Chamberlain and A.S . Flemmer. 30 It
was these two men who scored so much success with the recruitment
programme that by the middle of 1904 as many as one hundred and
sixty-eight settlers had been sent to Kenya. 51 Other settlers poured in
from Britain, Australia and New Zealand to strengthen the overwhelming
South African element which undoubtedly considered the Protectorate
a "white man's country", and even more significant, a white man's
country created on South African models. Among the speculators were
giant syndicates, the most notable being the East Africa S yndicate
| which alienated large tracts of land just as other syndicates had done
in Rhodesia. The East Africa Syndicate alienated as much as 500
square miles (320,000 acres). 52 An examination of the shareholders
of this giant company reveals that most of them also held shares in
several South African companies, namely, the British South Africa
Company which controlled the political and economic destiny of
u Rhodesia until 1923, the South Africa Gold Trust and the Consolidated
Gold Fields of South Africa.>> On the list of the shareholders of the
East Africa Syndicate were such familiar and influential names as the
Duke of Abercorn, Earl Grey, Mr. Rockfort Maguire who was one of
Cecil Rhodes' emmisaries to Lobengula in 1888 and Mr. O. Beit whose
family is credited with financing the famous bridge on the Limpopo
River known as Beit Bridge. 4 It may be added here that by 1913, nine
per cent of the whole of Southern Rhodesia, over 9 million acres was

held by commercial companies. 55 Thus the same men who held vast

tracts of land in Rhodesia held equal/ly vast expanses of land in Kenya.
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These few controlled not only land but the overall economy of the two
territories. A questionnaire sent to companies operating in the Federation
of Rhodesia and Nyasaland in 1960 revealed that of the total net profits
earned in Southern Rhodesia, over 65 per cent of the companies were
not domestically controlled. 6 The capitalist implications of European
colonialism are obvious. One cannot but accept Chernyak's assertion

that:

In the epoch of industrial capitalism, colonialism was
primarily spurred on by the interests of exploiting the
colonies as sales markets and for procuring raw material
supplies. During capitalism's last imperialist stage of
development, colonialism was and continues to be wholly
dictated by monopoly capital which has supplemented the

earlier means of draining the colonies of their natural

wealth with new methods of plunder and exploitation.(57)
The involvement of South African based '"tycoons' in major commercial
enterprises in both Rhodesia and Kenya did not only mean that capitalism
was at last spreading its tentacles across the African continent but also
that the exploitation of the indigenous peoples was to be undertaken with
a new viciousness and intensity, as it was to be based on South African

precedents. The South African Glen Grey Act of 1894 had sought to
stimulate cheap labour by creating a landless class of Africans who

would be obliged by their economic status to work the lands and mines
of the Europeans. 58 Likewise in the two new colonies of Rhodesia and
Kenya, the pauperization of the African by depriving him of his lands
came to be regarded as the highest wisdom in the quest to maximize
profits. The creation of "artificial poverty', the imposition of heavy
taxation on indigenous folk, and the introduction of pass laws, the

59

Northey Circulars in Kenya,”™ and the Native Registration Act in
Rhodesia,6o were all reflections of the South African instruments of
exploitation. Moreover, in Kenya as in Rhodesia, once it was decided
to make the Protectorate a "whiteman's country", extensive alienation
of land to European speculators continued to be made to the detriment
of the indigenous people. Lord Delamere received 100,000 acres.61
Lord Francis Scott - 350,000 acres while the East African Estates

Ltd. got another 350,000 acres.62 While these alienations were being
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made, Africans in both territories were being made to carry passes
in their own countries, with which to beg for employment paying just

enough to enable the African to return to his master to sell more labour.
These conditions imposed a stigma of serfdom upon the Africans, under-

mining their self-respect, creating distorted notions of their potential
and entrenching false stereotypes in western minds about the ability or
inability of the African to stand on his feet. The advent of colonial rule
thus had far-reaching effects on the subsequent history of the colonized
peoples as it created not only economic hardships on.indigenous folk
but also planted, in their minds, distortions which must be uprooted

if meaningful and genuine freedom is ever to become a reality in Africa.

In Kenya, the first effort to make regulations on land was made in
1897 when the Foreign Office issued land regulations authorizing the
Commissioner to grant land certificates for a term of twenty-8ne
years. 63 A year later, the term of these certificates was extended to
99 years. In 1899 the Foreign Office sought a definitive legal opinion on
the Crown's rights to land in the East Africa Protectorate. As a
result, a Crown Lands Ordinance was issued in 1902. The Order-in-
Council of 1902 defined Crown Lands as meaning "all public lands in
East Africa which are subject to the control of His Majesty by virtue
of any treaty, convention or agreement" .64 It went on to prohibit the
alienation of any land actually occupied by Africans. But in spite of

this provision, large alienations were made by the government without

the consent of the Africans involved.65 The Kenya settlers, with their
unquenchable South African appetite for land found the 1902 Order-in-

Council unsatisfactory on account of its "numerous restrictions', for
y ’

example sales were not to exceed 1,000 acres without the consent of
the Foreign Office and the Commissioner was given power to declare
forfeiture if the purchaser failed to develop his land to a "considerable
extent".66 Amid these issues Kenya came under the Colonial Office in
1905. But the settlers continued to protest against various issues
pertaining to land and particularly about the'99 years lease term which
they considered unsatisfactory. It was this expression of settler dis-
content which necessitated the proclamation of the 1915 Crown Lands

Ordinance which extended the definition of Crown 1 ands to include all

-
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lands occupied by African tribes in the Protectorate.67 So through

various ordinances the Crown made itself owner of all the land in

Kenya as completely as any sovereign could.

In Rhodesia, we saw that the term "Reserve" was introduced as
early as 1894. But in Kenya the term seems to have been avoided for
a long time and if it was not, its definition was never clarified. As late
as 1924 the Governor of Kenya wrote: "The term Native Reserve is
one that has, 1 fear, been somewhat loosely used and has given rise
to much confusion of thought, There seems to be an impression that no
rights can exist over land unless it is a Native Reserve and that no
land is a Native Reserve unless it has been the subject of a notice under
section 54 of the Crown Lands Ordinance, 1915. Such is not the case
at all. The expression Native Reserve does not occur anywhere in the
Crown Lands Ordinance 1915 and Native rights in land are not derived
from the enactment" .68 A year earlier, the Governor of Kenya in reply

to a memorandum written by the virulent critic of settler policies E.D.

Morel, wrote:

that term was only first used in the Crown Lands Ordinance 1915".

"Prior to 1915, there were no Native Reserves since

69

The confusion over semantics should not blind us as to the hardships

created by the

expropriations of land from the Africans in Kenya; the

fact of the matter is that as from 1902 when the influx of settlers into

Kenya began, Africans began their long experienc

e in landlessness and

poverty. The 1915 Ordinance extended the term of the leases for
agricultural land to 999 years7o but retained the town lot's lease at
99 years. By 1923 it was commonly felt by the settlers that Africans
in Kenya had no legal right to land. This was demonstrated in 1921

during a hearing involving a Kikuyu land case. The judge ruled:

In my view, the effect of the Crown Lands Ordinance
and the Kenya annexation Order-in-Council of 1920 by
which no native rights were reserved and the Kenya
Colony Order-in-Council 1921 is clearly inter alia to
vest land reserved for the use of the Native Tribe in
the Crown. 1f that be so then all Native rights in such
reserved land whatever they were under the Githake
system, disappeared and the Natives in occupation of
euch Crown land became tenants at will of the Crown.(71)




ipped off in 1919 as & result of the ex-
Thus by 1925, the indigenous people in

plete landlessness, to a state of virtual
dependence upon "their masters' and to servitude and degradation.

Walter Rodney has observed: "While Iord Delamere controlled

100,000 acres of Kenya's land

» the Kenyan had to carry a kipande pass
wage of 15/= or 20/= per month".

"But for an alien race to deprive African peoples

in his own country to beg for a
E.D. Morel wrote;

maintainable by the exercise of brute for‘ce".74
of 155,430,400 acres which constituted the prot
African land amounted to only 29,977