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    Abstract

    The nineteenth century in Africa was a time of revolution and tumultuous change in virtually all spheres. Violent dry spells, the staggered abolition of the slave trade, mass migrations and an influx of new settlers characterized the century. Regional trade links grew stronger and stretched further. The century also saw the beginnings of the ruthless and bloody quest for foreign domination.

    This book is a brilliant synthesis of Africa’s economic history of the nineteenth century. Five parts focus on the environment and demography, agricultural production, mining and manufacturing, domestic and regional trade, and international trade and imperialism. While taking account of the many and contradictory interpretations of the period, the book reveals the complexity and diversity of African economies. Along the way it explodes countless myths and stereotypes that have built up around them.

    The exhaustive reference section itself is an essential research tool. Along with volume two, which analyses the twentieth century, these books must form the bedrock of any study or research into the continent’s social and economic past.
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    The following weights and measures are encountered in the text. They are approximations for they tended to vary from place to place and changed over time.

    1 frasila =  35 pounds (lbs).

    1 legger (leaguers) =  582 litres.

    1 ardabb =  180 litres.

    1 feddan =  1.038 acres.

    1 can tar =  44.928 kg.

    Currencies

    Maria Theresa Dollars (MT$): For most of the nineteenth century, the MT$ was equivalent to US$ 1 and 2.125 rupees. Its value against the pound sterling was MTS4.75 until the 1870s, falling to MT$6-6.50 in the early 1890s..


    Preface

    This study attempts to provide a synthesis of African economic history in the nineteenth century (volume two will examine the twentieth century). Writing a synthesis is an exercise fraught with pitfalls, more so in an era like ours which puts scholarly premium on narrow specialization. Syntheses are suspect as indulgences of naive or retiring scholars, purveyors of simplistic models or grand theories. Many would regard an attempt at providing a synthesis of the economic history of the entire African continent an act of hopeless temerity, for so much remains to be done to fill the gaping holes in our knowledge. Moreover, such an exercise requires linguistic, methodological and analytical skills unlikely to be possessed by any one individual, especially one who is a relatively young scholar.

    Notwithstanding these problems, the importance of syntheses cannot be overemphasized. They are a means of taking stock of the academic capital accumulated at various moments in the development of scholarship. Ideally, they provide signposts of where a subject is, and possible directions for future research. As overviews, syntheses place micro-studies in a broader context, and help integrate their findings into a wider body of scholarship. Ignorance of the research results and trends in areas or disciplines outside one’s own field of specialization often breeds fatuous generalizations and futile re-inventions of the wheel. Syntheses capture the interconnectedness of social processes and realities often obscured in micro-studies. A synthesis is like a forest that gives shape to the distinctive trees of knowledge. It is not a substitute, but an indispensable complement, of primary and micro-re- search.

    The case for a new synthesis of African economic history is overwhelming. In the last two decades or so a substantial body of literature on the subject has been produced. A lot of this material is hidden in journals, dissertations, monographs, conference papers, and even books that are often inaccessible in African universities, especially since the onset of the « book famine » from the early 1980s. This study was partly inspired by the need to fill this void, to bring into wider circulation and discourse some of the most enlightening recent studies on various aspects of the African economic past Second, over the last few years it became increasingly apparent to me that this literature has not been adequately synthesized. As demonstrated in the introduction, the existing syntheses suffer from various degrees of inadequacy. The third motivation for undertaking this study was to counter the excessive preoccupation with micro-studies which, while they have furnished us with innumerable « facts » essential for historical reconstruction, they have also tended to promote untenable or untestable generalizations because of the disregard for intercontinental comparisons.

    Given the enormity of the literature, my reading was necessarily selective. Only the literature in English was consulted. That leaves out very important studies in many other languages, especially French, Arabic and other European and African languages. Needless to say, even of the studies in English I only looked at a relatively small proportion. Consequently, some topics and regions are far better covered than others. Specialists on the areas that have been inadequately dealt with may find that disconcerting, and confirm their conviction that academic athleticism is a treacherous pursuit But my aim was not to be comprehensive, but to indicate to those unfamiliar with African economic history, non-specialists and students the great advances that have been made in the last two decades in the study of the subject.

    Writings on African economic history tend to oscillate between the slippery poles of excessive empiricism and grand generalization. Sometimes the two dovetail into each other, as generalizations are based on one or two case studies. This study seeks to critique both past interpretations and current orthodoxies about the nature and development of African societies and economies in the nineteenth century. It will be demonstrated that these economies were far more complex and diverse than is generally recognized. Unravelling generalizations, myths and stereotypes is an indispensable first step towards a better understanding of our world. The real world is far more complex and fascinating than it often appears through the lenses of abstract theories and models. This is not to suggest that theoretical constructions should be dispensed with. That would leave us with banal empiricism. It is merely to underline the need to constantly engage theories with empirical data, to judge the validity of theoretical paradigms by their power to explain concrete historical processes. This study makes an attempt to do that It is an exercise in historical reconstruction. It aspires to explain how Africans in the nineteenth century produced and reproduced their material lives. As historians we must try, to paraphrase Soyinka, to « escape the abstract tyranny of grand theory, so leaving real people now dead some room to dance » (Lonsdale, 1989a : 130).
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    Introduction : Rethinking African economic history

    In the last two decades African economic history has come of age. One only needs to compare the tentative and anaemic reviews on the subject written in the early 1970s (Austen, 1971; Klein, 1972; Alpers, 1973) with the self-assured and comprehensive surveys of the 1980s to see this (Hopkins, 1980, 1988, 1989; Cooper, 1981; Lonsdale, 1981; Freund, 1984a; Berry, 1984; Austen, 1983; Manning, 1989; Isaacman, 1990). In the space of two decades, African economic history has become a vast international enterprise, « dominated by no single national or methodological tradition » (Hopkins, 1980 :154). While this « heterogeneity has the drawback of permitting a wide range of scholarly standards,... it also guarantees an openness to new ideas and it acts as a protection against the dominance of a single orthodoxy » (Hopkins, 1980 :134). This has made economic historians of Africa « much more interdisciplinary than other economic historians » (Manning, 1989 : 53).

    Two decades ago African economic history was the poor relation of political history. Now it has become an equal, if not a more privileged, relation. This is partly due to the dominance of the developmentalist discourse in African studies and public policy, and partly because of the unravelling of nationalist historiography (Fyfe, 1976; Gutkind and Waterman, 1977; Bernstein and Depelchin, 1978, 1979; Temu and Swai, 1981; Zeleza, 1983, 1989; Young, 1986; Wamba-dia-Wamba, 1986, 1987; Jewswiecki and Newbury, 1986). Yet, there has not been much communication between economic historians and development economists, policy makers and practitioners, because of their different languages, methodologies, and focus. « Policy makers (mostly economists by training) work on the period after 1960, while economic historians (mostly historians by training) work on the period before 1960, and neither relies on the work of the other » (Manning, 1989 :52). The former tend to see history as antithetical to their effectiveness because of the historians’ propensity for « debunking conventional wisdoms...and undermining the simple faiths and pious illusions that governments require for effective policy making » (Roe, 1987 :46). For their part, historians, fearful of compromising their eternal quest for « objectivity », seek to keep their hands clean of the historicist dirt of development prescriptions.

    This chequered relationship between economic historians and development economists has helped neither group. History almost sinks into anti- quarianism, while development studies and policies become blind forays into an incomprehensible present. Economic history has much to offer development economics, and certainly it can assist in reducing the incredible naivety that informs much development policies advanced by the development experts, both domestic and foreign, including those sequestered in the ubiquitous international development agencies. As Hopkins (1988) has shown in a perceptive paper on African entrepreneurship, its history is hardly recognized or known within the development community. Consequently, programmes designed to promote entrepreneurship are often based on wrong assumptions and tend to fail. Hopkins (1988 :23) concludes that « a historian is not equipped to recommend solutions to present-day problems, but he can help to ensure that the questions are properly posed... Those who do not know the past may indeed be condemned to relive it; that is their tragedy. But if they also wish the results of unhistorical reconstructions of the past on others, then the innocent suffer too ».

    This does not mean all is well with African economic history itself, despite the considerable advances made in the last two decades. This study is, in fact, inspired by a sense of dissatisfaction with the current state of knowledge, especially as reproduced in standard texts and syntheses. All too often, grand generalizations are made about African economic history based on data that is rather narrowly focused geographically, thematically, and historically. The Africa usually analyzed is « sub-Saharan », « Tropical » or « Black » Africa (Munro, 1976; Konczacki, 1977; Freund, 1984, Austen, 1987). Of the major works only Wickins (1981), looks at Africa as a whole. Unfortunately, cocooned in South Africa, he does not seem to have been fully aware of current researches on the subject

    The correlation of Africa with « sub-Saharan » Africa is based on a racist construct intended to divorce North Africa from the mainstream of African history. As Bernal (1987, 1991) has convincingly demonstrated, this construct was invented in the nineteenth century, an era of unbridled European imperialist arrogance and racism. In this respect the existing syntheses on African economic history are behind the general histories, such as the UNESCO and Cambridge series, and the works by Curtin, et al. (1978) and July (1992), which treat Africa as one, albeit a highly differentiated, historical unit. In this study, Africa is taken to refer to the entire continent Generalizations that purport to be referring to « Africa » must be abstracted from a reading of Africa history as a whole, rather than partial accounts of regions segmented according to rather dubious geographical or racial considerations.

    Thematically, in most of the literature, there is undue emphasis on trade and exchange systems, especially external trade, rather than on the history of production, which would tell us far more about the dynamics of economic, social and political change. The problem can be seen even in works that consciously seek to examine the development of both production and exchange. For example, Hopkins (1973) discusses production in precolonial West Africa in terms of static structure and function. Historical movement only seems to appear with the coming of colonialism. This shortcoming is even more pronounced in Zwanenberg and King’s study of Kenya and Uganda (1975). In Austen’s (1987) long anticipated, but disappointing, monograph, trade generates a « developmental impact » first in « commercial organization » and then brings « changes in production. » The bias toward trade over production is particularly pronounced among dependency writers, although their conclusion, contrary to that of writers using neo-classical approaches, is that trade had an « underdevelopmental » impact (Rodney, 1982; Gutkind and Wallerstein, 1976).

    Many of the general works also lack historical depth. The precolonial period is often seen as the « traditional » backdrop to changes introduced by colonialism, despite the ritual attacks historians make against the term « traditional ». For example, peasants and hired labour are seen as creations of « colonial capitalism ». No wonder Klein's (1980) collection on peasants in Africa, elegantly subtitled « Historical and Contemporary Perspectives », has virtually nothing to say about the precolonial period. The same is true of the studies on labour history (Sandbrook and Cohen, 1975; Gutkind, Cohen and Copans, 1978; Stichter, 1985; Freund, 1988).

    Much of the writing on socio-economic change in Africa is bedeviled by dichotomous models, in which change is often depicted as the abrupt substitution of one ideal type by its opposite. These dualisms come in all manner of convoluted forms; « traditional-modern » societies, « subsistence- market » economies, « formal-informal » sectors, just to mention some of the most common ones. These dichotomies have a long pedigree in the dualistic conceptualizations of colonial anthropology and development economics (Mafeje, 1976; Streeten, 1984). The persistence of these dichotomous models, and the simplistic generalizations they give rise to, is quite striking.

    African economic history has been dominated by three main approaches : neo-classical, dependence and Marxist. Each of these offers partial, and sometimes misleading, analyses of the process and content of economic change and development in Africa in the precolonial era. In fact, the first two paradigms have little to say about precolonial economic history, apart from offering myths and stereotypes, because their concepts are derived from, and are intended to analyze, the operations of capitalism, or relations between advanced capitalist and dependent capitalist formations.

    The neo-classical paradigm, with its deductive abstract models, is inherently ahistorical. Neo-classical economists avoided examining the question of growth and development which used to preoccupy the classical economists, and concentrated on the marginalist analysis of market processes and the problems of resource allocation. They constructed universal economic laws, which were independent of time and place. This gave neo-classical concepts an aura of scientific objectivity and ideological neutrality. In reality, these concepts were abstractions from, and rationalizations, if not legitimations, of the capitalist system. Faced with non-capitalist economies, neo-classical concepts had no explanatory power, except to create the false dichotomies mentioned above (Kay, 1975; Dean, 1978; Usoro, 1978; Onimode, 1985).

    The dependency approach was bom out of dissatisfaction with prevailing neo-classical descriptions, analyses and prescriptions for Third World development, and was inspired by moral indignation against the West and deep pessimism about the development prospects of countries in Latin America, Africa and Asia. But its concepts of « incorporation », « unequal exchange », « development of underdevelopment », and « centre-periphery », emphasized external economic linkages and tended to ignore internal processes. In fact, like its nemesis, the neo-classical approach, the dependency approach had far more to say about exchange relations than production processes. Also, studies written from the dependency perspective offered little economic history before Africa’s, or any society’s, « incorporation » into the world capitalist system, apart from idealized images of « auto-centric » and « self-sustaining » development From the moment of Africa’s incorporation, dated to the sixteenth century with the onset of the Atlantic slave trade, African history, like the history of other so-called Third World regions, is often frozen into an unrelenting saga of deepening underdevelopment (Amin, 1974, 1976; Wallenstein, 1974, 1976, 1979, 1980, 1983; Legassick, 1976; Brenner, 1977; Palma, 1978; Warren, 1980; Cooper, 1981; Zeleza, 1983; Harris, 1986; Blomstrom and Hettne, 1988).

    Marxist scholars attacked both neo-classical and dependency writers for their theoretical inadequacies, empirical shortcomings, and ideological biases. Specifically, they criticized the two approaches for giving primacy to exchange rather than production relations, their reductionism, and for ignoring class struggles. The Marxists sought to employ their concepts of dialectical and historical materialism, which seek to examine how specific systems originate, develop, function and change in given historical epochs, to unravel Africa’s historical realities. But the results have been less than inspiring. It proved difficult to fit Africa into the Marxian modes, whether « primitive communism », « slavery », « feudalism », or the « Asiatic mode of production ». Similarly problematic were constructions of « African », « tributary », and « lineage » modes of production, all of which have pronounced biases towards mechanisms of surplus appropriation, but are weak on the analysis of the actual organization and control of the labour process, and especially, the mobilization and use of the productive resources themselves. By the mid-1980s the debate on modes of production had become exhausted (Terray, 1972; Hindess and Hirst, 1975, 1977; Asad and Wolpe, 1976; Zwanenberg, 1976; Coquery-Vidrovitch, 1977, 1978; Seddon, 1978; Foster- Carter, 1978; Law, 1978, 1981; Jewsiewicki and Letomeau, 1985; Guy, 1987; Hall, 1987; Suret-Canale, 1988).

    Thus, each of the three approaches has its own shortcomings, as well as strengths. Part of the problem has been the eagerness with which scholars construct models and theories, which they then glibly impose over the diverse and complex historical reality that is Africa. Greater care needs to be taken to wed theories to facts, link structures and processes, production and exchange, integrate the relations and forces of production, society and nature, decipher the dialectic between internal and external forces, shortterm and long-term trends, and capture the similarities and differences in the patterns of economic change between and within regions in Africa.

    This study offers no grand theory or interpretation. Its aims are far more modest. It is informed by the conviction that economic history cannot be reduced to the markets of neo-classical theorists, the world system of the dependency writers, or the modes of production of the Marxists. Economic history is about people, how they produce and reproduce their daily lives in their households, communities, societies, states, regions, and within the continent as a whole. The material and social conditions of production and reproduction are moulded by a complex interplay of nature and society, men and women, rulers and ruled, locals and foreigners, the past and the present.

    This study begins with an examination of Africa’s environment and demography in the nineteenth century. This seeks not only to reconstruct the patterns of environmental and demographic change and assess their impact on economic transformation and development in various parts of the continent but also to unravel and critique the methodologies which historians and other social scientists have used in analyzing these processes. African historians have tended to treat the natural environment merely as « background » upon which historical action developed (Howard, 1976; Ogot 1979; Sindiga, 1985). They have not taken the environment more seriously because many of them have been wary of environmental and technological determinism. It was not a very long time ago when imperialist historians used to see Africa as a natural wilderness occupied by a people who were as untamed as their environment. Reinforcing the historians’ bias against the role of the environment have been Marxist analyses stemming from the Althusserian definition of a mode of production, in which causal primacy is assigned to relations of production rather than the productive forces (Mandala, 1990 :8-10).

    The two chapters in Part I look at the patterns of climatic change, the ways in which various societies handled these changes, the ecology of disease, population growth, the impact of the slave trade, the processes of migration and immigration, and settlement patterns, especially urbanization. The literature on each of these subjects is now quite vast. However, many of these issues have yet to be fully incorporated into the corpus of African economic history.

    Part II contains three chapters on agricultural development, one on the systems of land use, the second on the agrarian relations of production, and the third on the beginnings of colonial agriculture in the Portuguese colonial enclaves of Angola and Mozambique, South Africa and Algeria.

    African agricultural history continues to suffer from over-broad generalizations, imprecise comparisons, unwarranted evolutionism, and unsubstantiated assertions (Richards, 1983 :24). Entire societies have been, and still are, labelled as « shifting cultivators », « hunter-gatherers », or « pastoralists ». Goody’s (1971, 1976) grand but spurious comparisons between Africa’s supposedly hoe, land-rich but labour-poor, and Eurasia’s plough, land poor but labour-rich, farming systems still attract adherents (Iliffe, 1987 :3-14; Hogendom and Gemery, 1990-91). African agriculture is still described as « shifting » and African economies characterized as « subsistence » by many authors (Moran, 1979; Sutton, 1984; Austen, 1987; Coquery-Vidrovitch, 1988), despite persuasive critiques of these concepts by others (McLoughlin, 1970; Hopkins, 1973; Richards, 1983; Hart, 1982 and Richards, 1985). The notion that precolonial Africa was distinctive for its labour-shortage and land-abundance is too simplistic, for as Thornton, (1990-91a :51) points out : « in the seventeenth century there were large areas of Africa that had high population densities by the standards of the non- Chinese world, and particularly compared to Europe ».

    Indeed, this is a notion that tells us « nothing whatsoever about labour supply and demand in micro terms », of the different labour regimes of poorer and richer households; it is myth created by « colonial governments and expatriate firms [who] found it so difficult to recruit labour in the early days » (Hill, 1978 :128). « Shifting cultivation », it is implied or categorically stated, was « backward » compared to the supposedly intensive agriculture of Europe, which is placed on top of the evolutionary ladder of agricultural progress. Not only does this misrepresent and oversimplify the development of agriculture in both Africa and Europe, it also fails to place the highly diversified patterns of land use, and the agricultural techniques and technologies used in each continent, in their ecological and socio-economic context

    In the development literature assertions are common that « traditional » African agriculture was, and is, unproductive, without clearly specifying the measures of productivity used (Phillips, 1966 :75-79). A recent debate amply bears this out In a major revision of current historiography, Thomton (1990-91b :7-8) has argued that available data clearly suggests « that African agriculture, even without the plow, was more efficient than that of early modern Europe ». Instead of assessing the evidence presented, Thornton’s critics fall back on standard assumptions, clothed in neo-classical theoretical formulations on productivity and efficiency, that this could not have been possible. They argue, quite ahistorically, that since colonial and more contemporary data shows that African agricultural productivity whether in labour, land or other inputs, is lower than in Europe, African agricultural productivity could not have been high in precolonial times (Austen, 1990- 91 :22; Hogendom and Gemery, 1990-91 :32-33). The latter conclude that « not enough is known about labour’s physical productivity in precolonial Africa to support that it was high relative to other areas such as Europe » (Hogendom and Gemery, 1990-91 :35). Yet, in the same breath they believe they know enough to assert that it « was lower than elsewhere ». Their case rests on age-old racist stereotypes about Africa. They invoke « tropical heat and humidity [which] sap human strength », Africa’s « debilitating disease environment, the widespread existence of slavery and slave raiding, the lack of complementary transport and credit facilities, and the shortage of physical capital » (Hogendom and Gemery, 1990-91 :33,35). For Austen (1990-91 :24) and Manning (1990-91 :28-29) the best demonstration that African agricultural productivity was low was the Atlantic slave trade. Africa had nothing better to export than its people. This is a pathetic apologia of the slave trade.

    It can be seen that technology, especially ploughs, environmental conditions, labour-land ratios, and the slave trade, have been used as proxy measures or explanations of the alleged low levels of agricultural productivity in precolonial Africa. These arguments tell us little about the actual dynamics and development of African agriculture. This debate and the comparisons between African and European agriculture has three problems.

    First, the comparisons are imprecise. Different periods are compared : precolonial African agriculture is compared to modern European agriculture, rather than European agriculture of the same period. The result is to « both understate the strength of the African economy and overstate the modernity and productivity of the European economy » (Thornton, 1990- 91a :50). These comparisons emphasize the environmental and other difficulties which African agriculture faced, forgetting that at this time European peasants also faced environmental problems, vicious diseases, low life expectancy and high levels of infant mortality, savage exploitation, and the fact that many were too poor to use plows (van Bath, 1963; Kerridge, 1968; Abel, 1980).

    Second, the comparisons are meaningless in so far as African and European peasants worked in extremely varied environments and contexts. What was at issue for African peasants « was production relative to their own needs and resources, not to those of Europe. And since it is the human decision-making process in historical context that we are seeking to understand, it is African producers’ assessments of their success in achieving desirable, « efficient » production that are relevant » (McDougall, 1990- 91 :38). This points to the third problem that has bedeviled African studies since their inception, namely, a false universalism, constructed from idealized European conditions, against which Africa is constantly compared, and which forces African scholars, to « waste time tilting at windmills to find out why we deviate from these patterns instead of finding out what our own patterns and realities are » (Mama and Imam, 1990 :20-21; Zeleza, 1992).

    It is remarkable how racist and imperialist conceptions of African economies and societies constructed during the slave trade era and the colonial period persist, repackaged and re-labelled to fit currently fashionable discourses. For example, most so-called radical analysts of the 1970s and 1980s, including those of Marxist persuasion, despite their customary invocations on the importance of understanding the dynamics of precolonial economies or pre-capitalist social formations on their own terms, rested on a bedrock of old interpretations principally drawn from anthropological orthodoxies (Chanock, 1977; Cameroff, 1982). Many of them used the notional baseline of « subsistence » economy, and agrarian change was perceived as movement away from this « natural » economy to either a modern « cash economy » or into the clutches of underdevelopment. So agrarian change, even the creation of the peasantry itself, is seen as the product of the introduction of colonial markets, in the language of neo-classical economic historiography, or of Africa’s incorporation into the world capitalist economy, in the terminology of dependence and world systems approaches.

    Many writers have resisted calling African farmers « peasants », preferring to label them « husbandsmen », « protopeasants », « traditional peasants », « traditional agriculturalists », « subsistence cultivators », « emergent farmers », or simply « tribesmen », cultivators, or herdsmen, because they do not seem to conform to the European model where peasants had landlords, to whom they paid rent, and they produced for the market (Reining, 1970; Post, 1972; Welch, 1977; Silberfein, 1977; Bernstein, 1979; Klein, 1980; Hesselberg,

    1985). Never mind that peasants in northern Africa, along the Nile valley, Ethiopia, the interlacustrine regions of eastern Africa and the emirates of northern Nigeria, just to mention the most obvious cases, did all these things. The problem is that African peasants entered intellectual discourse through the discipline of colonial anthropology, with its ahistorical methodologies and eternal fascination with « exotic », « closed », and small-scale societies. In anthropological constructions, or invented traditions, to borrow Ranger’s (1989) term, African farmers looked like « primitive » cultivators living in self-sufficient, kin-based communities impervious to change. The myths of « traditional » society and « subsistence » economy were bom.

    It was said that as « subsistence » cultivators, African farmers could not be considered peasants, for peasants produce primarily for the market (Dalton, 1967). Others were prepared to upgrade those African farmers who partly produced for the market to the hallowed league of peasants (Middleton, 1966). Producing for the external market became the definitional key (Wolff, 1966). The radical scholars of the 1970s and 1980s, in spite of their fulminations against colonial anthropological orthodoxies, based their elegant paradigms on the same orthodoxies. All they did was to coin new words to describe the same old wine. The external market was substituted with capitalism. History was brought in, but it was the truncated history of dependency theory. African peasantries, it was claimed, developed as a result of Africa’s incorporation into the world capitalist system (Saul and Woods, 1979). Since capitalism was implanted during the colonial period, it followed that the African peasantry was created, or at least bred, by colonial capitalism. The search was on for the rise, and in the case of the settler colonies such as South Africa, Zimbabwe and Kenya, the eventual fall, of the peasantry (Bundy, 1979; Palmer, 1977; Atieno-Odhiambo, 1974). The tom « peasantization » was coined to describe the process.

    Forgotten in all these grand constructions was the simple fact that peasantries elsewhere, for example in Europe and Asia, antedated capitalism, the modern world system or colonialism. Some conceded that historically, peasant agriculture was a precapitalist mode of production even though it continued to exist in capitalist formations (Boesen, 1979). But the argument was soon turned on its head. The peasant mode of production, Hyden (1980, 1983) discovered, has an « economy of affection », which is inherently antagonistic to market relations, pressures or incentives. He postulated that Africa’s contemporary agrarian crisis is rooted in « the hold that the economy of affection has over African society » (Hyden, 1983 :25). This paradigm is not only too holistic and reductionist to capture the diversity of peasant social solidarities and relations, it is also static and lacks analytic precision (Mamdani, 1985; Lemarchand, 1989). It ignores the fact that manifestations of the so-called moral economy or economy of affection in present-day Africa may not really be relics from the « traditional » past, but could represent the contemporary forms of capitalist production and reproduction (Watts, 1983; Zeleza, 1986). Counterpoised to Hyden’s moral economy model is the equally simplistic rational choice model advocated by Bates (1983, 1986, 1988).

    With Hyden’s formulation there was danger that the clock would be set full circle back to the anthropological simplicities of « traditional », « subsistence » Africa. As the debate on the peasantry got bogged down in sophistry and circumlocutions, Cooper (1980 :312) was driven to call for « a long moratorium on the use of the words « peasantization »... Not only is the use of such words an act of violence against language, but they pose a danger to thought processes as well. » Cooper’s call may have been heeded, for in the 1980s new studies emerged showing the immense diversity in African peasant production systems due to variations in environmental conditions, state formations and processes of commodity production (Kea, 1982; Richards, 1983; Thornton, 1983). Researchers also became increasingly receptive to peasant voices and supplemented their archival findings with oral data to begin reconstructing a rich tapestry of peasant experiences (Bradford, 1987; White, 1987; Keegan, 1988; Cohen and Atieno-Odhiambo, 1989, van Onselen, 1990). As they saw peasants up close, rather than from the exalted position of grand theory, researchers discovered that peasants were not inertly conservative. They were not only capable of generating scientific and technological innovation (Berry, 1974; Martin, 1984; Richards, 1985), but they also struggled against predatory external forces that sought to exploit them (Crummey, 1986a). Rural struggles were not confined to the episodic eruptions of peasant rebellions during times of crisis but were woven into the texture of everyday life as peasant communities, households, and members of households, struggled over the control of and access to critical resources and the appropriation of the surplus product (Isaacman, 1976, 1977; Scott, 1985; Ranger, 1986; Beinart and Bundy, 1987; Watts, 1988).

    Despite many of their insights, most of these studies have not paid enough attention to peasant labour processes and gender relations (Isaacman, 1990 :23-30). Labour studies have tended to concentrate excessively on slavery, partly based on the untenable assumption that « slaves rather than peasants were the primary source of surplus and the most important form of investment in those societies more involved in market relations » (Klein, 1980 :13). The vast majority of Africa’s peoples in the nineteenth century did not reproduce themselves through the use of slave labour, so any talk of slave modes of production is hollow. It is encouraging to note, however, that some recent work has begun to correct these deficiencies (Mandala, 1990).

    Chapter 4 examines the changing relations of production in nineteenth century African agriculture, where the question of the sexual division of labour in agriculture is also discussed. Gender analysis is in fact incorporated throughout the study, for gender roles played a central role in the organization of production. The literature on women in Africa has grown enormously in the last two decades (Pellow, 1977; Walker, 1987; Geiger, 1987; Wipper, 1988; Hay, 1988). There have been important shifts in emphasis, from a preoccupation with what Hay (1988) calls the heroines, the queens of politics and commerce, to the victims, the prostitutes, domestic workers and slaves, and more recently on women as producers, especially as peasants. Unfortunately, these studies practice the same academic apartheid of dividing Neath Africa from their beloved sub-Saharan Africa (Johnson-Odim and Strobel, 1988).

    Moreover, much of this work covers the colonial and post-colonial periods. When the precolonial period is examined, the objective is often to contrast it positively or negatively with the colonial period. At one time, it was believed that colonialism liberated African women from the shackles of « traditional » oppression (Klingshim, 1971). Now, the consensus is that colonialism undermined women’s position and power. In Qunta’s (1987 : chapter 1) exposition, with colonial conquest African women fell from the grace of matriarchal egalitarianism into the patriarchal clutches of imperialist, racist, class and sex oppression. Both interpretations oversimplify the social processes of gender construction in African history. We are still very far from getting a full picture of the historical experiences of African women producers during the precolonial era. For example, most of the papers in the collections by Hafkin and Bay (1976), Bay (1982), Hay and Stichter (1984), Robertson and Berger (1986), Stichter and Parpart (1988), Parpart and Staudt (1989) have little to say about the precolonial era, except to offer the obligatory genuflections on women’s roles in « traditional » Africa. It is as if gender roles in precolonial Africa remained static until the coming of colonial rule.

    This often results in untenable generalizations. In her analysis of women in the rural economy, Henn (1984 :1-2), for example, tells us that « food farming systems in pre-colonial Africa was almost everywhere a system of shifting hoe culture » and proceeds to divide the continent into regions of « women’s farming systems », « men’s farming systems » and « mixed farming » systems. This not only misrepresents the nature of African agriculture, it also oversimplifies and freezes what were dynamic processes of gender differentiation in the agricultural labour process. Equally simplistic and overschematic is White’s (1984 :55) assertion that « people who practised intensive hoe agriculture tended to be matrilineal ». The evidence suggests that « intensive » agriculture cut across a wide range of family forms. Robertson’s (1984 :14) contention that the « hierarchical organization of labour recruitment and control prevailed in much of sub-Saharan Africa in various forms and can be offered as one explanation for the technological lag whereby neither the plough nor the wheel were adopted, even though some African societies had early contact with other societies which used them », betrays a lack of understanding of the relationship between agricultural technology and environmental conditions. Her concept of the « corporate kin mode of production » is a poor attempt at theorizing.

    Inadequate theories in fact mar the few works that do discuss gender relations in precolonial societies in some detail. Many of the theories are often based on highly stylized anthropological « facts » on the nature of kinship and households. Kinship is often taken as a given, rather than explained, or rather problematised (Bernstein and Depelchin, 1979 :34). Early evolutionary models contrasted the « backward » extended family systems of Africa and the « advanced » nuclear conjugal units of Europe, forgetting that the latter was itself a relatively late historical development (Stone,

    1979). Indeed, the wide range of family structures in both Africa and Europe made a mockery of the typological and unilineal view. In short, the clas- sificatory labels could not withstand the glare of empirical scrutiny and historical research (Netting, et al., 1984).

    Households are complex social units, whose forms and functions, divisions of labour and snuggles, size and composition vary enormously cross-cul- turally and intra-culturally, and change over time, so that attempts to offer universalistic definitions of households in terms of such factors as coresidence, commensality, joint ownership, pooling of income, and shared companionship is not very useful (Oppong, 1981). Household morphology, practices and ideology change or adapt to changing economic, political, or ecological circumstances (Smith, 1984, et al., 1984; Mafeje, 1991). Patterns of intra-household relations also vary greatly within and between social classes, cultural groups, and social formations and change over time (Moock, 1986). In short, the nature of households should not be established a priori, but concretely investigated, because households constitute complex aggregations of interacting productive and reproductive processes, residential patterns and ideological practices. « All the evidence suggests », Guyer (1981 :104) maintains, that terms like household « indicate problems to be explored and not analytical concepts to be applied in a rigid fashion ».

    Part III looks at mining and manufacturing, and examines the technologies and techniques employed, as well as the relations of production. The history of mining and manufacturing in Africa has been haunted by diffusionist models, whereby attempts are made to trace the external origins of certain technologies and their eventual adoption or lack of it in Africa. The hindrances to technology transfer have been blamed variously on ecological variables or the continent’s (read sub-Saharan) « isolation ». Austen and Headrick (1983 :172) find these explanations wanting, but offer alternative explanations drawn from colonial racial anthropology and psychology. They attribute Africa’s alleged « technological conservatism » to « economic strategies favouring risk aversion over profit maximization; broader world views which suppress innovation; lack of literacy; preference for political and military rather than economic solutions to social problems; and patterns in the sexual division of labour and child-rearing practices. » The banality of their argument is thrown into sharp relief when they examine African child-rearing practices, which they obviously know nothing about. They argue that in Africa « child-rearing is human-energy-intensive and anti- materialistic. For the growing child, the results are a high degree of interpersonal relations but less experience in manipulating the physical world than one finds among European children » (Austen and Headrick, 1983 :174). This is racist clap-trap.

    While many historians do not sink this low, it is widely assumed that African mining and manufacturing technologies were « backward » (Goody, 1971; Johnson, 1978a :15; Miller, 1988 :78-81). This position is also advanced by the dependency writers who, however, attribute the underdevelopment of African manufacturing industries to the Atlantic slave trade (Rodney, 1982 :chapter 4; Inikori, 1982, 1983). In contrast, Gemery and Hogendom (1978) celebrate the technological innovations brought by the slave trade, especially the widespread adoption of firearms which improved « slave gathering ».

    Thornton’s (1990-91a, 1990-91b) intervention provides a useful correction against these prevalent views. He argues, using the reports of contemporary European travellers in Africa and the findings of archaeologists, that African metallurgy and textile manufacturing were far more advanced than has been recognized. Large quantities of metals and textiles were produced. Indeed, by the standards of the seventeenth or eighteenth century world, he concludes, African metalworkers and textile manufacturers were producing their goods at the same or higher levels of productivity as their European counterparts. For example, Leiden, one of the leading European centres of textile production which had almost the same population as Momboares in the eastern Congo, produced about 100,000 metres of cloth per year in the early seventeenth century, as compared to 300-400,000 metres in Momboares (Thornton, 1990-91b :12-14). Not only were these products traded widely within the continent by African merchants, as well as European merchants along the West African coast, African textiles were exported to the Caribbean and South America (Johnson, 1978a :263; Thornton, 1990- 91a :53).

    The question of whether or not African mining and manufacturing industries declined in the nineteenth century in the face of external, especially European, competition needs to be more carefully assessed. Chapters 6 and 7 argue that the contention of both neo-classical and dependency writers that the local industries could not compete is too simplistic. Growing levels of imports from Europe, on which the contention of African uncompetitiveness is based, did not automatically imply that local production was declining. African societies were neither autarchic, nor were African consumers content with mere subsistence. Imports of textiles, for example, had a lot to do with expansion of the market and changes in fashion. Recent studies have demonstrated that African mining and manufacturing industries proved far more resilient than has been generally recognized (Johnson, 1978a; Goucher, 1981; Pole, 1982; Thornton, 1990, 1990-91b). The balance between decline and survival varied according to the intensity of foreign competition and the organization of local production. The last section of Chapter 7 examines attempts by African societies to industrialize and examines the familiar case of Egypt and the less familiar one of Madagascar. Chapter 8 focuses on the beginnings of colonial industrialization in Southern and West Africa.

    The greater part of this study, unlike most previous syntheses, examines the development of productive forces and production processes and relations. The last two sections, Part IV and Part V, analyze trade and the question of Africa’s incorporation into the world system. Part IV has four chapters on the development of domestic and regional trade in all the major regions of the continent. The subject of trade was once dominated by the subtantivist-formalist debate, in which the substantivists interpreted « primitive » economic behaviour in terms of the non-economic norms of reciprocity and redistribution, while the formalists focused on the overriding importance of market forces in regulating economic behaviour (Gislain, 1987). The controversy, as Curtin (1984 :14) has noted, was not « especially enlightening », for it needs to be recognized « that both market and other forms of exchange have a role to play. The problem is to measure the influence of each in specific situations’.

    In spite of these admonitions, and the considerable advances that have been made in the study of African exchange systems, the substantivist ghosts of economic anthropology have not been entirely banished. African trade, markets and currencies are still tainted with the brush of exotica. Some continue to portray them as pale imitations of the « real » trade, markets, and currencies of western Europe. As late as the 1980s Wickins (1981 :116) and Austen (1987 :20-21) could still argue that internal exchange in Africa was limited because of the predominance of poor production methods, transport bottlenecks and low population densities. Exchange was largely confined to exchanges between communities occupying different ecological zones, and reflected social rather than market relations. This « subsistence trade », as Gray and Birmingham (1970) once called it, was only transformed into « marketed- oriented trade » with Africa’s integration into international trade networks.

    Discussing trade solely in turns of ecological zones is as simplistic as analyzing it in terms of ethnic groups, for neither constitutes a production unit, but refers to spatial entities and ideological constructs. African societies and communities were fluid aggregates of households which were rarely self-sufficient Austen’s distinction between social and economic values is too contrived, as Hopkins (1973 :52-53) observed almost two decades ago.

    The substantivist argument that social rather than economic motives, redistribution and reciprocity rather than trade and commerce characterized precolonial African exchange systems was popularized by the Bohannans (1955, 1968, 1969) and Bohannan and Dalton (1965), who distinguished between societies that have either market place or market principle, or one of the two, or neither. They concluded that most African societies had market places but did not operate on market principles, an argument repealed as recently as 1988 (Bohannan and Curtin, 1988 :169-89; also see Dalton, 1978). In the 1970s, historians of Tiv society, on which the model was built, queried the methodology the Bohannans had used. For example, Latham (1971 :600-1) showed convincingly that their analysis of the Tiv copper rod currency as a « primitive rationing system », rather than a « general purpose currency » was based on information « gathered after die rod had ceased to be used widely in exchange ». Doward (1976 :589) developed the argument further by noting that « in their preoccupation for the subsistence aspect of the Tiv economy, the Bohannans failed to grasp the significance of production for sale because, « they never observed the « traditional » Tiv economy, did not have access to or were unaware of the relevant documentation ». Hopkins (1973 :52-53) concluded that the distinction between market place and market principle is based on ideal types rather than historical realities, and proceeded to demonstrate Goody’s (1971 :23-24) argument that « the concept of non-monetary economics is hardly applicable to precolonial Africa ». Recent monetary studies have amply borne this out (Webb, 1982; Hogendom and Johnson, 1986). However, Hopkins’ (1973) distinction between local and long-distance trade was problematic. The key differentiation was based on the distance a trader could travel in a day to and from the market The organizational differences between local and long-distance trade remained rather fuzzy. Certainly there was little evidence that local trade was restricted to local products.

    In this study, a distinction is made between domestic and foreign trade. Admittedly, this framework can be more usefully applied to state societies where some kind of national economic space was constructed. Chapters 9 to 12 clearly demonstrate that the patterns of trade organization varied and changed considerably in the course of the nineteenth century, and underscores the inadequacies of many of the generalizations that are often made about African precolonial economies. Apart from examining the conventional issues of markets and money, the chapters incorporate some of the recent work on the formation of merchant classes and the development of groups of transport workers, who played such a vital role in the expansion of commercial networks.

    Finally, Part V dwells on Africa’s international trade and imperialism. It is shown that there was an enormous expansion in the volume of trade between Africa and Europe, although there were considerable differences between the various regions. The commodities traded varied, notwithstanding the fact that each region increasingly exported a narrow range of raw materials and largely imported manufactured goods. The impact of the imports on the local economies also varied depending on each region’s domestic socio-economic and political structures. In short, the patterns and processes of incorporation into the world capitalist system differed significantly from one region to another. Perhaps the most deeply integrated regions by the mid-nineteenth were North and West Africa, which are therefore examined in separate chapters. The incorporation of Central, Southern and Eastern Africa accelerated during the second half of the century. The differentiated processes of incorporation were also reflected in the varied patterns of colonization, which conditioned the subsequent development of colonial capitalism.

    By 1870, the vast part of Africa was still free of foreign control There was little to indicate that this was about to change. Indeed, according to Boahen (1987a :23), the continent, recently freed from the scourge of the slave trade and the revolutionary wars of the first half of the century, « was in a mood of change and revolution, accepting new challenges, showing ability at adaptation and modification, fighting back against racist doctrines, and above all changing its economy and politics to suit the socioeconomic realities of the day. » The Scramble came, with sudden, unpredictable, and merciless fury. By 1914 the entire continent, except Ethiopia, which salvaged its independence from the teeth of Italian defeat, and Liberia, an American dependency, had been partitioned and fallen into the clutches of European colonial rule (Boahen, 1987b). What happened, why, and what were the consequences? These questions have preoccupied African historians and intellectuals ever since. The questions have remained as simple as ever, but the answers have proved more elusive.

    The partition of Africa is normally discussed in connection with the « new imperialism ». The temporal and structural linkages between the two appear obvious at first sight. The only problem is that neither term, the partition nor imperialism, lends itself easily to definition, for both describe complex processes. The term imperialism is particularly vexatious. Like beauty, its meaning is in the eye of the beholder. It has mutated beyond recognition since the time it first entered the English language « as a gloss on [Napoleon’s] regime which had been established in France » (Koebner and Schmidt, 1964 :1).

    To Hobson, whose book Imperialism : A Study did much to popularize the term « imperialism », the « new imperialism » referred to the colonization of tropical and sub-tropical lands. He believed that the « new imperialism » was bad for Britain as a whole, but profitable to certain trades and classes, especially the financiers, for whom colonies offered profitable outlets for surplus capital, that is capital that could not be profitably invested at home, thanks to the underconsumption of the workers. It followed that if underconsumption could be removed the tap-root of imperialism could be removed.

    For Lenin, who acknowledged his indebtedness to Hobson in his monograph Imperialism : The Highest Stage of Capitalism, this line of reasoning represented liberal reformism. Imperialism, in his view, marked an actual stage in the evolution of capitalism, the highest stage, the monopoly stage that would eventually give way to socialism. So for Lenin, colonialism was simply one characteristic of imperialism. The other features included the rise of monopolies, the emergence of finance capital, the export of capital and the division of the world among capitalist associations.

    Thus two traditions emerged in the historiography of imperialism. Following Hobson’s footsteps the liberal tradition tended to equate imperialism with colonialism, and the Marxist tradition came to see imperialism as the global expansion of capitalism. For the latter it became an article of faith that imperialism was essentially driven by economic forces, while for the former the importance of economics receded the further removed the writers were from Hobson and the more they debated the Marxists.

    The demotion of economic forces in the liberal tradition as explanatory factors was assured once underconsumption, the linchpin of Hobson’s thesis, could be disproved empirically or theoretically. Schumpeter argued in his influential essay, Imperialism and Social Classes, that there was nothing « new » about the « new imperialism ». Imperialism was as old as human society, a product of persistent tendencies toward war and conquest, of attitudes which are deeply encrusted in the mentality of the warrior classes. The « new imperialism » had nothing to do with capitalism. Indeed, capitalism is antithetical to imperialism, for it thrives best with peace and free trade. The revival of imperialism represented the resurgence of atavistic instincts and interests, made possible by a peculiar and an « unnatural alliance » between a declining but still powerful « war-oriented » nobility and a rising, but not yet dominant, bourgeoisie. He located this « unnatural alliance » in Central Europe, thereby removing the Western European powers, including Britain and France, and those across the Atlantic, the United States, from the scourge of imperialism.

    After Schumpeter the scramble was on for non-economic explanations. Some reduced imperialism to diplomatic squabbles among the great powers. The partition of Africa was reduced to a diversionary diplomatic game orchestrated by Bismarck. Not only did Bismarck want a place in the sun for his newly unified state, but he also encouraged Fiance to seek colonies in Africa to divert her attention from the loss of Alsace-Lorraine and embroil her in conflicts with other European powers (Taylor, 1938). Others attributed the creation of the colonial empires to the rise of nationalism in Europe. It was the nationalistic masses, it was said, hungering for national prestige and glory, who forced their « reluctant » governments to conquer colonies. The imagination of the masses had been fired by the enormous publicity given to the travels and activities of missionaries, explorers and adventurers (Hayes, 1941).

    More recently, some historians have discovered the primacy of technological, ecological, sociobiological, and sexual factors. For some, steamers and quinine and other nineteenth century technologies offer the best « model of causality » for European expansion (Headrick, 1981 :3-12, 1988 :3-48). Others believe, in the words of Crosby (1989 :5), that behind what he calls the « Neo-European adventures were factors perhaps best described as biogeographical ». Sociobiological explanations attribute imperialism to the innate violence of the human species (Reynolds, 1981 :chapter 5). And then there are those, like Hyam (1976, 1986) who believe that imperialism was motivated by the need to export, not surplus capital, but surplus sexual energy, accumulated in repressive Victorian England.

    These theories offer tantalizing speculations. It cannot be disputed that technology facilitated colonization, but it is an exaggeration to argue that it was its major « cause » (Law, 1982). For one thing, Headrick exaggerates the impact of the technological breakthroughs in tropical medicine, for they mostly occurred in the 1930s and 1940s rather than in the 1870s and 1880s, long after the partition of Africa (Arnold, 1988 :10). Colonization was of course promoted by and, in turn, generated, complex ecological changes. It was also advanced by extreme aggression and violence, and entailed sexual encounters between the colonizers and the colonized. But elevating these factors to the level of « causalities » behind imperialism is not convincing. The sociobiological thesis with its simple reductionism, is inherently non-explanatory, for it « merely transfers the problem of explanation from one context to another » (Reynolds, 1981 :230). The ecological and sexual explanations often read like apologias or celebrations of European imperialism. European expansion is portrayed as nothing more than a mission to spread and reinforce Europe’s biological stock (Crosby, 1988), or diffuse repressed collective libidos. Hyam, for example, talks of « sexual opportunity » and « sexual interaction », but not the sexual exploitation and rape of colonial women (Berger, 1988; Hyam, 1988).

    Few of the old writers on imperialism, and many of the contemporary ones, had pretensions to being historians of Africa, for until the 1950s African history was not taught in the metropolitan or colonial universities. By 1960 the situation was beginning to change. Independence had arrived in Africa, and with it African historical studies began to bloom. In 1961, Robinson and Gallagher published their famous work, Africa and the Victorians, which sought to reinterpret the partition, to tell the story, as was popular in those days of fervent nationalism, from the perspective of the periphery, not the centre. They argued that the partition of Africa was triggered by strategic considerations, not economic reasons. Britain, the leading colonial power, had little or no commercial interest in Africa before 1880 and there was certainly no public clamour in Britain for colonies. Rather, Britain was forced to abandon its preferred « informal empire » because nationalist agitation in Egypt and South Africa threatened its sea route to India.

    This argument had elegant simplicity and, as befitting historians, was copious in details and archival references. The British occupation of Egypt in 1882, and interventions in the recalcitrant South African Boer Republics triggered the partition of the rest of the continent, as other powers sought not to be left behind. The thesis dominated the historical debate in the following two decades (Louis, 1976; Hopkins, 1978a, 1986). This so-called « peripheral » theory of imperialism was further developed by Fieldhouse (1967, 1973), who dismissed the thesis of « capitalist imperialism » and argued that faced with local disturbances, spawned by the cumulative pressures of European influence, European interests had to choose between either annexation or complete withdrawal. However, unlike Robinson and Gallagher, Fieldhouse was willing to concede that there was « imperialism of trade ».

    Robinson and Gallagher’s thesis is unsustainable on methodological and empirical grounds. Their strict separation of economic, political and strategic factors is too contrived. Also, as Hopkins (1986 :370) has perceptively noted, « the methodology underpinning Africa and the Victorians derives from the formal distinction between reasons and causes of actions. The authors make it clear that their main concern is with « subjective » motives rather than with « historic cause », and that their purpose is to reconstruct the « contemporary perception of events in Africa », as recorded by the « official mind » of imperialism ». Close studies of the official documents in the last three decades have in fact shown that commercial considerations, rather than strategic ones, were central to the « official mind » and determined policy (Uzoigwe, 1974; Parsons, 1976; Scholch, 1981; Owen, 1981; Johns, 1982). Besides, attempts by France and other European powers, such as Portugal and Germany, to create colonial empires in Africa antedated the Egyptian crisis.

    Hopkins (1973) himself advanced the persuasive argument, further elaborated on in Chapter 14, that the partition of West Africa was a product of commercial rivalries. Wrigley (1978 :27-28) added the point that the European governments acceded to their merchants’ requests for formal colonization not for reasons of « protectionism, nor even the quest for mercantile profit, but the policy of provision », that is, the need to secure industrial raw materials and consumer commodities. He even tried to elevate « provision » into the determining feature of « advanced industrialism ». More recently Cain and Hopkins (1986, 1987) have argued that British imperialism was not predominantly determined by the forces of industrial capitalism, but by the changing fortunes of « gentlemanly capitalism », that is, up to 1850 landed interests, and from 1850 to 1914 financial and commercial magnates. They argue that the activities of the gentlemanly capitalists were not only far more important than has been recognized, but it was they who ruled Britain. This formulation appears to marry elements of the Hobsonian thesis on the role of financiers, the Schumpetarian notion that the « new imperialism » was hardly new, and the Marxian argument on the centrality of economic factors behind imperialism, although the authors claim they are trying to stay clear of these contending historiographical traditions.

    While liberal historians, with the notable exception of writers like Hopkins, generally abandoned economic explanations for the partition, Marxist and dependence writers emphasized them. They saw the partition as a moment, a conjuncture, in the global expansion of capitalism (Kieman, 1974; Brown, 1978). Imperialism was, as Luxembourg (1941 :446) put it, « the political expression of the accumulation of capital in its competitive struggle for what remains still open of the non-capitalist environment ». To Marxists, the economic foundations of imperialism were so self-evident that there was no need for further verification. The partition was attributed to the need by the advanced capitalist countries to find outlets for investment, markets for their manufactured goods and sources of raw materials.

    But important elements of the Marxist theory of imperialism have come under sustained criticism. The earlier Marxists believed that capitalism had a « double mission », that it was both exploitative and emancipatory. The concept of colonies as outlets of surplus capital captured the contradictoriness of the capitalist mission. However, this did not seem to fit the historical record. The colonies, certainly in Africa, with a few notable exceptions, were never inundated with surplus capital from the metropoles. Indeed, instead of metropolitan investment, the colonies were expected to pay for themselves from their own resources. The dependence writers turned the reverse flow of resources from the colonies to the metropoles into the pivot around which imperialism spun (Frank, 1967, 1969, 1978a, 1978b, 1980, 1981; Emmanuel, 1974; Amin, 1974, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1980; Wallerstein, 1974, 1979, 1980, 1983, 1984; Rodney, 1982).

    Warren (1973, 1980) dismissed surplus capital as a cause behind imperialism by pointing out that « a number of challenging imperialist powers were themselves net capital importers between 1870 and 1914; the fact that capital export was always a significant feature of industrial capitalism, [and] showed no sudden acceleration in the late nineteenth century » (Warren, 1980 :67). Indeed, for Warren far from being a product of a senile, decaying capitalism, imperialism was the product of young, vigorous economies; it was the « pioneer of capitalism ». His celebration of imperialism’s progressive role in the Third World has been strongly attacked (Michael, Petras and Rhodes, 1974; Hansen and Schulz, 1981; Polychroniou, 1991). Other Marxist scholars have queried Lenin’s definition of advanced capitalism as imperialism and have urged its abandonment (Brewer, 1980; Arrighi, 1983; Willoughby, 1986). Willoughby (1986 :7), for example, finds the definition both too general because « it leads us away from studying the specific phenomena of territorial domination/exploitation and nation-state conflict which most consider central to understanding imperialism today » and « too specific because far too many historically-situated aspects of early twentieth century international capitalism are seen as fundamental to a general theory of capitalist imperialism ».

    The dependence and Marxist writers have had a lot to say about the economics of imperialism. Ironically, despite their fetishization of the « economic facts » of dependence, or imperialist exploitation, these writers have done little to advance our understanding of the actual economic dynamics of the partition. This is because the partition was not problematised in their grand theoretical constructs. Failure to do so has obfuscated the highly differentiated processes and patterns of colonization and colonial and post-colonial capitalist development in Africa. The failure to recognize the fact that the partition was a heterogeneous experience is perhaps the most glaring weakness of early Marxist and dependence theories of imperialism. Thus, the partition of Africa has not been adequately accounted for by either the liberal or Marxist and dependence writers. The former tend to focus on local events and the policies of individual governments, and thus fail to see the larger picture, while the latter adopt a global approach, without paying enough attention to the mediating « facts on the ground ».

    Scholars do not agree on the meaning of the concepts they use, so that they often talk past each other, explaining different phenomena, as some seek long-term causes, and others search for the trigger mechanism that set off the explosion that was the partition of Africa (Penrose, 1974; Ratcliffe, 1981). Attempts to explain the partition, colonization, or incorporation of Africa in exclusive categories, the economic versus the political, metropolitan versus peripheral, capitalist versus mercantilist, Afro-centric versus Euro-centric, oversimplify what were very complex processes.

    This study takes the view, argued in detail in Part V, that economic factors indeed played the decisive role in engendering the forces of colonization. Needless to say, these factors did not act in splendid isolation, but were articulated in complex ways with political, ideological, technological and military factors. The partition was too messy and complex a process to be attributed to single causes and triggers. Thus, it will be argued that even with regards to the economic factors different « economics » operated in the different regions. In North Africa, the colonization was conditioned by the economic and political crises brought about by rising indebtedness, while in West Africa colonization emerged in the context of intensifying trade rivalries. Central Africa attracted speculative capital, while Southern Africa became a haven for mining capital. East Africa, the last region to be incorporated into the European-dominated world capitalist system, fell victim to preemptive colonization. This is not to argue, as some do, that imperialism was « caused » by crises in the periphery. As Boahen (1987a :29) has recently reminded us, « the nature of the internal conditions of Africa...could not and did not precipitate the Scramble, which was in fact a worldwide phenomenon. I believe that the causes of this phenomenon can be found, not in Africa, or Southeast Asia, but rather in the congruence of the economic as well as the political and social forces operating in Europe during the last two or three decades of the nineteenth century ». However, it is important to understand the differentiated processes of colonization in Africa in order to explain the different patterns and forms of colonial state construction, development and underdevelopment, class formation, and popular struggles in the twentieth century.
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