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Abstract

In the century and a half since the days of the ‘scramble for Africa’ a vast body of literature
has emerged attempting to disentangle the complexities of the ‘New Imperialism’. One of the
most prominent and enduring theories was proposed by Ronald Robinson and John Gallagher
in Africa and the Victorians, which linked the partition of East Africa with geo-strategic
concerns connected to Egypt and India. Building upon John Darwin’s initial critique, this thesis
will re-examine the partition of East Africa in an attempt at offering a comprehensive
refutation of the Egypto-centric interpretation. The explanatory model will be exposed as a
post-hoc fallacy, neither grounded in documentary evidence nor consistent with the sequence
of events and policy-decisions. An alternative understanding will be proposed in which the
partition of East Africa in successive stages from 1884 to 1895 formed part of a British policy-
continuum in the region, wherein protection of commercial interests and suppression of the
slave trade were the principal determinants. By tracing the chronology of the partition it will
be contended that its ultimate geographical scope was substantially determined at the very
beginning of the colonisation process; whilst imperial agency were decisive in expanding the
British sphere of influence to comprise Uganda in 1890 and similarly, public opinion was
crucial for retaining it in 1892. In particular it will be argued that partition largely represented
the cost-effective transplantation of British anti-slave trade policy from the maritime to the

continental sphere, a shift enabled by the use of railway technology.



Acknowledgements

| have nurtured an interest in the British Empire and Britain’s imperial encounter with Africa
for as long as | can remember — certainly a peculiar fascination for a boy growing up in Norway
— but nonetheless a passion which eventually brought me the privilege of conducting research
into the topic at doctoral level. The person who gave me this opportunity, for which | truly am
eternally grateful, is my academic supervisor Dr Joanna Lewis. Without her kind support,
incisive advice and encouragement throughout the entire process of researching and writing

this thesis, it would never have come to light.

There are also a great many others who | owe a debt of gratitude. | would like to express my
appreciation to Dr Antony Best for kindly offering his comments to an earlier draft of the
introduction. Similarly | would like to thank Professor Alan Sked and Dr Svetozar Rajak for
offering helpful comments during my PhD upgrade viva and Professor Dominic Lieven for his
comments when | formulated the research topic. It was also very useful to discuss my research
with Emeritus Professor John Lonsdale and correspond with Professor Ronald Hyam. My
history teacher at Asker Videregaende Skole, Kari Mosland, certainly also deserves to be

mentioned as she inspired me to study history at university level.

In the course of my research | have been fortunate being afforded the hospitality of many
librarians and archivists. In this regard | would like to thank the archivist at Hatfield House,
Robin Harcourt Williams, who made me aware of Lord Salisbury’s past career in the railway
industry, the staff of the National Archives at Kew (in particular the kind security staff) and the

archivists at the University of Birmingham, at LSE and at Lambeth Palace Library.

During the years of researching and writing this PhD | had the privilege of making the
acquaintance with a number of people | count as close friends. | very much enjoyed the trips
to the archives and indeed Livingstone, Zambia with Dr Benedict Greening and Rosalind
Coffey. It was always a pleasure to discuss history and academic life with Oliver Elliott and
Cees Heere. A thanks is certainly also owed my trio of Irish friends Dr Mahon Murphy, Dr John
Collins and Mark O’Connor. Also remembered for many good times are Dr Aurelie Basha i
Novosejt, Dr Rita Augestad-Knudsen, Dr Bryan Gibson, Dr Daniel Strieff, Dr Giovanni Graglia,

Dr Pinar Ure, Dr Luc Brunet Dr Maria Chen, Dr Zhong Chen, Dr Natasha Telepneva, Yu Suzuki,



Takahiro Yamamoto, Simon Toner, Chris Parkes, Pete Millwood, Corina Mavrodin, Paul Horsler,
Dr Erica Wald, Tamar Burton, Andrew Bell, Leo Kwan, lan Tay and Kevin Hazel. | was also
fortunate in making the acquaintance of my former LSE colleagues Dr Karl Newton, Laura
Emmerson, Maureen Tucker, Kimberley Corina, Gemma Lancaster, Carly Crockett, Bo Ruan,
Tony Regan, Susan Quach, Camilla Langlands, Alexandra Kane, Simon Marsh, Derek
Winterbottom, David Berridge, Justine Rose, Dr Felicity Jones and Julian Szego. Also a debt of
gratitude is owed to Dorrit Vignes Isachsen, Even Isachsen, Arnhild Rake, Bent Nord, Sonja
Birch-Olsen and Anders Vollen for their friendship and forming part of my ‘ex-pat’ community

in London.

| would also like to thank my friends in Norway who supported my decision to go into a
research-induced exile for all these years, especially: @yvind Pettersen, Benedicte Brgyn,
Ingrid Eikaas, Eline Ones, Hanne Krgvel, Rodney Boot, Suzanne Svendsen, Linn Solheim, Fiona
Pawera, Erik Schmidt, Christine Birch-Olsen, Thomas Hadler Brady and Hakon Marius

Hgibraaten Sandset.

| am especially grateful for the tireless support and advice of my other half Carol Thanki. She
made the years researching and writing this thesis a true pleasure and offered help with which
| could not have done without. Almost the entirety of this work has been done in a small room
with her by my side. | also wish to thank Babulal and Pushpa Thanki for offering such kind

hospitality throughout these years.

| have been fortunate in being blessed with a wonderful family and they have kindly supported
me throughout the years of this PhD — for which | am very grateful. | wish to thank: my aunts
Line Gjersg (who inspired me to become a historian), Nina Fossli Large, Anne-Kathrine Fossli;
my cousins Marie Fossli Nordheim, Ida Fossli Lgfsnaes, Carl Andreas Fossli Lgfsnaes, Lisa Fossli

Large and Martin Fossli Large.

| would like to dedicate this doctoral thesis to my beloved Carol Thanki; my dear siblings Jens
Fossli Gjers@, Niklas Fossli Gjersg, Julia Fossli Gjersg; my loving parents Bente Elisabeth Fossli
and Nils Gjersg; my cherished maternal grandparents Gerd Fossli (1932-2007) and Karl Willy
Fossli; and my treasured paternal grandparents Liv Frgydis Gjersg and Per Erik Gjersg (1927-
2015).



BFASS

BI

BL

CMS
DWG
GCS
GELMB
Granville
HoC

Hol

IBEA

KCL

LSE

RGS
Rosebery
Salisbury
SFGC
SOAS
TNA

UMEFC

Abbreviations

The British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society

British-India Steam Navigation Company

British Library

The Church Missionary Society

The German Witu Company (Deutsche Witugesellschaft)

The German Colonial Society (Deutscher Kolonialverein)

The German Evangelical Lutheran Mission of Bavaria

Granville Leveson-Gower, 2nd Earl Granville (1815-1891)

House of Commons, British Parliament

House of Lords, British Parliament

The Imperial British East Africa Company

King’s College, University of London

The London School of Economics and Political Science, University of London
The Royal Geographical Society

Archibald Primrose, 5th Earl of Rosebery (1847-1929)

Robert Cecil, 3rd Marquess of Salisbury (1830-1903)

The Society for German Colonisation (Gesellschaft fiir deutsche Kolonisation)
The School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London

The National Archives, UK

The United Methodists Free Church of Sheffield



Introduction

On 15 September 1884, The Times announced:

Africa's time had apparently come [and that] the parcelling out of the heritage
of Ham, which had been going on spasmodically for four centuries, would

probably be completed in a few years.

The writer marvelled at the 'bewildering rapidity' with which the 'annexations and

”i

“protections”' took place, and unwittingly coined the sobriquet 'the scramble for Africa.'t Also
noteworthy is the biblical reference to slavery, epitomised in the so-called ‘curse of Ham’, since
it reveals the associations Africa still conjured among informed circles at the dawn of the
partition. As bewildering it may have been to contemporary observers, the scramble has
remained perplexing to historians who have been attracted to its complexities ever since. It
certainly represents the high-water mark of Victorian imperialism; and to many observers
today it embodies the very essence of an aggressive Western subjugation of the global south.
However, because this last hurrah of large-scale territorial conquest occurred with such
rapidity, the documentary evidence left over from the period has often been scant,
fragmented and inconclusive. Hence, the very speed with which the partition took place made
it not only compelling for historical analysis, but gave rise to fruitful ground for speculation
over motives. The sheer scale of scholarly attention and theorising is encapsulated in Cain and

Hopkins cautionary introduction to the topic: ‘Nowhere does the weight of historiography

press so insistently upon the study of imperialism as in the case of the partition of Africa.’2

1 “The Scramble for Africa,’ The Times, 15 September 1884, p. 15.
2P, ). Cain and A. G. Hopkins, British Imperialism 1688-2001, 2nd edition (Harlow: Longman, 2002). p. 303.
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Explanatory models have ranged from emphasising economic,® strategic,* technological or
ideological factors,” and have been placed in metropolitan® or peripheral’ frameworks.
Naturally, combinations of all these aspects were at work during the last two decades of the
nineteenth century. As such, the plethora of theories seeking to determine the motives of
European policymakers is not only testament to the ambiguity of the documentary record,

but reflective of the local factors involved in each particular region of Africa.

As is often the case with rough-grained historical theories, they have upon close examination
proved unequal to the task of rendering intelligible the full complexity of each individual case.
Indeed, Cain and Hopkin also notes that: ‘the growth of knowledge has had the perplexing
result of making it easier to say what is wrong with current interpretations than what is right
[...] and that this ‘[d]isarray may well be a faithful representation of historical reality [that]

accords with a view of history which denies that there is a whole to be grasped.?

Yet as lan Phimister reminds us, the purpose of explanatory models are not merely

‘oversimplifications to be exposed’ but should rather be understood as frameworks which can

3 See: J. A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study (London: Archibald Constable, 1902); Vladimir Lenin, Imperialism, the
highest stage of capitalism; a popular outline (1928); P. J. Cain and A. G. Hopkins, "Gentlemanly Capitalism and
British Expansion Overseas Il: New Imperialism, 1850-1945," The Economic History Review 40, no.1 (1987): 1-
26.D0I: 10.1111/j.1468-0289.1987.tb00417.x; Cain et al., British Imperialism.

4 See: William Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism 1890-1902, Volume | (New York: A. A. Knopf, 1935);
William Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism 1890-1902, Volume 2 (New York: A. A. Knopf, 1935); or Ronald
Robinson and John Gallagher with Alice Denny, Africa and the Victorians: The Official Mind of Imperialism,
(London: Macmillan & Co, 1961).

5 See: Godfrey Uzoigwe, Britain and the Conquest of Africa: The Age of Salisbury, (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1974); Ronald Hyam, Britain’s Imperial Century 1815-1914: A Study of Empire and Expansion,
3rd edition (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2002); Richard Huzzey, Freedom Burning: Anti-Slavery and Empire in
Victorian Britain (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 2012).

6 Prosser Gifford and Wm. Roger Louis (eds), Britain and Germany in Africa: Imperial Rivalry and Colonial Rule
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967).

7 See: Ake Holmberg, African tribes and European Agencies: Colonialism and Humanitarianism in British South
and East Africa, 1870-1895 (Goteborg: Akademifdrlaget, 1966); or Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians
‘man on the spot’ theory.

8 Cain et al., British Imperialism, pp. 303-4.
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introduce ‘order and intelligibility’ to a complex array of data.® Whilst oversimplifications are,
to a certain degree, an unavoidable aspect of historical analysis, there is a distinct difference
between a reductive understanding of the historical process and a misunderstanding which
has little to no basis in the documentary evidence or the sequence of events. Indeed, this
thesis will seek to expose the dominant historiographical model of the East African partition
as one such misunderstanding, and also argue that it was a misinterpretation of motives that
was fomented by the interested parties at the time in the years succeeding the partition to

better justify the significant costs associated with the annexation.

In the words of John Darwin, the partition of what today constitutes Kenya, Uganda and
Tanzania long represented the ‘locus classicus’ of late-Victorian grand strategy.’® The
negligible British economic interests in the region, combined with a sceptical disregard for the
abolitionist engagement, have led many historians to deduce that the partition of East Africa
was a result of strategic concerns. But despite its seductive geographically-derived logic, the
strategic model raises more questions than it answers. As this thesis will demonstrate, the
strategic interpretation is inconsistent with both the documentary evidence and the policy
decisions. Instead of entertaining novel grand-defensive concerns, it will be proposed that
British policy toward the region formed a continuum in which the annexation constituted a
natural part, and to an extent, a conclusion. The basis on which this Victorian doctrine of
continuity in foreign policy toward East Africa rested was the commitment to end the slave

trade. Hence, it will be argued that it was the cost-effective execution of anti-slave trade policy

9 Robin Law, "Imperialism and Partition," Journal of African History 24, no. 1 (1983): 101-104. DOI:
10.1017/50021853700021551 cited in lan Phimister, "Africa Partitioned," Review (Fernand Braudel Center) 18,
no. 2 (1995): 355-81. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40241314

10 John Darwin, "Imperialism and the Victorians: The Dynamics of Territorial Expansion," The English Historical
Review 112, no. 447 (1997): 614-42. DOI: 10.1093/ehr/CXI1.447.614

12



rather than imperial security considerations that constituted the central element of British

East Africa policy over the 1880-90s.

To demonstrate this argument the thesis incorporates two main themes. On the one hand it
will establish that the strategic model is a post hoc fallacy and that it is an interpretation that
has been excessively influenced by the benefit of hindsight and the study of maps, to the
detriment of contemporary correspondence, analysis and policy decisions. It will also be
contended that British control of the Nile’s headwaters was a result of coincidence rather than
a carefully laid-down plan, conceived and directed by British policymakers such as Lord

Salisbury or Lord Rosebery.

The second main component to the thesis concerns the primacy of anti-slave trade policy; in
particular how the British efforts at halting the East African slave trade influenced the key
stages of the partition process. It contends that the abolitionist cause had by the 1880s
matured sufficiently to saturate the body politic; it no longer formed the exclusive concern of
vanguard activists, but had become a mainstream issue among the public and political
establishment. Thus Britain’s encounter with a revived East African slave trade triggered a
form of ‘moral panic’ that significantly influenced policy decisions toward the region. In
addition to these two broad themes, other factors which determined the annexation will be
explored. These include the dynamics between Anglo-German intergovernmental co-
operation and local rivalry; the influence exerted by pressure groups and public opinion upon
the formulation of policy; and how exploration, economic expectations, local crises and

indeed coincidence determined the geographical scope of the partition.

Although economic motives will be investigated and recognised, it will be argued that they do

not constitute the exclusive or overarching impetus behind the scramble. In this respect it is

13



worth considering that the entirety of events which comprised the partition took place within
a period of economic recession in Britain, what has been termed ‘the Great Depression’ of
1873-96.1! These general economic conditions might account for some of the unrealistic
commercial expectations that were entertained for the little explored regions surrounding the
Equatorial great lakes. As the second chapter will show, key characters in the early stages of
the process, such as the Manchester cotton magnate Frederick Hutton or the Scottish
shipowner William Mackinnon, were more akin to pawns of Foreign Office officialdom than
free agents motivated by purely economic rewards. However the period in which this
argument is most persuasive is during the interval between the Anglo-German Agreement of
1886 and the Anglo-German Heligoland Treaty of 1890; when Mackinnon’s quest to secure
the Equatorial Province, out of financial concerns, influenced the pattern of territorial claims.
Whilst the later decision to hold Uganda in 1892 was certainly not a result of ‘gentlemanly
capitalism.”'2 This commercial aspect, or lack thereof in favour of personal philanthropy and
prestige is comprehensively detailed in Marie de Kiewiet’s'? excellent doctoral dissertation,

and building upon the former’s unpublished research, John Galbraith’s later account.*

The thesis expends considerable effort upon the ideological and moral dimensions of imperial
policymaking during the scramble. The origins of these ‘Empires of sentiment’ directly

preceding the partition were recently explored by Joanna Lewis in her research pertaining to

11D. J. Coppock, “British Industrial Growth during the 'Great Depression' (1873-96): A Pessimist's View,” The
Economic History Review, New Series, Vol. 17, No. 2 (1964): 389-96. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2593014

12 See: Cain et al., British Imperialism, pp. 303-39; Raymond E. Dumett, ed., Gentlemanly Capitalism and British
Imperialism: The New Debate on Empire (London: Longman, 1999); D. K. Fieldhouse, The Theory of Capitalist
Imperialism (London: Longmans, 1967).

13 Marie de Kiewiet, "The History of the Imperial British East Africa Company," (PhD diss., King's College
London, 1955). Later surname: Hemphill.

14 John S. Galbraith, Mackinnon and East Africa 1878—1895: A Study in the ‘New Imperialism’ (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1972).
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the memorialisation of David Livingstone.'® Since the thesis explores how the execution of
anti-slave trade policy became a motive for imperial expansion, it forms part of what has
become a growing body of literature which investigates the humanitarian element of late-

Victorian imperialism.1®

Whilst there were other ‘good causes’ liberal or religious groups sought to incorporate in
imperial policy, such as temperance or arms-control; none were as prominent, nor have drawn
similar levels of historiographical attention as abolitionism. Much has been written about the
slave trade and anti-slavery, but there have been few detailed studies into the effects of
abolitionist activism and ideology upon decision-making in regard to the partition of East
Africa. Suzanne Miers,Y” Seymour Drescher!® and Frederick Cooper® have all written
extensively upon the topic of slavery and abolition, but have not delved deeply into how it
translated into annexation. Likewise have the excellent works of William Mulligan,?° Richard

Huzzey,?! who both explore the abolitionist element of British imperial policy, not offered a

15 Joanna E. Lewis, "Empires of Sentiment; Intimacies from Death: David Livingstone and African Slavery ‘at the
Heart of the Nation’," The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 43, no. 2 (2015): 210-37.
DOI:10.1080/03086534.2014.974874

16 See: Andrew Porter, "Trusteeship, Anti-slavery, and Humanitarianism," in The Oxford History of the British
Empire: The Nineteenth Century Volume Ill, eds. Andrew Porter and Alaine Low (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1999), pp. 198-221.; Keith Hamilton and Patrick Salmon, eds., Slavery, Diplomacy and Empire: Britain
and the Suppression of the Slave Trade 1807-1975 (Brighton, Sussex Academic Press, 2009); Brendan Simms
and D. J. B. Trim, eds, Humanitarian Intervention: A History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011);
Huzzey, Freedom Burning; Bronwen Everill and Josiah Kaplan, eds, The History and Practice of Humanitarian
Intervention and Aid in Africa (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013); Amalia Ribi Forclaz, Humanitarian
Imperialism: The Politics of Anti-Slavery Activism, 1880-1940 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015).

17 See: Suzanne Miers, Britain and the Ending of the Slave Trade (London: Longman, 1975); Suzanne Miers,
Slavery in the Twentieth Century: The Evolution of a Global Problem (Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003).

18 Seymour Drescher, Abolition: A History of Slavery and Antislavery (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2009).

19 Frederick Cooper, Plantation Slavery on the East Coast of Africa (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977);
Frederick Cooper, From Slaves to Squatters: Plantation Labor and Agriculture in Zanzibar and Coastal Kenya
1890-1925 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980).

20 william Mulligan, “British Anti-Slave Trade and Anti-Slavery Policy in East Africa, Arabia and Turkey in the
Late Nineteenth Century,” in Humanitarian Intervention: A History, eds. Brendan Simms and D. J. B. Trim
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), pp. 257-80.

21 Huzzey, Freedom Burning.
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sufficiently comprehensive analysis into the particular details of the scramble for East Africa.
The historiographical dominance of the Egyptocentric explanatory model may account for

some of this scholarly oversight.

The Strategic Explanatory Model and ‘Nile Valley Doctrine’

Within a decade of the Berlin West African Conference the East African mainland — what today
constitutes Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda — had, in successive stages, been incorporated into a
British and German colonial empire.?? Although the thesis will argue that the most significant
bilateral treaty in terms of determining the geographical scope of the partition was the one
negotiated at the start of the process, the Anglo-German Agreement of 1886; it was the later
Anglo-German ‘Heligoland-Zanzibar’ Treaty of 1890 that finally reconciled the outstanding
territorial disputes between the two nations in Africa. Due to its ostensibly greater historical
significance, the historiography focusing on this treaty has eclipsed that of the former. As will

be detailed in chapter four, this chronological bias has substantially influenced the

22 A selection of the principal historical accounts pertaining to the partition of East Africa listed in chronological
order P.L. McDermott, British East Africa, or IBEA: A History of the Formation and Work of the Imperial British
East Africa Company (London: Chapman and Hall Ltd, 1893); Gwendolen Cecil, Life of Robert: Marquis of
Salisbury Vol. IV 1887-1892 (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1932); William Langer, Diplomacy of Imperialism,
2 Volumes (New York: A. A. Knopf, 1935); Reginald Coupland, The Exploitation of East Africa 1856-1890: The
Slave Trade and the Scramble (London: Faber & Faber, 1939); Kiewiet, History of the Imperial British East Africa
Company; Roland Oliver, Sir Harry Johnston and the Scramble for Africa (London: Chatto & Windus, 1957);
Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians; George Neville Sanderson, England, Europe and the Upper Nile 1882-
1899 (Edinburgh: University Press, 1965); Gifford et al., Britain and Germany in Africa; Galbraith, Mackinnon
and East Africa; Muriel Evelyn Chamberlain, The Scramble for Africa (London: Longman, 1974); Uzoigwe, The
Age of Salisbury; Miers, Britain and the Ending of the Slave Trade; Woodruff D. Smith, The German Colonial
Empire (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1978); Thomas Pakenham, The Scramble for Africa
1876-1912 (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1991); Darwin, Dynamics of Territorial Expansion; Colin Newbury,
"Great Britain and the Partition of Africa, 1870-1914," in The Oxford History of the British Empire: The
Nineteenth Century Volume I, eds. Andrew Porter and Alaine Low (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp.
624-650.; Hyam, Britain's Imperial Century; Arne Perras, Carl Peters and German Imperialism 1856-1918: A
Political Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); Huzzey, Freedom Burning.
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understanding of the partition and in particular the motives behind it.

Over the course of the twentieth century the historiography of the partition underwent
radical changes. Two distinct and opposing interpretations of British motives came to the fore,
namely a collection of individual analyses which might be loosely termed a ‘composite’
model®3 emphasising Britain’s commercial, political and humanitarian engagement with the
region; and, a rivalling geo-strategic model.?* However the strategic interpretation has
arguably gained status as the orthodox wisdom. Testament to its overarching dominance is
not only the sheer volume of scholarship published on the subject since its initial proposal in

1935, but also the number of casual mentions ostensibly accepting the hypothesis as an

23 Composite, non-strategic model: Coupland, The Exploitation of East Africa; Charles Miller, The Lunatic
Express: An Entertainment in Imperialism (New York: Macmillan, 1971), pp. 153-286, Uzoigwe, The Age of
Salisbury; Darwin, Dynamics of Territorial Expansion, pp. 634-40.; Cain et al., British Imperialism, pp. 333-5.,
Hyam, Britain’s Imperial Century, pp. 227-31.

24 pre-1997 literature subscribing to the Egypto-centric hypothesis: Cecil, Life of Robert IV; Langer, Diplomacy
of Imperialism 2 Vols.; Roland Oliver, The Missionary Factor in East Africa (London: Longmans, Green & Co,
1952), p. 160.; John Gallagher and Ronald Robinson, "Imperialism of Free Trade," The Economic History Review
6, no. 1(1953): 14. DOI: 10.1111/j.1468-0289.1953.tb01482.x; Kiewiet, History of the Imperial British East
Africa Company; Oliver, Harry Johnston; Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians; Sanderson, England, Europe
and the Upper Nile; Wm. Roger Louis, “Great Britain and German Expansion in Africa, 1884-1919,” and Robert
0. Collins, “Origins of the Nile Struggle: Anglo-German Negotiations and the Mackinnon Agreement of 1890,”
in Prosser Gifford and Wm. Roger Louis (eds), Britain and Germany in Africa: Imperial Rivalry and Colonial
Rule, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967), pp. 3-46, 119-151.; D.A. Low, Buganda in Modern History
(Berkeley, University of California Press, 1971), p. 78.; Herbert Paul Meritt, “Bismarck and the First Partition of
East Africa,” English Historical Review 91, No. 360 (Jul., 1976), p. 585. http://www.jstor.org/stable/566628;
Galbraith, Mackinnon and East Africa, p.181.; C. C. Eldridge, Victorian Imperialism (London: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1978), pp. 163-7.; John Mackenzie, The Partition of Africa: And European Imperialism 1880-1900
(London: Methuen, 1983), p.38.; Pakenham, The Scramble for Africa, pp. 297-357. Denis Judd, Empire: The
British Imperial Experience, from 1765 to the Present (London: Fontana Press, 1996), p. 127.
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undisputed fact even in research published after?> Darwin’s critique in 1997.26

Certainly the most prominent of these analyses was proposed by Ronald Robinson and John
Gallagher in Africa and the Victorians.?’ The documentary basis of this interpretation derived
from an assertion made by Lady Gwendolen Cecil in her biography of her late father Robert
Cecil, 3rd Marquess of Salisbury, published in 1931. She claimed that from 1889, the security
of the Nile Valley had become a 'separate and dominating factor' in Lord Salisbury's foreign
policy.?® Some four years later the Harvard historian William Langer published his two-volume
opus Diplomacy of Imperialism?° which contained the original narrative which was to feature

so prominently in the publications of Robinson et al.?° and Sanderson3! in the 1960s.

As a reaction to the domination of Marxist economic interpretations of imperial history,3?

Robinson and Gallagher revived Langer’s Nile hypothesis to construe the partition of East

25 Post-1997 literature subscribing to the Egypto-centric hypothesis: Newbury, Great Britain and the Partition
of Africa, p. 639.; John lliffe, Africans: The History of a Continent, 2" edition(Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2007), p. 196., Piers Brendon, Decline and Fall of the British Empire (London: Jonathan Cape, 2007), p.
198.; M.E. Chamberlain, The Scramble for Africa, 3" Edition, (Harlow: Longman, 2010), pp.61-8.; Terje Tvedt,
"Hydrology and Empire: The Nile, Water Imperialism and the Partition of Africa," The Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth History 39, no. 2 (2011): 173-194. DOI: 10.1080/03086534.2011.568759; T. G. Otte, The
Foreign Office Mind: The Making of British Foreign Policy, 1865-1914 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2011), p. 183, 194.; Tim Jeal, Explorers of the Nile: The Triumph and Tragedy of a Great Victorian Adventure
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2011), pp. 376-77., Bernard Porter, The Lion’s Share: A History of British
Imperialism 1850-2011, 5th edition (Harlow: Pearson, 2012), pp. 138-41.; Huzzey, Freedom Burning, p. 164.;
Frits Bolkenstein, The Intellectual Temptation: Dangerous Ideas in Politics (Leiden: Author House, 2013), pp. xv-
xvi; Ronald Robinson and John Gallagher with Alice Denny and foreword by Wm. Roger Louis, Africa and the
Victorians: The Official Mind of Imperialism (London: |. B. Tauris & Co Ltd, 2015).

26 Darwin, Dynamics of Territorial Expansion, pp. 614-42. The refutation of the strategic explanatory model is
included on pages 634-40. See also: Hyam, Britain's Imperial Century, pp. 227-31, and Jonas Fossli Gjersg, "The
Scramble for East Africa: British Motives Reconsidered, 1884-95," The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth
History (2015) DOI: 10.1080/03086534.2015.1026131

27 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians. Although Robinson et al.’s strategic hypothesis is almost identical
to the one first posited by Langer, it is the former which have risen to prominence in the historiography. All
later literature subscribing to this explanatory model of the East African partition cites Robinson et al. and as
such this thesis will heretofore refer to Robinson et al. when referring to the Egypto-centric strategic
hypothesis.

28 Cecil, Life of Robert IV, pp. 139-40.

2 Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism Vol Il, pp. 537-580.

30 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, pp. 274-338.

31 sanderson, England, Europe and the Upper Nile, pp. 1-66.

32 For a succinct overview of the theoretical basis of ‘Capitalist Imperialism’ see: Fieldhouse, Capitalist
Imperialism.
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Africa in strategic terms, as it was argued ‘British Africa was a gigantic footnote to the Indian
Empire.”?® The essence of Langer's analysis centres on the alleged primacy that British policy-
makers attached to securing the Nile. The absence of regular rains made the Egyptian
agricultural sector reliant on the river flowing from the Ethiopian highlands and Central
Equatorial Africa. Langer and his subsequent adherents argue that there was a contemporary
fear that the Nile, as Egypt's Achilles heel, could simply have been dammed or deflected by
any European Power desiring to destabilise the country. It was held that such an eventuality
would have rendered both Egypt useless as a British base and closed the Suez Canal for the
Royal Navy and British merchant shipping — thus severing the shortest link between Britain

and British India.

Notwithstanding the absence of any evidence to suggest that such fears were actually
entertained, the model's relevance for Uganda derives from the country's geographical
position as it straddles the north-western shores of the Victoria Nyanza, the region
encompassing the source of the White Nile. Yet in total, the water supplied by this tributary
is meagre compared to the Blue Nile and Atbara River that take their source from north-east
Africa. Egypt's annual floods are due to the seasonal rains that fall on the Ethiopian highlands
which are the Blue Nile and Atbara River's catchment area. However during the summer
season these rivers are laid dry and the White Nile provides the majority of the water that

reaches Egypt. This reversal of roles is one of the key points that support the ‘Nilotic

33 Ronald Robinson and John Gallagher, "The Partition of Africa," in The New Cambridge Modern History.
Volume 11 Material Progress and World-wide Problems 1870-1898, ed. F.H. Hinsley (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1962), p. 616.
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explanatory model’* in regard to East Africa.3®> The Nilotic narrative formed part of what
Robinson et al. termed the 'New Frontiers of Insecurity' which placed the partition of East

Africa in a wider framework of imperial security centred on India and the Mediterranean.3®

According to this analysis, at the end of the 1880s Salisbury transplanted the focus of his
defensive policy from Afghanistan to the Upper Nile Valley since Ottoman weakness had
forced Britain to revise its Mediterranean security policy, replacing the former strategic pivot
of Constantinople with Cairo.?” It is argued that this revision had come about after the
Ottoman capital was judged indefensible against Russia, and it was feared that the continued
maintenance of the Straits' integrity against Russia and its potential French ally, would lead
Britain into a dependency upon the Triple Alliance. By focusing on Cairo as a Mediterranean

foothold Salisbury hoped to disentangle Britain from a deepening reliance on Bismarck.

The geo-political relevance for East Africa was certainly well articulated:

...the Mediterranean and Indian interest, like a driving wheel in some vast
machine, was now engaging the lesser wheels of eastern-central Africa and
connecting them one by one to its own workings. At the turn of Salisbury's
strategy, these once remote and petty interests in the Sudan, Uganda and
northern hinterlands of Zanzibar were changing into safeguards of Britain's

world power.38

In the model’s most recent incarnation, Terje Tvedt contends that he has introduced a novel

interpretation of the events that included the partition of East Africa. Yet the primacy of the

34 The ‘Nilotic explanatory model’ refers to the hypotheses which have afforded primacy to the River Nile and
the Nile Valley as the central geographical motive of European policymakers in regard to the partition of East
Africa. This includes the strategic model, as espoused by Robinson et al., and the economic model as per
Tvedt, Hydrology and Empire.

35 sanderson, England, Europe & The Upper Nile, p. 10.

36 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, pp. 288-9.

37 See: Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, Chapter 8: ‘Cairo or Constantinople?’ pp. 254-73.

38 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, pp. 272-3, 284.
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Nile is retained. He claims that British policy makers did not react in a defensive manner, but
entertained an offensive strategy, that of boosting Egypt's summer supply of water in order to
maximise cotton production.?® This would be achieved through the construction of barrages
or dams up-stream capable of storing some of the excess water to be released in time of peak
summer demand. Hence, by technical means Britain would increase the production volume
of Egypt's principal cash-crop through reducing the volatility of its water supplies. This policy
is held to have been the brainchild of the Egyptian civil service, in particular the British
hydrologists William Willcocks and Colin Scott Moncrieff.*? Yet apart from its stronger
agricultural and thus economic focus, Tvedt's analysis retains the essence of Langer's original
geo-strategic account: namely that Egypto-centric British policy makers perceived the Nile as
paramount to their interests, and was thus the principal factor which determined the
annexation of Uganda in 1894 and consequentially the remaining East African territories in

1895.

Until Robinson et al.’s publication, the most comprehensive scholarship concerning the British
presence in East Africa had been written by Reginald Coupland in his volumes East Africa and
its Invaders and The Exploitation of East Africa.*! It was the latter which dealt with the
scramble and in it Coupland deduced that the definitive partition occurred with the
ratification of the Anglo-German Boundary Agreement in 1886. No more analysis than a brief
epilogue was devoted to the later ‘Heligoland-Zanzibar Agreement’ of 1890.%2 However for

any adherent of the Nile hypothesis it is vital to discredit the political significance of the 1886

39 Tyedt, Hydrology and Empire, pp. 173 -194.

40 bid., pp. 173 -194.

41 Reginald Coupland, East Africa and Its Invaders: From the Earliest Times to the Death of Seyyid Said in 1856
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1938).

42 Coupland, The Exploitation of East Africa.
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Agreement, simply because no discernible interest was shown by British policymakers at the
time in securing the Nile or protecting the Nile Valley.*® Indeed there was a virtual consensus
among the British political establishment in the 1880s that Britain’s occupation of Egypt was

of a temporary character.**

To circumvent this problem Robinson et al. afforded prominence to the later treaty of 1890
and belittled the significance of the 1886 Agreement. Thus the initial partition of 1886, which
in most respects determined the modern borders between Kenya and Tanzania, was
dismissed as ‘the slightest, the most tentative advance towards a more direct commitment,
and it was far from denoting any new “imperialist” urge.”*> Robinson et al. argued that it had
come about as a result of ‘the collapse of the old system of influence’ and as such the
‘government had rigged up a new “sphere of interest” over part of the region.”*® What,
however, is distinctively ironic about this assertion, when perceived in the context of the
importance that the same authors attached to the 1890 treaty, is the fact that this later
agreement merely enlarged the existing sphere of influence to comprise Uganda. If Salisbury,
as Darwin rightly questions in his critique, had attached such overriding importance to
securing Uganda for the British Empire in order to safeguard Egypt, would he then not have
awarded it and the remaining territories in mainland East Africa at least protectorate status,
as he did Zanzibar? The issues briefly raised in this introductory section are examined at length

in chapters two, four and five, with a view at refuting the Egypto-centric explanatory model.

43 Britain’s policy toward Egypt over the 1880s is dealt with in chapter four.

4 M.P. Hornik, "The Mission of Sir Henry Drummond-Wollf to Constantinople, 1885-1887," The English
Historical Review 55, no. 220 (1940): 598-623. DOI: 10.1093/ehr/LV.CCXX.598; and F.H. Hinsley, "Bismarck,
Salisbury and the Mediterranean Agreements of 1887," Historical Journal 1, no. 1 (1958): 79.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3020370 cited in Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, p. 264.

45 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, p. 198.

% |bid., p. 198.
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Methodology

The hypothesis that forms the main body of this study was an unintended consequence of my
master’s research into the Uganda Railway. Although | had at the time little reason to doubt
that the large volume of historiography suggesting that East Africa was annexed out of
strategic reasons was incorrect, | struggled to find a clear and unambiguous reference in the
primary sources. Darwin was certainly right in characterising the evidence underpinning the
Nilotic hypothesis as ‘astonishingly slender and extremely speculative.”*’ The citations listed
by the main literature were either circular, in that they simply referred to other scholarship
that posited the same argument, particularly Langer or Robinson et al.,*® or they were, upon

close investigation, misquotations taken out of context.

This includes, but is not limited to, the correspondence and memoranda of Evelyn Baring,
Clement Hill, Percy Anderson, Salisbury and Rosebery as is detailed in chapters four and five.
An example of this practice of selective citation is the assertion that Salisbury demonstrated
his commitment to ‘Nile Valley Doctrine’ during the Anglo-German negotiations in 1890.%°

Robinson et al writes:

Early in May Salisbury made his position still clearer. The German Ambassador
asked for a standstill agreement, but Salisbury told him that: “Africa was a very
large place; we had interests in every part of it; the negociations [sic] at Berlin
might take a long time; and that we could not undertake to maintain the status
qguo throughout the continent until those negociations were concluded ... as far
as | could see upon the map, Uganda was within the English and not the German

hinterland...”. In the event he won his point with surprising ease. After three

47 Darwin, Dynamics of Territorial Expansion, p. 637.

8 See: footnotes 23 and 24 concerning the pre- and post-1997 historiography subscribing to the Egypto-centric
hypothesis.

49 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, p. 292.
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days of talks between the experts, the Germans agreed in principle to renounce

Uganda...°

However by simply including more of the quotation, a different meaning emerges which no

longer infers Salisbury’s designs for Uganda:

With reference to the particular matter to which he referred, | said that in the
first place, as far as | could see upon the map, Uganda was within the English &
not the German hinterland; that my belief was that no treaties had been
concluded; & that if they had been concluded it must have been as far back as
last Autumn; long before Sir Percy Anderson’s mission was thought of. Until our
own official information was more complete, | should abstain from either

approving or disapproving of the supposed treaties.>?

This was simply a factual observation made by Salisbury at the time and a geographical reality
for the region ever since the ‘hinterland understanding’ of 1887,°? not some admission of a
newly developed grand strategy focused on Uganda and the Upper Nile as Robinson et al.
implies. As chapter four demonstrates, the IBEA’s treaty with kabaka Mwanga of Buganda
had been obtained the preceding autumn by Frederick Jackson who had acted on his own
initiative and indeed against his orders ‘not to get into Uganda.”>® Moreover, the partition of
Uganda was quickly settled since Anderson suggested at the opening of the negotiations that
their 'work would be facilitated by settling at once points which were not contended;

regarding the 'Hinterland' Agreement of 1887 in this light.">*

%0 |bid., p. 292. And Salisbury to Malet, 5 May 1890, FO 84/2030, TNA.

51 salisbury to Malet, 5 May 1890, FO 84/2030, TNA

52 salisbury to Malet, 2 July 1887, FO 403/102, TNA.

53 Charles Stokes to Euan Smith, 25 February 1890 enclosed in Euan Smith to Salisbury, 15 April 1890, FO
403/137, TNA. Also see: Frederick Jackson, Early Days in East Africa (London: Edward Arnold & Co, 1930), pp.
222-3.

54 Malet to Salisbury, 8 May 1890, FO 881/6146, TNA.
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Another grave example of these speculative citations was made to support the entire Nilotic
hypothesis. At the beginning of the chapter entitled ‘Salisbury’s Watch on the Nile, 1890’

Robinson et al. stated:

By the end of 1889 Salisbury was clear that the whole of the Nile Valley must
be reserved, yet December’s proposals breathed no word about Uganda. But
by raising the Zanzibar issue, the Prime Minister had found a way of probing
German intentions and measuring the scope of German concessions in east
Africa. What he was after was a large-scale African agreement, which would

launch the new strategy of defending the Valley of the Nile.>>

In support of this wide-ranging assertion Robinson et al. cited a memorandum written by
Anderson which in no way refers to the Valley of the Nile or of Salisbury’s alleged grand
strategy: ‘...if a general settlement were arrived at on the basis discussed with Count Hatzfeldt
this question would be included in it.”>® The short handwritten note is partially illegible, but
neither the typed version included in the Foreign Office records lends credence to the
assertion; it simply stated that the question of the Witu delimitation would be included in a
general settlement.>” As will also be detailed in chapter four the matter of Witu was a local

concern, detached from the questions pertaining to the interior.

However, perhaps the most notorious of these misquotations®® was made by virtue of a
despatch that Baring sent Salisbury warning him about the Italian offensive toward Kassala in
modern-day northern Ethiopia.>® Although Baring did refer to this as the ‘Nile Valley’ and

recommended that it be incorporated into Egypt, he explicitly warned against any Egyptian

55 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, p. 291.

56 Anderson, Memorandum, 15 January 1890, FO 84/2030, TNA.

57 Salisbury to Malet, 5 January 1890, FO 403/136, TNA.

%8 This is also mentioned by John Darwin in his critique, see: Darwin, Dynamics of Territorial Expansion, p. 637.
59 Baring to Salisbury, Secret, 15 December 1889, FO 78/4243, TNA.
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re-conquest of territories south of Khartoum. These warnings were even included in the same
letter.®® However this did not prevent Robinson et al. from citing it and Salisbury’s much later
reply (which neither mentions Uganda),®! as evidence for Salisbury’s strategic designs for
what is referred to as the ‘Upper Nile.”®? One of Robinson et al.’s principal adherents, G. N.

Sanderson even remarks that:

Baring seems to have believed that Egypt was safe so long a no European Power
reached the Nile near Khartoum; it does not seem to have occurred to him that

the Nile waters might be threatened in the far south.®?

A much simpler explanation would certainly be that Baring never actually entertained these
fears. Rather, this preoccupation with the threat to ‘the Nile waters [...] in the far south’ was
the obsession of a cadre of historians eager to revise the history of East Africa’s partition, not

one that occupied contemporary policymakers.

What is also sometimes invoked as a last-ditch effort at defending the Nilotic explanatory
model is the theory of tacit assumptions. In other words that the primacy of the Nile was so
well-known in diplomatic and political circles that it was unnecessary to mention it, either in
correspondence, memoranda or speeches. However, a detailed examination of the
considerable volume of records that were produced by Foreign Office officials throughout this
period reveals that very little, if anything, of British interests pertaining to the region was left

unmentioned or not analysed in the documents.

60 See: Baring to Salisbury, Secret, 15 December 1889, FO 78/4243 and Baring to Salisbury, 15 March 1890, FO
78/4308, TNA.

61 See: Salisbury to Baring, Private, 28 March 1890, FO 633/7, TNA.

62 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, pp. 283-9.

63 Sanderson, England, Europe and the Upper Nile, p. 18.
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In the comprehensive memoranda drawn up by mandarins such as Anderson, Hill, Holmwood
or Kirk it is inconceivable that an overarching policy-objective such as this should have gone
unstated. Nor is it credible that this concern was not mentioned by the matter-of-fact
Salisbury or Rosebery in their private or secret communications with cabinet colleagues.
Strategy and the Nile were among the many factors discussed among the policymaking milieu,
but not in the terms argued by Robinson et al., rather as geographical points of reference.
What was most frequently mentioned in the files were Britain’s commercial and anti-slave
trade interests in the region, which is probably more reflective of British motives than some
novel strategic concern veiled in a conspiracy of silence. In order to demonstrate this and to
avoid making similar errors of misquotation, this thesis incorporates what may at sometimes

be construed as long extracts, as these are less liable to be misrepresented.

The findings presented in the thesis are principally drawn from the memoranda and
correspondence of the Foreign Office. In particular, the Anglo-German correspondence
relating to Zanzibar has been extensively researched as these files offer the most
comprehensive repository of contemporary analysis and communications regarding 1880-90s
East Africa. It is worth noting that the sources concerning German policy are derived from
British records and as such would also be reflective of British interpretations and prejudice.
Yet, it is this understanding of German thinking that would also have shaped contemporary
British analysis and policymaking. In lieu of German-derived primary material, the thesis has

relied on secondary literature on German imperialism in East Africa.

Apart from the official correspondence deposited at the National Archives, various private
and semi-official correspondences have been consulted. These include the Cromer Papers and

the Malet Papers at the National Archives, the Mackinnon Papers held at the School of
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Oriental and African Studies, the Salisbury Papers held at Hatfield House, the British and
Foreign Anti-Slavery Society Papers and the Gerald Portal Papers held at the University of
Oxford, the Church Missionary Society Papers held at the University of Birmingham, the
Joseph Thomson Papers held at the Royal Geographical Society, the Archbishop of Canterbury
and other Church of England records held at Lambeth Palace Library, the Gladstone Papers
held at the British Library and the Harry Johnston Papers held at the Royal Botanic Gardens
at Kew. In addition to these main sources of archival evidence, both Hansard parliamentary
records and digitalised press sources such as The Times and the Manchester Guardian have
been consulted. Furthermore a wide range of contemporary literature and memoirs has been

referred to complement the large body of documentary evidence.

Of these sources the archival material held at Lambeth Palace has not earlier been consulted
with regard to the partition and they shed light upon the importance of abolitionist agitation
and the Church of England’s role during 1888 and 1889. Although the Foreign Office material
has been used extensively by historians investigating the partition, the contextual
interpretation of them have, as the thesis attempts to demonstrate, been lacking. This
reconsideration has been enabled by appreciating more of the frequent references made to
anti-slave trade policy in the primary material — particularly confidential correspondence and
memoranda — at face value, and not simply disregarding these as rhetoric. Robinson et al.

certainly dismissed these references outright:

It mattered little that informed men knew that slave-trading in these regions

was on the wane. The Foreign Office habitually explained its Africa moves to
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the ordinary voter as measures against the slave trade, for this was all he knew

or cared about tropical Africa.®*

Structure

The thesis is divided into six chapters, all of which conform to a chronological format, although
both the first and last chapters incorporate thematic elements. Whilst the thesis investigates
events from the early 1870s to the late 1890s, it is the interval between 1882 and 1894 that
retains the greatest focus. It is within this relatively short time period that the key events and

policy decisions that are most directly relevant to the East African partition took place.

The first chapter explores the East African slave trade, the institution of slavery in Zanzibar,
the development of Britain’s anti-slave trade policy and its effect upon public opinion.®® Since
it is partially thematic, it covers the time period from Sir Bartle Frere’s®® 1873 treaty with the
Sultan Barghash of Zanzibar to the collapse of this abolitionist framework, and corresponding
revival of trafficking, in 1888. Importantly the chapter demonstrates that there was a sharp
increase in the slave trade during this year, which is a fact that has been neglected by the

existing volume of historiography. It is further established that this revived slave trade was a

64 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, p. 308.

55 Some of the most influential literature on East African slavery, the slave trade and plantation economies
include: Edward Alpers, Ivory and Slaves: Changing Pattern of International Trade in East Central Africa to the
Later Nineteenth Century (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975); Miers, Britain and the Ending of the
Slave Trade; R. W. Beachey, The Slave Trade of Eastern Africa (New York: Barnes & Noble Books, 1976);
Cooper, Plantation Slavery; Norman Robert Bennett, A History of the Arab State of Zanzibar (London:
Methuen, 1978); Abdul Sheriff, Slaves, Spices, & Ivory in Zanzibar: Integration of an East African Commercial
Empire into the World Economy, 1770-1873 (London: Currey, 1987); Abdul Sheriff, "The Slave Trade and its
Fallout in the Persian Gulf," in Abolition and its Aftermath in Indian Ocean Africa and Asia, ed. Gwyn Campbell
(London: Routledge, 2005), pp. 103-119.; Drescher, Abolition, pp. 380-411.

56 See: John Benyon, ‘Frere, Sir (Henry) Bartle Edward, first baronet (1815-1884)’, Oxford Dictionary of
National Biography, Oxford University Press, 2004; online edn, Jan 2008
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/10171, accessed 19 March 2015]
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direct cause of the Brussels Anti-Slave Trade conference in 1889-90 which shifted Britain’s

abolitionist focus from the coast to the mainland.

The second chapter considers the first partition of East Africa and the circumstances which
led to the ratification of the Anglo-German Agreement of 1886. It highlights the importance
of how both British anti-slave trade policy and the pre-partition Anglo-German exploration of
the mainland influenced the geographical scope of the partition. Notably, the chapter traces
the north-south division of the mainland to Carl Peters and his colleagues in the Society for
German Colonisation’s decision to pursue the southern caravan route into the interior.” Both
this and the following chapters explore the role played imperial agents such as William

Mackinnon and Carl Peters in determining outcomes.

The dynamic between metropolitan policymakers, public opinion and the agents of European
imperialism is detailed in the third chapter. In particular it is hypothesised that the British and
German governments subscribed to a doctrine of co-operation and that expressions of rivalry
largely derived from the private colonial companies, fomented by public opinion.®® The
chapter also considers the contrasting British and German approaches to colonialism and how
indigenous discontent with German tactics morphed into open rebellion. The exigencies of
the insurrection complicated the co-operative dimension to Anglo-German official relations
since Bismarck relied upon the assistance of the Royal Navy to counter the insurgency.
Similarly, British policymakers were reluctant to associate too closely with their German

counterparts, since this could risk bringing the rebellion into the British sphere. As the chapter

57 Gesellschaft fiir deutsche Kolonisation (GfdK) and not to be confused with the German Colonial Society
(Deutscher Kolonialverein). For a detailed study of his significance in relation to German colonialism and the
partition, see: Perras, Carl Peters and German Imperialism.

58 This apparent doctrine of co-operation between the European governments during the partition is also
examined by Ronald Hyam, see: Hyam, Britain’s Imperial Century, pp. 203-79.
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demonstrates the result was the imposition of a joint naval blockade of the East African

coastline.

The fourth chapter investigates the circumstances surrounding the Anglo-German
‘Heligoland-Zanzibar’ Treaty of 1890 with a view at exposing it as entirely divorced from geo-
political concerns relating to Egypt. Firstly, by considering issues such as the relief of Emin
Pasha, Frederick Jackson’s expedition and the instability in Buganda, it seeks to clarify how
and why Mackinnon’s IBEA gained a foothold in Uganda. Secondly, it attempts to determine
why the Anglo-German negotiations came about and connects it with the respective
governments’ need to contain local colonial rivalry, particularly over Witu and the adjoining
islands Manda and Patta. Thirdly, the chapter considers how the orthodox historiography is
inconsistent with the documentary evidence and policy-decisions: some of which include Sir
Evelyn Baring’s Sudan policy and Salisbury’s geopolitical priorities in regard to Egypt and the
Nile Valley. It is contended that the de facto formulators of policy were the imperial agents,
and that the extension of Britain’s sphere of influence in East Africa to comprise Uganda was
sanctioned by the prime minister as a way in which to preserve the IBEA, maintain the British

presence and execute anti-slave trade policy cost-effectively.

The fifth chapter examines British Uganda policy during the first four years of the 1890s. This
includes Salisbury’s decision to twice sanction the evacuation of Uganda and of his successor
Rosebery’s intervention which prevented the execution of this policy. Hence, the chapter
considers the circumstances surrounding the retention of Uganda, which includes both an

examination of Rosebery’s personal agency and the effect of the great mobilisation of public
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opinion upon the policymaking of Gladstone’s cabinet.®® The roles of groups such as the
Church Missionary Society, the Anti-Slavery Society and indeed the IBEA are investigated with
a view at determining the influence of their lobbying activity upon public opinion,

policymaking and indeed the historiography of the partition.

The final chapter concerns the decision to construct the Uganda Railway and in particular how
the idea of a line connecting the coast and Mombasa with the great inland sea of the Victoria
Nyanza was fundamental to British designs for the region throughout the partition process.”®
Apart from its economic purpose the railway included a significant abolitionist element, a
dimension which positioned it at the heart of British anti-slave trade policy. Courtesy of this
dual purpose the railway was championed by both the humanitarian anti-slavery and
missionary lobby in addition to the commercial interests represented by the IBEA. The chapter
argues that the line assumed the status of a sine qua non to the retention and development
of Britain’s sphere of influence in East Africa; and, by virtue of this important position in the
chain of causation, the reasons given for why the railway was built represented also in large
part the reasons for why Uganda and the territories separating it from the coast were

declared British protectorates in 1894-5.

59 For an excellent account of the proposed abandonment of Uganda and British public opinion, see: Low,
Buganda in Modern History, pp. 55-83.

70 The two volumes written specifically about the Uganda Railway include: Merwyn F. Hill, Permanent Way:
The Story of the Kenya and Uganda Railway. Being the Official History of the Development of the Transport
System in Kenya and Uganda (Nairobi: East African Railways and Harbours, 1961); and Miller, The Lunatic
Express.
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Chapter One:

The East African Slave Trade and its Influence upon the Early Partition, 1873-1888

The issue of the East African slave trade emerged over the course of the 1880s from relative
obscurity — as the concern of a few specialists in the Foreign Office and the British and Foreign
Anti-Slave Trade Society (BFASS) — to one of Europe-wide notoriety. It is this rise to
prominence and the British response that will form the subject of this chapter, while the
practical policy implications of the slave trade’s later development will be investigated in
subsequent chapters. Although anti-slavery formed a significant component of British foreign
policy throughout the nineteenth century,’? its notoriety outside a circle of Westminster
bureaucrats, naval officers and philanthropic interest groups had faded by the late 1870s. In
itself, this was nothing new as interest for abolitionism among the political establishment and
general public had waxed and waned since the late eighteenth century. Since the decades of
Wilberforce’s activism of the late 18t and early 19t century, attention to the plight of African
slaves had been raised in the 1830-40s, early 1870s and then finally in the late 1880s and early

1890s.

Whilst British diplomatic and naval actions successfully ended the West African trade, the East
African slave trade blossomed in the 1840-60s on the back of increased labour demand from
Zanzibar’s clove plantations. But it was not until Livingstone witnessed the massacre at

Nyangwe in 1871 that serious political attention again was devoted to the problem. In 1873,

71 For a comprehensive recent study of abolition and empire in nineteenth century Britain, see: Huzzey,
Freedom Burning; or see Suzanne Miers’ path-breaking research into the Brussels Conference: Miers, Britain
and the Ending of the Slave Trade; for a general comprehensive survey of abolition as a global phenomenon,
see: Drescher, Abolition; for an African perspective, see: Derek Peterson, Abolitionism and Imperialism in
Britain, Africa, and the Atlantic (Athens, USA: Ohio University Press, 2010).
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Sir Bartle Frere was despatched on a diplomatic mission to the Sultan of Zanzibar to negotiate
a new anti-slave trade treaty. Although not changing the legal status of slavery, it did result
in the closure of Zanzibar’s slave markets. From an estimated 20,000 to 25,000 slaves
imported annually to Zanzibar and Pemba before the treaty, the number fell to an estimated

6,000 p.a. in the decade succeeding it.”?

By the early 1880s, both the political circumstances in East Africa and British slave trade
suppression tactics had changed dramatically. Initially it was the physical removal of the Royal
Navy’s anti-slave trade squadron’s flagship — namely the decommissioning of the stationary
HMS London — that forced a reconsideration of tactics. On the advice of the British Consul-
General Sir John Kirk, the liberal Foreign Secretary Earl Granville sanctioned the deployment
of Vice-Consuls to enforce the abolitionist treaty network on the mainland. Subsequently, it
was the appearance of Germany upon the East African scene which undermined British

political hegemony in the region and with it British efforts against the slave trade.

What, however, will be emphasised in this chapter is firstly how the exigencies of Britain’s
anti-slave trade policy led to a mainland presence - a proto-partition - planned and in part
executed prior to the appearance of German agents; and secondly, how the breakdown of
the British-imposed institutional framework of slave trade suppression in East Africa spurred
a substantial revival of the traffic in 1888. The data used to demonstrate this trend has been
extracted from individual dhow capture reports issued by the Royal Navy and, although a brief
mention of this increased slave trade in general terms was made by Suzanne Miers,’3 there

has been no presentation of detailed statistics in the literature which reveals the true extent

72 Miles to Granville, 1 March 1883, T 1/14421, TNA.
73 Miers, Britain and the Ending of the Slave Trade, p. 195.

34



of the traffic’s surge. Hence, the causal relationship between the slave trade’s volatility and
British policy responses will be explored with a view at demonstrating how the 1888 revival
prompted the Brussels Anti-Slave Trade Conference of 1889-90 and thus indirectly formed

the grounds upon which the partition was legitimised.

Slavery in Zanzibar and Pemba

The engine of the East African slave trade was the Sultanate of Zanzibar’s slave-based socio-
economic model. Accounting for the majority of the slave labour demand in the decades of
the mid- to late-19" century was the Island of Zanzibar and Pemba’s plantation economies.
Although this chapter will not attempt to replicate Frederick Cooper’s excellent studies of East
African plantation slavery, a brief mention of the underlying structures driving demand for

slaves is warranted in a study of the slave trade and its suppression.’

In the two millennia before the Anglo-German partition, the archipelago of Zanzibar, Pemba
and Mafia had formed an important entrepét in the Indian Ocean trading network. The
monsoon winds had brought Arab, Persian and West-Indian traders to the islands on which
they settled in small numbers during the 11t and 12t centuries. The Swahili patois language
and culture emerged when these intermixed with the indigenous African population. Two
centuries of Portuguese rule began with the visit of Vasco da Gama to the islands in 1499,
whilst the conquest of the islands in 1698 by the Sultan of Oman heralded the start of a
corresponding period of Arab sovereignty. As Cooper argues, it was the Omani colonisation

of Zanzibar that forged a link between the sources of slaves and ivory in Central Equatorial

74 Cooper, Plantation Slavery; and Cooper, From Slaves to Squatters.
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Africa and the markets for these commodities in Arabia, the Persian Gulf region and India.”
Hence, the Omani introduction of long-distance caravan trade enabled exchanges between
the communities settled around the great lakes and modern-day western Congo with the East
African coastal region. By virtue of this geographical location, straddling both the Indian
Ocean and Equatorial Africa, Zanzibar emerged over the course of the 18™ century as the

region’s chief supplier of slaves.

However, its status as principally a trans-shipment hub was not challenged until the
emergence of both internal and external pressures to end the export trade; what British
officials referred to as the ‘northern slave trade’ on account of its usual destination. Slavery
had existed in the archipelago and the African mainland communities for centuries within the
kinship and dependency model.”® Unlike the quasi-industrialised model of plantation slavery
European powers had introduced to the West-Indies, traditional modes of slavery in East
Africa existed within the extended family and tribal group whereby slaves, rather than
exclusively a source of labour, were dependents and thus contributed to the head of the
tribe’s status and power. Slavery was similarly enmeshed in the social organisation of the
Omani Arab-derived polity established in Zanzibar and filled a wide-ranging array of domestic
roles. However by the late 18t and early 19" centuries the rise of a plantation economy
fuelled domestic demand at the expense of slave exports. But despite the growth in domestic

demand and the legal commitments entered into with Britain in 1822 and 1873, the export

7> Cooper, Plantation Slavery,p. 38.

76 See: Richard Reid, A History of Modern Africa: 1800 to the Present, 2" edition (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell,
2012), pp. 15-6.; lliffe, Africans, pp. 112-21. For studies relating to the Omani and Swahili presence in East
Africa, see: Jonathon Glassman, Feasts and Riot: Revelry, Rebellion and Popular Consciousness on the Swabhili
Coast 1856-1888 (London: Heinemann, 1995); John Craven Wilkinson, The Arabs and the Scramble for Africa,
(Sheffield: Equinox, 2015).
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of slaves from Zanzibar continued, albeit at a much reduced level, well into the rest of the

nineteenth century and beyond.”’

In the 1840s, the plantation-style economy based on production of cloves reached its apogée
and eclipsed the traditional model of slave re-exports to the Persian Gulf region.”® Due to the
labour-intensive nature of clove plantations, in concert with the treaties the Sultan had
undertaken with Britain; Zanzibar and Pemba thereafter formed the principal end-destination
of slaves trafficked from the African mainland. By the time of the partition, Zanzibar and
Pemba’s total population of 400,000 were divided into four main groups: Omani Arabs (2.5
%), indigenous Africans and freedmen (ca. 29%), British Indians (ca. 2.1%) and slaves (ca.
66.5%).”° The Island of Pemba alone was estimated to contain a population of 100,000 of
which 5% were Omani Arab, 7% Indigenous Wa-Pemba, 1% British Indian and 87% slaves.? In
addition there were, according to Sultan Barghash’s estimates, approximately 200 European

and Goanese residents on the two islands.?!

Naturally not all of the Sultanate’s 266,000 slaves were employed on the clove plantations of
Zanzibar and Pemba. Indeed, by the early 1880s nearly all of the Sultanate’s clove plantations
were situated on the Island of Pemba which serves to explain why the majority of dhow
captures were made in these waters.?? In similarity with other slave-holding economies, the

slaves of Zanzibar also filled other roles such as domestic slaves, secretarial positions in the

77 The East African slave trade to the Persian Gulf and Arabia continued long after the European colonisation of
the region which is beyond the scope of this thesis, see Suzanne Miers’ excellent studies of the slave trade and
British response, in particular: Miers, Britain and the Ending of the Slave Trade; and Miers, Slavery in the
Twentieth Century.

78 Cooper, Plantation Slavery, p. 44.

7% Donald Mackenzie, A Report on Slavery and the Slave Trade in Zanzibar, Pemba, and the Mainland of the
British Protectorates of East Africa (London: British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society, 1895), p. 15, The Library
of Economic and Political Science Archive.

8 |pid., p.9.

81 |bid., p. 9.

82 ‘The Zanzibar Slave Trade’, The Times, 5 January 1882, p. 3.
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Sultan’s administration and in his harems as concubines and eunuchs. Due to the variable
labour requirements of the clove crop, mostly around the short time window of harvesting,
the slaves were said to enjoy more freedom than their counterparts in the West Indies did a
century earlier.®3 In fact the most frequently touted excuse against the abolition of slavery as
an institution in Zanzibar by British bureaucrats and politicians’ dealing with the question was
that Arab domestic slavery was ostensibly a benign form of bonded servitude beneficial to

both the economy and the slave.®* Kirk reminds us of this argument in 1885:

...cultivation can never repay the settler unless he makes use of slave labour in
some form or other. The truth is, the native populations are happy as they are,
having few wants, and those obtainable without labour, in our acceptation of
the term, unless under compulsion; therefore they can never be relied on to
work when required, while without a command of regular labour, no

undertaking in the tropics can be expected to prove remunerative.®

Since the Indian population were also British subjects they were barred from owning or hiring
slaves which included ownership of the plantations which employed them — a criminalisation
that was formalised by the 1873 treaty. This, however, did not prevent the Indian merchants
from financing either the plantations or the caravans and indirectly profiting from both the
slave trade and slave labour. Hence a form of labour division between the three main ethnic
communities had emerged roughly divided into Indian control of finance, Arab control of
policy and with the forced labour supplied by the bonded Africans trafficked from the

mainland.

8 Cooper, Plantation Slavery, pp. 156-70.
84 Miers, Slavery in the Twentieth Century, pp. 31-2.
85 Kirk to Salisbury, 1 August 1885, FO 881/5366, TNA.
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The East African Slave Trade and its Suppression, 1873-85

Preceding Sir Bartle Frere’s Mission to Zanzibar in 1872 and the ensuing treaty of 1873, an
estimated 20,000-25,000 Africans were imported annually from the mainland primarily to
work as slaves on the shambas or plantations of Zanzibar and Pemba.?® In the decade
succeeding the treaty, only an estimated total of 55,000 had been illicitly trafficked. Whilst
this certainly was a considerable reduction in numbers, the problem still drew the attention
of abolitionist politicians such as the Liberal Foreign Secretary Earl Granville who considered

alternative suppression tactics in the early 1880s.8”

Although the sums represented the total of actual individuals landed on the islands, it did not
take into account the substantial mortality among the captives en route to the coast. Frere
himself estimated in 1872 that ‘for every slave exported, from eight to ten perished before
reaching the Coast, leaving large districts of the country for many miles utterly depopulated
in consequence of the ravages of the slave hunters.’8® Hence, British authorities estimated in
the early 1870s that the human toll of the East African slave trade ranged from 160,000 to
250,000 captives per annum, the vast majority of which died on the long march toward the
coast and during transhipment.?® A decade later the Royal Navy estimated the number of
slaves imported annually to the islands to range between 6,000 to 8,000. Applying the same
multiple of deaths en route to the coast would suggest the total number of captives was

48,000 to 80,000, a significant reduction, but it hardly marked an end to the trade.®®

86 Miles to Granville, 1 March 1883, T 1/14421, TNA.

87 Hill, Memorandum, 23 August 1882, FO 881/4676, TNA.

8 Memorandum of Conversation with HH Khedive 17 December 1872, enclosed in Frere to Granville, 1 January
1873, FO 881/2270, TNA.

8 |bid.

% Miles to Granville, 1 March 1883, T 1/14421, TNA.
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Due to the ineffectiveness of the 1822 treaty with the Sultan of Oman, British anti-slave trade
suppression in East Africa prior to the 1873 treaty had relied on the cruisers of the Royal
Navy’s East India Station. A squadron of naval vessels patrolled the coast from the
Mozambique Channel to the Arabian Peninsula and intercepted dhows suspected of carrying
slaves. While it doubtlessly reduced the scale of the trafficking, it had been unsuccessful in
stopping it altogether or even to such an extent as to prevent the inland massacre committed
by slavers as witnessed by Livingstone at Nyangwe in 1871.° But with Sir Bartle Frere, came
a two-pronged approach, of combining naval repression with the earnest execution of treaty
obligations by the Sultan of Zanzibar. Hence the new tactic revolved around strengthening
and co-opting the authority of the Sultan — using the existing local power structures to further

British imperial policy objectives.

By the mid-nineteenth century Britain had strengthened its influence over Zanzibar. The
Increasing economic importance of the archipelago had led the Sultan of Oman to move his
capital there in 1840. But upon his death in 1856, a succession dispute arose between his two
sons; Thuwaini of Muscat and Majid of Zanzibar, during which the British Governor-General
of India Lord Canning acted as an arbitrator.%> The British government of India became
involved due to its interest in avoiding the instability that would ensue in the Indian Ocean
from an Omani civil war. Britain underwrote Zanzibar’s independence and thus the

bifurcation of the Omani Sultanate by agreeing to provide an annual subsidy to Thuwaini paid

91See: Tim Jeal, Livingstone, Revised and expanded edition (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013), pp. 333-4.
The Livingstone Field Diary was deciphered and published online in 2011, it can be accessed here:
http://livingstone.library.ucla.edu/1871diary/letter_massacre.htm This diary, in which Livingstone recorded
Stanley, How I found Livingstone (New York: Scribner, 1872), p. 331.

92 See: Robert J. Blyth, "Redrawing the Boundary between India and Britain: The Succession Crisis at Zanzibar,
1870-1873," The International History Review 22, no. 4, (2000): 785-805. DOI:
10.1080/07075332.2000.9640916
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over the Indian treasury — the so-called Canning Award or Muscat Subsidy.?® By virtue of its
role as kingmaker Britain also co-opted Zanzibar as a client state, a position it informally

maintained until it was declared a British protectorate in 1890.%*

A decade after the Canning Award, Britain sought to expand the return it received from this
subsidy to more than just the avoidance of piracy and disruption to Indian seaborne trade.
Anti-slavery had again risen to prominence in metropolitan public opinion and London sought
to include active measures against the slave trade — materialised in the treaty of 1873. As will
be shown below, the elapse of another decade brought demands for further expansion of
British influence in East Africa. At first indirectly via its proxy Zanzibar, but over the course of
the 1880s through more direct means. In similarity with the 1870s these demands came as a
response to anti-slavery concerns, in particular fanned by the persistence, and in 1888 the

substantial revival, of the East African slave trade.

The East African Slave Trade, Post-1873 Treaty

Writing in 1883, Lieutenant-Colonel S.B. Miles observed that:

The Treaty of 1873 marked a new era in the history of the suppression of the
Slave Trade on the East Coast of Africa, and there is a very wide difference
between the condition of the Trade prior to that date and what it is as

present.®>

9 Treasury to FO, 22 December 1880, T 1/12832, TNA

9 For some authoritative accounts of Zanzibar’s history, see: Coupland, East Africa and its Invaders; Bennett,
History of Zanzibar; Sheriff, Slaves, Spices & Ivory; R.W. Beachey, A History of East Africa, 1592-1902 (London:
I. B. Tauris, 1996).
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The three main effects of the treaty were identified as:

(1) the final and almost complete annihilation of the Trade from Zanzibar to the
Persian Gulf ; (2) the diminution of the Trade between the mainland and the
Islands of Zanzibar and Pemba ; and (3) the better care and treatment of the

slave in these islands from his having become a more valuable commodity.%®

Immediately prior to the treaty, a hurricane had swept over Zanzibar and destroyed most of
the clove plantations. Pemba, however, had been left unscathed and emerged as the principal
destination for the ensuing slave smuggling trade. The physical destruction of a major slave
market combined with the promulgation by the Sultan to halt slave exports to the Persian
Gulf led to a temporary cessation of the trade. In addition to the legal measures, a new naval
suppression tactic had also proven successful. The novel technique was based on the use of
HMS London, a stationary naval vessel anchored in Zanzibar Harbour. Instead of relying
exclusively on the cruisers of the East India Station, the navy would thus also employ a
collection of smaller boats better suited to intercepting the dhows engaged in the smuggling
trade. Indeed it was the light craft of HMS London, two steam launches and two 45ft boats in
addition to a corvette that captured the majority of the slave dhows over the following
decade.”” Their speed and manoeuvrability was advantageous during pursuit of shallow

draught dhows along a coastline dotted with coves, sandbanks and reefs.

Between 1874 and 1881, the Royal Navy captured 2,761 slaves with an annual average of
around 300. The trend was unequivocally negative: in 1874 there had been 674 captures
made, whilst five years later the number was only 74. But to contemporary experts such as

Kirk the Navy’s capture statistics belied the true scale of the import trade. In Kirk and Miles’s

% |bid.
97 Hill, Memorandum, 23 August 1882, FO 881/4676, TNA
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calculations of actual imports, a multiple of twenty was applied which brought the annual
average to around 6,000.°® This figure corresponded better to both the mortality and
manumission rate of the slave stocks at Zanzibar and Pemba. If these were on the order of
266,000 as was suggested by Sultan Barghash, and the annual mortality rate was between 8-
12% as suggested by the Royal Navy, it would require annual births and imports to total 21-
32,000 in order to maintain slave stocks at the same level.*® Similarly, if Sir Bartle Frere’s 1872
assumption were to be applied — that for each slave transhipped, eight or ten had died on the
march — it would indicate that the annual scale of the East African slave trade in the decade

after the 1873 treaty were on the order of 48-60,000 individuals.

Whether or not this is an exaggeration is difficult to verify other than through the testimony
of missionaries and explorers who at times reported of depopulated districts in the
mainland’s interior. Vice-Consul Frederick Holmwood had reported in 1876 that
approximately 30,000 slaves had been taken north from Pangani in 1876.1% It could however
be assumed that the en route mortality rates had been reduced due to the increased value of
the slaves, which would suggest that the total human toll of the East African slave trade was
lower than 50,000 per annum. Kirk, in his eager defence of the Sultan’s sincerity in
suppressing the trade and thus the very structure of authority he had carefully constructed
since the early 1870s, subscribed to this minimalist projection. He had found that most of the
Navy’s captives were both old and ‘true domestics” which would imply that a form of second-
hand trade had emerged to replace the old land-based trade in so-called ‘fresh’ slaves.

Accordingly Kirk believed the annual import estimate should be revised down to half, around

%8 Miles to Granville, 1 March 1883, T 1/14421, TNA
% |bid.
100 W, M. Torrens, ‘The East African Slave Trade’, The Fortnightly Review, May 1888; 43, 257.
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3,000 and be considered a simple ‘smuggling business.’1°! Kirk’s views were corroborated by

the Commander of the East Indies Station Admiral Sir John Corbett who in 1879 had declared:

We have certainly stamped out the slave carriage at sea as a regular trade [...]
but the smuggling still goes on, and may be expected to continue, in spite of
our precautions, so long as there are human beings to be bought in Africa, and

so long as [...] Pemba [...] is dependent on slave labour for its prosperity.’1%?

The diminution of the trade during this period could not be solely nor, according to the Royal
Navy even partly, be ascribed to British actions. It was the fall in demand for slaves on Pemba
and Zanzibar’s clove plantations that had caused this reduction. This reduced labour demand
had come as a result of falling international clove prices and not from some moral reflections
on behalf of the planation-owning Omani elite, although the Sultan’s increase of the clove-

tax had also contributed to the decline in profitability.19

However, questions had also been raised about the sincerity with which the Sultan actively

had suppressed the trade:

Very little discernment is needed to perceive that His Highness' spasmodic and
ostentatious efforts are more indicative of a desire to attract favourable notice

than of an honest resolve to sweep away the Slave Trade.’1%*

As opposed to his position in 1873: ‘comparatively poor; surrounded by his kinsmen —
intolerant Metowwas and influential Arabs — on whose counsels and support he was
dependent’, the Sultan Barghash had in the early 1880s emerged as the undisputed ruler of

the archipelago and the mainland dominions.

101 Kirk to Granville, 14 April 1883, T1/14421, TNA.

102 Hijll, Memorandum, 23 August 1882, FO 881/4676, TNA
103 \Miles to Granville, 1 March 1883, T 1/14421, TNA.
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His power was in large part based on his land-holdings and tax income:

By means of the large revenue which he derives from his estate and custom-
house, and which is in a large degree a result of the Treaty of 1873, he has
succeeded in consolidating his rule and raising himself to an independent

position. There is no public voice to oppose him.10°

Testament to the effectiveness of his collaboration was the capture of 453 slaves in 1877
which surpassed the Royal Navy’s 294.1% Evidently the Sultan could have stopped the trade
if he so desired, but in the balance between placating British public opinion and the
betterment of his own finances he chose the latter. Britain in the late 1870s paid little
attention to the plight of such humanitarian concerns; thus the Sultan could afford to display

a lacklustre interest.

‘Striking at the Root of the Evil in the Interior’'?’: Revised Suppression Tactics, 1882-4

However by the early 1880s, both the East African slave trade and British interest for it had
re-emerged - a revival that would have severe political consequences for both the Sultanate
and the British position in the region. A range of factors conspired to thrust the issue back on
the political agenda. In December 1881, Charles Brownrigg, the captain of HMS London, had
been killed while boarding a dhow holding around a hundred slaves destined for Pemba.%8
The public outcry did not fall on deaf ears as Britain had elected a Liberal government

sympathetic to the abolitionist cause and was about to celebrate the fiftieth anniversary of

105 |bid.

106 |bid.
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the emancipation of the slaves held in British colonies. The depot ship itself was due to be
decommissioned after almost a decade of service as a hulk in Zanzibar harbour. Additionally,

1884 was a famine year which caused a substantial increase in slave trafficking.

The Foreign Office clerk Sir Clement Lloyd Hill in consultation with Kirk drew up a
memorandum in August 1882 which considered a radical change in Britain’s anti-slave trade
policy toward East Africa: ‘The policy which was inaugurated in 1873 has been costly, but
effective as far as it went. The present moment would, however, appear singularly opportune
to effect a change in it.”1%° The radical proposal involved a mainland presence: ‘the time has
come when suppression of the Zanzibar Slave Trade by means of our navy can be superseded
by other agencies working on shore.”*1° This measure, Hill argued, would incur an annual cost-
saving to the Treasury of £54,000. Not an insignificant sum when compared to the annual

outlay spent on cruisers and naval bounties were estimated to be £82-110,000.%!

A mainland presence had been contemplated by the navy since the early 1870s. A naval
officer, Captain Owen, had even declared Mombasa a British protectorate in 1824 so as to
put a stop to the slave trade.!'? His initiative met however little sympathy or sanction by
London and the affair wound up only after two years. Some fifty years later, Owen’s naval
colleagues lauded the decision to establish a British consulate in Mozambique. Captain War,
commanding the ‘Thetis” wrote in 1875 that: ‘The establishment of an English Consulate at

Mozambique in August last has probably been a greater blow to the Slave Trade in those

109 Hijll, Memorandum, 23 August 1882, FO 881/4676, TNA.
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waters than many captures could have been.”*'3 Indeed the venture had proved so successful

that his colleague Captain Foot declared five years later that:

| can suggest no other means of effectually stopping this Traffic than the
striking at the root of the evil in the interior; and | believe co-operation with
the Sultan of Zanzibar on the mainland would effect the object in view, be a

saving of expense to the nation, and benefit to the trading community at

large.114

Hill's suggestion of a British proto-incursion to the mainland had come shortly after the
conservative Lord Salisbury had in 1878 pursued the exact opposite policy. In Salisbury’s
capacity as Secretary of State for India, he had secretly spoiled the Scottish shipowner William
Mackinnon’s plans for gaining a concession from the Sultan to develop his mainland
dominions.'*> Marie de Kiewiet speculated whether Salisbury’s actions were not so much a
result of conservative policy, than of him having ‘a more sure grip on imperial affairs than his
predecessor’ Lord Derby.''® Salisbury was wary of embroiling Britain in potentially costly
imperial ventures without the sanction of Parliament. But in 1880 the Conservatives had been
swept from power in favour of Gladstone’s second Liberal government. Gladstone’s foreign
secretary, Earl Granville, was a prominent abolitionist and favoured a strengthening of
Britain’s anti-slave trade policy in East Africa. Granville had also served as foreign secretary in
Gladstone’s first ministry between 1870-4 and had overseen the first treaty — and it would
not seem unlikely that he saw an opportunity to repeat his earlier success. The question had

become particularly urgent due to the impending decommissioning of the ‘rotten’ two-decker

113 Hill, Memorandum, 23 August 1882, FO 881/4676, TNA.
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ship of the line HMS London which had formed the cornerstone of suppression tactics since

1874.1Y7

The new régime would marginalise the navy’s role and instead make the soft power exerted
by the consuls combined with the co-operation of the Sultan the main tactic. This ‘increase of
Consular supervision on the mainland’ it was held, would ‘develop trade and civilization,
attract settlers, and strengthen the hands of the Sultan’s authorities.”*'® However, regardless
of the somewhat naive confidence in a diplomatic approach, it was the reliance on the
Sultan’s authority as the iron fist beneath the velvet glove that ultimately proved the policy

flawed.

In practical terms, HMS London and her boats were to be replaced by three ‘travelling Vice-
Consuls [...] who would be attached to the head-quarters at Zanzibar, with residences on the
mainland, where they would move about as occasion required.’*'° The second component to
Hill and Kirk’s new policy was the addition of an agency steamer since hitherto the Agent and
his staff had been largely tied to Zanzibar ‘having no means of locomotion but the dangerous

and undignified native craft, or the occasional use of a man-of-war.’*?? Indeed it was held that:

with a steam-vessel under his orders, the Agent would be incalculably more
useful in every respect, in preventing native outbreaks and missionary quarrels,
in encouraging British subjects, in developing trade, in keeping the Sultan’s
authorities up to the mark and in supporting British influence on the

mainland.121
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The last component of this three-pronged tactic was the continuation of the mail subsidy. The
bi-monthly visit of steamers from Aden employed by the Mackinnon-owned British-India
Steam Navigation Company (Bl) was thought to ensure the maintenance of the British

presence. Hill believed the annual allocation of £10,000 as money well-spent:

the continuance of a line of steamers is essential, both for the suppression of
the Slave Trade by the extension of legitimate trade, and for the maintenance

of our communications with the whole East African Coast.’122

Hence, in Hill’s view it was the ‘intermingling of races’ and Britain’s ‘civilizing influence’ that
would bring about the end of the East African slave trade rather than the brute force of the
naval suppression strategy employed thus far. In fact he had quoted Captain Sulivan of the
HMS London who, in 1876, certainly had been ahead of his time by advising a comprehensive
development policy in lieu of naval tactics: ‘Religion, education, trade, and agriculture must
go hand in hand... and the Slave Trade will be abolished, not by the capture of slaves or
slavers’.1?3 This tightened integration was what this naval officer had construed as the key for

progress:

‘politically, commercially, and socially the East Coast of Africa, India, and Great

Britain will be benefited by substituting measures on shore for those now

employed afloat in suppressing the Slave Trade.”1?4

In the years which immediately preceded partition, British authorities had mediated a new
strategy for suppressing the slave trade which involved a mainland presence. Although little
else resulted from this than a strengthened consular supervision of the coastal regions, it was

nonetheless a tentative premonition of what followed after the conclusion of the West
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African Conference at Berlin in 1885. Unlike during the heyday of the scramble proper, a
proto-partition was considered exclusively on grounds of slave-trade suppression, by virtue
of the impending decommissioning of HMS London. As will be shown below and in the
following chapters, execution of anti-slave trade policy featured prominently in the
deliberations over the extension of British imperial control in East Africa for the duration of

the partition.

The East African Famine, Public Opinion and the Mahdist Threat, 1884-5

By the autumn and winter of 1884-5 the East African slave trade was again made notorious
among the British public. This time it was not the death of a heroic naval officer that made
news headlines, but rather the traffic’s ‘sudden renewal.”??*> As a result of Granville’s revised
policy, Vice-Consuls Gissing, Smith and Haggard had been despatched to the region to assist
Kirk.12¢ Until 1884, the fresh recruits had been occupied in dealing with the French ‘engagé’
trade. French planters in the Comoro Islands had attempted to evade British measures by
issuing the slaves imported from the mainland with free papers, despite never intending to
actually grant these individuals their freedom.'?’” Additionally the French presence in
Madagascar and the Comoros undermined British efforts through the issuing of Arab dhow-
owners with the French flag. By flying the tricolour as a flag of convenience, dhow captains
evaded the British naval patrol since Britain did not have a mutual right of search treaty with
France. On this account dhows that had no connection to France, other than having been

measured by its Consulate at Mayotte, and despite holding large numbers of slaves, could not

125 The Times, East African Slave Trade, 28 January 1885, p. 10.
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be intercepted and searched as such steps would constitute a violation of French

sovereignty.1%8

In September, Kirk reported of a ‘drought, which over the whole of east tropical Africa has
this year been severe, has caused famine and death in some of the inland districts, and
everywhere raised the prices of all articles of food.”*?° Only the coastal towns had been spared
from the ravages of the famine due to the deliveries of grain made by the mail-steamers.
Already in September Kirk made the causal link between the famine and the resultant slave

trafficking clear:

It was evident from what Captain Gissing and | saw and heard in the Malindi
district that this famine would offer an occasion for the renewal of the Slave
Trade, for not only were the Giriama people parting with their slaves to the
people of the coast in exchange for grain, but some had sold their children;
indeed as things then were it was difficult to say much against such transfer, so

long as the slaves were not passed and trafficked with elsewhere.3°

The pawning of children and slaves was a customary survival tactic employed in times of
famine. However the transaction was not intended to be permanent, rather a temporary
expedient to ensure the survival of kin until rains again ensured stable food crops.3! Despite
the dire situation Kirk believed it would soon be improved due to reports of rains having

fallen.

However a month later conditions on the mainland had only deteriorated and the newly

appointed Vice-Consul Gissing had to correct his earlier report of improving weather

128 statement of Juma Wadi Hassan, Mgao. Enclosed in Kirk to Granville, 21 January 1884, FO 881/5165, TNA.
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conditions. This had only been true to the extent of his travels to the Malindi district. As

conditions had worsened, Kirk reiterated his warning of a revived slave trade:

Under such circumstances it will be very difficult to stop slaves from being sold
or pawned. When | was at Takaungu, fathers were in some cases selling their
children as a last recourse, and as the only way that presented of keeping either

alive, and unless we offer them an alternative, it is not easy to put a stop to

such things.'32

By the year’s end, the situation in East Africa had gained notoriety in Britain and critics had
linked the revival of the slave trade with the decommissioning of the London. Acting Consul
at Zanzibar, Frederick Holmwood, wrote to The Times in January 1885 and testified that the
famine had over the past twelve months indeed been ‘unprecedented in severity’ and caused
the death of ‘thousands’ in the Sultan’s mainland dominions.'33 As for the interior region
beyond the Sultan’s auspices the consequences of the absence of rains had been even more
severe with ‘the populations of whole districts being swept away.” Holmwood corroborated
Kirk’s six month earlier report of parents, even those who inhabited the coastal towns, had

sold their children into slavery as testament to the scale of the calamity.3

But the consul was eager to impress upon British policymakers and public that the revived
slave trade was not a result of any failing in the execution of Britain’s anti-slave trade policy,
and in particular that it was not caused by the withdrawal of HMS London. In his letter to the
editor Holmwood also assured The Times’ readership that both Kirk and the Sultan had done

everything in their power to redress the situation, but that the scale of the humanitarian

132 Kirk to Granville, 24 October 1884, FO 881/5165, TNA.
133‘E3st African Slave Trade’, The Times, 28 January 1885, p. 10.
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catastrophe was such that even their best efforts in the form of grain distribution was not

sufficient to ‘alleviate a tithe of the prevailing distress.’!3°

Complicating the situation in East Africa was the ongoing Mahdist insurrection in the Sudan.
The rebellion which had ousted Egyptian rule from the region had been instigated by the
Muslim slave trading community who had been dissatisfied with Egyptian attempts to stop
the trade.!3® The two most famous executors of this British-derived policy objective were Sir
Samuel Baker and General Charles Gordon —the latter was overrun and killed by the Mahdists
in February 1885. Kirk thought that the revival of the slave trade came at a ‘peculiarly
awkward time’ since according to intercepted letters from Zanzibar to Oman, there circulated
rumours that Britain had softened its anti-slave trade policy and associated ‘this supposed
weakness [...] directly with the reported slaughter of 30,000 Christians in the Soudan.’3’
According to Kirk, the author of this letter was an ‘Ibadhia’ Muslim — a puritanical sect of Islam
predominant in Oman and Zanzibar — and accordingly did not: ‘believe in the coming of a
Mahdi; yet, in writing to a relative engaged in the Slave Trade, he approved the Soudan-
Mahdi’s doings, showing how closely related such risings as these in the Soudan are with the
Slave Trade.”'38 Hence, Kirk entertained a fear that if Britain should appear permissive toward
the slave trade, if only to alleviate suffering caused by the famine, it would send a signal in a
domino-like fashion to the Arab community in Zanzibar that they could revive the trade by

means of ‘a fanatic movement’ akin to that in the Sudan.'3° The alarming reports led Granville

135 |bid.

136 See: Alice Moore-Harrell, Gordon and the Sudan: Prologue to the Mahdiyya 1877-1880 (London: Frank Cass,
2001); Robert O. Collins, A History of Modern Sudan, (Cambridge, 2008), pp. 10-32.; Kim Searcy, The Formation
of the Sudanese Mahdist State: Ceremony and Symbols of Authority 1882-1898 (Leiden: Brill, 2010).

137 Kirk to Granville, 20 December 1884, FO 881/5366, TNA.

138 |bid. For recent research into the Ibadi-sect of Islam and the Arab reaction to European imperialism in East
Africa, see: Wilkinson, Arabs and the Scramble.

139 Kirk to Granville, 20 December 1884, FO 881/5366, TNA.

53



to instruct the Admiralty to ‘exercise a strict as possible supervision over the coast’ and to

demand of the Sultan to issue a notice negating any such rumours.4°

Despite the growing concerns over the famine’s apparent effect upon slave trafficking and
the perception of increases taking hold, this was not reflected in the Royal Navy’s capture
statistics. Only 201 were captured in 1884 and a similar number of 221 were recorded in
1885.14! |n fact, the vast majority of 1884’s total was made up of one single capture —a dhow
caught in November by HMS Osprey containing 169 slaves — predominantly ‘starving
Wazaramo, emaciated to skeletons, carried from a famine-stricken district where the
population is dying of hunger and disease.”'*> Compared to the average of 184 witnessed over
the five preceding years, both 1884-5 were unremarkable.'*3 However any data for this period
should be qualified by the absence of the HMS London who had proved effective in countering

the asymmetric nature of the smuggling trade.

The re-emergence of the East African slave trade in the British political discourse in 1884 was
not only due to news from Zanzibar; rather it was the fiftieth anniversary of the abolition of
slavery in the British colonies that brought the issue back to public attention. The occasion
had been marked with much fanfare in London’s Guildhall with Prince Edward presiding and
Earl Granville delivering the keynote address. It was at this ‘densely crowded’ assembly of the
great and good of London’s high society that the awkward persistence of the Zanzibar slave

trade and ‘Mahometan slavery’ was raised. In his speech, Granville declared that ‘immense
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progress’ had been made in suppressing the trafficking thanks to the work of Kirk and the
Sultan, whilst ‘great assistance was expected from the establishment of vice consuls on the
mainland.”'44 At this event, as it would turn out on the cusp of the partition, it was this latter
point that gained traction among the assembly in their proposal for a resolution. In particular
that ‘slavery must be destroyed at its source’ and that ‘legitimate trade must be introduced
into the heart of Africa.”'*> These were the principal ways, in the former Conservative Foreign
Secretary Earl Derby’s words, to end ‘the indescribable horrors of the Central and East African

slave trade, as fatal to human life on shore as the dreaded passage formerly was at sea.’14®

Naturally then, when the British explorer Harry Johnston'4’ had offered his self-proclaimed
territorial rights just north of the Kilimanjaro to Granville’s deputy Edmund Fitzmaurice,
Granville’s reply in October 1884 was consistent with these earlier pronouncements. Granville

found:

...it would be undesirable that an opportunity should be neglected of securing

a hold over a territory adapted for British enterprise and favourably situated

for striking a blow at the Slave Trade.’148

A territorial presence on the mainland followed as a natural conclusion to the gradual
intensification of the Liberal party’s anti-slave trade policy in the region. But before any steps
could be taken for establishing a British protectorate in the hills north of the Kilimanjaro, as
will be investigated in the following chapter, the plans had been forestalled. Unknown to

British policymakers the representatives of a private German colonial society had at the time
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already taken steps toward establishing a German colony on the East African mainland. The
Berlin Conference, the anniversary of abolition, and the unfolding Gordon drama in
Khartoum, all positioned Africa and the Arab slave trade squarely in the public eye during the
autumn and winter months of 1884-5. Evocative reports of famine and its associated slave
trafficking strengthened Granville’s political resolve to tackle the problem at its root, whilst
Johnston’s treaties enabled the establishment of a British mainland presence. Hence, it was
on anti-slavery grounds Britain committed itself as a participant in the partition of East Africa

in the autumn of 1884.

Suppression of the Slave Trade during the Early Partition, 1885-88

If 1884 proved a bad year for Britain’s agents in Zanzibar and the mainland, little improvement
was achieved in the one that followed. In August of 1885, Kirk had the dubious honour of
reporting to his new superior Lord Salisbury of ‘a marked revival of the slave trade from the
coast of the mainland opposite Zanzibar.”**° Of all the changes that both Britain and East
Africa had undergone in the year that had elapsed since the autumn of 1884, the slave trade

did not count among them.

In May, the price of slaves at the horn of Africa had ranged from 50 to 60 dollars each whilst
during the famine the selling price at the coast opposite Zanzibar was around 4 to 10. It was
this substantial arbitrage that the ‘Muscat shippers and Somali Chiefs’ had exploited, and in
Kirk’s opinion, accounted for the increased trafficking.?*® Of the five dhows that had been

captured in quick succession during the autumn of 1885, over forty slaves had been liberated
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and all of which were ‘strong and healthy’ despite coming from the districts hit by the famine

— a fact which indicated that the crisis was over.1>!

The arrival of Germany in the territories of Usagara, what the Sultan of Zanzibar considered
his vassal dominions on the mainland, was a complicating factor for the execution of Britain’s
anti-slave trade policy. Since Britain had relied on local power structures to enforce its policy
objectives, the German intrusion undermined these efforts. The Sultan was reluctant to
introduce any strict countermeasures so as not to prejudice his own position among the
Omani-elite.’>®> Witu on the mainland, under his vassal Chief Simba, had already been
absorbed as a German protectorate courtesy of a treaty signed in 1866, whilst a growing
section of the region interior from Dar-es-Salaam and Pangani also had come under German
protection.?3 Kirk was the one who had done most to forge the superstructure of British
authority in Zanzibar and he was disinclined to let it be sabotaged by the newcomers.
Although Kirk had professed to insist upon the abolition of slavery in Zanzibar and Pemba, he
was sympathetic to the Sultan’s reluctance in the matter due to the new geo-political
circumstances: ‘His Highness seems little disposed further to complicate his compromised

position at the present time by adding to his difficulties a social revolution...”*>*

The Sultan was not the only member of the ancien régime whose position had become
tenuous. Ironically Kirk would fall victim to his own success two years later, when he in 1887,
was unofficially dismissed from his role as Consul-General. The decision had come as a result

of German diplomatic pressure since Bismarck's administration perceived him to be the
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principal hindrance to their interests in East Africa.’®> With Kirk’s dismissal also went the
incisive analyses of the regional slave trade. His services were retained, but from his address
in Sevenoaks rather than on-the-spot in Zanzibar.'*® His successor Colonel Charles Euan
Smith’s more descriptive style offered little in the way of analysis of the underlying factors
which drove the trade. Euan Smith also fell victim to German ire in March 1889 when details

of a bribery scandal came to light and he also was recalled, albeit temporarily.>’

Already by 1885-6 the Vice-Consular system had ‘broken down altogether’ and, according to
the naval officers responsible for the region, there appeared to be few signs of any diminution
of the trade.'™® The Slave Trade adviser to the Treasury had even recommended trebling the
slave trade vote from £2,000 to £6,000 since, ‘contrary to Sir John Kirk’s anticipation, the Slave
Trade on the East Coast of Africa had suddenly broken out afresh.’'>® In total, 116 slaves were
freed which represented a near halving of the captures made the previous year.1® Yet,
despite the apparent decline in scale, no victory was declared by the men-on-the-spot. As

Rear-Admiral Sir Frederick Richards stated:

The number of captures made is small, owing to the inadequacy of the force
which | have been enabled to station upon the division, and to the fact that the
cruisers have been for the most part diverted to other duties owing to the

recent action of Germany in these waters...”16!
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Regardless of British naval actions, without abolition the demand for slaves at Pemba
remained constant and ‘the export thither from the mainland is more or less continuous
throughout the year.”'%? Kirk corroborated the Navy’s speculation of a hidden trade to
Muscat, whilst he also relayed rumours that ‘private Germans’ had enticed the local
population with the prospect of freely trading in slaves should they accept German

protection.'®3

The Rear-Admiral’s report also hid a rather more ominous tale from the northern hunting-
grounds of his squadron which betrayed both the humanitarian implications of the trafficking
and how it evaded naval detection. A Swedish medical missionary had, upon venturing 10
miles from the coast, travelled with a caravan of about 700 child slaves. The caravan had come
from Ethiopia and the slaves ‘were intended for the Jeddah market.” According to the
missionary’s report: ‘the boys had nearly all been made eunuchs, they being more valuable
as such in the Turkish and Egyptian markets.”'%* Kirk had also reported of the Sultan of
Zanzibar’s importation of eunuchs to his harem two years earlier. Although a violation of the
1873 treaty, the Consul had turned a blind eye to this ‘consignment’ of ten Georgian women

and nine eunuch boys.'®* Kirk was philosophical about the issue:

The difficulty of dealing with the case of such women is, that being brought up
from childhood to look forward to harem life, they think when taken up by a
Sovereign Prince that they have drawn the highest prize in the lottery of life;
and in cases of this sort, with which we have before attempted to deal, it has
been found impossible to do anything, owing to the determination of the

women themselves to reach their destination. The case of eunuchs is different;
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once reduced to that state it is difficult to say what else, out of Europe, they
are fit for; but surely the mutilation of boys for the Oriental market ought to be

treated as a capital crime.’166

However, the most important development in terms of the slave trade was the disintegration
of the Sultan’s authority on the mainland. The consequences of this political change were not
apparent in the Royal Navy’s capture rate for 1886 or 1887. Yet the Anglo-German partition
and in particular Barghash’s death in March 1888 caused a sharp surge in the slave trade as
witnessed by the quadrupling of liberated slaves compared to the five previous years.®” In
fact the total of 841 slaves liberated in 1888 by the Royal Navy’s cruisers, were the highest
number on record since the ratification of the 1873 treaty and substantially higher than the
277 of 1887.1%8 In the years prior to his retirement in 1887, Kirk had reiterated the negative
consequences of the power vacuum that had emerged on the mainland for Britain’s
suppression of the slave trade: ‘the cause is evident in the unsettled state of government on
this coast due to German claims and hostile demonstrations in that region.’*®® Whilst local
instability in East Africa had increased export, a similar erosion of the Sultan of Muscat’s
authority in Oman — and with it the British Agent’s ability to prevent the landing of slaves —
had occurred which increased demand. This external effect was of particular importance

seeing that Muscat was the trade’s principal transhipment hub on the Arabian Peninsula.l”®
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The Last Abolitionist Awakening: Britain and the East African Slave Trade, 1888

The first six months of 1888 the Anti-Slave Trade Squadron logged a record 323 captured
slaves and by the end of the year the total had reached 841.17! Applying this number to Kirk’s
1887 estimate, that the Royal Navy ‘never have been able to intercept more than 5 per cent
of the slaves taken afloat’, the actual scale of slave imports were around 16,000 that year,
roughly equal to pre-1873 levels.!’? The surge in trafficking was so substantial that a
suggestion was made by the Foreign Office to ‘fit out native vessels’ in order to intercept slave
dhows more effectively, a proposition which was met with little enthusiasm by the

Admiralty.l”?

Although the new Consul-General Charles Euan Smith never delved into much analysis of
what may have caused this revival, he was clear about the limited ‘moral influence’ exercised
by Barghash’s successor the Sultan Khalifa bin Said on the mainland: ‘His Highness the present
Sultan cannot be anticipated to wield the tenth part of the authority exercised by his
predecessor.”t’* Apart from the death of Barghash which arguably was the proximate cause
of the 1888 surge, most of the anti-slavery institutions in East Africa had over the course of
the 1880s been eroded. The highly successful depot ship HMS London and her boats had been
decommissioned in 1883, by 1885-6 the new Vice-Consular system instituted by Kirk had
broken down, in 1885 a German protectorate was declared on the mainland thus
undermining the authority of the Sultan, and the 1887 departure of Kirk who was the

individual that more than any other could be credited for devising and executing Britain’s anti-
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slave trade policy in the region. All these conspired to mark an end to what had constituted
the superstructure of British anti-slave trade suppression in East Africa since 1873 —the result
of which was a resurgence of trafficking not witnessed since the decades before those very

institutions had been put in place.

These developments had not gone unnoticed in Europe and especially not in Britain. In fact
they set the stage for an abolitionist ‘awakening’ not witnessed since the early 1870s. In July
and August several questions were raised in the House of Commons as a direct result of this
newfound interest for the East African slave trade.!’”> The MP for South Donegal, John
MacNeill questioned on the 30 July whether the decision to decommission the HMS London
had encouraged the revived trafficking. The issue had been raised earlier that month in an
article published in the Contemporary Review which proclaimed that ‘the Slave Trade in Africa
“has been resumed with redoubled energy,” and “has become more rampant than ever”’ The
Under-Secretary for State James Fergusson denied any such suggestion and argued to the
contrary that: ‘the withdrawal of this particular vessel was part of a scheme for more effectual

suppression,” a reference to Kirk’s Vice-Consular scheme that had failed in 1885-6.17°

The day following MacNeill’s questions in parliament, the French Cardinal Charles Lavigerie
gave a speech in London upon the invitation of the British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society
(BFASS).Y”7 According to the New York Times Lavigerie had come on a mission by the Pope to
‘arouse English public opinion concerning the slave trade in Africa.”'’® The ‘very influential’

meeting was held in Prince’s Hall in Piccadilly and presided over by Earl Granville;1”° the
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former liberal foreign secretary had thought it an ‘honour’ to chair the meeting. On the stand
together with Granville, stood the Roman-Catholic Bishop Manning, the Archbishop of
Canterbury had declined his invitation.'® Lavigerie was the founder of the White Fathers
mission, a Roman-Catholic missionary society based in Algiers, but with activity throughout
the continent. He had since 1886 led a campaign against the African slave trade, but the
interest garnered by his petition to the Foreign Office in 1886 which urged ‘collective action’
against the East African slave trade stood in stark contrast to his reception two years later.8!
The Cardinal’s visit revitalised the anti-slave trade campaign in Britain which had been
lacklustre for over a decade and had profound policy-implications for the partition of Africa.!®2
As the historian Richard Huzzey pointed out, the arousal of British interest was also in part
due to the public resentment of rival ‘Johnny-come-lately’ European powers apparent

usurpation of what had been a distinctly British cause for almost a century.®3

In his speech the Cardinal cited the British explorer Verney Lovett Cameron®®* that ‘half a
million slaves at the least are sold every year in the interior of Africa’ a number allegedly
confirmed or even raised by the testimony of his own missionaries.'8> After recounting in
graphic detail the scale of human suffering that was caused by the trade, Lavigerie
pronounced that the nations of Europe had through their partition acquired duties as well as
rights. One of these duties was the stamping out of the slave trade in the interior, not simply

by persuasion or legitimate trade, but through force. Lavigerie proposed at the end of his
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speech an abolitionist ‘crusade’ against the Islamic slave trade that ravaged the interior of

Africa:

But though | appeal to the Christian charity of all, though | ask for your pity and
compassion for the black slaves, remember this - charity is much, compassion
is much, but force is absolutely necessary. Nor can the opposition be successful
merely by hindering the transport of slaves into Asia by means of cruisers; it is
necessary to strike the evil at its root, and to destroy the markets of the interior,
or to render them useless by establishing as your great Gordon wished to do
for the basin of the Nile barriers against slavery composed of natives, led and
instructed by Europeans, in order to supplement the maritime barriers formed

by your cruisers.186

His proposal was a radical one and if enacted would represent a complete alteration of British
anti-slave trade policy — a shift which would clad territorial expansion in the guise of

humanitarianism.

What followed Lavigerie’s rousing agitation was yet another question from MacNeill in
parliament. This time the question he directed to Salisbury was simply what the government
intended to do to stop the slave trade in central and eastern Africa.'®” Although not admitting
any increase in the traffic, Fergusson’s reply revealed both Salisbury’s strategy and his
reluctance to commit additional funds to slave trade suppression: ‘The Slave Trade should be
more completely checked when the British and German East African Companies administer
the coast under their Concessions from the Sultan.”*88 According to Salisbury’s representative,

it was:
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...obviously impossible for Her Majesty’s Government to follow the Arab slave-
traders into the interior of the continent, but good results may be anticipated
from the opening of trade routes by powerful Companies and from the

increasing difficulties of exporting the slaves.®

Salisbury’s reliance upon private companies in executing imperial policy objectives stood in
contrast to his liberal predecessor and would, as will be detailed in chapter five, inform his

policy toward the evacuation of Uganda three years later.?*°

In August, the BFASS sent Salisbury what became one of the Society’s most important
resolutions, it signalled an appeal to a tradition and aligned the question of anti-slavery with

that of national prestige. On the back of the Lavigerie meeting, the resolution urged that:

it devolves upon England, from the position which she has always held with
regard to this question, to take the initiative in obtaining a consensus of the
Powers of Europe to carry out [...] such measures as shall secure the extinction

of the devastating Slave Trade.’!*!

Upon receipt of the resolution the Assistant Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs Sir
Thomas Villiers Lister drew up a memorandum that considered the policy response. Although
he found it ‘an invidious task to explain the objections to any chivalrous movement having a
philanthropic object,’” Lavigerie’s suggestions for an ‘Anti-Slave Trade Crusade’ gave him little
choice but to deem them both ‘impossible’ and ‘absurd.’'®?> The practical details of the
Cardinal’s proposal were to impose a ban on the importation of firearms into Africa and to

recruit a detachment of a hundred Europeans to physically stop the trade. Whilst the weapons

189 |bid.

190 verney Lovett Cameron, ‘Slavery in Africa. The Disease and the Remedy.” Reprinted from the National
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191 British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society to Salisbury, 10 August 1888, FO 881/5896, TNA.

192 | ister, Memorandum, 29 August 1888, FO 84/1927, TNA.
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embargo later became official policy, the plan to despatch ‘100 Belgians with £40000 in their

pockets [...] to govern Africa’ seemed naive to both Lister and Salisbury.%3

Despite his reservations against the ‘crusade’ Lister ended his memorandum by echoing the

BFASS'’s resolution for a conference of the powers:

How far England as the founder of the Anti-Slavery movement can take part in
the new crusade without encouraging schemes which are futile or mischievous,
is the problem before us — a discussion with their Governments as to the
measures practicable at the present moment would probably offer the safest

solution.1%4

Salisbury concurred in Lister’s analysis in that he thought government interference ought to
be limited to the coast and that ‘this generation will have done its part, if it destroys the export
slave trade.” Further he instructed the British Ambassador to Belgium Lord Vivian to ‘sound
the Belgians whether they would be willing to summon a conference of the Powers controlling
the coast of Africa for this purpose.’'®> Hence, as Suzanne Miers makes clear, it was upon
Salisbury’s prompting that the Anti-Slave Trade Conference in Brussels was held the following
year.'%® The public attention and agitation that followed the great increase in the East African
slave trade had thus resulted in concrete political action and it is these political implications

that form the subject of the following chapters.

It had been no coincidence that Lavigerie quoted Cameron. His careful choice of words
actually betrayed a schism in the British anti-slave trade campaign. Whilst the BFASS was, out

of loyalty to its Quaker roots, a strictly pacifist organisation, Commander Cameron who had

193 Lister, Memorandum, 29 August 1888, FO 84/1927, TNA.
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been engaged in naval suppression of the East African slave trade since 1872, did certainly
not subscribe to this doctrine of non-violence. The BFASS’s insistence, under the leadership
of its Secretary Charles Allen, upon moral persuasion, had led Cameron to form his own anti-
slavery campaign that year. Cameron had even confided to the Archbishop of Canterbury
Edward Benson of a personal antipathy against the rivalling humanitarian: ‘Mr Allen will not
show me open hostility lest a new and more active association than his should either sweep
it away or swallow it up and therefore lest his post of Secretary should vanish.”*®7 It was this
‘new and more active association’ that he sought support for from the Archbishop and which
shortly after the Cardinal’s visit published a polemical booklet in the National Review entitled:
‘Slavery in Africa. The Disease and the Remedy.”'% The account included long and graphic

depictions of the brutality committed by the Arab slavers in East and Central Africa:

Remember that these horrors are not of occasional occurrence, but are
happening every day, every hour, every moment that we breathe. Remember
that we are told that this infernal demon of slavery costs Africa every year the

life-blood of two millions of her children.’1%°

While ultimately not successful in usurping the BFASS’s position as Britain’s principal anti-
slavery organisation, Cameron’s testimony of ‘a formidable increase’ in the slave trade did
influence Salisbury’s decision to institute the Anglo-German blockade of the East African coast
in November of 1888.29° And as the following chapters will demonstrate, Salisbury decided to

make good use of Cameron’s representations to justify the conclusion of the Anglo-German

197 Cameron to Benson, 26 October 1888, ff. 43, Volume 62, Benson Papers, Lambeth Palace Library.
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Heligoland-Zanzibar Treaty of 1890.2°1 Unlike the pacifist BFASS who only advocated
legitimate trade and moral persuasion, Cameron’s more muscular recommendations of a
territorial incursion fitted well with the results of the bilateral partition treaty. The timing of
Lavigerie’s speech coincided with the transformation of William Mackinnon’s Syndicate into
the Imperial British East Africa Company (IBEA) and a relief expedition had been despatched
to amalgamate the Equatorial Province of Emin Pasha with that of the British sphere.?%?
Hence, the agitation for a territorial intervention had come at a time when Britain already had
taken the tentative steps toward a final partition of East Africa, a process which would be
completed within two years and in part accelerated by the anti-slavery focus raised by

Lavigerie, Cameron and the BFASS campaigns.

Conclusion

To the British public and political establishment, the East African slave trade emerged from
relative obscurity in the first half of the 1880s to one of general notoriety in the second. At
the turn of the nineteenth century’s penultimate decade, veteran activists of the BFASS like
Joseph Sturge might have been forgiven for thinking that the days of Wilberforce, Livingstone
and the Clapham sect were long since gone. Instead, a renaissance of abolitionist fervour
gripped the nation and contributed to forming a moral dimension and raison d’étre to
imperial expansion in Africa. Whilst the 1880s marked a feverish high-point in the European

scramble for African territories, it also set the scene for the last great mobilisation of British

201 Salisbury to Malet, 24 November 1890, FO 84/2013, TNA.
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abolitionist public opinion. For politicians such as Granville or anti-slavery advocates such as
Lavigerie and Cameron, the two went hand in hand. In their eyes, territorial acquisitions were
simply useful means with which to end the slave trade that ravaged the interior of the
continent and a ‘crusade’ was the tool of choice. No wonder then that it was Cameron and
Lavigerie that Salisbury chose to refer to after concluding the East African partition in 1890
and not the pacifist BFASS. For Britain, the anti-slavery cause was particularly evocative in
that it represented a longstanding tradition and was associated with national prestige. Once
the mantel had been taken up by the Frenchman Lavigerie, the British public and political
establishment was not difficult to mobilise to guard and promote what was considered a

highly respectable national cause.

Both the East African slave trade itself and awareness of it outside an intimate circle of
specialists had been in a state of slow decline in the decade leading up to the Anglo- German
partition of 1885. Despite that the treaty Britain concluded with the Sultan of Zanzibar in 1873
represented the most comprehensive act of abolitionist legislation enacted in East Africa thus
far; it failed to completely eradicate the traffic. Since the institution of slavery remained a key
component of the archipelago’s economic structure a smuggling trade emerged to replenish
slave stocks. This trade continued relatively unabated by the efforts of the Royal Navy, but on
a level that was too low to attract much in the way of metropolitan attention. By the early
1880s this changed when a famine broke out on the East African mainland. Harrowing reports
of widespread suffering and coupled with the evocative image of parents selling their children
into slavery was enough to prompt limited press attention and laid the foundations for a

British presence on the mainland that predated the German declaration of a protectorate in
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1885. But more importantly, it was the decommissioning of the cornerstone of Britain’s anti-

slave trade policy in Zanzibar, HMS London, which forced a reconsideration of British tactics.

Kirk’s proposal of an extension of the direct diplomatic supervision of the Sultan’s treaty
commitments to the mainland and Granville’s endorsement of the scheme marked a radical
departure from what had been British policy in the region for half a century. Naval officers
had throughout the 1870s lobbied for a consular presence on the mainland opposite Zanzibar
similar to what had been adopted in the Portuguese possessions to the south, but their
suggestions had been ignored by the Foreign Office. Mackinnon had similarly been rebuffed
when he attempted to gain a concession from the Sultan of Zanzibar to develop his mainland
dominions. No extension of British influence on the lines of the previous year’s annexation of
the South African Republic was countenanced by Disraeli’s government, in fact Salisbury had
personally sabotaged the plan. However, the most important aspect of Granville’s decision
was the fact that Britain’s plans for a proto-partition of the mainland in 1884 came largely as

a consequence of its anti-slave trade policy and not simply as a reaction to great power rivalry.

Whilst the deliberations concerning British policy in East Africa over 1882-5 were largely
internal to the government and various interested parties such as the BFASS and Mackinnon’s
syndicate, this changed abruptly three years later and the issue of the East African slave trade
positioned itself squarely in the centre of public debate. As this chapter has demonstrated,
the slave captures made by the Royal Navy in 1888 were the highest in more than a decade;
indeed it indicated a revival of the slave trade on par with a scale not witnessed since the half-
century prior to the 1873 treaty. This rekindling of the traffic combined with Lavigerie’s
abolitionist campaign prompted a British policy response which eventually resulted in the

Anti-Slave Trade Conference in Brussels, 1889-90. Hence, the East African slave trade
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constituted a significant component in the chain of causation that led to the final partition of
East Africa in 1890. But as the next chapter will show, the proximate cause of the process
which replaced British informal hegemony with a direct territorial presence was the German

incursion of 1885.
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Chapter Two:

‘Now or Never’2%: The First Partition of East Africa, 1884-7

The years 1884-7 marks in many respects the start of East Africa’s entry into modern political
world history. It is within this short time-interval that events, executed through individual
agency and sanctioned by two powerful states, that both largely determined the territorial
scope of the partition and formally integrated the region within the European imperial system.
The culmination of this initial partition was the Anglo-German Agreement of 1886. And it was
from this crucible, this chapter asserts, that the geographical and, to some extent, institutional
framework of both the colonial and later independent states would develop. Although greatly
determined by the peripheral forces of imperial agency, the establishment of the British and
German spheres of influence did not occur in a political vacuum unaffected by wider concerns.
Powerful metropolitan factors also formed a backdrop to the events. For Britain, these

included its long-established anti-slave trade policy and sub-imperial commercial interests.

As the last chapter showed, the Sultanate of Zanzibar and its adjoining mainland dominions
had since the Canning Award of 1862 formed part of Britain’s informal empire in Africa. A
significant number of Indian traders resided in this regional entrep6ét and gave Britain an
indirect commercial interest in the Sultanate. It was an economic interest that eclipsed any of
Zanzibar’s other trading partners.?%* However Britain’s engagement with the region was not
one limited to trade, it was the humanitarian anti-slave trade policy that in successive stages

since the 1820-30s had taken pre-eminence. In addition to maintaining a naval anti-slave trade

203 Hill to Kirk, Confidential Memorandum, 9 December 1884, FO 81/5037, TNA.
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squadron, a complex of treaties had been enacted in order to suppress the export of slaves
from the mainland to Zanzibar and the Persian Gulf.?%> For British policymakers the region
served as a useful theatre in which to display their commitment to virtues the socio-economic

elite perceived as identical to Britain’s moral character and international position.

The appearance of Dr Carl Peters and his Society for German Colonization in the summer and
autumn of 1884 and subsequent declaration of a German protectorate on the mainland ended
Britain’s hegemonic position in East Africa.?’® Despite the Liberal Foreign Secretary Earl
Granville had decided to form a colony in the Kilimanjaro in October 1884,%%” based on Harry

Johnston’s treaties, the British move had come too late.

The British reaction was hesitant as it needed to balance its imperial interests elsewhere with
those of East Africa. Anglo-German relations in the years 1884-7 were dominated by British
relations with Russia and the ‘Eastern Question’ which included the ‘Panjdeh incident’ in
Afghanistan and French hostility toward Britain’s occupation of Egypt. The German Chancellor
Otto von Bismarck was the protagonist in this relationship and he exploited British imperial
overstretch to German advantage; bartering diplomatic support for wide-ranging colonial

concessions in Africa and the Pacific.

After a decade of successfully staying aloof from European intrigues, the 1880s drew Britain
back into continental affairs. Bismarck’s mid-1884 Pauline conversion to a colonial policy was
long undetected by the Foreign Office, but once recognised Whitehall used the German desire

for territorial expansion as a quid for Germany’s quo. However in 1885, London needed Berlin

205 Huzzey, Freedom Burning, pp. 150-4.
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more than Berlin needed London; it was the year which saw the fall of Khartoum, French
antagonism over Egypt and Britain edging toward war with Russia over Afghanistan. The result
was substantial African territories, some of which in regions where Britain had strong sub-
imperial interests such as South-West Africa and East Africa, falling into German hands with

the active co-operation of the British government.

Yet, compared to other contemporary issues East Africa played a relatively minor role in the
Anglo-German relationship. This ‘colonial affair’ did at sporadic intervals merit such attention
as to be included in the new British ambassador to Berlin Sir Edward Malet’s private
correspondence, but would inexorably take the form of an irritation.?°® Bismarck expressed
his annoyance with both the Sultan of Zanzibar and the British consul Sir John Kirk, both of

whom he perceived to conspire against German pretensions.

As it will be shown in this chapter, once the German presence was a reality, Britain’s policy
would principally come to be formulated by a combination of private commercial interests
and a cadre of diplomatic agents on the spot. In an almost prophetic vision, Frederic
Holmwood, the Acting Consul General in Zanzibar, laid out what would become British policy
over the following two decades in 1885; shortly after the German protectorate was
declared.?® This despatch included both recommendations that Britain should secure the
northern territories of the mainland and that it should commence construction of a railway to
link the Victoria Nyanza with the coast. As Holmwood argued, the actions would not only
ensure the rights of British subjects trading in the region and increase its commercial

potential, but would also put a final end to the East African slave trade. These claims would

208 See the volumes of private correspondence from Malet to Granville, Salisbury, Rosebery and Iddesleigh
between 1885-1887 in FO 343/7 and FO 343/8, TNA.
209 Holmwood to Granville, 27 March 1885, FO 403/93, TNA.
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resurface regularly over the next eight years, most notably in Sir Gerald Portal’s report to

Parliament in 1892 which will be detailed in the final two chapters.

Peters’ incursion in East Africa signalled the start of two years of intensive Anglo-German
diplomacy culminating in the Anglo-German Agreement of 1886. The treaty’s proximate cause
was not high politics, nor a carefully conceived British strategy, but the result of a private
agreement between the two principal imperial agents: Carl Peters and William Mackinnon.
This fact, as the current and further chapters will demonstrate, is crucial for understanding
both how and why Britain eventually would hold Uganda and the remaining territories

separating the interlacustrine kingdom with the coast.

The historiography dealing with the 1886 treaty is largely lacking despite its overwhelming
importance in determining the geographical pattern of the East African partition. This
scholarly oversight has arguably in turn contributed to the well-established speculation that
British policymakers were actuated by securing the Nile. By examining the negotiations
between Peters and Mackinnon, it is evident that Britain were awarded the northern
territories and by extension these territories’ hinterland containing the sources of the White
Nile by chance, rather than through calculated grand strategy. Despite the award not covering
the entirety of what later would become the British East Africa Protectorate, it covered
enough to give Britain a realistic claim to the Nile watershed, six years before any mention of

securing the river for strategic purposes was made.

This chapter will first outline the pre-partition Anglo-German exploration of the mainland and
then consider the British schemes for establishing a presence at Kilimanjaro during the
autumn of 1884. Further it will examine the British reaction to the German protectorate and

the circumstances which culminated in the first bilateral treaty of partition in 1886.
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Prelude to Partition: Exploration of East Africa, 1848-84

In the decades prior to the partition of East Africa, the region had been visited by a small
number of predominantly British and German explorers. Although peripheral to the
annexation proper, the explorers’ choice of routes either directly or indirectly influenced the
geographical dispersal of British and German territorial claims. From the coast opposite
Zanzibar there were three main caravan routes that led into the interior trading region which
encompassed the Victoria Nyanza and Buganda: the northern route from the port of
Mombasa; and the two southern routes from Pangani and Bagamoyo. Whilst German
exploration focused on the southern section of the mainland, British efforts concerned the
north and used Mombasa as a point of departure. This de facto north-south division of the

mainland formed the basis of the Anglo-German Agreement of 1886.210

The first Europeans to trek beyond the immediate coastline were the German missionary-
explorers Johannes Rebmann and Johann Ludwig Krapf.?!! They discovered Mount Kenya in
1848212 and Mount Kilimanjaro the following year.? Later in 1861-2, their compatriot Karl
Klaus von der Decken attempted to scale the mountain, but was unsuccessful on both
occasions.?!* Concurrently the two Britons; John Hanning Speke and James Augustus Grant,
who had set out from Zanzibar in 1860, explored the territories north and west of the Victoria

Nyanza, visited Buganda and discovered in 1862 the source of the White Nile.?’> A decade
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later, between November 1871 and August 1872, David Livingstone explored the regions
south of the Victoria Nyanza between Ujiji and Unyanyembe.?!® It was on an expedition just
prior to this, on 15 July 1871, that Livingstone witnessed the massacre at Nyangwe where he
reported that Arab slave traders had killed approximately 4-500 villagers.?!’ Reports of this
event were among the factors that triggered the despatch of Sir Bartle Frere’s mission to

Zanzibar and the Anti-Slave Trade treaty of 1873 with Sultan Barghash.?!8

As the previous chapter made clear, Britain’s engagement with the region was gradually
transformed during the 1870s; from an indirect, maritime influence to a more direct, land-
based. This included Henry Morton Stanley’s visit to the kingdom of Buganda in 1875 which
laid the foundations of the civil strife that would embroil the kingdom in the 1880s.2%° Since it
was upon his prompting that missionaries from both the Church Missionary Society (CMS) and
the French White Fathers arrived in 187722° and 1879%?! respectively. But these private British
incursions also comprised William Mackinnon’s abortive 1877-8 attempt at gaining a

concession from the Sultan of Zanzibar to establish a proto-colony on the mainland.???
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Anglo-German Exploration and the North-South Division, 1882-4

However, the exploration that directly preceded the partition took place between 1882 and
1884. The German explorer Dr Gustav Fischer had between December 1882 and November
1883 explored the East African highlands inhabited by the Masai. Fischer had chosen to pursue
the central caravan route into the interior, so had set out from the coastal settlement of
Pangani lying south of Mombasa in order to follow both the Pangani river and associated
caravan routes into the Masai country. Upon returning to Germany, he had presented his
findings to his patron the Hamburg Geographical Society. In the concluding remarks of this

meeting held on 6 December 1883 Fischer estimated that:

...the territories situated south of Kilimanjaro and between this and Mount
Meru, viz. Chaga Land and the two Arushas, are well adapted for European
settlement. In this climate, which is not too hot, these districts are watered by
a network of small streams always containing water, and [...] that an important

trade could be developed with the Masai.??

Apart from the presentation made to the Hamburg Geographical Society, Fischer’s findings
were publicly exhibited in Hamburg the following January and a report of the meeting was

published by the Royal Geographical Society in February 1884.22*

Fischer’s British counterpart Joseph Thomson had in 1883 been sent on an expedition by the
Royal Geographical Society to explore the territories separating the Victoria Nyanza from the

coast, in particular ‘to ascertain if a practicable direct route existed through the Masai Country

223 Royal Geographical Society, "Dr. Fischer's Journey in the Masai Country," Proceedings of the Royal
Geographical Society and Monthly Record of Geography New Monthly Series 6, no. 2 (Feb., 1884): 82-3.
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to the Lake.??> Thomson set out on this expedition in February 1883 from Mombasa and

followed the northern caravan routes through the territories dubbed Masailand.?%®

In similarity with Fischer, Thomson found the region to be ‘a veritable Arcadia in respect of its
charming scenes.”??’ In Livingstone’s tradition and contrary to his more brash counterparts,
the young Scot had adopted a restrained approach to the business of exploration and taken
the motto: ‘He who goes gently goes safe; he who goes safe goes far’??8 Perhaps testament to
this, Thomson had avoided Fischer’s mistake of skirmishing with the Masai which caused him
to cut his mission short.2?® Thomson had trekked beyond Kilimanjaro via ‘Ngare-na-Erobi,” and
arrived at the eastern shores of Lake Victoria on 10 December 1883, some 40 miles from the
outlet of the White Nile, from which he returned to the coast via a northerly route bypassing
Mount Elgon.?3° In the district of Masawa he encountered a village ‘devastated by a coast

caravan, testament to the on-going slave-raiding activities in the East African interior.?3?

Upon his return to England in November 1884 Thomson’s discoveries in East Africa were

jubilantly covered in the press. In an editorial The Times pronounced:

Civilization would have been a physical impossibility for a population cursed
with a native country of the sort Africa appeared to the imagination of Europe
half a century since. It seems tho the most natural thing in the world for the
smiling plains, the umbrageous forests, the valleys laughing with rills, and the

snowcapt mountains Mr. Thomson has been traversing. He is an excellent
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example of the class of pioneers wanted to set the work going.?3?

‘Now or Never’?33: A Foiled Plan, July-December 1884

Nevertheless, the work which would lead East Africa into ‘the fold of civilization’ had already
been initiated earlier that summer by a more unassuming candidate than a representative of
the RGS; namely, Kew’s man on the spot Henry Hamilton ‘Harry’ Johnston. In May 1884
Johnston had set out for Kilimanjaro to collect botanical specimens for the Royal Botanic
Gardens at Kew.?** Later that year the 'rather too cocky'?3> Johnston returned to England with
treaty-forms signed by six chiefs of Taveta, the settlements lying just north of the peak.?3® Just
as Thomson, Johnston had also encountered the local chief Mandara and noted that he was

‘very anxious for British protection, and has asked for a Union Jack.?3’

Before his departure from Kilimanjaro, Johnston had authored a letter to Lord Edmond
Fitzmaurice, the Liberal Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs. In this letter of 10 July 1884,
Johnston echoed Thomson and Fischer’s descriptions of the region as ‘eminently suited for
European colonization’ and warned that it ‘within a few years’ it probably would fall to English,

French or German control.238

Receipt of Johnston’s communication sparked a debate among the policymakers of the ruling

Liberal party and the Africa experts in the Foreign Office over the autumn of 1884. The offer
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had evidently renewed attention for the land-based anti-slavery scheme Clement Hill had

proposed in 1882.23% Granville wrote to Kirk for advice as to how to proceed and noted that:

Mr. Johnston’s representations appear to Her Majesty’s Government to be
worthy of consideration. His knowledge of the country, when he wrote, was
recent, and his acquaintance with the natives necessarily imperfect; but his
impression of the general qualifications of the country for European colonization
could not be altogether erroneous, and if more mature experience should have
confirmed his views it would be undesirable that an opportunity should be
neglected of securing a hold over a territory adapted for British enterprise and

favourably situated for striking a blow at the Slave Trade.?*°

In his brief confidential despatch, Granville revealed the two most important considerations
relevant to the liberal government’s policy toward East Africa: its commercial potential by way
of European settler-colonisation; and, its suitability as a base from which to suppress the slave
trade. The views were certainly in line with Hill’s 1882 proposal of changing the focus of British
anti-slave trade policy from a maritime strategy to one of using 'agencies working onshore.”?4!

Time was recognised as a crucial factor as Granville noted:

I am specially to point out to you that at the present moment the attention of
European Powers is directed to an unprecedented extent to the question of the
formation of Settlements on the African coast, that action has been in recent
cases prompt and secret, and that it is essential that a district situated like that
of Kilimanjaro, if Mr. Johnston’s descriptions of it are correct, should not be
placed under the protection of another flag to the possible detriment of British

interests.242

The Foreign Secretary had thus on commercial and humanitarian grounds committed Britain
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241 Hill, Memorandum, 23 August 1882, FO 881/4676, TNA.
242 Granville to Kirk, 9 October 1884, Confidential, FO 881/5037, TNA.
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to be a participant in the partition of East Africa in October 1884.

Next, on Granville’s request Hill produced an extensive memorandum concerning the
Kilimanjaro region and placed it in the wider question of African partition. His memorandum
offers an insight into what leading Foreign Office mandarins considered Britain’s principal
territorial interests in Africa at the dawn of the ‘scramble.?*3 Over the coming two decades
the geographical dispersion of British imperial possessions in Africa would largely reflect the
early analysis made by Hill in the months leading up to the West African ‘Congo Conference’

in Berlin 1884-5. Hill argued that:

The geographical position of the East Coast lays it more within the general area
of our foreign policy than that of the West Coast. Our alternative route by the
Cape to India may at any time make it important that we should have possession

of, or at least free access to, good harbours.?*

Hill’s views were influenced by current developments in the surrounding regions, in particular
the threat posed by the popular Islamic movement of the ‘Mahdi’ in the Sudan and the recent
French annexation of Madagascar. The substantial Indian community that resided in Zanzibar
was also cited in favour of Britain exercising a ‘preponderating influence’ in East Africa. Apart
from the strategic considerations which evidently derived from concerns over the Cape sea-
route to India and not the Nile as is claimed by Robinson et al.,?** Hill considered the economic
potential of the region to be substantial. Revealing his adherence to the contemporary belief

in the economic benefits of suppressing the slave-trade, Hill stated: ‘Commercially, it has

243 For an analysis of the Hill memoranda’s significance in regard to the East African partition, see: M. E.
Chamberlain, "Clement Hill's memoranda and the British interest in East Africa," The English Historical Review
87, no. 344 (Jul., 1972): 533-547. DOI: 10.1093/ehr/LXXXVII.CCCXLIV.533

244 Hill, Memorandum, 20 October 1884, FO 881/5037, TNA. This quote is also featured in Robinson et al.
Africa and the Victorians, p. 191., although omitting the following sentence in which Hill clearly states that he
refers to the Cape sea-route to India and not the Nile or Nile Valley.

245 Robinson et al., Africa and the Victorians, p. 191.
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made great strides in the ten years which have elapsed since the slave export was checked
and an impulse given to legitimate trade.” The range of economic factors cited included
mineral wealth believed to be situated between the coast and the Victoria Nyanza, agricultural
production capacity for both cattle and grains, a healthy climate with an abundance of
sanatoriums for European agents, and that the local population would be more ‘industrious

than most of the West Coast tribes.’24°

Hill ended his influential memorandum with a précis of what became official Britain’s Africa

strategy at the dawn of the partition, a policy which was focussed on the Indian Ocean littoral:

Is it not worth considering whether, in view of the European race for territories
on the West Coast, and the consequent jealousies and dangerous rivalries, we
might not confine ourselves to securing the utmost possible freedom of trade on
that coast, yielding to other Powers the territorial responsibilities, so far as
compatible with the maintenance of our existing possessions, and seeking
compensation on the East Coast, where, to the north of the Portuguese
dominions, we are at present, but who can say for how long, without a European
rival; where the political future of the country is of real importance to Indian and
Imperial interests; where the climate is superior; where commerce is capable of
vast extension, and where our influence could be exercised, unchecked by the
rivalry of Europe, in the extension of civilization, and the consequent extinction

of the Slave Trade, for which we have so long laboured??%’

Hill’s mention of ‘Indian and Imperial interests’ were references to the sea-route to India via
the Cape of Good Hope, and the imperial policy concern of anti-slavery, particularly since this
region was the last remaining redoubt of any significant slave trafficking. The reflections were

corroborated by Holmwood who also warned of the great public interest in East Africa that

246 Hill, Memorandum, 20 October 1884, FO 881/5037, TNA.
247 |bid.
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had been raised in Germany after the return of Fischer.?*® Holmwood had already at the time
of Stanley’s expedition to Buganda in 1878 alerted the RGS of the region as a field for
exploration. Financial limitations had however delayed any action until Thomson’s expedition

in 1883.249

As a consequence, Granville instructed Kirk in December 1884 confidentially to ask Britain’s
client, the Sultan of Zanzibar, to extend his mainland dominions to include the territories
encompassing Kilimanjaro. In reference to Chief Mandara’s earlier proposition of accepting
British protection, Granville thought that: ‘it may not be unreasonable to suppose that there
are others who, [...] would equally welcome a Government which could put down the system
of petty wars and attendant Slave Trade which now disturbs their country.” However, any such
extension of territory for the Sultanate was subject to a British caveat: ‘It would further be
understood that the Sultan would proclaim the abolition of slavery throughout the whole

district which would thus come under his control.2°0

Hill was then tasked with evaluating the feasibility of such an ‘Embassy’ to extend Britain’s
client state, the Sultanate of Zanzibar, suzerainty over the tribes populating the immediate
interior. Despite presuming the costs involved would be slight, Hill believed it would be most
expedient to justify the expense to Parliament on anti-slavery grounds. But he added that:
‘the commercial advantages would [...] fully repay it. The capabilities of East Africa, when once

the devastating slave-raids are put down, are immense.’?>!

To Hill, the anti-slavery considerations were paramount, but neither Indian commercial

248 Holmwood, Memorandum, undated, No.4, FO 881/5037, TNA.

249 |bid.

250 Granville to Kirk, Confidential, 5 December 1884, FO 881/5037, TNA.

251 Hill to Kirk, Confidential Memorandum, 9 December 1884, FO 81/5037, TNA.

84



interests nor the strategic value of holding bases on the Cape-route to India was lost sight of.
Regarding the additional burden indirect control of East Africa would place upon the British
Empire, Hill ventured to believe that they would not be greater in the future than they
currently were, and he was fully cognizant of Britain’s position as Zanzibar’s heir to the

territories should the Sultanate collapse:

There is a very large commercial connection already between it and India; the
local trade is almost entirely in the hands of Indian subjects; we cannot refuse to
protect them, and we are pledged irrevocably to the extinction of the Slave
Trade. How, then, will our responsibility be materially increased by the addition
of the healthiest, and, perhaps, the most valuable portion of East Africa to the
dominions of Zanzibar? If that Power should fall to pieces, who must be its
successor? Could we admit another occupation like that of Madagascar on our
alternative route to India? Is it not better to forestall others by encouraging this
very moderate, but most precious, extension of territory on the part of the Power

whose natural, though it may be reluctant, heirs we may hereafter become?2°2

What, however, is evident from the Foreign Office memoranda is that Britain had three main
interests in the region which required a territorial presence via its client state Zanzibar: the
sub-imperial economic concern for Indian commerce; the imperial humanitarian concern for
anti-slavery, and; the imperial strategic concern for holding coastal ports on the Cape-route
to India. Two of these derived from Britain’s position on the subcontinent, but certainly not
via the proxies of the Nile, Nile Valley nor Egypt. Additionally it was hypothesised that
suppression of the slave trade would unleash the commercial potential of the region and thus
recompense any costs associated with annexation. Despite Kirk’s warning in November that:

‘there are mysterious Germans travelling inland, and a German man-of-war is expected on the

252 |bid.
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coast./?>3 Hill prematurely declared: ‘at least there is no European Power yet at Kilimanjaro.?>*

The Foreign Office estimated a worst possible scenario would be being forestalled by France
or Germany. On this basis Hill urged in December 1884 that prompt action should be taken; it

was indeed ‘now or never’%>>

The German Protectorate, 1884-5

The Foreign Office’s worst case scenario had however in the autumn of 1884 already been
realised. Kirk’s cryptic report of ‘mysterious Germans travelling inland’ was in fact Dr Carl
Peters and his associates of the German Colonial Association. Their decision to follow in
Fischer’s footsteps, by using the southern caravan route into the Usagara, largely determined

the geographical scope of the partition.2>®

In January 1885 the British press had speculated about an impending German incursion; it
was rumoured that a war ship carrying German diplomatic agents was despatched to Zanzibar.
The rumours had prompted Granville to contact Bismarck about his intentions. But Bismarck
had as late as 28 November 1884 given his assurance to Malet that: ‘Germany was not
endeavouring to obtain a Protectorate over Zanzibar’?*7 Despite these assurances, the British
Ambassador Sir Edward Malet had noticed a deterioration in Bismarck’s attitude to Britain and
speculated whether it was a calculated ploy: ‘Is this not due to the intention to maintain a

grief against us to be used as an excuse at the opportune moment...?"2%8

253 Kirk to Anderson, 24 November 1884, FO 881/5037, TNA.

254 Hill to Kirk, Confidential Memorandum, 9 December 1884, FO 81/5037, TNA.
255 |bid.
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The German Ambassador Count Miinster’s reply to Granville was more ambiguous than
Bismarck’s earlier response. Although he recognised ‘the services of the British Government
in the suppression of the Slave Trade on the coast in the interest of humanity and civilization
[as] notorious’ he was ‘unacquainted with the amount of direct influence which the United
Kingdom and the Indian Government [..] exercised over Zanzibar during the present
century/?>® The mysterious naval vessel turned out to be the German frigate ‘Gneisenau’,
which had spent nine weeks in Zanzibar harbour attempting to intimidate the Sultan through

gun-boat diplomacy.26°

By the end of January 1885 Malet was again speculating over Bismarck’s intentions. Anglo-
French relations were now at low ebb over Egypt and Britain needed Bismarck to halt
Germany’s support of France. The Chancellor was however reluctant, but Malet calculated

that:

Prince Bismarck would find a way to detach himself, if the bait were big enough.

— He however, declines to say what that bait is, but | cannot help thinking that

he wants us to offer something.26?

Bismarck had initially been unaware of Peters’ incursion into East Africa.?6? But the news of
Peters’ treaty-making had evidently reached him by the end of 1884 and he had decided to

ratify them.263 Before he would finally show his hand to Gladstone’s government, Bismarck

259 Miinster to Granville 6 February 1885, FO 403/93, TNA.

260 Kirk to Granville, 9 April 1885, FO 403/93, TNA. Gneisenau had apparently taken ‘...every possible
opportunity [to] impress on the Sultan the power of Germany; landing parties have been exercised on shore,
guns fired, torpedoes practised in harbour, and the idea given somehow or other that this vessel would be
made use of on the coast.’

261 Malet to Granville, 24 January 1885, FO 343/6, TNA.

262 perras, Carl Peters and German Imperialism, pp. 51-66.

263 Bismarck’s motives for suddenly pursuing a colonial policy are still debated, but thought to derive from
domestic politics and in particular as a bid to gain voters’ support for the National Liberals in the 1884 general
election, see: H. Pogge von Strandmann, "Domestic Origins of Germany’s Colonial Expansion under Bismarck,"
Past and Present 42, no. 1 (1969):140-59. DOI: 10.1093/past/42.1.140.; Perras, Carl Peters and German
Imperialism, pp. 41-6.
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spent the last weeks of December 1884 and the first two months of 1885 preparing the
diplomatic ground for immediate British recognition. By maintaining a hostile attitude when
Britain required his assistance, whilst simultaneously hinting that this hostility could be
remedied by British concessions, Bismarck calculated that German claims in East Africa would

receive few objections from London.

On 3 March 1885, Kirk informed Granville of the German declaration of a protectorate over
the territories west of the Sultan of Zanzibar’s mainland dominions.?®* The following day the
imperial 'schutz-brief' was published in The Times, with the announcement timed so as to
coincide with the completion of the Berlin Conference.?®> Details of the clandestine
proceedings had emerged from the Frankfurter Zeitung. Peters and his German companions
Count Joachim von Pfeil, Dr Karl Jihlke and the Austrian-national August Otto had purchased
third-class tickets under assumed names and sailed from Trieste to Aden. At this British
outpost they had boarded Mackinnon’s British-India Steam Navigation Company’s ship

‘Bagdad’ for the last leg of their voyage to Zanzibar.

They reached the Sultanate in October 1884 and some weeks later had set out for an
expedition to Usagara, in the southern section of the Zanzibari mainland dominions, instead
of travelling onwards toward the Transvaal which had been falsely rumoured. Perhaps as a
reflection of the educated opinion which prevailed in Germany at the time of the
proclamation; neither the Frankfurter Zeitung nor the National Zeitung expressed much
support of, or belief in, the colonial venture. Having reported that both Peters and Jiihlke had

fallen ill whilst Otto had died, they proclaimed that the fate of the expedition was yet ‘another

264 Kirk to Granville, 3 March 1885, FO 403/93, TNA.
265 ‘England and Germany,” The Times, 4 March 1885, p. 5.
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proof that Europeans cannot survive the climate of this part of Africa’ and that the ‘late
catastrophe will certainly not be the last.’?°® Both papers argued that any schemes of German

colonization should instead be focussed on West Africa and in particular the Upper Congo.

Nevertheless, the annexed territory lay entirely to the south of the River Wami on the East
African mainland, some eighty miles inland from the coast.?®” As Kirk had previously informed
the Foreign Office, the location of the German protectorate indicated ‘Dar [es] Salaam [as]
requisite port.2® Whilst Kirk’s analysis was correct, the German territories would remain
landlocked until the Anglo-German Heligoland Treaty of 1890. Peters’ expedition had followed
one of the main southern caravan routes that connected Zanzibar with Ujiji on the eastern
shores of Lake Tanganyika. Once they had reached the table lands of Usagara, Peters acquired
twelve ‘treaties’ with the indigenous population which were ratified by Kaiser Wilhelm | the
following spring.?%° Thus, the actions of a private group of Germans had forestalled Granville’s
plans of extending British influence to the East African mainland via the proxy of Zanzibar.
Their decision to pursue the southern caravan route, as the next section will show, formed the
basis of the territorial north-south division laid down in the Anglo-German Agreement of

1886.

266 Scott to Granville, 7 March 1885, FO 403/93, TNA.
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Britain’s Response: The Salubrious Highlands

When news of the ratification reached the Foreign Office it unleashed a frantic response from
Britain’s man on the spot in Zanzibar. Frederic Holmwood?’® thought the German intrusion
constituted a ‘grave danger’ to British interests and called for ‘serious attention’ to be given
his proposals for ‘utilizing the healthy and fertile regions lying to the north of the German
territory.’?’! Apart from the fertile districts of Usagara which had passed into German hands,
the most valuable lands in East Africa were perceived to be situated in the northern interior.?”?
These were the salubrious highlands in the territories separating Mount Kenya, Mount
Kilimanjaro and the Victoria Nyanza, and more importantly the regions littoral to the

equatorial lake. Moreover, asserting British administration of these territories would, it was

argued, also put a final end to the East African slave trade.?’?

As the previous chapter made clear, the humanitarian-derived rationale was not empty
rhetoric and Holmwood'’s suggestions echoed those made by Hill in 1882.274 There had been
an upsurge in the traffic during the winter months of 1884-5, with attention heightened over
the question due to the sitting West African Conference in Berlin. Even Salisbury, whilst in
opposition, had hinted that British anti-slave trade policy in East Africa might shift its focus to
the interior. In November 1884, he had suggested to a deputation of the Anti-Slavery Society

that their proposals for the legal assimilation of slave trading with piracy '...ought to apply to

270 Frederic Holmwood served at the time as the Acting Consul General to cover for Sir John Kirk’s leave of
absence. Although Holmwood was a central character in British policymaking and execution toward East Africa
during the 1870-80s, very little scholarship is devoted to analysing his role and influence.
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great rivers and lakes' as 'before long the great African lakes might be opened to
commerce.'?’> In January 1885, an article detailed the capture of 180 slaves by the British
cruiser HMS Osprey, and emphasised that 'the trade, so far from having ceased, as appears to
be the idea in England, was still in full swing' and urged the annexation of East Africa.?’®
Holmwood explained that the background for this great increase in trafficking was a result of
the on-going famine in the region, and not a consequence of any fault of local authorities in

executing Britain’s anti-slave trade policy.?’” But despite the famine ending in 1884, reports of

a ‘marked revival of the Slave Trade’ were received by London in August 1885.%78

Holmwood underlined his objection to any outright British annexation, which would be met
by opposition from Gladstone’s government, but urged for ‘immediate action’ to be taken and
sketched the outlines of a territorial presence borne out of a chartered company acting under
the nominal auspices of the Sultan of Zanzibar.?’° As will be detailed in the final chapter,
Holmwood’s main proposal was the construction of a railway from the coast to the Victoria

Nyanza. Such a railway, Holmwood argued, would:

...offer a safe and advantageous deviation for the present trade routes, by
opening up the mountain districts of East Africa and the sources of the Nile, a
region far richer, more fertile, and incomparably healthier than any part of
Tropical Africa, and the only one that is really adapted for the settlement of large
colonies of Europeans; and, finally, if accompanied with the political measure, by

completing the work which has so long been carried on, at such an immense

275 ‘The Slave Trade and the Berlin Conference,” The Times, 20 November 1884, p.10.

276 ‘“The Slave Trade Off the East African Coast,” The Times, 20 January 1885, p. 10. The article warned that if
Britain does not '...acquire this protectorate, the Germans who are exceedingly anxious for a port on the East
African coast, will. They could not have a better excuse for annexation... [and whether it should be] possible that
we shall be willing, after all the sacrifices we have made in this good cause, to see also so important a market
pass from our hands without an effort or a remonstrance?'
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cost, by England in connection with her anti-slavery policy.?&

Holmwood thus proposed that Britain should secure the temperate territories north of the
German nucleus protectorate and connect it to the coast with a railway. This course of action
would address the composite policy-considerations Britain faced in East Africa; from

protecting the interests of its British Indian subjects to suppressing the slave trade.

A Liberal Welcome, 1885

Whilst Gladstone’s cabinet outwardly praised Germany’s ‘civilising aspirations’ as long as
Zanzibar was left ‘in peace,’?8! the Foreign Office instructed Kirk to ‘ascertain, privately and
unofficially” whether the Sultan would consider re-awarding Mackinnon’s 1877 concession to
the north of the new German protectorate.?®? Concurrently Holmwood attempted to entice
the cotton magnate and President of Manchester’s Chamber of Commerce, James Hutton?83

to realise the railway scheme; and, by implication, founding a British proto-colony.?%

Hutton was a close friend and business associate of William Mackinnon, who was now
approached to re-acquire the concession he was sabotaged by Salisbury from gaining in
1878.28> Mackinnon had considerable wealth due to his ownership of the world’s largest

shipping company, the British-India Steam Navigation Company, and he had long maintained

280 Holmwood to Granville, 27 March 1885, FO 403/93, TNA.
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an interest in East Africa. During the negotiations for the Anglo-Zanzibar Anti-Slave Trade
Treaty in 1872, Mackinnon had established a mail-packet service between Aden and
Zanzibar.?8¢ The line was later subsidised by the Treasury on abolitionist grounds. Mackinnon’s
friend Colonel Charles Euan Smith, who became Kirk’s successor as Consul General in 1888,
had accompanied Sir Bartle Frere on his Mission to Zanzibar and enticed Mackinnon to
contemplate the potential for establishing a business venture on the island.?®” Mackinnon’s
motives had however remained more nuanced than simply the pursuit of profit. Throughout
the period he was involved in East Africa there was a considerable philanthropic aspect to his
operations; he perceived legitimate trade as the most efficient way in which to suppress the
slave trade and a British-led company the most capable vehicle from which to ‘spread

civilisation’.288

The British inquiry about a renewed concession went disregarded by the Sultan as he sent his
general, the former Royal Navy lieutenant Lloyd Mathews to hoist the Zanzibari flag in Chagga,
the next territory anticipated to be annexed by the German agents.?®° At the end of May,

Gladstone’s government again reassured Germany that:

'Britain had no intention of opposing the German schemes of colonization in the
neighbourhood of Zanzibar [...] Her Majesty’s Government, on the contrary, view
with favour these schemes, the realization of which will entail the civilization of
large tracts over which hitherto no European influence have been exercised, the
co-operation of Germany [...] in the work of suppression of slave gangs, and the

encouragement of the efforts of the Sultan both in the extinction of the Slave

286 Galbraith, Mackinnon and East Africa, p.29.

287 |bid, p. 41. See: Euan Smith to Mackinnon, 8 March 1873, Mackinnon Papers, SOAS. See also: Huzzey,
Freedom Burning, p. 151.
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Trade and in the commercial development of his dominions.'?%°

However, Germany was also alerted to the fact that the British businessmen Mackinnon and
Hutton had: 'originated a plan for a British settlement in the country between the coast and
the lakes, which are the sources of the White Nile, and for its connection with the coast by a
railway.'?°! In an effort to avoid Anglo-German tensions over Zanzibar, Rosebery then serving
as Lord Privy Seal,>®? suggested that the boundaries of the Sultan's dominions 'might be
settled by a Joint Commission,' a proposal accepted by Bismarck’s administration.?°> Hence,
once the German protectorate had been formally declared, the Foreign Office began tentative
soundings in both Zanzibar and among the British business-networks to ensure that some of

the mainland remained subject to British influence.

Sovereign Status of Zanzibar and the Mainland Dominions

By June 1885, Germany had extended its domains in East Africa to encompass Witu, a small
protectorate subject to the German merchant brothers Gustav and Clemens Denhardt far to
the north of Peters’ inland Usagara protectorate.?** Not only did this afford Germany a coastal
foothold, it drove a wedge through the Sultan’s mainland dominions. In light of these radical
events Kirk deduced that: ‘Zanzibar must soon break up or pass bodily to Germany.” He

telegraphed Granville to question whether the ‘British Government, in case of opportunity
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offering, would now consider acquisition or local Protectorate of a district with a naval port.”2%

Malet had also recognised that the recent events marked a watershed moment for British
policy in East Africa: ‘If we go in with Germany, we must be prepared to go in for a complete
reversal of our previous policy with regard to the Sultan on the mainland. He also added a
damning remark about his colleague Sir John Kirk: “...but | doubt it being possible to work it

through the agent who has previously upheld the opposite system.' 2%

Despite Sultan Barghash’s diplomatic offensive, Germany had little reverence for Zanzibar’s
sovereign claims to the mainland.?’ In a letter to the German Emperor the Sultan had
specified his territorial claims as extending from Warsheikh on the northern Somali coast to
Tungi Bay to the south and as far into the interior as the great lakes of Tanganyika and
Nyassa.?’® The man Prince Bismarck referred to as ‘the best horse in the diplomatic stable,’
namely the German Ambassador to the Court of St James, Count Paul von Hatzfeldt, dismissed

the Sultan’s letter as ‘an insult.’2*°

The irony that Peters, the man so eagerly defended by Hatzfeldt, only had managed to get to
Usagara due to the sovereign letters of recommendation the Sultan had issued to his officials
was lost on the German diplomat. In his opinion, the Sultan’s representatives on the mainland
were not ‘Governors or other political officers, but commercial agents, who assist the Sultan
in his commercial undertakings, and in addition trade in slaves.3% No recognition was thus

bestowed on the Sultanate’s claims to the mainland on grounds of contemporary international
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law — a situation which could, according to the Head of the Foreign Office’s Africa Section3!

Sir Percy Anderson, easily have been avoided if ‘the Sultan had had the foresight to become a

party to the Act of Berlin.’3%2

In European eyes Zanzibar had, in terms of statehood, eccentric qualities and did not fit the
conventional mould due its configuration as a caravan-based trading empire. The Sultan’s
authority outside the coastal regions hence assumed an ephemeral quality corresponding to
the movements of his subjects’ commercial ventures. However, as Wilkinson argues, Zanzibar
had nonetheless a far stronger de facto claim to the East African territories than any of the
European Powers.3% It is probable that German policymakers perceived Britain’s insistence on
upholding the Sultan’s claims as merely a policy of exclusion; whereby Britain positioned

Zanzibar both as a client and a buffer state.

However from this early date in the partition process, both the British and German
governments appeared to subscribe to a doctrine of mutual solidarity and co-operation, in
particular with regard to suppression of the slave trade and in preventing the spread of ‘Arab
fanaticism akin to the Mahdi movement.3%* This co-ordination of Anglo-German efforts and
policy, what Malet referred to as ‘England and Germany [...] acting together on a complete
understanding’3° is detailed further in the following chapter and supports Ronald Hyam’s

theory that European governments were less in direct competition over territories, than

301 The Africa section of the Foreign Office had until its 1883 rebranding been termed the Slave Trade
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engaging in a ‘search for stability’.3°® Both the doctrine and what were defined as
contemporary British interests are however encapsulated in Anderson’s memorandum of June

1885:

The British interests are humanitarian and commercial. The first concern the

Slave Trade, as regards which there can be no doubt that the substitution of

German rule for Arab misrule would be a gain.3%’

During Bismarck’s meeting with Rosebery in May 1885, the former expressed a nominal
willingness to negotiate with Britain over the partition of East Africa; although current
annexations and their unspecified western boundaries were off the table, which left little to

determine.308

A casualty of the major alteration of British policy toward East Africa was Kirk’s career. As the
former chief assistant to David Livingstone and British agent at Zanzibar in various capacities
since 1866, Kirk embodied Britain’s hegemonic ancien régime in the region.3%° As such it was
not surprising that, over the summer months of 1885, he assumed the role as the Sultan
Barghash’s principal advocate in the Foreign Office. Kirk had lobbied vociferously to preserve
the Sultan’s authority on the mainland and by implication the system of British indirect rule.
Both the Sultan’s actions against the slave trade which it was argued a German annexation
would undermine, and the altered sovereign status of Britain’s Indian subjects were brought

forward as arguments for the maintenance of the status quo. 31° Although even Kirk conceded
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309 Michael D. McMullen, ‘Kirk, Sir John (1832-1922)’,0xford Dictionary of National Biography, Oxford
University Press, 2004; online edn, Jan 2011 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/34336, accessed 15
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that ‘the Sultan’s claims to the interior [were] undoubtedly weak’, he doubted in the prospects

of finding a better alternative:

..will any other nation do more? A European Colony is out of the question,
except, perhaps, in the mountain districts inland from Mombasa, and as a

possession the interior is of questionable value without the coast.3!!

Berlin’s views on Kirk were made quite clear to Malet after his meeting with Prince Bismarck’s
son Herbert.3!2 The chief formulators of Germany’s foreign policy had evidently perceived Kirk
as a major stumbling-block in Anglo-German relations over Zanzibar and East Africa.?'? The
man that had done most in forging Zanzibar into the role of an Anglo-Indian satellite state
‘retired’ the following year from his position as Consul-General. Apart from having voiced his
contempt for Kirk, Herbert Bismarck informed Malet that: ‘...Germany denies the right of the
Sultan to any territory on the Continent beyond a strip of coast and is only willing to examine

the title of the Sultan to that strip./3'4

Anglo-German Relations over Zanzibar and Anderson’s Secret Intervention

The General Election of June 1885 swept Gladstone’s government from power in favour of
Salisbury’s first short-lived government. Salisbury favoured closer Anglo-German ties,
declaring that 'a leading principle of the Conservative Party would be to reach and maintain a

good understanding with Germany.'3'> Bismarck sought at the time to entice Britain to join
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the Triple Alliance, but Salisbury regarded a formal alliance with Germany as detrimental to

British interests.310

Apart from avoiding a continental war, British foreign policy objectives in which Germany
played a key role were to maintain the territorial integrity of British India and to defuse
tensions with France over Egypt. In both cases, Britain would profit from a close relationship
with the newly emerged continental power, but a formalisation of ties could prejudice Britain's
long-term security.3'” This helps to explain Britain's pragmatic and welcoming attitude to
German encroachments in East Africa: a proportion of the Sultan's mainland dominions were
certainly expendable in the effort to maintain amicable Anglo-German relations. Additionally,
another European power could share in the cost of executing Britain's anti slave-trade policy

in the territories:

This result must for a time at least be subversive of British influence, but
civilization and humanity can hardly fail to benefit by the efforts of Germany to
suppress the Slave Trade, and our Indian commerce, with security free of

competition, ought to hold its own.3*®

The slave trade had certainly not abated during the summer of 1885.31% Kirk believed the
revival was a consequence of the Sultan withdrawing his troops from the mainland, so as not
to afford Germany a casus belli. He added that he had ‘urged the Sultan to abolish the status
of slavery in his dominions,” but that the suggestion had not been heeded: ‘His Highness seems

little disposed further to complicate his compromised position at the present time by adding
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to his difficulties a social revolution.’3?° The situation for the Sultan was certainly dire: the
Germans had taken the rebel Chief Simba under their protection and had threatened Zanzibar

with a ‘naval demonstration.321

As early as the second day of Salisbury’s new tenure in office, Malet reported of discussions
with Herbert Bismarck regarding East Africa. The German administration had been favourable

toward the British scheme and thought:

...an understanding, rounding off the different territories, could always be come
to between the two Governments in a friendly manner, as had recently been

done on the West Coast.322

Concurrently Salisbury had laid the foundation for the forthcoming boundary commission.
France had sought to maintain the status quo with regard to safeguarding Zanzibar’s
independence and had thus agreed to Germany’s condition for recognising the Anglo-French
Agreement of 1862; that the precise territorial extent of the Sultanate would need to be

determined through a survey.3?3

However, by July 1885, it transpired that the Sultan, in fear of prejudicing his claims to
sovereignty over the mainland, would not grant a new concession to the British businessmen.
Hutton and a ‘half-hearted’ Mackinnon had also reconsidered their earlier enthusiasm,
doubting 'in the likelihood of a railway paying for many years to come.'3?* Despite these
obstacles, Anderson had attempted to entice them with the economic prospects of eastern

Africa, a personal intervention which might shed light upon Manchester’s reversal, what
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Munro has described as ‘a puzzle’ 3%

Anderson also entertained the views earlier expressed by Johnston and Holmwood that the
interior region had great commercial potential. In a private meeting with Hutton at the Foreign

Office, Anderson expressed that:

...his personal opinion was that, if the tribes on the Nile lakes could be reached
there was a greater opening for trade than among the Congo tribes, as the habits
of the former would make them more likely than the latter to take European
goods, and that the climate of the Kilimanjaro was apparently admirably suited

for a European Settlement...3%¢

Hutton authored two weeks later a new letter to Salisbury on behalf of the Manchester
Chamber of Commerce where he indicated its continued interest in East Africa. He desired
another meeting to discuss how British interests could be safe-guarded against the ‘actions of
any foreign Power’ and indirectly asked for financial support for the construction of a railway.
Hutton pointed to the conclusions drawn by Holmwood, that such a railway would ‘develop
the natural resources of the country in a way beneficial both to the natives and to the general

trade of this Empire.’3%’

Regardless of the diplomatic discussions in Europe, the German East African Company had
over the summer and autumn of 1885 expanded its territorial remit unabated.3?® Indeed,
according to Anderson’s recollections seven year later: ‘German agents were annexing all that
was valuable.3?° To local observers the process and legality of the treaty-making was ‘simply

absurd.” According to a local missionary of six years, Joseph Thomas Last, the native chiefs and
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people would never sell any of their land to anyone on the simple basis that it was ‘...not theirs
to sell, only to hold and use.” To that effect Last quoted the local saying: ‘All the land is God's;
we are not able to sell it.330 Lasts’ statements were corroborated by his missionary colleague
Dr Edward John Baxter who did ‘not suppose that they have purchased any land, as it is the
custom here for people to cultivate anywhere they please, providing the Chief does not

object .31

In October 1885, Anderson had again secretly intervened in the partition proceedings and met
Johnston to discuss his treaties with the Chiefs of Taveta. Both expressed a keen interest in
preventing the Kilimanjaro region from falling under German influence. The timing of the
meeting was critical. Anderson advised Johnston ‘strictly in his private capacity’ that he should
transfer his concessions to a suitable candidate and then notify the Delimitation Commission
through Kitchener. Johnston had on Anderson’s advice chosen Hutton as beneficiary of his
concession. As Herbert Kitchener, Britain’s representative on the Boundary Commission,
would leave for Zanzibar only a week later on 6 November, it was important that Hutton

communicated his intention to acquire the treaties immediately.

Anderson had assured Johnston that his claims had already been ‘recognised by the Foreign
Office as perfectly legal’ and that they would ‘receive due support from Her Majesty's
Commissioner on the Zanzibar Delimitation Commission.” Johnston reiterated that Anderson’s
involvement be kept private and added a post script that Hutton should ‘write the letter in the

capacity of President of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce’ since he believed that this
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would afford the claims greater authority in the eyes of their German counterparts.332

Concurrently, Johnston authored an official letter to Anderson in which he outlined his
communication to Hutton and attached the treaty he had entered into with the chiefs of

Taveta.?33 Anderson thought it ‘very useful as regards the Kilimanjaro question’ and that:

Here is a Concession, quite as good as the ordinary African Commercial
Concession, though not conferring sovereign rights, which Mr. Johnston can
make over to any Company formed to take it up. It is the very thing we want —a
Concession to a British subject anterior to the German Protectorate, and

subsequent rush to Kilimanjaro.33*

On 3 November, the British commercial interests, represented by Hutton had decided to make
use of Johnston's Kilimanjaro concession. He notified Johnston that he would take steps to
form a syndicate, and invited Mackinnon to join him in immediately securing 'British rights' in
the region.3®> Both Anderson and his future son-in-law Johnston33® were however

contemptuous of their mercantile counterparts Hutton and Mackinnon. Johnston thought:

British merchants [to be] the most unreasonable of men nowadays [and that
they] expect the Government to do everything for them, and see no occasion for
private enterprise of their own. What they would like is for large territories like
Kilimanjaro to be annexed, opened up, civilized, cleared, swept, and garnished,

and then handed over to them to ply a profitable and ready-made trade.?3’

Anderson added an ironic comment of his own: ‘The truth is, that we not only do not neglect
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the Manchester interests, but have to stir Manchester up to look after its interests.’338

Evidently the metropolitan commercial interest for East Africa over the summer and autumn
of 1885 was one orchestrated by Johnston and Anderson. In particular, Anderson used
Mackinnon and Hutton as pawns in order to gain a viable British claim to the Kilimanjaro
region. His confidential scheme managed to position British commercial interests so as to gain
the most from the delimitation commission’s proceedings and from Britain’s negotiations with
Germany. Without this government official’s intervention and ‘chessboard mentality, 33°
British claims to this region of Africa would doubtless have stood in a much weaker position

as German agents would have had free reign to seize a greater share of the mainland.

The Zanzibar Boundary Commission: Delimitation of the Mainland

On 10 December 1885, the three representatives from Britain, France and Germany
commenced their work on the Zanzibar Boundary Commission.34? Over the course of 1886,
the commission surveyed the Sultan's mainland dominions with the nominal objective of
determining the extent of the Sultan's sovereignty defined by 'effective occupation' as laid
down in the Berlin Act. The almost farcical proceedings of the commission’s work strained

Anglo-German relations almost to breaking point.

Kitchener reported that the French commissioner Patrimonio had eloped on a ‘secret mission’

only two weeks before the survey was due to commence’...and that no one knew where he
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